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FOREWORD
For a third of a century Foy E. Wallace, Jr. and I have been

close friends. In battles that had to be fought, we stood together
as compatriots in arms. Such a relationship always forges a strong
bond of friendship. The years have welded a togetherness that
qualifies me to say some personal things I wish to say.

I know Foy Wallace. He is a most unusual man with a most
brilliant mind. I know no man who has put in the days, and
weeks, and months, and years, of study he has. I believe his
knowledge makes some would-be scholars look sophomoric.

No one has ever questioned his ability, or his soundness, or
his love for the church, or his loyalty to truth, or his willingness
to speak his convictions. Foy Wallace has never tested what he
wished to say by the fickle winds of popularity, but rather by
the unalterable truth of God.

Now, in his most prepared stage in life, in his climaxing years
of scholarship, he presents his newest book, A Review of The
New Versions. He has always done his home work. And once
again he has in this instance. Ten! ten solid years were spent in
preparation to write this very fundamental book on this most
relevant topic!

And before anyone disagrees with a man of such deep, analy-
tical thinking and rare scholarship, he should think more than
twice. It just might be that with more study you would discover
that he discerned what you failed to see, that he got to the
bottom of the issue when you were only playing around on
the surface.

We have had a rash of translations to break out among us in
which very little has been added to truth, faith, and stability,
but much has been added to error, doubt, and instability. Conse-
quently many people are confused. Many wonder. Many are
insecure. Now when you ask in a Bible class ‘What saith the
Scriptures?” you may get a dozen answers, and many of them
are only the theological views of the so-called translators or
translator (just one). It is hard to have unity when your think-
ing is guided by such a source of division.

So far as I know, no one opposes a new translation, which is
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true. The opposition centers around translations loaded with
errors that pervert the gospel and hurt the church. It is granted
that every man has the right to publish a commentary, but it
is also contended that no man has the right to offer one to the
public in the guise of a Bible. The purity of the Bible should not
be violated. The recklessness with which it is now being made
merchandise of in a multiplicity of outrageous abuses heaps on
mankind an insufferable wrong.

Our first concern in Bible study is to be sure we have the
unmixed word of God - -as nearly pure as translators can render
it - -and then we can go from there to learn its meaning. Surely
this comes ahead of spoon-feeding which makes much ado about
simple expression that is given priority over correctness. What
good is a Bible easily understood, if you don’t know whether or
not it is true? And if truth means nothing, why read it in the
first place?

So now with the thought that the reading of a book may date
a new era in one’s life, and with the highest esteem for Brother
Wallace, we commend to your prayerful study and candid con-
sideration his latest work.

Fort Worth, Texas
March 30, 1973

LEROY BROWNLOW
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INTRODUCTION
The Bible is God’s verbally inspired, immovable perfect

Word. Hundreds of times we read that God spoke. It was not
the word of Moses, or Joshua or Daniel, but God speaking
through these people. “All scripture is given by inspiration of
God.” (2 Timothy 3: 16) “Holy men of God spoke as they were
moved by the Holy Spirit.” (2 Peter 1:21) “God who at sundry
times and divers manners spoke in times past unto the fathers
by the prophets . . ."” (Hebrews 1: 1) . When we read the Bible,
it is God speaking. When Moses wrote, he wrote what God
directed him to write. This is what the Bible means by “inspired.”

The Ten Commandments were given by the voice of God
speaking from Sinai. “And God spoke all these words, saying."
(Exodus 20:1) “The Lord said unto Moses.” (Exodus 20:22)
Balaam’s ass spoke by a miraculous verbal operation. (Numbers
22:28-30) It is not likely that God gave the thought and let the
donkey put the idea into his own words. Caiaphas, one of the
most wicked men who ever lived, spoke by inspiration and did
not even know he did it. (John 11:49-52)

Jesus Christ, our Blessed Lord, quoted from and endorsed the
Old Testament as the inspired word of God. He quoted from
Deuteronomy 8:3, ‘Man shall not live by bread alone, but by
every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God.” (See
Matthew 4:4 and Luke 4:4). Christ defeated the devil by quot-
ing the Old Testament--- the written word of God. Christ did not
come to destroy but to fulfill the Old Testament. (Matthew
5:17-18) Jesus said, "The scripture can not be broken.” (John
10:35) He said, “Heaven and earth shall pass away but my words
shall not pass away.” (Matthew 24:35, Mark 13:31)

Creation -- Flood -- Jonah : Jesus verified the Genesis account
of creation. (Matthew 19:4-6) He accepted the account of the
flood in the days of Noah. (Matthew 24:37-39) He also men-
tioned the flood in Luke 17:27. Jesus approved the story of Jonah.
(Matthew 12:40-41)

The Book of Isaiah: Jesus quoted again and again from Isaiah
calling Isaiah the author of the book. He quoted from the first
section of Isaiah, (chapters 1 through 39); and from the second
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section of Isaiah, (chapters 40 through 66). (Of course, in Jesus’
day there were no “First” and “Second” Isaiah. This is a later
invention of critics.) In Matthew 13:14-15 Jesus quoted Isaiah
6:9-10 and called it a prophecy of Isaiah. In Mark 7:6 Jesus
quoted from Isaiah 29:13 and said, “Well hath Esaias prophesied
of you hypocrites.”

In John 12:38-41 Jesus quotes from three places in Isaiah:
53:1; 6;10 and 6:1. On the authority of Jesus Christ our Lord,
Isaiah is written by Isaiah and is the word of God.

We Now Have Inspired Bible: Inspiration of the Bible resides
not merely in the original Hebrew and Greek words but in the
truth itself. Any correct translation is inspired. To the extent
that it is correctly translated it is the inspired word of God.
Jesus and the apostles quoted from the Septuagint -- a human
translation of the Old Testament--and called it the word of
God. If Christ and his apostles could hold up a human transla-
tion of the Old Testament and call it the word of God there is
not any good reason why we should not hold up any correct
translation of the Bible and call it the Word of God. Away with
this infidel notion that we do not have an inspired Bible today.

The King lames Translation: The history of Biblical translation
has always been stormy indeed. Each new translation has been
opposed. Sometimes this opposition has been simply because a
translation was “new” or “different.” At other times the opposi-
tion has been on solid ground because the new “translation” was
not correct and the “translators” put their own theological ideas
into the text when the Lord had not done so.

It was a history making event when the Authorized Version
(later called the King James Version) was made. Forty-seven
of the world’s finest scholars presented this translation with
fear and trembling: (Fifty-four scholars had begun the transla-
tion.) These men believed in God. They believed that the Bible
is His Word. They believed that Jesus Christ is the Son of God,
that He was born of the virgin, that He arose from the dead,
that He is coming again and that there is a heaven and a hell.
(One who did not believe these great fundamental truths would
have great difficulty in keeping his atheistic bias from influenc-
ing what he put into his translation. Witness what modern
“scholars” have done!)
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The King James Version has stood the test of time and helped
to civilize the world. Even the ploughboy learned to read its
sacred pages and was influenced by its divine principles. The
Golden Age of Literature was brightened by the beloved King
James Version. Its few inaccuracies and obsolete words did not
keep it from helping to civilize the world and Christianize a
part of it.

The King James Translation of the Bible brought the church
to us. It was the translation that gave us the Restoration move-
ment. The few inaccuracies in translation and obsolete words
are not of any great importance but they were well taken care
of in the American Revised (later called the American Standard)
Version of 1901. The 1901 translation is probably the most
accurate word for word translation ever made. Indeed, it is
sometimes called “slavishly accurate.” Whatever that means, it
will never be said about the rash of new Bibles we are now
getting. Accuracy is not one of their faults!

Anything which can not be proved by the King James and
American Revised Bibles is not the truth. All the “new Bibles”
have not brought us one new thing that is the truth. The King
James and American Revised Bibles are not perfect translations
and no one objects to new translations which are accurate and
reliable. We do object to rewriting the Bible to suit the whims
of uninspired men and we repeat: Anything which can not be
proved by the King James and American Standard Revised
Bibles is not the truth!

The pioneers of the Restoration movement used the King
James translation to refute the five fundamental errors of Cal-
vinism. These errors are: (1) Hereditary total depravity, or
original sm. (2) Direct and immediate operation of the Spirit
on the sinner to save him. (3) Final perseverance of the saints,
or the impossibility of apostacy. (4) Limited atonement. (5)
Predestination, Out of these errors grew the multiplicity of de-
nominational doctrines foreign to the Book of God. Restoration
preachers used the King James Version of the Bible to refute
all of these errors of Calvinism.

Alexander Campbell became the most prominent Restoration
leader, He used the King James Version in his preaching. In his
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book, Christian Baptism, he based major arguments on the King
James translation as, for example, his arguments on “the baptism
of repentance, for the remission of sins." His Christian System is
based on the King James translation. Campbell used the King
James translation in his famous debate with N. L. Rice, a Cal-
vinist. It will be remembered that this is the debate where
Campbell affirmed that: In conviction and conversion and sanc-
tification the Holy Spirit operates only through the written word.

There is a book called The Living Oracles-- a translation of
the New Testament made by George Campbell, Phillip Dod-
dridge and James MacKnight. Alexander Campbell did not have
anything to do with the translating of this book. His publishing
house printed it and he recommended it as a good book but
kept right on using the King James translation! (The men who
translated The Living Oracles were all Calvinists so away with
the notion that the book was translated to rid the King James
Version of Calvinism!)

Why the “New Bibles”: Many of the new Bibles are being
given to us by men who do not believe the fundamental facts
of the gospel. This makes them at once suspect. New translations
are always in order provided they are translations! When one
shows up with a “new translation” and starts calling everyone
who will not accept it “Bible worshippers," “Legalists,”
“Ignorant people who think the Apostle James wrote the King
James translation,” etc. --we may be sure they are not men
who love God and His Word. They know that no one ever
thought such but it makes them appear “scholarly,” “educated,”
and as a new leader to reflect on men who have hazarded their
lives for the gospel and baptized multiplied thousands of sinners
into Christ.

Some of the rash of new Bibles have been translated by men
who were competent scholars but whose theology was agnostic
and atheistic --no virgin birth, no resurrection, no heaven, no
hell. They have not given the meaning of the Hebrew and the
Greek words but have put into the Bible what they would have
said if they had been God and had been writing the Bible. It
must take a great deal of gall to know the Greek and read
where the divine writer said, “The first day of the week” and
change it to “Saturday night”!
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When the Revised Standard Version of the Bible appeared,
certain Bible companies thought if they did not get on the band
wagon in a hurry, they would be outdated. The famous old
Thomas Nelson and Sons went almost exclusively to the Revised
Standard Version. The World Publishing Company -- the largest
printers and publishers of Bibles in the world-- did the same
thing, giving the RSV even better billing than the King James
which built their company. Shortly the RSV captured 26% of
the Bible market in the United States, (All the Ph.D.'s who had
so much trouble understanding the King James Version had
them a Bible!) The good people who attended church Sunday
morning, Sunday night and Wednesday night kept on wearing
out Bibles and buying the King James for themselves, their
children and grandchildren. Soon the Nelson company was all
but bankrupt and was sold out to Royal of Nashville, Tennessee,
which is now making a comeback with the old company name
and the old Bible translation. The World Publishing Company
ran into serious difficulties. Eventually the company was sold
to the Times-Mirror of Los Angeles and is making a comeback
with a fine line of King James Bibles. It is safe to say that only
about 10% to 12% of the market remains with the Revised
Standard Version.

The “Good News for Modern Man” came out having hun-
dreds of errors, mistranslations and downright misrepresenta-
tions. The American Bible Society has corrected some of these.
Some of our brethren were really encouraged and rejoiced
greatly a few years ago when they announced that they had
conferred with officials of the Society and “four or five” major
errors were to be corrected. At this rate the publishers can cor-
rect “four or five major errors” every year from now until the
judgment day and we can have a perpetual season of rejoicing!

Many people have suspected that the rash of new translations
is brought about for two reasons: the skeptics were unable to
destroy the Bible from the outside so they are busy trying to  get
Christians to do for them what they were never able to do on
their own. Others think it is not love for Almighty God but for
the almighty dollar that is the real reason for so many new
perversions of the Bible. Certainly, in some instances money has
entered into the picture.
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If any competent scholar wants to make a correct and accurate
translation of any or all of the Bible, no Christian will object.
We rejoice that God’s Word is translated, read and circulated.
We do object to efforts to change God’s Word.

Thank God for the King James Version of the Bible and the
men who gave it to us. Thank God for the American Revised
Version of 1901 (later called the American Standard Version).
The men who gave us these versions believed in God and His
Word and the result speaks for itself.

It is inconceivable that God should guide the men who wrote
the original and not providentially protect his word through the
ages. Jesus said, “Heaven and earth shall pass away but my
words, shall not pass away.” (Matthew 24:35)

Defenders of the Faith Needed Today: The Bible is God’s
Word. In John 16:13 the Master said, "Howbeit, when he the
Spirit of truth is come he will guide you into all truth.” Paul
declared the scriptures to be inspired -- “breathed out” by God.
(2 Timothy 3:16) Peter defined inspiration as being “moved”
-- borne along -- by the Holy Spirit. Paul declared that the Holy
Spirit gave them the very words which they spoke, (1 Corinth-
ians 2:13) There can be no doubt about what the Bible teaches
about inspiration --the only question is: will we believe it?
The above scriptures prompted me to say in an address on the
annual lectureship at Abilene Christian College several years
ago that “If God had wanted another i dotted or another t
crossed, he would have had it done.” Some wiseacres promptly
dubbed this “an extreme viewpoint.” Why? Would anyone say
that God wanted sometbing done and could not do it?

A steady stream of books in defense of the faith has come
from the press upholding the integrity of God’s Word. J. W.
McGarvey's Authorship of Deuteronomy and his Evidences of
Christianity are both needed today. The “scholars” today are
making the same quibbles which McGarvey demolished long
ago just as false teachers are making the same little quibbles
which our pioneer debators answered.

The first year I got out of college I wrote a book entitled
Why We Believe the Bible. It still reads about like what a young
graduate would write the first year out of college but hundreds
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of thousands of copies have circled the earth in many different
languages. Letters come almost every week from young people
saying they have been blessed by it. I worked for twelve years
writing Alleged Bible Contradictions Explained, and have seen
it become a best seller in its field. These books I mention to
encourage young preachers to go and do likewise -- catch the
torch as it falls from the hands of older men. Go forth defending
the Bible by sermon and by writing to uphold its inspiration.
The Word of God is the sword of the Spirit. It will not defend
itself. It must be defended by soldiers of the cross.

My sainted mother read to me from the beloved King James
Version of the Bible when I was two, three and four years old.
By the time I was five, she had taught me to read chapter after
chapter and before I had finished high school I had memorized
whole books --Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Acts, Galatians and
more. It was only when I arrived in college that I learned I was
to "unmemorize" all I had worked so hard to learn and memor-
ize from"a more modern version.” I did not do it! Obviously I
have dozens of different versions and translation in many
languages. I read and study from all of them. There is so little
time and so much to learn. But when I am ready to read for
sheer enjoyment, I get the King James Version and enjoy its
stately diction, dignity and reverence. I do not care to use the
curse words and slang language of some of these new Bibles
when presenting the truth of God to dying men and women.

A Great Defender of the Faith: Men in every age and in every
generation have been raised up to defend God’s Word. Origen
of Egypt wrote a steady stream of books in defense of the faith.
God has raised up Foy E. Wallace, Jr. to serve his generation.
He was brought up in the faith hearing such pioneer preachers
as T. B. Larimore, James A. Harding, A. G. Freed, Joe S. War-
lick, J. W. Chism, A. J. McCarty, C. R. Nichol, G. H. P.
Showalter, R. L. Whiteside, and his father, Foy E. Wallace, Sr.
He began preaching at an early age. No man ever made con-
version plainer as he preached on ‘The Conversion of Saul” or
other New Testament characters. He led the fight against pre-
millennialism. The Neal-Wallace discussion is yet in print. It
speaks for itself. I heard his famous debate with J. Frank Norris.
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I was there in Oklahoma City when he attended to the famous
Dr. E. F. Webber. I was a college student when I heard him
preaching on “Is the Bible God’s Word?” His books are scholarly
and profound. He loves God, the Bible and the church. The
Blessed Son of God, in whom he believes implicitly, has been
his comfort in every dark hour. Generations yet unborn will rise
up to call him blessed as they discover his books--perhaps in
some musty library a millenium hence--and are inspired to
lead their own restoration movement calling men back to God
and back to the Bible.

In the Lord’s church there is no one to pay men to write
books and there is no way to make a legitimate profit from
writing or publishing religious literature. Religious books just do
not sell that much. Men must sacrifice to write and publish.
Brother Wallace has sacrificed years of his life to write books
promulgating the faith. We thank God for him and pray that
younger men will hold high the same torch and that men who
have the money will keep his books in print.

I have not read all of this book but I have discussed many of
the chapters over a period of years with its author. His material
on the Virgin Birth is unobtainable elsewhere. His strictures on
the “new Bibles” are needed to bring a measure of common
sense to those going wild over the desire to hear some new thing.

“Even so come Lord Jesus.”
GEORGE W. DEHOFF

Murfreesboro, Tennessee
March 21, 1973
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AUTHOR’S PREFACE

This book is not what is known in technical terminology a
work of textual criticism. Such research is in the field of a
McGarvey, whose work entitled Christian Evidences, consisting
of two parts--the Text and Canon, and Credibility and inspir-
tion--should be kept extant for all time; and the works of the
eminent scholar William Henry Green, on the Text and Canon
of both the Old and New Testaments, in refutation of the meth-
ods of Higher Criticism, so-called, of the past century to de-
stroy the integrity of the biblical text.

It is therefore not for a clique of scholars--that narrow circle
of vaunters who make a vain display of “scholarship ” -- that  the
author has written, although he would hope that some of the
professors among us could be benefited; it has been written for
the preachers, the elders, the teachers--especially for the young
generation of preachers whose faith in the Bible, under the
pressures of the influence in our colleges is being shaken, and
like "a  wave of the sea, driven by the wind and tossed” is waver-
ing and faltering and failing.

It has been composed and compiled and put together by long
hours of physical application and mental exertion, written first
in long hand on made-to-order pencil pads, and then typed into
manuscript form for the printers-the writing and the typing
forged in late and early hours with an every evening and morn-
ing prayer that at age past the “three score and ten” providence
would grant extension of time with necessary capabilities to
finish this task, and also to bring into reality other works be-
gun, some near completion and others in the initial stages. In
these endeavors the oft-repeated words of the inspired sage, the
Preacher of Ecclesiastes, have had full meaning and impact: “And
further, by these, my son, be admonished: of making many books
there is no end: and much study is a weariness of the flesh"--
but if the endeavor shall in its time perform the mission for
which it has been prepared and upon which it is being sent, the
author shall have been fully compensated.

In all of this Review Of The New Versions the accuracy and
beauty and elegance of the Authorized (King James) Version
are predominant, to which the greatest scholars of the past cen-
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tury paid tribute, including even the revisers of the 1881-1885
English Revised Version and the 1901 American Revised Version
-- later entitled by its publishers, the American Standard Version
--whose eulogies are fairly represented by the quotations in the
last chapter of this book. In an effort to minimize these extol-
ments some querulous carpers at our Bible have whined that
the statements of these scholars were not intended to praise the
King Jame s Version!  The only response to that blather is: how
could their encomiums have been otherwise phrased if their
purpose had been to praise it?! It would be too repetitious to
reiterate the expressions of reverent admiration for “the grand
old version”--the quotations in Chapter Twelve are impressive,
read them.

The acceptance of the American Revised Version of 1901
(known as the American Standard Version) casts no reflection
on and is no diminution of the Authorized King James Version.
The improvements consist in the removal of archaisms and re-
placement of obsolete words. But in the few instances where
variations in translation occur, the Authorized Version stands
the test. An example is Acts 2:47 where “added to the church”
is replaced with “added to them ” -- thus eliminating the first
mention of the church as a present existing thing, established
on Pentecost. It is being asserted that the phrase the church
(te ekklesia) is not in the Greek New Testament. That is a mis-
leading statement. What Greek New Testament? It is in the
Textus Receptus (the Received Text) from which the Authorized
Version was translated. Theterm ekklesia is in both the Greek
New Testament of the Expositor’s Greek New Testament, by
W. Nicoll Robertson, and the Greek New Testament of Berry’s
Interlinear -- and it is in the Revisers’ Greek Text, by Whitney
--all these before the American Standard Version existed. In
the Revisers’ Greek Text, Whitney defends the presence of te
ekklesia (the church) i n Acts 2:47  and offers a plausible explana-
tion for its exclusion from some later Greek texts, on the ground
of an unnecessary effort to harmonize it with the phrase “added
unto them” in verse 41--but unto them is in italics in both the
Authorized King James and the American Standard versions,
which means that it was not in the Greek text! So the point on
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makin g to them in verse 47 conform to unto them in verse 41 is
lost. But if unto them were not in italics in verse 41, it still
would afford no reason to exclude from verse 47 the words te
ekklesia - the church- -a phrase that is found more than one
hundred times in other New Testament passages. Hear Whitney
in defense o f the church in the Revisers’ Greek Text, pages 84,
85, as follows:

“But some critic or copyist, afterward finding that in verse 41
there is no church spoken of, to which the additions were made,
or in which the work was going on, and considering that the
reading here ought in this respect to correspond with that, omit-
ted ‘to the church,’ as superfluous or unmeaning. Hence the read-
ing adopted by the Revisers. The true meaning, however, has
been preserved in documents which , though mainly of later date
than some of the others, contain what is evidently an older text,
and the genuine text.”

The assertion that te ekklesia is not in the Greek New Testa-
ment has become entirely too prevalent among our own preach-
ers --it is an uninformed and incorrect statement, either unin-
formed or prejudicial, which in either case is inexcusable, and
it is harmful. In the comparisons and contrasts with the later
texts, the accumulative evidence from the older manuscripts
and documents is preponderant in favor of the Authorized Ver-
sion, and where these variations occur it still stands the test--
and on it I shall continue to take my stand.

The objections and criticism flung at the old version center on
(1) archaisms, obsolete words and archaic phrases; (2) the
word Easter in Acts 12:4;  (3) on Matthe w 28:19,  the transla-
tion of the Greek preposition eis by the English preposition “in”
--“in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy
Spirit”--these and other objections are shown to be specious
and the criticisms inconsistent in Chapter Twelve. It is claimed
that there are “hundreds of errors in the King James Bible"--
what impressions will such palaver in the class rooms make on
the students--it is infidel talk that has been answered in every
generation since the Bible came to us. The honest scholars agree
and admit that these alleged errors of wild multiple-decimal
proportions are related only to syntax, consisting of variations in
grammar, sentence structure, punctuations, ancient spellings, of
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which Philip Schaff, president of the American Revision Com-
mittee, says: “Upon examination, however, the importance of
the alterations falls far below their number. They do not unsettle
a single article of the Christian faith or precept of Christian
duty. They will hardly be observed by the majority’ of readers.
Very few affect the sense materially”--all of which means that
there are no errors in teaching and doctrine.

A certain professor declared that after thirty years as a teacher
of Greek he was competent to speak as one having authority, and
that no one is qualified to talk or write unless he has “mastered”
the question of translation. A science teacher of thirty years
experience could as well claim that he is thus competent to
speak with authority on the question of the evolution of man
and that no one who has not “mastered” the science of life
should speak or write on the subject! “On what meat has Caesar
been feeding that he has grown so great?” Must one be a Doctor
of Philosphy to understand the word of God? We need neither
to be a Ph.D. nor a Greek professor to know that the new
translations are wrong--one only needs to know the truth, as it
is revealed in the Bible.

It is now being norated that the King James Version was not
the Bible of the Restoration movement--that Campbell’s Living
Oracles produced the Restoration. First of all, the Living Oracles
was not Alexander Campbell’s translation--it was the transla-
tion of George Campbell, Philip Doddridge, and James Mac-
Knight. Alexander Campbell published an edition of it with
commendation. It had limited circulation; it did not replace the
Bible; and there is no evidence that the pioneers of the Restora-
tion adopted it--their sermon books and debates are evidence
of their reliance on the Authorized Version--the King James
Bible. An example from Alexander Campbell is in his book
Christian Baptism, on pages 213-215 he listed twenty-five quo-
tations on baptism, all from the King James Version, and in his
defense of the Restoration principles in the great Campbell-Rice
Debate, the citations for his arguments were from the King
James Bible. Furthermore, read the sermon books and debates
of Campbell’s contemporary, Benjamin Franklin, and later men
of the Restoration, James A. Harding and David Lipscomb and
the host of defenders of the faith in the early days from Tennes-
see to Texas, the cradle of the church -- and the Authorized King
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James Version was their Bible. The statement that the King
James Version was not the Bible of the Restoration is a stupid
statement. It reveals a spirit of animosity toward the Bible as
we have had it and known it that is inexplicable.

If the Authorized Version cannot now be called the Bible, as
for centuries it has been entitled, no other version can be so
denoted, which would mean that we do not have and have never
had the Bible. Marginal references and scholarly notations are
repeatedly made in generalities to the “best” and “some ancient”
authorities for changes and rejections of tbe scripture text, but
what authorities are never specified. The Revised Standard Ver-
sion excludes passages missing from a few copies, but retains
other passages omitted by the same “authorities,” and it omits
passages that are not missing in the same copies. Thus they
include and exclude at their own will, and the repeated “note”
and “notations” with the expression “best authorities” have come
to mean nothing except the personal opinions of modernist
translators. The King James Translators had hundreds of the
earliest manuscripts, and all the resources of the ancient lan-
guages--of Hebrew, Creek and Latin--to draw upon; and they
were the best scholars of the English world, the “golden age”
of the English vocabulary; they knew all that was knowable
about earlier and ancient versions--shall it give place to two
favorite manuscripts discovered in monasteries and impounded
in the Vatican of Rome, together with a collection of corrupted
compositions and questionable documents of later discovery. I
trow not.

It is asserted, somewhat with qualms, that the translators of
the King James Bible were “church of England scholars” and
were biased toward Calvinism. Well-the translators of the new
versions are American Protestants of neo-orthodox modernism.
The translators of the Authorized King James Version believed
the Scriptures to be the verbally inspired word of Cod, and
rendered the text. in the word-by-word of inspiration. This fact
is acknowledged--but the modern translators of the new ver-
sions disavow belief in word inspiration, and without compunc-
tion exercise the liberty to couch in their own words and phrases
what they conceive to be the meaning, thus translating their own
viewpoints into the Scriptures--albeit, their exceptions to the
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verbal accuracy of our time-tested Bible is sufficient rebuttal to
their arguments against it. The word-for-word translation of the
Scriptures is possible--it is the idea-for-idea that is the impos-
sible. Translation is serious business, and the souls of mankind
depend upon it. On pages 50, 51, of his Bible Revision,  concern-
ing the importance of exact translation, Richard Chenevix Trench
comments: “The missionary translator, if he is at all aware of
the awful implement which he is wielding, of the tremendous
crisis in a people’s spiritual life which has arrived, when their
language is first made the vehicle of revealed truths, will often
tremble at the work he has in hand; tremble lest he should be
permanently lowering or confusing the whole religious life of a
people, by choosing a meaner and letting go a nobler word for
the setting forth of some leading truth of redemption. Even those
who are wholly ignorant of Chinese can yet perceive how vast
the spiritual interests which are at stake in China, how much
will be won, or how much will be lost, for the whole spiritual
life of that people, it may be for ages to come, according as the
right or the wrong word is selected by the translators of the
Scriptures into Chinese for expressing the true and the living
God. . . . and even where the issues are not so vast and awful
as in this case, how much may turn on having or not having the
appropriate word!”

As for the charges voiced by some of our modernistic inclined
professors that the King James translators imparted a Calvinistic
bias to the Authorized Version--it is the Authorized King James
Version with which we have refuted Calvinism at every point
and turn in the polemics of oral debate and written discussion.
That charge is another senseless assertion. These assaults on
the Authorized Version are actually attacks on the Bible itself
under the pretense and disguise of rejecting “that old version"--
the translators of the modern speech versions are trying to prove
that the Bible is not in reality the inspired Word of God. Well
indeed did Trench remark that the proposal for a revision of
the Bible every fifty years was startling, that “in this way all
sense of stability would pass away from the English Scripture”
and that such a planned gradual and progressive procedure from
generation to generation would finally eliminate the Bible as the
infallible Word of God.
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In his book The Old Documents And The New Bible J. Pat-
terson Smyth writes that “Bible criticism is the science which
deals with the discovering and correcting of errors in the text”
(page 22)--but the theo ogicall1 modernists have far exceeded
this function in that they have become new text-makers. The
author further states (page 44) that “the less any manuscript is
copied the less danger, of course, there is of errors in copying”
-which is in accord with Sir Frederick Kenyon’s statement that
the older the manuscript the greater its reliability in being free
from the  errors of copyists.   In  The Old Documents And The New
Bible Smyth continues: “The deep reverence of Jews for their
sacred writings and the care with which they were copied were
exercised in the transmissions . . . the preservation and transmis-
sion of the text was not left to chance or untrained men . . . the
trained teachers from the schools of the prophets had done much
in the guarding and the copying as well as teaching the Scrip-
tures, and after them in the next period the Guild of the Scribes
. . . . a higher than human care was guarding that old Hebrew
Bible” (pages 44, 46, 76). Again, on pages 147, 148, “The Sep-
tuagint (Greek Old Testament) was the first translation in ex-
istence, and the most famous that the world has ever seen, being
the Bible of the Lord and his Apostles and Evangelists--of the
thirty-seven quotations made by the Lord, thirty-three agree
with the Septuagint version, and when the apostle Paul wrote
‘what saith the Scriptures ?' he quoted the Septuagint. What the
Authorized Version is to the English speaking races, that was
the Septuagint to the ancient world"--the Septuagint Bible, the
Greek Old Testament--was forerunner to Christianity, the means
by which the church flourished and the gospel spread over the
known world.

In the words of Schaff “in the Word of God even the ‘jots’
and 'tittles' are important” but the Revised Standard Version
translators followed the opposite policy in that its text is full of
interpolations with added words and phrases unknown to any
Scripture text, to such an extent as to divert the Scriptures from
the original text and supplant the Bible as the inspired Word
of God. But a sanguine feeling possesses us--that after the
splash-pan intitial splurge the Revised Standard Version has
steadily declined, with evidences that it is in the process of
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having run its course and is on the wane. This optimism is ex-
pressed by George W. Dehoff in the following statistical de-
position:

“Thomas Nelson and Sons was for long years one of America’s
best known Bible publishers. When the new Revised Standard
Version came on the market, its officials decided this was the
Bible of the future. They almost completely stopped publishing
their line of King James and American Standard ( 1901) Bibles.
After a flash in the pan with the new version capturing nearly
26% of the American Bible market, sales slumped and the com-
pany almost went out of business. The remnants (and name)
were purchased by the Royal Publishers of Nashville and the
company is now trying to make a comeback by publishing King
James and American Standard Bibles.

“World Publishing of Cleveland, Ohio, has been for many
years one of the world’s largest Bible publishers and printers.
During the 1960's the company officials decided to concentrate
on the Revised Standard Version allowing its King James Line
to deteriorate. The company got into financial and managerial
difficulties and was sold to the Times Mirror Company of
Los Angeles. New management was brought in, the printing
plants were sold and an effort is being made to save the com-
pany. The RSV just did not prove profitable for World and
now has about 10% of the Bible market--and that is declining.

“The American Bible Society brought out the new Good
News for Modern Man sometimes called Today’s English Ver-
sion. They attempted to get the Gideons to use this version. The
Gideons refused on the ground that the version casts reflections
on the blood of Christ, the vicarious atonement and the plan of
redemption. The American Bible Society was so insistent that
the Gideons had some of America’s leading Bible scholars review
the book and send the information to the American Bible Society.
This material is not available for public circulation but copies
could be produced if necessary. It is a devastating review of
hundreds of errors in the Good News For Modern Man.

In reference to the above-mentioned statistical status of the
Revised Standard Version, it plunged from 25% to 10% in
Bible sales, and is reportedly declining -- so what of the young
preachers who are victims of having studied and learned in the
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Bible Departments of the colleges only an inferior declining
translation? We pity them.

To the foregoing, for information of all concerned as far as it
can be available, Dehoff adds the following: “Thomas Nelson &
Sons Inc., Bible No. 185 leaves out “no” in Psalms 14:1, making
the passage read, “The fool hath said in his heart there is God.”
The edition of the Nelson Bible No. 183C has the same error.
All Bibles printed from these plates must be considered suspect
until withdrawn and due correction made.”

The Gideons is not a church, it has no denominational doc-
trine or peculiar religious tenet to promote -- it is an organization
to place the Bible in hotels and hospitals: they know that the
Today’s English Version is not the Bible, and rejected it on the
ground that it is not a translation of the Greek text but rather
the theology of its translator. This conforms to the report passed
on to me through my friend W. B. West, of Harding Graduate
School, that a member of translator Bratcher’s committee, of
the American Bible Society, stated that theology comes before
translation: first, settle on theology, then translate accordingly.
Similarly, in the San Antonio Light Parade Section, March 7,
1971, pp 16-17, it is stated that a representative of Parade “sat
in on a translating session at the Bible Society headquarters” in
New York, working on the translation of the Old Testament, and
reported that one member objecting to a proposed translation
by another member said, “it doesn’t grab me” -- and they com-
promised on a translation that grabbed this translator! The
Parade reporter explained that Bratcher, the translaor of To-
day’s English Version, had been a Baptist missionary and a
U.S. Navy chaplain and quoted him as saying that they started
by translating Jonah and Ruth “just to warm up.” The Parade
representative then quoted Bratcher as saying that there is
a rage to translate the Bible due to dissatisfaction with traditions
in religion, and that “we are entering a new era not only in
politics but in religion.” This statement puts the Bible in the
category of human tradition on a level with politics and subjects
the Scriptures to the human changes of the modern translations
--it reveals the viewpoint not only of translator Bratcher but of
all the modern speech translations. In the Abilene Christian
College Lectureship Publication VISION, an editorial promoting
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this pseudo-version boasted that “the ACC Bookstore sold 300
copies the first day.” Think of the irreparable injury to the
students of that institution! It is truly time to flash the signal-
call of the prophet: “Watchman, what of the night?”

(The devastating exposure of Today’s English Version by the
scholars engaged by Gideons to defend their rejection of that
translation to replace the Bible is in Chapter Ten of this book)

In reference to the Revised Standard Version some professors
who promote it have suavely assured us that regardless of their
theology “the good conscience” of the translators would not
allow them to mistranslate the text--but such a claim is vapor-
ized when applied to the unbelieving Jew, Harry M. Orlinsky,
who was assigned a place on the Old Testament committee a n d
chosen to write the Introduction to the Old Testament--a Jew
scholar, an avowed enemy of Christ and Christianity, who denies
the Deity of Jesus, and seeks to destroy every Old Testament
prophecy pointing to Christ and the Virgin Birth, who was with-
out doubt the source of eliminating The Virgin from Isaiah
7: 14--and with compromising acquiescence the translators make
the admission that it “may” or “may not” be translated virgin-
a fatal concession, for since it could mean virgin and the in-
spired apostle Matthew said that it did mean virgin, the ques-
tionable may or may not is removed. Furthermore, if the con-
tention is true that the one prophecied was a virgin at the time
of her selection to fulfill the prediction, but was not a virgin at
the time of conception, then the statements of the prophet and
the apostle were untrue, for if the subject of the prophecy was
not a virgin at the time of conception and pregnancy a virgin
did not conceive--but the prophet said a virgin shall, and the
apostle said a virgin did.

The general and common response of the yielding professors
is that they themselves believe in the virgin birth--but while
affirming belief in the virgin birth, they join the modernists in
denying the application of the prophetic passages that foretold
it and which the apostle Matthew employed to prove it--the
prophecies form the ground of the evidence and proof. It is a
rather curious thing that Ph.D. professors must so continuously
retreat from their positions and make explanations of what they
meant by something they said. It is obvious here that the profes-
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sors have put too much confidence in the conscience of an infidel
Jew and the modernists who selected him to be a fellow-translator
on their revision committee.

The highly esteemed and reputable scholar of the Christian
Church, R. C. Foster, of the Cincinnati Bible Seminary trounced
the translators with the question: Why was Orlinsky the un-
believing Jew, put on the translating committee anyhow? The
defense of conservative scholarship against the modernism of
the Revised Standard Version translators by Professor Foster, in
Chapter Five and the Appendix, brings to us a vibrant breeze -
but it also carries a just and deserved reflection on the shallow
scholarship of some men among ourselves who apparently are
seeking rank and recognition within the circles of the theological
modernists from which they received their Divinity Degrees. It
is cause for pause to ask a serious question: What is the matter
with our own professors--in what direction are they going?

The claim that good conscience could not allow them to alter
and slant their translation is too naive to be considered seriously.
Furthermore, the inconsistency of this assumed grace of confi-
dence in the conscience of translators becomes obvious in their
own prejudicial charges that the “King James Church of Eng-
land” translators were controlled by Calvinistic bias! In this
they violate their own dictum of allowing the attribute of good
conscience to the modern translators but disallowing the same
attribution to the highest scholars of England--it depends on
what translators conscience they choose to trust and recom-
mend, the fellow-translators with an unbelieving Jew who re-
jects Jesus Christ and the New Testament, or the scholars of
the Authorized Version whose faith in the Deity of Jesus, the
inspiration of the Scriptures and deep reverence for pure Word
of God has been recognized and undisputed through the cen-
turies?‘ It is with this Bible, which the professors now reject in
favor of the Revised Standard Version, that Calvinism and all
forms of religious error have been refuted. The competent and
unbiased scholars have borne the written testimony, and knowl-
edgeable people within this area, have come to know it, that
the asserted “errors and mistakes” of the Authorized King James
Version have been shown to be technical, involving no point
of doctrine, teaching and practice.

xxxi



(It is due to these attacks on the integrity of the Authorized
King James Version that “the voice of scholars” in reprints of
tributes from the greatest names in literature and scholarship
have been included in Chapter Twelve)

The evident aim of the Revised Standard Version is to break
the relation between the Old and the New Testaments in accord
with the theology of its translators that there is no predictive
element in the Old Testament which finds a fulfillment in the
New Testament, and that the use of the quotations from the
Old Testament by the New Testament writers were only their
personal adaptations. There are many examples of this skeptic
theology, but one instance of it will serve the purpose here:
Psalms 45:6 and Hebrews 1:8. In the Bible Psalms 4 5 : 6  reads:
“Thy throne, 0 God, is for ever and ever: the sceptre of thy
kingdom is a right sceptre.” The apostle of the Hebrew epistle
quoted this prophetic Psalm as not only having reference to
Christ but also as having been fulfilled in the ascension of
Christ and his accession to his throne in heaven. So Hebrews 1:8
reads: “But unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, 0 God, is for
ever and ever: a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy
kingdom.” The Revised Standard Version translates Hebrews
1:8 in conformity with both the Authorized and the American
Standard versions, but it changes Psalms 45:6 to read: “Your
divine throne endures for ever and ever”--in such a rendering
the prophetic application to Christ is snuffed out, for the divine
throne could refer to any Davidic king without implication or
reference to the throne of Christ. The rendering of Psalms 45:6
completely changes the statement of the inspired Psalmist, re-
writes the prophetic psalm in words that cannot be recognized
in the apostolic quotation of it, and breaks the connection be-
tween the Psalmist’s statement and the Apostle’s quotation--true
to form it is the translators’ way of throwing the Old and New
Testaments out of gear one with the other.

(Further examples of the multiplied mistranslations of the
Revised Standard Version are presented side by side in Chapter
Eight)

The New English Bible is so loosely paraphrastic that it can-
not correctly be classified as even a modern speech translation,
so it is published under the format of a New Bible--and that
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is just what it is, for it is not the Bible. With an apparent pur-
pose to commend it a professor wrote: “The New English Bible
represents what British scholarship thinks the Bible means"--
perhaps that is an inadvertent admission that it is not the Bible,
only what the British theologians think the Bible means--its
character is thus revealed to be a compound composition of
British thought.

The inclusion of the Apocrypha on a level with the Old Testa-
ment writings apparently has the effect to weaken the character
of the Old Testament canonical books and to so include them
is vitiating in the result to the inspiration of the Old Testament.
The term apocrypha means doubtful, of spurious authorship,
without authenticity, and can be regarded no more than quasi-
scriptural-having no more than some seeming resemblance.
They do not exist in the Hebrew but were composed mostly
in the Alexandrian Greek, and they were for a time printed
in some Protestant bibles, as in the Catholic bible, but after
extended controversy they were excluded. The silence of the
New Testament is significant--there are no quotations by
Christ and his apostles from the Aprocrypha--there are approxi-
mately three hundred quotations in the New Testament from
the Old Testament, but none from the Apocrypha. A thing
seldom mentioned is that there was a New Testament Apocrypha
consisting of various gospels and epistles never printed in the
Bible, and the Apocrypha attached to the Old Testament is none
the more deserving of such a place. The Apocrypha is without
divine authority, cannot be used to teach any doctrine and
practice, and it does not belong in the Bible.

(Let the reader turn to Chapter Nine for the extended expos-
ure of the evils and errors of the New English Bible.)

There are multiple-translations increasingly multiplied year
by year. There have been more than fifty produced within twen-
ty-five years, half that number in half that many years, and
half of the half in half the twenty-five years, the result of which
is that with the religious public there is no uniform Bible. Time
was when the Bible was mentioned everyone knew what was
meant; now, nobody knows for they ask in complete confusion--
which one? This Babel of translations has served to expose the
lengths to which translators and their publishers have gone in
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the disgraceful competition of their unrestrained dislike for exact
translation and the uncontrolled yen for changing the Bible,
which has resulted in bewilderment rather than enlightenment.

(The fallacies of a representative group of the modern speech
translations are laid open to the view of the reader in Chapter
Eleven.)

It is a common saying that one can learn what to do to be
saved and be faithful in any or all of the new translations--
not if the readers of them accept the renderings on faith alone,
faith o n l y  and only believe, and not if faithfulness to the Word
of God is necessary to our own faithfulness--the integrity and
inspiration and authority of the Bible are all involved, and the
divine fiat is: “Though we, or an angel from heaven, preach
any other gospel unto you than that which we have preached
unto you, let him be accursed . . . If any man preach any
other gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him be
accursed”--the makers of the new bibles have done just that.

It is charged that a crusade against the new versions is being
conducted, and that is exactly so, but it is made necessary by the
fight that is being waged against the Bible. A crusade is defined
as a remedial enterprise undertaken with zeal in striving to fur-
ther a cause--and that is the spirit of this undertaking.

A professor writes in a widely circulated religious medium that
it is a matter of preference, let one choose the translation he
likes--which is about like saying that there are good people
in all the churches, so join the church of your choice! And with
a gesture of finality we are told “like it or not, our grandchildren
will h a v e  none of the existing versions”--that is quite a state-
ment, and if the defense of the Bible depends on professors who
talk that way it might be true, but we have until now had
the Bible much longer than the age that any of my grandchildren
will attain.

Another pen-happy professor virtually shouts: “Thank God for
the Revised Standard Version, the New English Bible and
Today’s English Version"--but God had nothing to do with the
perversions of His Word which these “versions” incorporate.
All of these erratic utterances come from professors in the Bible
departments of our colleges and they are portentous pronounce-
ments of nothing good for the present and future generations of
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the college youth, young people in general and young preachers
in particular, who come under the tutorship of instructors who
have that concept of the Bible. It smacks of and is akin to the
liberalism of the “Disciples Movement.” Alexander Campbell
established and operated the Bethany College in which he
trained many great preachers of the Restoration--but after his
death Bethany fell first to the Christian Church and was later
captured by the liberals of the Disciples Movement, and today
Bethany stands rejected by the conservative body of the Christian
Church, alas! for Alexander Campbell’s college, with the fore-
boding question: are we about to develop some Bethanys
among the colleges in our midst today? And what of the churches
standing in the shadow of their influence--for already we hear
the slogan: As go the colleges, so go the churches.

There is a seeming fear of the colleges which restrains open
criticism of an existing state of things known to be wrong. As
for me, it is my determination to remain uninhibited, uncon-
trolled and unintimidated, as many years as providence allows
me, to make the churches all over the nation aware of the con-
ditions that imperil us in the midst of the dangers that threaten
to envelop us. It is my firm conviction that the greatest immedi-
ate danger confronting the churches of Christ is the general ac-
ceptance of the pseudo-versions of the Bible.

The liberal theological philosophy of the new text-makers is
that the New Testament is only a human record of or experi-
ential testimony to the word of God, and this concept they have
put in print in the various introductions included in the packet
of pamphlets explaining the details and policies of their trans-
lations. The Bible is not a mere record of testimony to the word
of God, nor does it merely contain the word of God--the Bible
is the Word of God, but the new school of translators are making
use of all the sinister means and subtle methods in the attempt
to prove that the Bible actually is not the Word of God. In
their denial of the Deity of Jesus, the Virgin Birth and the verbal
inspiration of the Scriptures, the modern translators can be clas-
sified in no other terms than theistic infidels, and they are dis-
qualified to translate the Word of God into any language. Philip
Schaff, president of the American Revision Committee, says:
“Only a poet can reproduce Homer or Virgil, only a philosopher
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can translate Plato or Aristotle, only an orator can do justice
to Demosthenes or Cicero. The best versions of the Bible are
from men who most heartily believe in the Bible and were in-
spired by its genius;” and he added, “from this 'well of English
pure and undefiled’ poets, orators and historians have drunk
inspiration” through centuries--the translators were not inspired
but what they were translating was inspired.

The whole propaganda movement of the new versions, with
the slogans of relevancy, is predicated on a break with the
past--but the Bible is not a book of the past, it is “the word
of God which liveth and abideth for ever!” It is the book for all
generations of men. When the covered wagons crawled across
the western plains, in every wagon there was a book--the one
book, the Bible. The foundations of civilization, of society and
of government rest upon the Bible--why tamper with such
a book, let us protect its inviolable integrity and preserve its
pristine purity.

The new versions, including the Revised Standard Version,
are published under copyrights that prohibit direct quotations,
but there can be no law against reviewing a published mani-
festo of religious teaching or making comments on its contents.
The Bible cannot be copyrighted, and the nature of a copyright
put as a virtual padlock on the Revised Standard Version is
tantamount to a tacit admission that it is not the Bible--
it is just a copyrighted book! Quite properly copyrights exist
for the protection of property rights and ownership and from
misappropriation, but it is a new thing under the sun for a
committee of men to bar quotations from the Bible without the
written permission to whomsoever they would grant it or to
withhold it from whomsoever they choose not to allow it. Yet
the claim made for the new version is that it is a true transla-
tion of the Word of God--they assumed an arrogant preroga-
tive of attempting to control by legal barriers the free exercise
of quoting the Word of God--a new revised standard version,
indeed! It should serve to incline pious people all the more to
a faithful adherence to our old Bible which we have memorized
and which we can quote.

FOY E. WALLACE, JR.

MARCH 8, 1973
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“AND FURTHER, BY THESE, MY SON, BE ADMONISHED: OF MAKING MANY
BOOKS THERE IS NO END; AND MUCH STUDY IS A WEARINESS OF THE
FLESH" --ECCLESIASTES 12 :12.

“SO SHALL MY WORD BE THAT GOETH FORTH OUT OF MY MOUTH: IT
SHALL NOT RETURN UNTO ME VOID, BUT IT SHALL ACCOMPLISH THAT
WHICH I PLEASE. AND IT SHALL PROSPER IN THE THING WHERETO I
SENT I T ” - ISAIAH 66:11.



CHAPTER ONE

THE BATTLE OF THE BOOK

In the dawn of the twentieth century the world known scholar,
James Orr, of England, Editor of the International Bible Encyclo-
pedia, and author of scholarly books on Revelation, Inspiration
and the Virgin Birth, predicted that the theological battle of
the new century “will have to be fought around the fortress of
the worth and authority of the Bible.” It has come to pass and
we are in the thick of that battle today --never having dreamed
that the church of Christ would be its battleground. That also
has come to pass in the colleges operated by means of the finan-
cial support and patronage of the members of the church
throughout the nation and the world --the schools of our own
brotherhood.

With the Disciples Movement --composed of the liberals of the
Christian Church--it occurred first in the digression from the
authority of the New Testament in worship and practice. Then
came the Bethany College of today, a far cry from the original
Bethany of Alexander Campbell, in its departure from the basic
principles of the Restoration Plea which resulted in the liberalism
that reached culmination in the rank modernism of that historic
institution. We are now beholding the like departure in our own
schools--in the same way and by the same process of the Beth-
any takeover by the Disciples liberalists. It is being said and from
all directions heard: As go the colleges, so go the churches.

It is a thing of general knowledge that this development exists
in varying degrees in most, if not all, of the colleges through
certain professors retained on the faculties and in the Bible de-
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partments. The attitude of complacency toward this develop-
ment or effort to ignore it is naive, and to deny it is as stupid as
the ostrich hiding its head in the sand. Such an attitude indicates
either an ignorance of, or an indifference to, or a sympathy with,
the liberal elements in the schools and the churches. The modern
Bethany started the same way--and blind loyalty to a college
will bring us to the same end. The colleges are expedient for a
protective education--but they are not divine. To point out false
teaching even within the divine institution of the church is not
opposing the church. By the same token, to expose liberalism in
the colleges is not opposing the college. Rather it should be con-
sidered as a defense “‘not against flesh and blood, but against
principalities, against powers, against the rulers of the darkness
of this world, against spiritual wickedness in high places.”

The genuine attitude will recognize the existing evils and set
about to correct them with the determination to eradicate them.
This sort of a Touch-me-not posture which the colleges have as-
sumed establishes within them a virtual sanctuary for the forces
of innovation, liberalism and modernism. The prevalent attitude
now is that a college is “a great and glorious institution” and
should not be publicly criticized. But they are public institutions
to which believing parents have committed in trust their young
people, and the teaching, practices and conduct of the colleges
should be known to all who support and patronize them. As a
contrast in the apparent prevailing sentiment, the critic of the
church as we have known it is applauded but upon a critic of
the college is heaped all manner of reproach. Who loves which
the most--the college or the church?

The history of these things has demonstrated that if the lead-
ers of liberalism cannot carry the church with their modern
concepts they will leave the church for other affiliations. This
fact has been exemplified by numerous cases, extending from
California through Texas and Arkansas to Tennessee. But “the
powers that be” will crucify any man who dares to indict them
--but I am not connected in any way to be dealt with thusly,
and I am too far along in life to entertain ambitions for a repu-
tation, especially one dependent upon such approval, and being
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so uninhibited I shall stay free to say and write “the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth,” fearing no man nor
clique of men.

There has been a lapse of doctrinal preaching, an absence of
gospel sermons. Along with it there has been a flood of shabby,
shoddy, sorry literature for Sunday schools and vacation Bible
schools, much of it full of error, bought and borrowed from
denominational publishing companies, and channeled to the
churches under the claim of having been edited. But any capable
observer, or even the casual reader, can detect their patent er-
rors which were not edited out--and the fact remains that if the
erroneous teaching were edited out of such materials certain im-
portant related truth either cannot be, or has not been, edited in.

The liberalism in several of our colleges is known to exist. The
editors of our two leading periodicals, Gospel Advocate and Firm
Foundation, know it; discerning brethren know it; competent eld-
ers in the churches know it; the gospel preachers among us who
“stand fast and hold the traditions which ye have been taught”
--they all know it; and the members of the boards, of the facul-
ies, and administrators of the colleges ought to know it, if they
do not--even many of the students know it. From all of these
sources there is an upsurge of serious concern. Conferences have
been called, meetings have been appointed, in what have been
asserted to be an “effort to do somthing about it” but in effects
they have been mere fiascoes. Whether it is admitted or not, in-
stead of applying the cleansing power of detergents for a general
house cleaning, the conditions have been whitewashed.

A coterie of liberal Ph.D. professors have become entrenched
in our entire academic system, comparable to the clique of Har-
vard Ph.D. eggheads who have infiltrated the departments of our
national government. As the Harvard group designed to change
the political structure of the nation, this set of Ph.D. professors
from the Yale and Harvard and Chicago Universities, Union
Theological Seminary of New York, and from Edinburgh of
England, having been molded in the environments of the rankest
modernism, are patterning the Bible departments after these
theological seminaries, and by so doing they are providing the
channel for the inflow of these theologies into our schools, and
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from the schools into the churches. With unrelenting energy
these subversive influences are being exerted within the church-
es, with the aim to change its structure, its character and its
image through subtle approaches of liberalism, insidious in op-
eration in that the effects are more serious than apparent, like an
incipient disease or poison.

This class of young reconstructionists are fledglings compared
with maturity in Bible knowledge, and having to cram for the
doctorate too early they have been too much engrossed in the
study of philosophy to learn enough about the Bible to teach it.
But because they hold the Ph.D. degree, the administrators of
the colleges are adding them to their faculties and Bible depart-
ments in order to meet the requirements of state boards of edu-
cation for academic standardization. And the older professors of
the clique are apparently bent on affiliating the Bible depart-
ments of our colleges with their alma mater theological semina-
ries, and to pattern the courses of study in consonance with them
and thus to enjoy the approval and commendation of the eminent
theologians from whom they received their doctorates.

It is my own calculated conviction that these degrees of liber-
alism and forms of modernism stem from the acceptance of the
modern neo-orthodox versions of our Bible--the instruments of
liberalism and the implementation of the New Christianity of
modernism.

A few years ago when I was engaged in a gospel meeting with
the Arlington Heights Church of Christ in Fort Worth, a staff
reporter of the daily Fort Worth Star Telegram asked for an ap-
pointment to interview me. In the presence of my friends, Lloyd
Frederick, then minister of the Arlington church, and Noble
Patterson, publisher of the Christian Journal, the interview was
held, and the following report appeared in the Fort Worth paper:

‘LEAN TO MODERNISM’--NEW BIBLE TRANSLATIONS
HIT BY VISITING PREACHER:

A silver-haired man who looks more like a senator than a
preacher said earlier this week that in the Revised Standard and
New English versions of the Bible he had found more than 600
mistranslations in the books.

Foy E. Wallace Jr., here for a revival at Arlington Heights
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Church of Christ, said the new Bible versions are hurting the
cause of Christianity.

“They are not really translations but are merely springboards
for individual theological views,” the 66 year old minister de-
clared.

Thoughts expressed in the new versions lean to a "modern-
istic" theological position, Wallace contends.

By “modernism” the minister means a view which doesn’t sub-
scribe to the belief in the Virgin birth and deity of Christ, sole
authority of the Bible in religious matters and the word-by-word
inspiration of the Scriptures.

Modernism, in this sense, leads to atheism, Wallace said.
Wallace, who is delivering sermons at 10:30 a.m. and 7:30 p.m.

Tuesday through Friday at the Arlington Heights church, said
the new versions make no attempt to truthfully translate each
word of the original Bible manuscripts.

“These men have claimed the liberty of putting these manu-
scripts into their own words,” he said, “making the versions not
authentic translations but mere commentaries.”

The stated purpose of the new versions to simplify the lan-
guage to the level of street conversation has also added to the
untruthfulness of the new versions, said Wallace.

Wallace said the King James version of the Bible was not
without fault, but he thinks it is the version which most faith-
fully sticks with the original Bible manuscripts in a word-by-
word translation.

Also, the King James version is most commendable because
at that time English literary art had reached one of its highest
points in the age of Shakespeare, the minister said, adding:

“There is no literary body of today that would dare to tamper
with Shakespeare, but many of today’s scholars are changing the
inspired words of the Bible.”

Wallace, of Oklahoma City, is probably remembered by some
citizens in this area for a 1934 doctrinal debate with the late
J. Frank Norris.

More than 6,090 people filled Rev. Mr. Norris’ First Baptist
Church auditorium to hear the debate.

Included at the end of the above article was my statement
that till then modernism had not become an issue in Churches
of Christ, but if it should ever become an issue there would be
a fight--and it would not he a little fight. Now in less than ten
years it is here, and the fight is on. It now appears that the fight
over the modernism of the new versions is here--and there shall
be no retreat, we are not backing up one step.



A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

I.

In pursuing the exposure of the pseudo-translations and the
perversions of the new versions there are preliminary observa-
tions to which attention must be directed:

1. That the inspiration of the theopnustia of 2 Timothy 3:16 is
verbal inspiration.

2. That the inspiration of the Greek Old Testament--the LXX,
the Septuagint version--is affirmed in the New Testament by
Jesus Christ and his inspired apostles, in the several hundred
quotations from it in which they attributed its words to the Holy
Spirit.

3. That the reverence of the scribes in copying the manuscripts
providentially safe-guarded and preserved the accuracy of trans-
mission, the truth of which is substantiated by the fact that there
are approximately three hundred quotations from the Old Testa-
ment in the New Testament, and with the exception of less than
a half-dozen they are quoted from the LXX--the Greek Old
Testament--and these quotations are stamped with inspiration
by Jesus Christ and the apostles, attributing its words to the Holy
Spirit. The fact that Jesus Christ and his inspired apostles quoted
from the Septuagint version almost exclusively has caused it to
be named “The Version of Christ And The Apostles.”

4. That the new revisers and translators by reason of being
disbelievers in the verbal inspiration, infallibility and authority
of the Scriptures, and the Virgin Birth of the Lord Jesus Christ,
are thereby disqualified for their role as text-makers, revisers and
translators of the word of God. Bearing on this point are the sen-
timents in substance of an eminent scholar: that only a poet is
qualified to translate into another language the depths of poetic
diction of Homer and Virgil; only a philosopher is sufficient in
the transmission of Plato and Aristotle; only an orator can convey
the eloquence and elegance of Demosthenes and Cicero. Whether
these comparisons are applied literally or not, it is veritably
true that only men who hold in profound reverence the word of
God, and who acknowledge its inspired infallibility and authority
can qualify mentally and spiritually as transmitters of its sacred
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text, the integrity of which consists in faithful adherence to “me-
chanically exact, literal, word-for-word translation, which follows
the order of the Greek words, so far as this is possible” (RSV
1946 Introduction, p.v)--a policy which the new revisers repudi-
ated and rejected.

5. That the new translator-revisers and text-makers were not
consistent in their claim to be governed by the most ancient
manuscripts, but were controlled by only two of the great num-
ber for their removal of the last section of the sixteenth chapter
of Mark, containing the important words of the Great Commission
as recorded by Mark.

6. That the ancient manuscripts fall into the following classi-
fications: One hundred fourteen codices on parchment, with the
capitals and characters run together--the fourth to the tenth cen-
turies; twelve hundred cursives, in handwriting style, containing
the Gospels--the ninth to the sixteenth centuries; five hundred
manuscripts containing all other parts of the New Testament
in full; conclusion--a total of five hundred manuscripts and two
thousand copies--the expurgated passage of Mark 16, missing
from only two of the five hundred manuscripts and included in
al l  of the two thousand copies without exception! (Complete ex-
posure of this example of prejudicial mistranslation is included
in another chapter of this book, bearing on the honesty of the
committee-members of the new versions, against whom Doctor
John Scott, of Northwestern University seminary, in a similar
instance, made the blistering accusation of deliberate dishon-
e s t y ).

7. That there is a bridge over the two hundred years between
the apostolic age and the earliest manuscripts built by archae-
ology in the discovery of shards of pottery on which the early
believers inscribed portions of the scriptures, sufficient as a col-
lection to confirm mainly the whole of the New Testament text.

8. That “the battle of the versions” is focused on the effort of
the Revised Standard Version committee to relegate the King
James and American Standard Bible, an effort to force acceptance
of the new version by a trumpet blare and extraordinary blaze
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of publicity, as never before employed to market the Bible, which
has been its own seller--but the new product required new
methods comparative with advertisements of soapsuds, cigarettes,
Hadacol and Geritol ( ! ) , with an initial propaganda appropriation
of one million dollars to introduce the marketing campaign, a
low level of advertising, indeed, rather than the merits of a sup
posed translation of the Bible, reducing it to the character of
television and newspaper commercialism.

9. That the Revised Standard Version is the project and prod-
uct of the radical ultra-modern organization known as the Inter-
national Council for Religious Education, and is authorized by
its American affiliate, the National Council of Churches, which
has imparted to it an appearance of being authoritatively adopt-
ed, but having no other authority than these ultra-modern organ-
izations it is actually representative of nothing.

10. That the strategy of the Revised Standard Version revisers
has been to make capital of the archaisms, but the American
Standard Version performed this service in the revision of ob-
solete terminology, an advance preemption of all meritorious
claims and every distinguishing character of this plagiarized
version.

11. That the Revised Standard Version is not a version but a
radical perversion of the Scriptures mingled with mistranslation
and nontranslation, the inaccuracies of which are tacitly admitted
by Chairman Weigle in his objections to the two older versions
on the grounds that they followed the Greek text too exactly,
which could only mean that the translation in the old versions
is too accurate to please the Chairman of the Revised Standard
Version committee and his colleagues in modernism.

12. That the Revised Standard Version consists in shrewd and
subtle changes, sinister in character, rather than dealing in direct
denials of essential doctrines, such as the inspiration of the
Scriptures and the Deity of Jesus, thus allowing the radical con-
cepts of the neo-orthodox modernism of this revision committee
to accomplish a gradual pervasion of the text, thus avoiding the
adverse effects of shock to conversant readers.



THE BATTLE OF THE BOOK 11

There was an evident difficulty of translation in such a diverted
edition of the New Testament to implant their actual theological
views in a concealed effort to convert the English speaking
world en masse to the neo-orthodox theology of ultra-modern-
ism. In doing so they have the protection of legal rights but are
wholly outside the realm of moral right in such revision of
the sacred inspired Scriptures. An example of this type of
subtility in translation is the rendering of the Luke 1:3, where
Luke said that he had “perfect understanding of all things
from the very first”; but these translators changed it to read,
“having followed all things closely for some time past.” On this
passage Doctor John Scott charged these translators with delib-
erate dishonesty. Luke claimed perfect mderstanding, which
could be no less than the eyewitness testimony of inspiration; but
these translators changed it to the uninspired and indefinite
some time past! It is no wonder Doctor Scott accused them of
deliberate dishonesty, for it was both dishonest and deliberate.

On this passage the new Today’s English Version (by the one
man translator for the American Bible Society) rewrites the text
to make it read ‘because I have studied all these matters care-
fully”--what a difference!--It is too much change for any single
translator or any committee of translators to make who has or
have an ounce of respect for the inspiration and integrity of the
text of the Word of God.

Another example of this sort of subversive translation is exhib-
ited in the change made in the virgin Mary’s statement concern-
ing her conception. Mary said: “How can this be, seeing I know
not a man?” But the tricky translators of new revision committee
changed Mary’s words to accommodate their disbelief of the
virgin birth of Jesus, and manifested the unmitigated audacity to
render Mary’s statement, “How can this be, since I have no hus-
band?“--it is a deliberate mistranslation, and anyone who can see
through a ladder should be able to discern the difference in these
statements. There are benevolent institutions all over the land for
the care of unfortunate girls who have made the tragic mistake
of bearing children out of wedlock--all of whom can say, “I have
no husband,” but not one of them could claim that “I have not
known a man.” Such travesty of translation is perversion at its
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worst, designed for one purpose only--to undermine the New
Testament doctrine of the virgin birth of Jesus the Christ.

In the background, if not the foreground, of this Revised Stan-
dard Version mistranslation was the private translation of Good-
speed which had previously so rendered the passage, and in ex-
planation of it he said in substance that Joseph was the physical
father of Jesus, and that he was conceived out of wedlock, but it
was sanctioned by the Holy Spirit, and therefore it was a moral
though not a physical virginity!--another sample of the neo-
orthodox theology that produced the Revised Standard Version.
To this may be added the words of another associate of that
translating committee, J. W. Dixon, who said that the field is
open for any one at any time to mean more to humanity than
Jesus of Nazareth has meant to mankind. This type of radical
theology is contained in the books, pamphlets and letters written
by the men who formed the translating committee of the Revised
Standard Version--I have had their books on my library shelves
for many years--I know the modernism of their theology, and
I knew it before they translated it into their version and thus
mutilated the text of the Bible.

The disregard of these revisers for Deity of Jesus is further
exhibited by their own statement in reference to the use of
the solemn form of Thee and Thou, which they retained in
the text when used in reference to Deity, but eliminated it in
reference to men, using the common pronoun instead. Herein
they revealed their disbelief in the Deity of Jesus for they aban-
doned Thee and Thou everywhere in reference to Jesus, referring
to him and addressing him with the common pronoun you, and
even sir. Their tricky translation caught them in a trap. If by
and with their own admission that dropping Thee and Thou
in reference to Deity would in effect humanize God--then by
the same token to use the common pronoun you in referring
to Jesus humanizes the Christ. So they did. And there is a point
here that bears on the subject of prayer--if the use of the
common  pronoun in reference to Jesus in this new version is
meant to humanize Christ, does it not also in effect humanize
God to address him in prayer with the common pronoun you
instead of the solemn Thee and Thou. Even the modernists
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of the new version are on record that God should be addressed
Thee and Thou, not with the common pronoun. This should
cause a pause and some sober thought on the subject of rev-
erence in prayer.

The terms Thee and Thou are not archaic, they are current
as a solemn use. They are not obsolete in poetry, even modern
poetry, nor in the music of worship and to eliminate them would
ruin all of our songs -and it ruins the prayers to do so--
shall we be more reverent in praise than in prayer? The distinc-
tion in the use of the solemn Thee and Thou is not a matter of
old English as it has been asserted. Rather, it is biblical, not of
the seventeenth century per se--it was adapted by that cen-
tury from the sacred scriptures. It is not a “King James” archaism,
the English Revised Version of 1881-85 and the American Stand-
ard Version of 1901 retained it. Who has revised the lines of
Homer or Virgil, of Chaucer or Shakespeare, or Tennyson? While
the translators maintained a reverence for God by retaining the
solemn form, they manifested less respect for Jesus Christ than
the literary translators of the modern versions of ancient poets,
by adapting the common pronoun in reference to Christ through-
out the new versions--they have more reverence for the works
of Shakespeare and Tennyson than for the word of God. There
is not a body of literary men today who would change a phrase
or alter a syllable in the works of these ancient poets laureate.

One of our estimable professors recently contributed an article
to a widely circulated medium among us in which he deposed
that the Greek text does not make a distinction between the
common pronoun and the Thee and Thou--but in his article he
printed the pronoun you with the capital Y when he referred to
God. The writer of the article used a method in writing to in-
dicate a solemn use of the pronoun. The question pushes up:
How shall we indicate a solemn use in speaking? He did it
writing, how shall we do it orally? In one way only--that is,
by the solemn Thee and Thou. The brother, though educated,
violated his own dictum--for the Greek text does not make the
distinction of the capital Y which he himself made! Verily, the
legs of the lame are not equal!

An eminent and internationally known scholar of the Pres-
byterian church in Philadelphia, the Doctor Oswald T. Allis,
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avers in his critique on the Revised Standard Version and the
New English Bible that the Greek does have its solemn form,
as all languages do. Whether this is an academic question or
not --we speak English, and our language has it, and we pray
in it and should use it in addressing God on his throne in heav-
en. This you--God modernism is degrading to God and debasing
to prayer.

Opportunely and relevantly here are selections of some solemn
and reverent passages on the Excellency of His Name:

Exodus 33:18-20: Moses said to God, “I beseech thee, shew
me thy Glory,” and God said to Moses, “Thou canst not see
my face: for no man can see me, and live.”

Psalms 8:1: "O Lord our Lord, how excellent is thy name in
all the earth! who hast set thy glory above the heavens” --"I
will praise thee, 0 Lord, with my whole heart . . . I will be
glad and rejoice in thee: I will sing praise to thy name, 0 thou
most High” (9:1).

Psalms 27:4:  “One thing have I desired of the Lord, that will
I seek after; that I may dwell in the house of the Lord all the
days of my life, to behold the beauty of the Lord, to enquire
in his temple.”

Psalms 29:2: “Give unto the Lord the glory due unto his
name; worship the Lord in beauty and holiness,” -- “Give unto
the Lord the glory due unto his name . . . 0 worship the Lord
in the beauty of holiness: fear before him, all the earth” (96:
8-9). “Sing unto the Lord, bless his name . . . for the Lord is
great, and greatly to be praised . . . honor and majesty are
before him: strength and beauty are in his sanctuary” (verse
2-6).

Psalms 108:5: ‘Be thou exalted, 0 God, above the heavens:
and thy glory above all the earth.”

Psalms 34:3: "O magnify the Lord with me, and let us exalt
his name together.”

Psalms 69:30: “I will praise the name of God with song, and
will magnify him with thanksgiving.”

Psalms 72:19: “And blessed be his glorious name forever: and
let the whole earth be filled with his glory; Amen, and Amen.”

Psalms 83:18: That men may know that thou, whose name
alone is JEHOVAH, art the most high over all the earth.”
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Psalms 111:9: “He sent redemption unto his people: he hath
commanded his covenant forever: holy and reverend is his
name.”

Psalms 113:1-5: ‘Praise ye the Lord. Praise, 0 ye servants of
the Lord, praise the name of the Lord. Blessed be the name
of the Lord from this time forth and for evermore. From the
rising of the sun unto the going down of the same the Lord’s
name is to be praised. The Lord is high above all nations, and
his glory above the heavens. Who is like unto the Lord our God,
who dwelleth on high.”

Psalms 148:13: “Let them praise the name of the Lord: for
his name alone is excellent: his glory is above the earth and
heaven.”

Proverbs 18:10: “The name of the Lord is a strong tower:
the righteous runneth into it, and is safe.”

Job 37:22-24:"With God is terrible majesty. Touching the
Almighty, we cannot find him out: he is excellent in power,
and in judgment . . . men do therefore fear him: he respecteth
not any that are wise of heart.”

Isaiah 42:8: “I am the Lord: that is my name: and my glory
will I not give to another, neither my praise to graven images.”

Isaiah 48:11: “For how shall my name be polluted? and I
will not give my glory to another.”

Jeremiah 32:18: “The Great, the Mighty God, the Lord of
hosts, is his name.”

Ezekiel 3:12: “Blessed be the glory of the Lord from his place.”
“So I will make my holy name known in the midst of my people
Israel; and I will not let them pollute my holy name . . . I am
the Lord the Holy One in Israel . . . and will be jealous of my
holy name” (39:7, 25).

Amos 4:13: “For, lo, he that formeth the mountains, and
createth the wind, and declareth unto man what is his thought,
that maketh the morning darkness, and treadetb upon the high
places of the earth, The Lord, The God of hosts, is his name” --
“It is he that buildeth his stories in the heaven, and hath founded
his troop in the earth; he that calleth for the waters of the sea,
and poureth them out upon the face of the earth: The Lord is
his name” (9:6).
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Daniel 2:20: “Blessed be the name of God for ever and ever:
for wisdom and might are his.”

Isaiah 6:3: “And one cried unto another, and said, Holy, holy,
holy, is the Lord of hosts: the whole earth is full of his glory” -
“And they shall lift up their voice, they shall sing for the majesty
of the Lord” (24:14).

Habakkuk 3:3: “His glory covered the heavens, and the earth
was full of his praise.”

Zechariah 2:13: “Be silent, 0 all flesh, before the Lord: for
he is raised up out of his holy habitation"--"They shall call on
my name, and I will hear them: I will say, it is my people: and
they shall say, The Lord is my God” (13:9).

Malachi 2:2: “If ye will not hear, and if ye will not lay it to
heart, to give glory unto my name, saith the Lord of hosts, I will
even send a curse upon you, and I will curse your blessings.”

1 Timothy 6:16: ‘Who is the blessed and only Potentate, the
King of kings, and Lord of lords; who only hath immortality,
dwelling in the light which no man can approach unto; whom
no man hath seen, nor can see: to whom be honor and power
everlasting.”

Jude 24-25: “Now unto him who is able to keep you from
falling, and to present you faultless before the presence of his
glory with exceeding joy, to the only wise God our saviour, be
glory and majesty, dominion and power, both now and forever.”

Revelation 4: 11: “Thou art worthy, 0 Lord, to receive glory
and honor and power: for thou has created all things, and for
thy pleasure they are and were created.”

Revelation 7:12: “Blessing, and glory, and wisdom, and thanks-
giving, and honor, and power, and might, be unto our God for
ever and ever.”

Revelation 14:7: “Fear God, and give glory to him . . . and
worship him that made heaven, and earth, and the sea, and the
fountains of waters.”

Revelation 15:4: ‘Who shall not fear thee, 0 Lord, and glorify
thy name? for thou art holy: for all nations shall come and wor-
ship thee; for thy judgments are manifest.”

Revelation 19:1: “I heard a great voice of much people in
heaven, saying Alleluia; Salvation, and glory, and honor, and
power, unto the Lord our God.”
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Revelation 19:13-16: “He was clothed with a vesture dipped
in blood: and his name is called The Word of God . . . he
treadeth the winepress of the fierceness of Almighty God. And
he hath on his vesture and on his thigh a name written, KING
OF KINGS AND LORD OF LORDS.”

Revelation 22:8-9: “I fell down before the angel that showed
me these things. And he saith unto me, See thou do it not: for
I am thy fellowservant, and of thy brethren the prophets, and
of them that keep the sayings of this book: worship God.”

Revelation 6:15-17: “The kings of the earth, and the great
men, and the rich men, and the chief captains, and the mighty
men, and every bondman, and every free man, hid themselves
in the dens and in the rocks of the mountains; and said to the
mountains and rocks, Fall on us, and hide us from the face of
him that sitteth on the throne.”

The foregoing citations represent a poll of the passages that
permeate the text of the Bible ascribing blessing, glory, majesty,
honor, power, might, dominion and worship to the God of
heaven and of earth and of man. The benedictions of praise to
God in the apostolic epistles abound in the exordiums and per-
orations of reverence and adoration for God mingled with awe:
“the Creator, who is blessed for ever” ( Romans 1:25) ; “who
is over all, God blessed for ever” (Romans 9:5); “to God only
wise be glory through Jesus Christ for ever” (Romans 16:
27); “redound to the glory of God’ (2 Corinthians 4:15) ; "to
whom be glory for ever and ever” (Galatians 1:5); “blessed
be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” and “unto him
be glory in the church by Jesus Christ throughout all ages,
world without end” (Ephesians 1:3; 3:21); “now unto God and
our Father be glory for ever and ever” (Philippians 4:20); “now
unto the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the only wise God,
be honor and glory, for ever and ever” ( I Timothy 1:17) “the
great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ” (Titus 2:13); “in every
good work to do his will . . . to whom be glory for ever and
ever” (Hebrew 13:21) ; “to him be glory and dominion for ever
and ever” (I Peter 5:11); “to him be glory both now and for
ever” (2 Peter 3:18); “to him be glory and dominion for ever
and ever” ( Revelation 1:6).
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Such a compendious assemblage of passages presents the sub-
lime attributes of God--the omniscience, omnipotence, om-
nipresence and resplendent glory of God--in awesome descrip-
tion. John the Seer envisioned God on the throne of judgment
over the nations in delineation: “The heaven departed as a scroll
when it is rolled together; and every mountain and island were
moved out of their places. And the kings of the earth, and the
great men, and the rich men, and the chief captains, and the
mighty men, and every bondman, and every free man, hid
themselves in the dens and in t h e rocks of the mountains; and
said to the mountains and the rocks, Fall on us, and hide us
from the face of him that sitteth on the throne.”

We stand in reverent awe before the grand presence of God,
and in our supplication we shall not talk down t o  God, we pray
up to Him who is on the throne of His Majesty. Appropriate
here are the words of the inspired sage: “Let not thine heart
be hasty to utter anything before God: for God is in heaven and
thou upon the earth.” In a recent instance known to me a de-
votee of the new versions, leading a large audience in prayer,
addressed Jesus Christ as “sir” -- and more recently a young
representative of “the generation gap” in a certain congregation
opened the prayer by addressing God “Dear Daddy”!  That
such a thing could occur in a church of Christ is shocking, and
it is revolting. Another exhibitionist of modern relevancy opened
his public prayer with the greeting: “Good morning, God”! Such
flippancy stems from the “you-God” form of addressing the
Father in heaven, and it is a barrier to reverence. In Exodus
6:2-3, God said to Moses: “I am the Lord: and I appeared unto
Abraham, u n t o Isaac, and unto Jacob, by the name of God Al-
mighty, but by my name JEHOVAH was I not known to them.”
In Psalms 83:18, it is sublimely repeated, “that men may know
that thou, whose name alone is JEHOVAH, art the most high
over all the earth.” This is the incommunicable name of the
God of Israel, and of our God. To further indicate his unsearch-
able existence and character, in Exodus 3:14 God speaks to
Moses in these words: “And God said unto Moses, I AM THAT
I AM: and he said, thou shalt say unto the children of Israel,
I AM hath sent me unto you.”

The solemn use of Thee and Thou is not a seventeenth century
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archaism, as so frequently remarked, it is current in literature
of poetry and music in solemn forms. It is of biblical, not seven-
teenth century origin. The old English borrowed it from the
scriptures, not the scriptures from it. In the scriptures both
forms of the pronouns, the common pronoun you and also the
thee and thou are indiscriminately employed in reference to
men in our English Bible due to the concept of the uniform
solemnity of the sacred scriptures, hence the general use of the
solemn language throughout in reference to men, angels or dei-
ties, but the fact stands out that the common pronoun you is
never used in reference to God. The solemn form in reference
to men is no longer in use, quite properly, but even the revision-
ists of both the Revised Standard Version and the New English
Bible have retained its solemn use in reference to Deity and in
addressing God. Due reverence for God required it.

It is a strange thing that the modern religionists will title their
preachers Reverend and address God in prayer as you -- they
deify the preachers and humanize God! Prayer is a solemn and
reverent and blessed relationship with God--it is worship; and
public prayer in a congregation of worshipers is a participation.
If the leader of a public prayer is so indifferent to and in-
considerate of the devotion of the participating worshipers that
he will use these novel and unnecessary terminologies, he is in
the wrong place -- he should not be leading a public prayer.
Men of profound reverence for God should lead the people in
prayer--and the young men of the churches should not be
permitted to modernize the prayers to promote “the generation
gap.” There should be no such gap in the church and no line of
cleavage drawn in its worship. “Endeavoring to keep the unity
of t h e  Spirit in the bond of peace. There is one body, and one
Spirit,. even as ye are called in one hope of your calling; one
Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who
is above all, and through all, and in you all”--Paul to the
Ephesian church.

As for “the generation gap,” the plea of Moses to the genera-
tion of Israel is relevant to our time: “Remember the days of
old, consider the years of many generations: ask thy father,
and he will show thee; thy elders and they will tell thee”
Deuteronomy 32:7 .  With inspired wisdom Solomon’s counsel to
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the youth in his day is pertinent now: “Remove not the ancient
landmark, which thy fathers have set” -- “Remove not the old
landmark” --Proverbs 22:28 --23:10. These admonitions are
not intended to decry the youth of our generation but rather in
“the proverbs of Solomon” --1: 1-4 -- “to know wisdom and
instruction . . . to give to t h e  young man knowledge and discre-
tion.” Let us not allow a generation gap to develop in the church
of Christ.

13. That the Revised Standard Version translation committee
deliberately created discrepancies between the Old Testament
prophecies and the New Testament quotations by arbitrary
changes and inconsistent renderings, for the premeditated pur-
pose of throwing the Old Testament passages out of gear with
the New Testament references, thereby disclosing the determined
strategy to destroy the New Testament fulfillment of the Old
Testament prophecies.

14. That the introduction of the marginal comments and foot-
notes of former translations, especially of the marginal notes of
the American Standard Version, into the body of the text repre-
sents a theological interpolation, the result of which is the cor-
ruption of the text of the Scriptures, is a further indication of
the devised strategy of the Revised Standard Version commit-
tee to change the text of the Bible by both insidious theological
interpretations and alterations. A long list of such citations by
Doctor John Scott, of Northwestern University, appeared in his
Classical Weekly, edition of January 6, 1947, with a scathing
denunciation of the Revised Standard Version. A scholarly trea-
tise entitled The Battle Of The Versions, by Doctor R. C. Foster,
of the Christian Church seminary in Cincinnati, was also pub-
lished in a series of articles in The Christian Standard in the
early 1950's together with An Appraisal Of The Revised Stand-
ard Version and Reply To Craig (of RSV committee), in which
Doctor Foster dealt a castigating exposure of the modernism
of the Revised Standard Version translating committee. Under
the titles of Critiques Of The Revised Standard Version (of New
Testament, 1946, and Old Testament, 1952) and The New
English Bible (the New Testament, 1961), Doctor Oswald T.
Allis, a scholar of first rank in the Presbyterian denomination,
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sponsored by the Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Com-
pany, printed a blistering critical review of these two versions,
exposing the prejudicial incompetence and inconsistencies of
the translators and the unreliability and untrustworthiness of the
translations. That these eminent and internationally recognized
denominational scholars, and others of the same academic cali-
ber, can discern the obvious error and latent evils of these mod-
ern versions, gives cause for pause in concern for the approval
of the new versions by the professors in our own colleges--a
concernment from which sundry conclusions are inferable: a
shallow scholarship, or blind acceptance of the theology of the
theological seminaries from which they received their doctorates,
or the evident leanings toward the modern school of theological
thought, any one of which conditions can only portend other
Bethany College developments in process openly before our
eyes and in our immediate midst.

15. That the omission of italics by the Revised Standard Ver-
sion committee to indicate supplied words not in the original
text is the means of misleading the readers in the belief that the
new version is an accurate modern translation. The King James
Version, the English Revised Version, and the American Stand-
ard Version, all printed in italics the inserted words necessary to
sentence structure which were not in the Greek text. This was
honesty in translation. But the translators of the Revised Stand-
ard Version supplied countless words and phrases and para-
phrases not in the Greek text, without the ethics or honesty of
indicating by the use of italics, or any other means or method,
to allow readers to ascertain that these interpolations were their
own interpretations and not conformable to the original text. The
Preface to the first edition of 1946 carries the admission of this
guilt in stating that their objection to the older versions is “that
these are mechanically exact, literal, word-for-word translations,
which follow the order of the Greek words,” and the purpose of
the new revisionists to render such accurate translation is here
disclaimed by themselves. Manifestly this is the reason why the
committee rejected the use of italics to indicate their own in-
sertions --it would have required the printing of whole sec-
tions in italics -- the italicized words would have had predomin-
ance on every page of their version.
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16. Alongside the disuse of italics comes the innovation of
quotation marks in t h e  text of the Revised Standard Version,
with the result that the adoption of this modern literary form
has caused confusion in that its use has been ambiguous and
inconsistent, and in notable instances has indicated a doctrinal
misinterpretation. In numerous passages the quotation marks
enclose words and phrases as a form of emphasis, where the
citations do not indicate quotations of sayings from any source
at all. The following passages are a few of the many examples
of this irregularity --I Corinthians 6:12; 8:1-4; 15:33--where
quotation marks are put around single words and phrases that
are not quotations of anything, or parts of quotations of any-
thing. The effect of this inconsistent use of quotation marks is
ambiguity and confusion, for the readers of this pseudo-version
cannot discern whether the marks are intended for quotations
or emphasis. Such a travesty of translation is not simplification
--it is complication.

A doctrinal example of the misuse of quotation marks by the
Revised Standard Version revisionists is their treatment of the
Lord’s discourse to Nicodemus in the passage comprising verses
3 to 21 of the third chapter of John, verse 16 of which is the
golden text: “For Cod so loved the world, that he gave his only
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish,
but have everlasting life.”

In the Revised Standard Version the Lord’s discourse is con-
cluded at verse 15, and the golden text of the New Testament -
-- John 3: 16--has been excluded from the words of Christ, and
with it the excision of the significant phrase “only begotten,”
which denotes the virgin birth of Jesus and connotes the full
degree of his Deity. Quotation marks, indeed! Such travesty of
translation is not revision -- it is multilation.

17. An additional disclosure is made in the same paragraph
of the Preface, of the foregoing reference, that their version is
based, not on the original manuscripts and copies, but the dis-
covery of a body of literary documents of legal, literary, social,
private and business affairs of life, as a source of insight into
the language of the early centuries. Therein is the covert ad-
mission that they have manufactured a constructed text, not a
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translated text at all. The reliance of the committee on the re-
cently discovered Dead Sea Scrolls is an example in point, now
known to be corrupted copies of portions of the scriptures. Fear-
ing the destruction or disappearance of the cherished manu-
scripts of the scriptures, individuals applied themselves to the
task of making personal copies in which were inserted their own
notations, commentaries and memorandums, to the extent of the
corruption and vitiation of the copies; and in so doing they
produced their own versions, which were hidden in the caves
of areas of the Dead Sea.

On page 62 of a book entitled Second Thoughts On The Dead
Sea Scrolls, by F. F. Bruce, reference is made to a statement
of regret by Doctor Millar Burrows, who was a member of the
revision committee, that he voted to deviate from the Scripture
text in certain instances on the authority of these scrolls, after-
ward found to be unreliable. But the deed had been done, and
it is an example of the alacrity with which the Revised Standard
Version translators prematurely appropriated their untested and
untried new discoveries as a pretext to change the tested and
tried text of the Bible. On page 63 the distinguished author
avouches that the scrolls contain prima facie proof of unofficial
copy of scripture texts by amateur scribes. On page 84, he fur-
ther avers that they do not have the accuracy of the Hebrew
text of the Bible, indicating that the amateurish copyists inserted
what he heard or thought he heard, and that some of the scribal
insertions are obviously faulty. There is no cause of surprise that
the doctors of neo-orthodox modernism should seize any semb-
lance of excuse to change the text of the Bible, but we are made
to wonder when professors among us swallow these modern
dubitable sources hook, line and sinker!

18. To ‘hear the conclusion of the whole matter” an exclusive
clique of theological modernists from Yale and Harvard and
Chicago Universities, and New York Union Theological Semin-
ary, and a few other hotbeds of modernism, contrived to force
their skeptical religious philosophy en masse on the English-
speaking world, by an unworthy campaign, with the Revised
Standard Version as the springboard for their sinister promotion.
It is a daring audacity to make use of a so-called version of the
sacred and holy scriptures to implement their own neo-orthodox
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system of theology --making a bogus Bible the tool of the ultra-
modernis- -it is not a version of the sacred manuscripts of
the Word of God.

Through Moses God said to his people, ‘ye shall not add
unto the word which I command you, neither shall ye diminish
ought from it”; and his servant David said, “my heart standeth
in awe of thy word.” Again he said, ‘let all the inhabitants of
the world stand in awe of him.” All whose hearts hold reverence
for the Bible sense the profound meaning of these God fearing
passages--but it is evident that the new revisers were wholly
insensible to these divine behests. It is a pitiable plight for
people who have always had fervent fidelity and faithful ad-
herence to the Bible to be harrassed by the assaults of a school
of modernists on its authenticity and integrity, and to be plagued
by the controversy over new translations and versions, and that
the young generation shall be victimized and brainwashed and
their faith jeopardized by the unprecedented campaign to
destroy the Bible as we have had it and known it.

There are several hundred manuscripts of the scriptures, and
several thousand copies of them, from which the Bible has been
accurately translated. These manuscripts and the translation of
them have stood the test of the centuries, withstanding all critical
efforts of the body of modernists known as Destructive Critics
to discredit them. But not until now has the nefarious attack on
the Bible assumed the appearance of “an authorized version”
of a new Bible-- and it poses the greatest threat to the churches
of Christ in our time.

II

Within the range of the babel of new versions there are divers
dozens of citations where the substitutions subvert specific doc-
trine; and there are manifold variations that emasculate the gen-
eral teaching of the text and the context. In my own perusal of
these multiple translations in general I have made many mark-
ings of the deviations of this character, and in the Revised Stand-
ard Version in particular, I have marked every chapter of their
version of the New Testament, from the Preface to the last
footnote.

In his Critique Of  The Revised Standard Version, under the
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chapter headings of The King James Version, Accuracy of Ren-
dering, Idiomatic Translations, Word-Order Translation, Dog-
matism and Inconsistency, King James Diction, Liberalism of
the Revised Standard Version -- the Presbyterian scholar, Os-
wald T. Allis lists, classifies and analyzes with pedantic pre-
cision several hundred passages of arbitrary mistranslation. With
professional technique, in two companion treatises, he devastates
the Revised Standard Version and the New English Bible.

The review of the new versions will expand the following
capitulation in the arrangement here listed:

( 1) The Case For The Bible -- The Proof For Verbal In-
spiration And Infallibility -- Exodus 4:11, 12, 28, 30; Exodus
20:1; Exodus 34:27; Deuteronomy 4:2; Deuteronomy 31:24;
Joshua 1:5,8; 8:35; I Samuel 3:21; 15:10; 2 Samuel 23:1-2;
Isaiah 1:2; Jeremiah 1:9; Ezekiel 2:2; Malachi 1: 1; Matthew
10:19; Mark 12:36; Mark 13:11; John 10:34-35; Acts 2:4; I Corin-
thians 2:10-13; I Thessalonians 2:13; 2 Timothy 3: 16, Hebrews
3:7.

(2) Concerning The Doctrine of Deity--The Virgin Birth of
Jesus--Genesis 3:15; Isaiah 7:14-9:6; Jeremiah 31:22; Matthew
1:22; Luke 1:34; John 1:14, 18; John 3:16; John 8:41; 1 Tim-
othy 3:16, et al.

(3) Concerning The New Translators--Their Neo-Orthodox
Theology Of Modernism--Goodspeed, Moffatt, Bowie, Weigle,
Dodd, Orlinsky, et al.

(4) Concerning The New Translations--Reversals And In-
consistencies-changes In the Renderings From One Edition to
Another--Acts 17:28; John 10:36; 17:17; Acts 20:32, 26:18; Ro-
mans 15:16; 1 Corinthians 1:2; 6:11; 7:14; Ephesians 5:26; 1 Thes-
salonians 5:23; 1 Timothy 4:5; 2 Timothy 2:21; Hebrews 2:11;
9:13; 10:10; 10:29; 1 Peter 3: 15; Jude 1; (Matthew 16:16 with
Hebrews 1:8)

(5) Examples of Interpolation And Misinterpretation--and
mistranslation--Matthew 5:17; Luke 1:3; Matthew 16:18; Luke
23:42; Acts 2:29-30; Acts 26:28; Romans 10:4; 1 Corinthians 14:
15; 16:13; Romans 3:27, 28; Romans 11:26; 1 Corinthians 2:14;
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Ephesians 5:19; Hebrews 6:1; 1 Peter 3:21; Titus 1:16; 1 Tim-
othy 6: 16; 2 Timothy 3 : 16;

(6) Examples of Paraphrasing And Rewriting Of The Text--
Matthew 9:36; 10:19; Mark 13:11; 1 Corinthians 7:14; 7:36-37;
1 Timothy 3:2; 2 Timothy 1:12; 1 John 3:3-9; 1 John 5:7.

(7) Examples of Mutilation Of Whole Passages Of The Text
And Context--Acts 2: 29-30; Galatians 4: 1-9; Colossians 2: 8-20;
1 Corinthians 15:42-49.

(8) Examples Of Spoiling The Precious Passages--Matthew
16:16-18; Acts 26:28; John 14: 1; 1 Timothy 6:16; 1 Thessalonians
4:14; 1 Timothy 6: 15-16; 2 Timothy 1:12; Revelation 22:17;
2 Peter 2:4.

(9) Examples Of Contradictory Translation--Matthew 5:17; 2
Corinthians 3:7-14; Ephesians 2:15; Hebrews 10:9.

(10) Examples Of Inferior Language--Matthew 17:5; Mat-
thew 12:6, 42; Matthew 6:1-7; Philippians 3:2; Revelation 22:8-9;
John 14:1-2; Acts 8:20; Acts 11:26; 2 Corinthians 11:3; 11:21-29;
1 Timothy 3:14, 15.

(11) Examples Of Complete Omissions From The Text--Mat-
thew 6:13; Matthew 21:44; Matthew 13:14-15; Luke 9:55; Luke
23:33; 24:6; John 18:36; John 3:34; John 8:1-11; John 3:16;
Acts 2:29-30; Romans 10:4; Colossians 1: 14; Luke 22:20; 1 Thes-
salonians 4: 14; 1 Timothy 1: 17; 1 Peter 1: 17-18; Jude 24.

(12) Concerning The Omission Of The Great Commission of
Mark 16:9-20--that the criticisms of the school of modernists on
the inspiration and credibility of this last paragraph of Mark
stems from hostility to verses 15 and 16, based on the flimsy prop
that these verses are not included in two of the oldest manu-
scripts--the Vatican and the Sinaitic--of the fourth century. The
limpness of this prejudicial premise is evident from the compar-
able fact that other portions of the New Testament--a section of
Hebrews and parts of other epistles, are missing from the same
codices--and the further insuperable fact that this passage was
cited in the writings of Irenaeus and Tatian in the second cen-
tury, close to the end of the apostolic century, and by Hyppo-
lytus and Dyonisius in the third century, all of which writings



THE BATTLE OF THE B O O K 27

were extant before the two fourth century manuscripts existed.
The critics ignore the contingency that fragments of the fragile
papyri on which these manuscripts were inscribed were lost, and
that the same argumentation by which the critics eliminate Mark
16:9-20 will invalidate the other parts and portions of the New
Testament. In a later section of this work the historical credibility,
authenticity and inspiration of Mark 16:15-16 will be incontro-
vertibly maintained.

In the relatively recent years there have appeared approxi-
mately fifty productions claiming the title to translations and ver-
sions, with the single purpose to relegate the age-old and as long
cherished King James Bible, universally known and recognized
as the Authorized Version, the efforts of which have failed. The
most of these modern speech paraphrastic impostures have been
of temporary tenure or short duration. In their quest for novelty
they have all encountered the competition for superiority over
their contemporaries, with the accompanying difficulty of the
avoidance of plagiarism and the violation of copyrights--and this
necessity has been the soil for forced translation in order to be
different. That this is the stature of the present popular transla-
tions--Revised Standard Version, New English Bible and Today’s
English Version, as spurious versions, must be conceded by
knowledgeable readers of the Bible--unless they are looking in
another direction.

The purpose of this undertaking is to prove that the Revised
Standard Version is not a revision and is not a version--and is
therefore a misnomer. In performing this function the counterfeit
character of popular contemporary translations will be unmasked.
Twelve generations have revered and loved and adored “the en-
during diction” of our ancient Bible, and if the characteristic
sophistication of these modern revisionists has beguiled them to
fancy that they can relegate “the grand old version,” I reckon
they are doomed to disappointment.
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It is almost trite to quote the words of Sir Walter Scott, who
was bedridden with a terminal illness and asked that the book
be read to him, and when his attendant inquired, What book, sir?
he replied: There is but One Book. The eminent lawyer, Thomas
Marshall, was Vice President in the Woodrow Wilson administra-
tion. It has been related that a Bible salesman by clever maneu-
vering obtained access to the vice-presidential office and with
insistent verbal dexterity solicited the purchase of his edition of
the Bible. Interrupting bis theatrics the Vice President asked,
Who wrote it?  The voluble salesman replied, it is the Bible, sir;
whereupon, Mr. Marshall said that he possessed various editions
of the book called the Bible but no one had ever been able to
tell him who wrote it, and if the salesman could do so he would
with pleasure purchase his book. Needless to say that the sale
was not effected. But the Marshall question cannot only be an-
swered--it has been answered: The Bible is itself the answer.
God said through the prophet Hosea, chapter 8:12: “I have writ-
ten to him the great things of my law, but they were counted as
a strange thing.” The author is God: “I have written.” The proof
is the book itself: “the great things” it contains. Its rejection stems
from the common treatment it receives: “they were counted as a
strange thing”--the universal indifferentism concerning the reve-
lation of God to man.

The corollary claim for the inspiration of the Scriptures in the
New Testament is affirmed by the apostle of Jesus Christ, who
witnessed the events which he attested in the first chapter of his
second epistle: “For we have not followed cunningly devised
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fables, when we made known unto you the power and coming of
our Lord Jesus Christ, but were eyewitnesses of his majesty. For
he received from God the Father honour and glory, when there
came such a voice to him from the excellent glory, This is my
beloved Son in whom I am well pleased. And this voice which
came from heaven we heard, when we were with him in the holy
mount. We have also a more sure word of prophecy; whereunto
ye do well that ye take heed, as unto a light that shineth in a
dark place, until the day dawn, and the day star arise in your
hearts: knowing this first, that no prophecy of the scripture is of
any private interpretation. For the prophecy came not in old
time by the will of man: but holy men of God spake as they were
moved by the Holy Spirit.”

Parallel with and equal to the attestation of the apostle Peter
is the authentication of his “brother Paul” in the apostleship of
Christ, in the third chapter of the second epistle to his young
gospel protege': “But continue thou in the things which thou hast
learned and hast been assured of, knowing of whom thou hast
learned them; and that from a child thou hast known the holy
scriptures, which are able to make thee wise unto salvation
through faith which is in Christ Jesus. All scripture is given by
inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for
correction, for instruction in righteousness: that the man of God
may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works.”

Upon the premises of these passages, and a legion like them,
are predicated the conclusions from which necessary antecedent
inferences and deductions must be drawn: First, that God, the
Creator, would communicate by revelation with man his crea-
ture; second, that the record of the stages in the development of
this revelation be made; third, that this record of revelation was
made by its original inspired recipients, consisting of a collection
of “the holy scriptures” inclusive of the prophetical and the apos-
tolical autographic documents, classified by the designation of the
Law and the Prophets, the Gospels and the Epistles; fourth, that
the means and the methods for the record of revelation were
providentially provided.
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I.

The principle of the connection of divine providence with
divine revelation pervades the scriptures of both testaments--only
a sampling from the vast volume of verses can here be cited:

Psalms 119:89:: “For ever, 0 Lord, thy word is settled in
heaven.”

Isaiah 55:10-11: “For as the rain cometh down, and the snow
from heaven, and retumeth not thither, but watereth the earth,
and maketh it bring forth bud, that it may give seed to the
sower, and bread to the eater: so shall my word be that goeth
forth out of my mouth: it shall not return unto me void, but it
shall accomplish that which I please, and it shall prosper in the
thing whereto I sent it.”

Matthew 24:35: “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my
words shall not pass away.”

1 Corinthians 10: 11: "Now all these things happened unto
them for ensamples: and they are written for our admonition,
upon whom the ends of the ages are come.”

Ephesians 1: 17: “That the God of our Lord Jesus Christ may
give unto you the spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowl-
edge of him.”

Ephesians 2 :7 :  “That in the ages to come he might show the
exceeding riches of his grace in his kindness toward us through
Jesus Christ.”

Ephesians 3: l-11: “For this cause I Paul, the prisoner of Jesus
Christ for you Gentiles, if ye have heard of the dispensation of
the grace of God which is given me to you-ward: how that by
revelation he made known unto me the mystery.. . . . which in
other ages was not made known unto the sons of men, as it is now
revealed unto his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit; that the
Gentiles should be fellowheirs, and of the same body, and par-
takers of his promise in Christ by the gospel: whereof I was
made a minister, according to the grace of God given unto me by
the effectual working of his power. Unto me, who am less than
the least of all saints, is this grace given, that I should preach
among the Gentiles the unsearchable riches of Christ; and to
make all men see what is the fellowship of the mystery, which
from the beginning of the world hath been hid in God, who cre-



34 A REVIEW of the N EW VERSIONS

ated all things by Jesus Christ; to the intent that now unto the
principalities and powers in heavenly places might be known by
the church the manifold wisdom of God, according to the eter-
nal purpose which he purposed in Christ Jesus our Lord.”

1 Peter 1:24-25: “For all flesh is as grass, and all the glory of
man as the flower of grass. The grass withereth, and the flower
thereof falleth away: but the word of the Lord endureth for ever.
And this is the word which by the gospel is preached unto you.”

Jude 1:3: “Jude, the servant of Jesus Christ, and brother of
James, to them that are sanctified by God the Father, and pre-
served in Jesus Christ, and called. . . . . Beloved, when I gave all
diligence to write unto you of the common salvation, it was need-
ful for me to write unto you, and exhort you that ye should earn-
estly contend for the faith which was once delivered unto the
saints.”

The foregoing arrangement of scriptures serves to show that
the record of divine revelation in the Old Testament dispensa-
tion guided and guarded the history of Israel, and in the New
Testament dispensation this record consists in the testimony of
the Gospel concerning Jesus Christ, and the divine actions in the
founding of the church, and in the apostolic teaching of the
commandments of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Matthew 28:20: “Teaching them to observe all things whatso-
ever I have commanded you: and, lo, I am with you alway, even
unto the end of the world.”

1 Corinthians 14:37: ‘If any man thinketh himself to be a
prophet, or spiritual, let him acknowledge that the things that I
write unto you are the commandments of the Lord.”

The conclusion from the premise upon which these passages
have been adduced, that there existed a correlation of divine
providence and divine revelation, is therefore scripturally and
clearly deducible. The psalmist’s question of 77:8, “doth his
promise fail for evermore?” is the interrogatory declaration that
the word of God shall never come to an end.

II.

Corollary with the preceding premises and conclusions is the
argumenturn that the Old Testament claim for inspiration is in
correlation with the New Testament attestation.



THE ONE BIBLE -- THE BooK OF INSPIRATION 35

The stress in all of these claims is always put on the words of
the prophets of God and the apostles of Christ. The inspiration
claimed penetrates the words and molds the language and expres-
sion employed as the medium of God and of the Holy Spirit.

Exodus 20:1: “And God spake all these words.”
Exodus 2 4 : 4 7 :  “And Moses wrote all the words of the Lord

. . . all that the Lord hath said we will do.”
Exodus 34:27: “Write thou these words: for after the tenor of

these words I have made a covenant with thee and with Israel.”
Deuteronomy 5:22 :: ‘These words the Lord spake . . . And he

wrote them in two tables of stone and delivered them to me.”
Joshua 8:35: “There was not a word of all that Moses com-

manded which Joshua read not before all the congregation of
Israel.”

2 Samuel 23:1-2: “Now these be the last words of David. David
the son of Jesse said, and the man who was raised up on high,
the anointed of the God of Jacob, and the sweet psalmist of
Israel, said, The Spirit of the Lord spake by me, and his word
was in my tongue.”

Matthew 22:31: “Have ye not read that which was spoken unto
you by God.”

Mark 12:36: For David himself said by the Holy Spirit, The
Lord said to my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, till I make
thine enemies thy footstool.

John 10:34, 35: “Jesus answered them, Is it not written in your
law, I said, Ye are gods? If he called them gods, unto whom the
word of God came, and the scripture cannot be broken . . ."

Acts 1:16: "This scripture must needs be fulfilled which the
Holy Spirit by the mouth of David spake.”

Acts 3:18: ‘But those things which God before had showed by
the mouth of all his prophets.”

Acts 28:25: “Well spake the Holy Spirit by Isaiah the prophet
unto our fathers.”

Romans 1: l-2: “Separated unto the gospel of God, which he
had promised afore by his prophets in the holy scriptures.”

Romans 16:25-26: “Now to him that is of power to stablish
you according to my gospel, and the preaching of Jesus Christ,
according to the revelation of the mystery, which was kept secret
since the world began, but now is made manifest, and by the
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scriptures of the prophets, according to the commandment of the
everlasting God, made known unto all nations for the obedience
of faith.”

1 Corinthians 15:1-4: “I declare unto you the gospel which I
preached unto you .. . . how that Christ died for our sins accord-
ing to the scriptures; and that he was buried, and that he rose
again the third day according to the scriptures.”

Hebrews 3:7: “Wherefore as the Holy Spirit saith, Today if ye
will hear his voice, harden not your hearts, as in the provocation
in the day of temptation in the wilderness.”

1 Peter 1:9-12: “Receiving the end of your faith, even the sal-
vation of your souls. Of which salvation the prophets have en-
quired and searched diligently, who prophesied of the grace that
should come unto you: searching what, or what manner of time
the Spirit of Christ which was in them did signify, when it testi-
fied beforehand the sufferings of Christ, and the glory that should
follow. Unto whom it was revealed, that not unto themselves,
but unto us they did minister the things, which are now reported
unto you by them that have preached the gospel unto you with
the Holy Spirit sent down from heaven.”

2 Peter 1:21: ‘For the prophecy came not in old time by the
will of man: but holy men of God spake as they were moved by
the Holy Spirit.”

This selection of scriptures adds verification to the apostolic
averment of Romans 3:2 that the Mosaic and prophetical scrip-
tures were “the oracles of God,” and is tantamount to the claim
of the verbal inspiration of Moses and the prophets. The intro-
ductory words to prophetic books, such as “the burden which
Habakkuk the prophet did see,"  and "the burden of the word of
the Lord to Israel by Malachi,” and “the burden of Babylon
which Isaiah the son of Amoz did see,“--are terms of inspiration
--the word burden means an oracle, speaking by revelation, de-
noting a direct and immediate inspiration.

Consideration of the illumination these passages shed on the
inspiration of the prophetic scriptures, it is not conceivable that
any one, even a Jew, who acknowledges it, could consistently 
deny the inspiration of the apostolic scriptures. Jesus himself
promised verbal inspiration to his apostles in Matthew 10:20 and
Mark 13: 11: “Take no thought beforehand what ye shall speak,
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neither do ye premeditate: but whatsoever shall be given you in
that hour, that speak ye: for it is not ye that speak, but the
Holy Spirit.” This command of Jesus to his apostles prohibited
the premeditation of their words, and was therefore of necessity
a verbal inspiration.

The promise of the Comforter--the Paraclet--in the verses of
John 14:26; 15:26, 27; 16:13-14--was inspiration, the baptism of
the Holy Spirit. The Lord gave them advance information in
Acts 1:8 that the descent of the Holy Spirit on the Pentecost of
Acts the second chapter, upon which occasion the twelve
apostles began to speak “as the Spirit gave them utterance,”
would be the fulfillrnent of that promise. The claim that the
New Testament makes for itself constitutes a full attestation of
the plenary inspiration of the apostles--the verbal inspiration of
their oral and written utterances from the Pentecost of Acts 2 to
the once delivered faith of Jude 3. There is a whole catalogue
of passages in addition to the above citations by which this sure
assertion can be exemplified.

1 Corinthians 2:10-12: “But God hath revealed them unto us
by his Spirit . . . now we have not received the spirit of the
world, but the spirit which is of God; that we might know the
things which are freely given to us of God. Which things also we
speak not in words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the
Holy Spirit teacheth.”

Galatians l:ll-12: “But I certify you, brethren, that the gospel
which was preached of me is not after man. For I neither re-
ceived it of man, neither was I taught it, but by the revelation of
Jesus Christ.”

1 Thessalonians 1:5: “For our gospel came not unto you in
word only, but also in power, and in the Holy Spirit.”

1 Thessalonians 2:13: “For this cause also thank we God with-
out ceasing, because, when ye received the word of God which
ye heard of us, ye received it not as the word of men, but as it is
in truth, the word of God, which worketh effectually in you that
believe.”

1 Peter 1:12:: “Unto whom it was revealed, that not unto
themselves, but unto us they did minister the things, which are
now reported unto you by them that have preached the gospel
unto you with the Holy Spirit sent down from heaven.”
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1 John 4:6: “We are of God: he that knoweth God heareth us;
he that is not of God beareth not us. Hereby know we the spirit
of truth and the spirit of error.”

Revelation 22:18-19: “For I testify unto every man that heareth
the words of the prophecy of this book, if any man shall add unto
these things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are written
in this book: and if any man shall take away from the words of
the book of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of
the book of life, and out of the holy city, and from the things
which are written in this book.”

All of this collection of verses verify that revelation and inspira-
tion go together and conjointly impart to “the written word” that
essence of infallibility which distinguishes it from any project of
the human mind-that infallibility intrinsic in the written word
is declared in 1 Corinthians 2:16 to be “the mind of Christ”--the
knowledge of Christ--possessed by the apostles, who “received
not the spirit of the world, but the spirit which is of God.” If
there is any inspiration at all in scriptures it must penetrate
words, for every verse of scripture lays the stress on W O R D S .

But it has been asserted that inspiration is not defined in the
New Testament. The rebuttal of that insensible asseveration is in
the terminology of the texts: Take no thought--neither do ye pre-
meditate--not ye that speak, but the Holy Spirit--as the Spirit
gave them utterance--not in words which man’s wisdom teaches,
but which the Holy Spirit teaches--not the word of men, but in
truth the word of God.

In his commission to his apostles, Jesus Christ prohibited their
premeditation--if that is not definitive of inspiration the rule of
syntax that "words are the signs of ideas” is no longer a gram-
matical axiom.

The law of Moses in Exodus 20:1 is introduced with the un-
equivocal exordium : “And God spake all these words,” and in
Exodus 34:27 it is concluded with the peroration: Write thou
these words for after the tenor of these words I have made a cov-
evant with thee and with Israel.” In Exodus 24:4 the unqualified
statement is made that “Moses wrote all the words of the Lord.”
Thus the Mosaic constitution begins and ends with the declara-
tion of verbal inspiration.
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But the constitution of the Old Testament comprehends the
prophets and the term “the law and the prophets” is a phrasal
reference of frequent occurrence in the New Testament to the
whole of the Old Testament scriptures. The manifold repetitions
of the specific terminology of the prophets that “the word of the
Lord came” and “thus saith the Lord” equates the inspiration of
Moses and the prophets, and in reason it cannot be assumed that
the prophets were less inspired than Moses.

A further extension of the coordinated inspiration of the scrip-
tures is the inclusion of the poetical books by the several refer-
ences to “in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the
psalms”; and in his reply to the Pharisees, in Mark 12:36, Jesus
attributed the same degree of inspiration to David as ascribed
to the prophets,. in these words: “For David himself said by the
Holy Spirit, the Lord said to my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand,
till I make thine enemies my footstool”; and in Acts 1:16 Peter
said to the assembled company; “Men and brethren, this scrip-
ture must needs have been fulfilled, which the Holy Spirit by
the mouth of David spake.” If therefore words are to be ac-
cepted at face value, and documents are allowed to bear wit-
ness within themselves, the scriptures contain self-attestation to
the plenary inspiration of the whole Bible.

The stock rejoinder of the critics, who scoff at the term “the
mechanical theory” of inspiration, is that if the original documents
were clothed with such an infallibility, it would have been lost in
translation, and forasmuch as our Bible is only a translation, the
discussion of inspiration from their scornful point of view is
reductio ad absurdum--reducing an issue to an absurd conclu-
sion, or consequences not consistent with human reasoning. How-
ever plausible their viewpoint may appear, the proof that the
reasoning underlying their theorem is specious and biblically fal-
lacious is that the Greek Old Testament is a translation of the
original Hebrew text, but is nevertheless quoted in the New Tes-
tament by Christ and the apostles with the full credentials of in-
spiration. There are approximately three hundred quotations in
the New Testament from the Old Testament, and with minimal
exception, they are quoted from the Septuagint Version--the
Greek Old Testament--which is a version, a translation of the
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Hebrew text. This version derives its name from its seventy-
two translators--the Septuagint, derived from the Greek term
septuaginta, meaning seventy. These scholars were Jews who
were apprehensive of the urgency for the transmission of their
Hebrew scriptures to the Greek world, of which they were then
a part; and about two hundred eighty-five years B.C. they set
themselves to the task of the Greek translation of the Hebrew
scriptures. The Hebrew was their native tongue and the Greek
was their adopted language; consequently, the Septuagint is a
qualified version of the Hebrew Old Testament; and because of
the use that Jesus himself made of it in his teaching, and the
apostles in their writings, the Septuagint has been designated “the
version of Christ and the apostles”--why then should it be
rejected by the Higher Critics of modern theology? The answer
to this question will be forthcoming as this work proceeds.

During the period of the Captivity the Jews had lost the na-
tional precedence of the Hebrew vernacular. The intimation of
this state among the Jews is in the book of Ezra, when after the
restoration of the law, he caused it to be read and interpreted so
that it could be understood by the people listening to the reading
and according to the record of the proceedings in Nehemiah 8;
Ezra was assisted by a company of twenty-five listed names, be-
sides the Levites, “to cause the people to understand the law,”
with the concluding statement of verse 8: “So they read in the
book of the law of God distinctly, and gave the sense, and caused
them to understand the reading.” Subsequent to the return of the
Jews from exile this same state in respect to their language pre-
vailed in the period between the Testaments. After Egypt was
conquered by Alexander the Great, the city of Alexandria became
the crossroads of commerce between people of different nation-
alities, which brought an influx of literature along with the popu-
lation, including a large settlement of Jews. In the course of these
immigrations, the Greek became the common dialect of this inte-
gration of people, and with it the desire for the Scriptures in
Greek, their acquired language. The Septuagint Version was the
answer to this necessity. It is a direct translation fom t h e  original
Hebrew manuscripts, and it is the only complete version of the
Greek Old Testament. Other Greek translations by Aquilla, Theo-
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dotion and Symmachus exist only in portion, incomplete and
fragmentary.

The story of how the Greek Old Testament came into existence
is linked with the reign of Ptolemy in Egypt. Hearing of the
Hebrew Scriptures he requested the High Priests of Jerusalem
to provide a set of the manuscripts for his great Alexandrian
library, and to bring with it a body of scribes capable of trans-
lating these manuscripts into the Greek, whereupon seventy-two
learned Hebrews were dispatched to Alexandria of Egypt for this
purpose. The Hebrew was their native tongue, the Greek their
adopted dialect--they knew how to translate the Old Testament
Hebrew scriptures into the Septuagint Old Testament Bible.

The historical story elaborates that the seventy-two translators
were grouped in thirty-six pairs, doing their work in separate
cells, and when their task was completed and their manuscripts
compared, their translations were identical. Whatever doubts may
be entertained regarding the historicity of the story of how the
Septuagint Old Testament came into existence--one thing is un-
deniable: it was the version of Christ and the apostles and their
quotations from the Old Testament were made from it with the
indorsements of inspiration, attaching to their quotations a “thus
saith the Lord” and “the Holy Spirit said.” If that does not vali-
date the Septuagint Greek Old Testament, no document of either
the Old or New Testament could be stamped with validation.

The original objections to the Septuagint developed after the
coming of Christ among the unbelieving Jews, due to the accept-
ance of this Greek Version by Christ and his apostles and by all
Christians after the establishment of the church--that is why the
opposing Jews, with the determination to discredit it, in deep
prejudice abandoned it and reverted to the Hebrew manuscripts.

On this point Sir Frederic Kenyon says: “The result of this ap-
propriation of the Septuagint by the Christian Church (the early
church) was that the Jews cast it off. When the Christians in
controversy pressed them with quotations from the Prophets, of
which the fulfillment had been found in Jesus Christ, the Jews
took refuge in the denial of the accuracy of the Septuagint trans-
lation. In the second century of our era this repudiation took
form in the production of rival versions. The Hebrew text had
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been fixed, in the form in which it has come down to us, in the
preceding century, and what was now needed was a faithful
translation of this into Greek for the use of Greek-speaking Jews.”

In the criticisms and repudiations of the Septuagint by the co-
adjutors of modernism and their puling devotees, they stand with
the unbelieving Jews and find themselves in the unenviable posi-
tion of rejecting the indorsement of the Septuagint by Jesus
Christ and his inspired apostles. Excuse me from their company.

From these multiple translations of the Hebrew and Greek
Scriptures the King James Version was the final outcome of all
original translations and revisions-and it has ever since been
the channel through which flows the Word of God to the Anglo-
Saxon world through the English language. From the King James
Version itself the English language has drawn its lasting stability
--it lives in the hearts of all who have loved and revered it, and
the memory of our beloved dead moves into it through the words
which cannot be replaced with substitutes. It has been named
the King James Version, though he did not out of his vast wealth
contribute a personal penny to it. Wyclilf had prayed, 0 Lord,
put into the heart of the king of England to give us a correct
translation of the Bible in our English language. The king thought
it was a good idea. He ordered the selection of the highest and
most trustworthy men of learning to perform the task. Though
himself a scholar superior to any predecessor king of England’s
throne, he was not even an ex-officio member of the translating
committee and did not govern it. Fifty-four translators were as-
sembled, forty-seven lived to complete their tasks. Their work
was done without pecuniary remuneration, personal expenses
only were provided, and that in meager amounts. They were men
of faith in a generation of faith, and the sole and single motiva-
tion was to produce a faithful translation of the Bible. They
knew the original languages, they were closer to the early manu-
scripts, and they were knowledgeable of all essential sources.

On this point Kenyon says: “From this short account of the
different classes of mistakes into which the copyists of the
manuscripts were most liable to fall, it will be clear that the
later a manuscript is in date, the more likely it is to contain
many errors. Each time a fresh copy is made, some new mistakes
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will probably be introduced, while only the most obvious blun-
ders in the manuscripts will be corrected. It may therefore be
stated as a general rule that the earlier a manuscript is, the
better is its text likely to be. The rule is only a general one,
and is liable to exceptions; for instance, a manuscript written
in the year 1200, if copied direct from a manuscript of the year
350, will probably be more correct than a manuscript written
in the year 1000, which was copied from one written in 850 or
900. Each manuscript must therefore be searched, to see if it
shows signs of containing an early form of the text; but the
general rule that the earliest manuscripts are the best will
usually hold good.”

So versions will come and versions will go -- but like Ten-
nyson’s Brook, the King James Version rolls on for ever--and
it will not be relegated or superseded by the inferior produc-
tions that now challenge it.

The contention of the critics that inspiration has been lost in
translation is forestalled by the ascription of the Holy Spirit’s
inspiration to the Septuagint Version in the New Testament quo-
tations from it:

(1) In Mark 12:36, Jesus Christ said, quoting a passage in the
Psalms from the Septuagint, that “David himself said by the Holy
Spirit, the Lord said to my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, till I
make thine enemies thy footstool.”

(2) In Hebrews 3:7, the apostle said, quoting a passage in the
Psalms from the Septuagint, “wherefore as the Holy Spirit saith,
Today if ye will hear his voice, harden not your hearts.”

(3) In Hebrews 9:8, the apostle referred to a passage in Leviti-
cus from the Septuagint, saying “the Holy Spirit this signifying,
that the way into the holiest of all was not yet made manifest,
while as the first tabernacle was yet standing.”

(4) In Hebrews 10:15, the apostle said that “the Holy Spirit
yet bears witness to us: for after that he had said before, This
is the covenant that I will make with them after those days, saith
the Lord”- - a n d this quotation is from the Septuagint, but it is
here said to be the Holy Spirit bearing witness to us.
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(5) In a group of passages the statement “what saith the scrip-
tures” is equated with the Holy Spirit, or with the inspiration of
the texts, as in Romans 4:3; 9:17; 10:11; 11:27; Galatians 3:8;
3:22; 4:30; 1 Timothy 5:18--and these all are references from
the Septuagint Version.

On the phrase “what saith the scriptures” in these passages,
Westcott (the co-author of the Westcott & Hort Greek text)
states that “it is characteristic of the epistles that words of the
Holy Scripture are referred to the divine Author and not to the
human instrument” (Use Of The Old Testament, 474, 493). That
being true, God is the Author of the words quoted from the Sep-
tuagint Version--the Greek Old Testament--by Jesus Christ and
his apostles. This indubitable fact raises an insurmountable bar-
rier to the so-called ‘higher criticism” of the Destructive Critics
that inspiration is lost in translation. That could be said only in
the case of the mistranslations of the pseudo-versions, such as
acknowledged by the translators of the Revised Standard Version
which, in its introduction, disavowed and repudiated a "mechan-
ically exact, literal, word-for-word translation,” and by the trans-
lators of the New English Bible who also acknowledge that they
have put into their own words what they believe to be the mean-
ing; and that their versions are comparable to a commentary as
a paraphrase of the original text. Such admissions and acknowl-
edgments substantiate the indictment that the new translations
are not versions and that they should not be so represented and
classified.

In the book entitled Bible Revision, long out of print, R. C.
Trench, author of the widely known and popular works on the
Miracles and Parables of Jesus, has the following to say on the
ethics of translation: The conscientious task is to take the actual
word of the original and transplant it unchanged, in the trust
that any strangeness will disappear by time and use, and its
meaning acquired by even the unlearned or unlettered reader,
and that is actually what occurred in the King James Version.”
In the same connection Trench submits the following: “Clearly
the office of the translator is to put the reader of the translation
on the same vantage-ground of the reader of the original” Once
more Trench says: “Inspiration is not limited to the Hebrew and
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Greek words first communicated to men . . . it lives in whatever
words are a faithful representation of these words . . . the trans-
lation must be a perfectly reproduced adequate counterpart of
the original and, the copy. When words fall short of this adequacy
. . . when divergence exists between the copy and the original,
the copy is less inspired, and to the extent of the divergence it is
not inspired at all.” (Trench on Bible Revision).

On the subject of faithful translation, Philip Schaff, known all
over the English world as a biblical scholar and church historian,
and translator of the Greek text, says the following: “Faithful
translation consists in the nearest possible equivalent for the
words which came from the inspired organs of the Holy Spirit,”
and he continued to say that “changes made in later versions than
the King James were mostly unessential.” (Bible Revision, p.
16) It should be stated here that the objection of the Revised
Standard Version translators to “mechanically exact word-for-
word translation” was directed against the American Standard
Version, of which committee Schaff was chairman; and his tri-
bute to the King James Version is significant, that changes made
in later versions were mostly unessential, and out of the multi-
ple million words of the King James Version, the changes made
in the American Standard Version were so slight that the readers
would not be aware of them. This statement puts these two old
versions, which the critics are trying to relegate, on an equal par
in accuracy of translation--and it is a par excellence. In the light
of these scholarly evaluations all of the boisterous bluster about
“‘facing up to the errors of the old King James Bible” is a fizzling
fit of fanatical prejudice against the revered version of the word
of God.

Another member of the old school of scholars and translators,
Talbot W. Chambers, committed to print the following words:
The merits of the King James Version in point of fidelity to the
original manuscripts are universally acknowledged . . . no other
version, ancient or modern, surpasses it . . . it conveys the mind
of the Spirit with great exactness , . . even Shakespeare has verbal
quibbles, but the authors of our Bible (King James Version)
seem to have been preserved from this error by a sort of provi-
dence.” (Bible Revision, p. 38)

Another scholar of renown, William Henry Green, author of
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The Unity Of The Book of Genesis, and The Text Of The Old
Testament, and The Text Of The New Testament, quotes the
warnings in Deuteronomy 12:32 and Revelation 22:18-19 against
taking from and adding to the word of God, and states that “it
is the imperative duty of translators to give the Bible unadul-
terated form . . . and it is absolutely astonishing to find how large
extent this grand old version (the King James Version) must be
confessed to be still the most adequate and accurate translation.”
(Bible Revision)

The preachers of this generation, including the young men in
our own colleges who are berating “the old King James Bible,”
do not have access to such sources as these--they are imbibing
and embracing modern theology, and their denunciations are like
a toy poodle barking at a New Foundland or St. Bernard!

A student who does not recognize the name of Thomas Carlyle
needs to go back to school. This Scottish essayist and historian
said: “When our Shakespeare was packing up for Stratford there
came out another priceless thing: a correct translation of the
Bible, of importance unspeakable.”

The scholars of the Revised Version of 1881-5 and of the Amer-
ican Standard Version of 1901 all committed themselves to re-
moving only archaisms not in familiar use, and even to leave
these untouched, according to Trench, when by time and use
the strangeness would disappear, and these translators conceded
that out of the millions of words, the dictional alterations were
invariably slight.

The plays of Shakespeare and the diction of the King James
Bible have been extolled as twin monuments to the perfection of
the English tongue, produced when the English language had
reached its highest peak of excellence, and the King James Bible
remains its noblest example. In translation there should be no
break with the past, and no innovations, and there can be no
revisions to replace the Bible in the affections of the common
people, nor is there any prospect of any of the late versions
doing so.

The best scholars are aware and are not reluctant to acknowl-
edge that the early manuscripts are the more trustworthy, and
the translators of the King James Version had them and were
nearer to them. The reverence of the scribes which copied them
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shames the absence of veneration in the modern concept. When
the scribes of the original copies came to the name of God, they
washed their pens, and if an error was made it was not erased,
they discarded the page--there were no erasures. When com-
pared with the modern emasculation of the text, and the current
indifference to it, we shudder at the sight of our own people
falling prey to the spurious versions.

The hackneyed saying that the old version cannot be under-
stood, and the new versions simplify the text, is a reflection on the
intelligence of the common reader and the perspicacity of the
elite. Doctor Westcott, of the Westcott & Hort Greek text, has
averred that the average length of the words of the English Bible
is five letters.  A comparison with the literary composition of the
Revised Standard Version will be enlightening. The new versions
substitute the long words of the Latin etymology, while the Bible
is based on the short words of the Greek vocabulary. And the old
translators were of an age of linguistic artists when “a word was
a thing of delight,” while the new versions are full of flippant,
slangy, cheapening, degrading, and a generally inferior body of
modern words which fill the gamut between the extremes of the
sacred and the profane. The anomaly of this particular piece of
the propaganda has recently been exhibited when one of our own
Ph.D. Professors, writing an apology for the TEV--Today’s Eng-
lish Version--attempted to simplify certain passages in the ver-
sion advertised as the most simplified of all modern translations
--and the professor was assuring us that the passages under
criticism were misunderstood but would be altogether acceptable
if explained and understood--and these are the people who de-
mur that common people cannot understand the five letter words
of the King James Version!

The heart and truth of the translation concept-in its very
warp and woof -- in simple statement is that the word total
of a version purporting to be a translation of the sacred scriptures
should be what the inspired quill put in a word -- and not what
modern verbosity can expand into sentences, phrases and para-
phrases. And in reference to biblical terminology, consistently
with the R. C. Trench comment that "the strangeness will disap-
pear with time and use,” we should educate the people up to the
Bible rather than rewrite tbe Bible down to the people, and to
thus preserve its inspired essence and verbal integrity.
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The rejection of the solemn style of the Bible by the Revised
Standard Version and various new translations deprives them
all of the essential power of the Bible, and such an achievement
in language which the King James Bible has admittedly attained
should not be cast away and relegated. The present age is not
favorable for revamping the Bible, it is rather an ill-fortunate
time for such an overhauling of its venerable nomenclature,
even as a literary classic, much the less of its inspired character.
This generation of irreverence and of inferiority and of vulgarity,
which penetrates our language and our customs, is the wrong
environment for a rewriting of the inspired Book. The translators
of the King James Bible had all of the resources of the ancient
languages, and they had the knowledge of them--the Hebrew,
the Greek and the Latin. They were the best scholars of the Eng-
lish world, in the golden age of the English vocabulary. They
knew all that was knowable about the earlier and ancient versions
and were closer to the originals. Such eminent men are a diminu-
tion to the modern carping critics who are now barking at “the
grand old version.”

The modern versions are featured with new slogans designed
for a break with the past. But the Bible is the book of both past
and present civilization. When the wagon-trains traversed the
then vast expanse of mountain terrain and desert dunes between
the east and the west, they took with them the Bible. The founda-
tions of our national, social and religious society rest upon the
Bible--why tamper with such a book? The conscience of all the
people should preserve its integrity.

III.

The first declaration of divine revelation--the opening sentence
in the Bible: In The Beginning God--stands man face to face
with God, who is Absolute, the Creator, omnipotent, omniscient,
omnipresent. In one majestic and sublime and splendid phrase
it reveals all of the beginnings: the beginning of heaven, the be-
ginning of the universe and of the earth, the beginning of time,
the beginning of man--and the beginning of God’s revelation
to man. In its first form the divine revelation came orally from
the voice of God to the first man, and to his immediate posterity,
the patriarchs. In a second facet it advanced into theophany, the
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visible manifestation of God through a transcendent system of
types and symbols and visions. In a third further progressive
stage it was ethnic in character by the divine determination of
God to bring into being the Hebrew race from which to form
the providentially favored nation of Israel, as the provisional
instrument by which to manifest his presence and preserve his
name among the nations of the earth, during the process of the
unfolding of the plan of redemption for man. In the fourth and
final phase of revelation the prophets of God and the apostles
of Christ committed the documents of the oracles of God to the
records of the Old and New Testaments. The oracles of God
came to the nation of Israel through the prophets, to all the
world through the evangelists of the gospel, and to the church
through the apostolic epistles of the New Testament.

The completion of revelation in its documentary culmination
means that the Spirit of God employed the full powers of the
human minds of the writers of the books of the Bible. They were
the inspired organs of revelation, from Moses and the prophets
to Jesus Christ and the apostles, as expressed by Paul in explicit
reference to the sum of all revelation, in I Corinthians 1:30 and
Hebrews 1:1-2. “But of him (God) are ye in Christ Jesus, who
is of God made unto us wisdom, and righteousness, and sanctifi-
cation, and redemption”--“God, who at sundry times and in
divers manners spake in time past unto the fathers by the
prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son,
whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by whom also he
made the worlds.” This is the whole summary of the course of
divine revelation--Moses and the prophets, Christ and the
apostles.

The postulation for direct divine revelation in the Old Testa-
ment begins with Moses and extends to Malachi: “God spake all
these words,” and “Moses wrote all the words of the Lord,” and
‘Write thou these words: for after the tenor of these words,”
and when Moses had made an end of writing the words of this
law in a book.” The same inspiration of words resided in Joshua,
colleague and successor of Moses, that was resident in Moses, his
predecessor: “As I was with Moses, so I will be with thee,” and
Joshua said . . . come hither, and hear the words of the Lord your
God,” and “according to the word of the Lord which he com-
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manded Joshua,” and “Joshua wrote all these words in the book
of the law of God.” Of this succession of inspired men of God,
Samuel stands next in order, and of him it was written: “For the
Lord revealed himself to Samuel in Shiloh by the word of the
Lord,” and “then came the word of the Lord unto Samuel,” and
“the Spirit of the Lord spake by me, and his word was in my
tongue.” The words of Job, chapter 14:12-14, and 19:25-27, were
not words of ancient wisdom, but of divine revelation, and the
last chapter has a concluding statement that “after the Lord had
spoken these words unto Job.” To Solomon was imparted extra-
ordinary wisdom, not of man, but a supernatural endowment
from God: “and God gave Solomon wisdom and understanding,”
and “the Lord gave Solomon wisdom, as he had promised.” Anent
the inspiration of David, Jesus said: “for David himself said by
the Holy Spirit,” and of him the apostle said, “wherefore as the
Holy Spirit saith,” and “‘which the Holy Spirit by the mouth of
David spake.” From Isaiah to Malachi the verbal inspiration of
the prophets is diffused through the sixteen books of the major
and minor prophets in the catena of phrases pervading these
prophetic books : "thus said the Lord,” and “the word of the Lord
came,” and “my words in thy mouth.”

In the New Testament from Matthew to Revelation the claim
of verbal inspiration penetrates the “take no thought . . . neither
do ye premeditate . . . it is not ye that speak, but the Holy Spir-
it,” and “which things also we speak, not in the words which
man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Spirit teacheth,”
and "our gospel came not unto you in word only, but also in
power, and in the Holy Spirit,” and “which are now reported
unto you by them that have preached the gospel unto you with
the Holy Spirit sent down from heaven.”

The form of quotation in the New Testament, “the scripture
saith,” as in Romans 9:17, is equated with God speaking in the
Old Testament record commensurable with 2 Peter 1:21, “but
holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Spirit.”
The sum total, therefore, of this canon of inspiration from Gene-
sis to Revelation is 2 Timothy 3:16: “All scripture is given by
inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for
correction, for instruction in righteousness: that the man of God
may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works.”
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IV.

The refusal of the critics to acknowledge the inspiration of the
scripture text surrounds the problem of the originality of the
documents and the question of their accuracy in their transmis-
sion through the centuries. It is known to all who are familiar
with the history of the Bible that the original autographs--the
manuscripts written by the authors themselves--do not exist, hav-
ing long ago disappeared. But the number of manuscript copies
is so abundant that the true text is preserved by comparing the
passages in question with all other manuscripts, and the prepon-
derance of their presence in the great number of manuscripts
verifies their genuineness. There are many hundreds of docu-
ments that are classified as manuscripts and several thousand
that are called copies. And Sir Frederic Kenyon stated in his
book entitled “Our Bible And The Ancient Manuscripts” that
“the earlier a manuscript is, the better its text is likely to be.”

Of Sir Frederic Kenyon, the eminent scholar F. F. Bruce said:
“There is no greater authority in the field of textual criticism than
Sir Frederic Kenyon, and we may take his words to heart with
confidence"--so with this commendation in mind, read what
Kenyon writes in reference to the Bible documents: “The interval
between the dates of original composition and the earliest extant
evidence becomes so small as to be in fact negligible, and the
last foundation for any doubt that the scriptures have come down
to us substantially as they were written has now been removed.
Both the authenticity and the general integrity of the books of
the New Testament may be regarded as finally settled.” It will
be revealing to compare this statement of Sir Frederic Kenyon
with the Introduction To The New Testament written by Good-
speed and Moffatt, and other members of the translation commit-
tee of the Revised Standard Version, together with books written
by C. H. Dodd, of the New English Bible committee--in which
all of these translators unite in the effort to destroy the author-
ship and genuineness of all of the New Testament books--the
documentary evidence of which will be made in a section of this
work consisting of a complete exposure of the character of the
translators of the new versions from their own hands.

With reference to the authenticity and genuineness of the Old
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Testament books Kenyon states that the passages in question
are “an infinitesimal portion of the whole and may be disre-
garded. The Christian can take the whole Bible in his hand and
say without fear or hesitation that he holds in it the true Word
of God, faithfully handed down from generation to generation
throughout the centuries.”

Here again the modernism of the members of the translation
committees of the Revised Standard Version and the New English
Bible, and their theological colleagues, stands exposed for they
have contrived to destroy the authorship and chronology of the
books of the Old Testament and New Testament canons. For in-
stance, C. H. Dodd, Director of the New English Bible commit-
tee, without even apologetic evasion, asserts that God is not the
author of the Bible, did not inspire men to write it, and that no
such person as Moses ever lived, and being a legendary figure he
wrote no books!

In the theology of these modern translators the writers of the
Bible are accorded a lower level than themselves in the sum of
their knowledge and they discard all parts of the Bible text which
do not pass the tests of their own modernized theological view-
points; and in their so-called methodology they have subjected
the Bible to the demands of their scholastic preconceptions and to
a criteria of scrutiny which cannot in law and equity be applied
to any ancient document, according to Greenleaf and other au-
thorities on the verification of documents. And they have the
audacity to expect us to put our faith in them and the assump-
tions of their modern criticism rather than trust the documents
of the Bible.

In the advancement of archaeological discovery many of the
discrepancies based on the ideas of the modern critics have dis-
appeared--vanished like a spent meteor, and the theologians,
scholars and scientists now find themselves in disagreement with
each other involving points on which they desired to commit us
to their trust.

It is not uncommon now for the higher critics to talk and write
like the skeptics and the unbelievers in regard to what they clas-
sify as discrepancies in the Bible. It would be expected that we
should conduct such a debate with infidels, but disappointing
that an infidel proposition is affirmed by so-called translators of
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the Bible. But translator Dodd has declared that many parts of
the Bible are pernicious and sub-moral. Another translator vents
his theological spleen with the outburst that the Old Testament
books represent a brutal God who was savage, vindictive and
vengeful, and therefore not suited to our times and should hence
be accepted with reservations.

The Bible does account for the degeneration subsequent to the
fall of man, and the degraded and depraved condition of the
heathen nations, and the moral state of pagan society, as the
source of the moral corruptions that were in the character and
classification of apostasies from the primeval state in social and
national life in the environment of heathenism. The moral law of
God is codified in the Decalogue and it was the standard of his
moral government, but in the creation of man God endowed him
with the faculty of individual volition, and after his transgression
it was necessary that he should be governed accordingly. As for
the moot question of discrepancies they are resolved into mere
differences incident to the transmission of the text, and when the
light is turned on and all the facts are known, they disappear like
a snowball in the sun.

The purpose of the Bible penetrates every book of the Old and
New Testaments--its remedial plan shines through in every page
in the divine intervention for the redemption of man and his
salvation through Jesus Christ.

On the Authenticity and Inspiration of the Bible, H. B. Swete,
of Cambridge and King’s College, England, penned the follow-
ing: “Whatever views may be held as to the historical character
of certain narratives, or the authorship of certain books, the New
Testament speaks with a voice too clear and full to be over-
powered by the din of our critical controversies.”

On the nature and extent of Inspiration, Swete continues:
“The early writers (of the earliest period) speak with an absence
of reserve, which is not in accordance with our present estimate.
The Holy Scriptures were regarded as the, writings of the Holy
Spirit: and one who did not believe that they were spoken by the
Holy Spirit was counted an unbeliever.”

At the end of his treatise on Revelation And Inspiration, James
Orr, author and editor of the International Student’s Bible En-
cyclopaedia, also of England, wrote the following conclusion in
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summary and substance: “‘After pro and con he finds himself in
substantial harmony with the defenders of the view of inerrancy
--that the sweeping assertions of error and discrepancy in the
Bible cannot be substantiated; ascribe it to providence, to super-
intendence, to suggestion, or what one will--and inspiration is
more subtle and all pervading than any of these things--it re-
mains a fact that the Bible impartially interpreted and judged, is
free from demonstrable error in its statements, and harmonious
in its teaching .. . . on this broad, general ground the advocates of
inerrancy may always feel that they have a strong position. What-
ever assaults may be made on them in matters of lesser detail,
they stand undeniably in their main contention in the line of
apostolic belief, and the general faith of the church, regarding
the Holy Scriptures. The most searching inquiry still leaves them
with a scripture supernaturally inspired to be an infallible guide
in the great matters for which it was given-the knowledge of
the will of God for their salvation in Christ Jesus, instruction in
the way of holiness, and hope of eternal life, which God revealed
in a pure word, a word never found wanting by those who rest
themselves upon it . . . the Bible that embodies this word will
retain its distinction as the Book of Inspiration till the end of
time.”

Here the eminent author uttered great truths which should not
be compromised by hesitancy, by vacillation and concessions to
the Higher Critics on the divine authenticity and verbal inspira-
tion of the Bible.

With thousands of copies of the Bible manuscripts reaching
back to the earliest centuries, near to the time of the writers of
the New Testament, the absence of the originals does not denote
that we do not have the Bible. As a comparison, there is a polit-
ical document known to all citizens of our country as the Decla-
ration of Independence. There have been thousands of copies of
this instrument produced in multiplied forms through many me-
diums--in the library of Congress, in Congressional records, in
the law books, in the textbooks for public and private schools, in
ornamental and engraved reproductions to frame and hang on
the walls of homes and offices. The existence of multiplied thou-
sand copies, if the original Declaration of Independence should
be lost or should deteriorate to the extent of being illegible and
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impossible to decipher, would be the yardstick for the detection
of fraudulence and make impossible the perpetuation of such an
imposture. This is not a mere hypothetical contingency but is a
basis of possible reality, and is apropos to the subject in hand--
the loss of the original apostolic autographs and the existence of
multiple thousand copies of the manuscripts of the Bible by
which its text has been fully attested. There is no collection of
ancient documents or body of antique literature for which there
has ever been a larger and greater accumulation of textual attes-
tation than exists in the multiple thousand copies of the manu-
scripts of our Bible.

In the realization of the prime importance of these expositions
it is altogether fitting to put re-emphasis to the Sir Frederic Ken-
yon verdict and the James Orr conclusion. Said Kenyon: "The
interval between the dates of original composition and the earliest
extant evidence becomes so small as to be in fact negligible, and
the last foundation f o r  any doubt that the scriptures have come
down to us substantially as they were written has now been re-
moved. Both the authenticity and the general integrity of the
books of the New Testament may be regarded as finally settled.”
And, said Orr: “The advocates of inerrancy may always feel that
they have a strong position . . . the most searching inquiry still
leaves them with a scripture supernaturally inspired to be an
infallible guide in the great matters for which it was given. . .
the Bible that embodies this word will retain its distinction as the
Book of Inspiration till the end of time.”

To Sir Walter Scott, who entitled the Bible The One Book, is
accredited the impressive eulogium: Within this ample volume
lies the mystery of mysteries; happiest they of human race, to
whom God has given grace, to read, to fear, to hope, to pray, to
lift the latch and force the way; and better had they ne’er been
born, who read to doubt, or read to scorn.

With the effusion of inspiration David praised the perpetuation
of the Word of God: “For ever, 0 Lord, thy word is settled in
heaven” and “thy word is true from the beginning: and every one
of thy righteous judgments endureth for ever.” Consistent with
these inspired expressions the principle of the correlation of prov-
idence and revelation is herewith and herein postulated. “So shall
my word be that goeth forth out of my mouth: it shall not return
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unto me void, but it shall accomplish that which I please, and
it shall prosper in the thing whereto I sent it.”

The Bible is the miracle Book of sixty-six compositions by God-
chosen men-many men from many places far apart, the subjects
of a widely diverse environment, influence and dialect, yet pro-
ducing the Book that is one consistent whole of unbroken unity;
the Book that has withstood the revolutions of all the wars of the
world, the effects of the many migrations of the human race, the
impact of the persecutions of its adherents, the profane on-
slaughts of disbelievers and the consequential dissonance and
division of believers, recurrent through all the centuries of its
existence. Who wrote it? In the Book itself is the answer--it is
verily The Book of Inspiration. " “Hear, 0 Lord, and give ear, 0
earth, for the Lord hath spoken.”



CHAPTER THREE

THE VIRGIN BIRTH OF JESUS CHRIST

“NOW THE BIRTH OF JESUS CHRIST WAS ON THIS WISE: WHEN HIS
MOTHER WAS ESPOUSED TO JOSEPH, BEFORE THEY CAME TOGETHER,
SHE WAS FOUND WITH CHILD OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. THEN JOSEPH HER
HUSBAND, BEING A JUST MAN, AND NOT WILLING TO MAKE HER A
PUBLIC EXAMPLE, WAS MINDED TO PUT HER AWAY PRIVILY. BUT
WHILE HE THOUGHT ON THESE THINGS, BEHOLD, THE ANGEL OF THE
LORD APPEARED UNTO HIM IN A DREAM, SAYING. JOSEPH, THOU SON
OF DAVID, FEAR NOT TO TAKE UNTO THEE MARY THY WIFE: FOR THAT
WHICH IS CONCEIVED IN HER IS OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. AND SHE SHALL
BRING FORTH A SON, AND THOU SHALT CALL HIS NAME JESUS: FOR HE
SHALL SAVE HIS PEOPLE FROM THEIR SINS. NOW ALL THIS WAS DONE,
THAT IT MIGHT BE FULFILLED WHICH WAS SPOKEN OF THE LORD BY
THE PROPHET, SAYING, BEHOLD, A VIRGIN SHALL BE WITH CHILD, AND
SHALL BRING FORTH A SON, AND THEY SHALL CALL HIS NAME EMMAN-
UEL, WHICH BEING INTERPRETED IS, GOD WITH US.” -- MATTHEW 1:18-23.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE VIRGIN BIRTH OF JESUS CHRIST

The New Testament story begins with the apostle Matthew’s
account of the birth of Jesus, and he being the inspired apostle
of Jesus Christ, it accords to his record the credentials of inspira-
tion-it is therefore the Holy Spirit’s account of the birth of
Jesus the Christ. There are two significant and related sentences
in this six-verse narration: “Now the birth of Jesus was on this
wise” and “Now all this was done that it might be fulfilled which
was spoken of the Lord by the prophet”--and the two affirma-
tions are connected in the body of the passage with the phrases
“of the Holy Spirit” and “of the Lord.” It constitutes the divine
declaration that the birth of Jesus Christ was foretold by the
prophet Isaiah and that the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 had reference
to and fulfillment in the event of the birth of Jesus narrated in
Matthew 1: 18-23.

The conjunction of these two phrases, “on this wise” and “that
it might be fulfilled,” undeniably establishes, by the inspiration
of the apostle Matthew, the relation of the Virgin Birth to Old
Testament prophecy anu the coordination of the Old Testament
prophecies with the New Testament events. The claim that Mat-
thew adapted the language of Isaiah 7:14 only as an illustration,
if applied in the same manner to all the other quotations, so
numerous in the book of Matthew, would preempt them all at
once to any claim of prophetic fulfillment: his birth in Bethle-
hem, his flight into Egypt, Rachel weeping for her children, his
residence in Nazareth, the departure to Zabulon and Nephthalim
“beyond the Jordan, Galilee of the Gentiles” (of chapter four)
“that it might be fulfilled” which was spoken by Isaiah the
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prophet”--and all other such quotations attributed by Matthew,
Luke and John in the ministry of Jesus to prophetic fulfillment.
Furthermore, in all of the apostolic epistles, all of the quotations
that commence with “that it might be fulfilled” or “as it is writ-
ten” by the same dictum must be regarded as mere illustrations
and not as the fulfillment of the prophecies quoted by the in-
spired writers. Consequently, such ipse dixit hermeneutics means
that the birth of Jesus Christ into this world was not predicted
in any prophecy, for if Isaiah 7:14 is not a prophecy of the Virgin
Birth, there is no prophecy of the birth of Jesus at all, for why
should the prophets foretell his birth and avoid the miraculous
element that attaches to it all of its divine and remedial attribu-
tions.

1.

The telescope of prophecy concerning the entrance of Jesus
Christ, the Son of God, into the world is focused on Isaiah 7:14
and Matthew 1:18-23, and the rejection of the fulfillment of
Isaiah’s prophecy in Matthew’s account of the birth of Jesus
Christ is the ground of a complete break between Old Testament
prophecy and New Testament fulfillment, and amounts to an
unconditional surrender to the Destructive Critics of Neo-ortho-
dox modernism.

This mean method of the critics to disengage the testaments
by the process of throwing the Old Testament prophecies out of
gear with New Testament fulfillment is nothing short of a clan-
destine design to destroy the relation of the Old and the New as
demonstrable proof for the inspiration of the Bible. But “what
God therefore hath joined together, let not man put asunder.”
The prophet foretold every detail of the incarnation of Christ
from the Conception to the Ascension. An example of such detail
is seen in the Matthew’s reference to his residence in Nazareth:
“And he came and dwelt in a city called Nazareth: that it might
be fulfilled which was spoken by the prophets, He shall be called
a Nazarene.” There is no specific prophetic statement in these
words--Matthew referred to what the prophets had spoken--a
general prediction of the reproach upon Jesus because of his
despised residence; as in John 1:45-46; ‘We have found him of
whom Moses in the law, and the prophets, did write, Jesus of
Nazareth, the son of Joseph, and Nathaniel said unto him, Can
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there any good thing come out of Nazareth?"; and as in John
7:41: “Others said, This is the Christ, but someone said, Shall
Christ come out of Galilee?; and as in Acts 24:5 the prejudicial
accusation against Paul was that he was “a ringleader of the sect
of the Nazarenes.”

The reference of Matthew to the prophets would include Isaiah
53:3: “He was despised and rejected of men”--and as the noble-
man of Acts 8:28-35 was reading Isaiah 53 when he asked, “of
whom speaketh the prophet this,” and Philip ‘began at the same
scripture and preached unto him Jesus,” it can be no less than
audacity unmitigated for any translator, critic or professor to af-
firm that Isaiah 53 was not a prophecy of Christ and that Philip
used it only as an illustration. It should shock the readers to know
that such an “interpretation” has been put on the fifty-third chap-
ter of Isaiah, that it referred to something contemporary in the
prophet’s own time, that it is not the prophecy of the Suffering
Saviour so long precious to us all, and that Philip only adapted
it as a text because that was the place of the scripture which the
eunuch was reading!

The prophecy of Matthew 2: 15, “out of Egypt have I called my
son” has its basis in Hosea 11: 1 in Israel’s redemption from
Egypt, but it was typical and prophetic of the higher fulfillment
of Matthew 2:15 in the new redemption of a new Redeemer,
Deliverer and Saviour--so said the apostle Matthew: “that it
might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the proph-
et,” the critics and professors to the contrary notwithstanding.

In the same context--Matthew 2:17-18--is the reference to
“Rachel weeping for her children,” quoted from Jeremiah 31: 15.
Rachel was the wife of Jacob and in this prophecy she was rep-
resented as the mother of Israel weeping over the slaughter of
infants when Jesus was born. The apostle Matthew said: “Then
was fulfilled that which was spoken by Jeremiah the prophet,
saying, in Ramah was there a voice heard, lamentation and weep-
ing, and great mourning. Rachel weeping for her children, and
would not be comforted, because they are not.” The critics assert
that Herod's determination to slay the child Jesus, “born King
of the Jews,” by the extermination of all the infants, was not a
fulfillment of Jeremiah 31:15, and that Matthew’s use of it was
only an adaptation based on the fact that Rachel’s tomb was in
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that locality--but the apostle Matthew said: Then was fulfilled
that which was spoken by Jeremiah the prophet. Thus the refer-
ence in Matthew 2:17-18 is connected with Jeremiah 31:15 as
prophecy and fulfillment--and the choice must be made between
the inspired apostle Matthew and the Neo-orthodox critics.
Which will you choose?

In this same context of the second chapter of Matthew it is
narrated that when Jesus was born the wise men from the east
came to Jerusalem and inquired “where is he that is born King
of the Jews?” A journey of that magnitude with such a mission
troubled Herod the king, and he assembled the body of chief
priests and scribes and demanded to know what the prophets had
foretold concerning the place “where Christ should be born.” The
priests and the scribes were familiar with the prophets and an-
swered correctly: “In Bethlehem of Judea: for thus it i s  written
by the prophet, And thou Bethlehem in the land of Judah, art not
least among the princes of Judah: for out of thee shall come a
Governor, that shall rule my people Israel.” The critics assign
this passage from Micah 5:2 to the time of the prophet himself,
asserting that its reference is to some contemporary birth, that it
is not prophetic of the birth of Christ, only an illustrative appli-
cation by Matthew without any prophetical significance. But
Matthew connected it with the other prophecies of the adjoining
verses, “out of Egypt have I called my son” and “Rachel weeping
for her children” as the fulfillment of prophecies pointing to
Christ.

That there may be double references and dual meanings at-
tached to national conditions in Israel, but ascending to typical
and prophetical fulfillment in Christ, cannot disconnect the
prophecies from the event which fulfilled them, and the inspired
interpretation of the apostle Matthew is unmistakable and incon-
trovertible: Then was fulfilled that which was spoken by the
prophet. The apostle Matthew did not say illustrated, he said:
then was fulfilled.

II.

The indefensible play of the Revised Standard Version trans-
lators on the Hebrew word almah in Isaiah 7:14, by rendering it
young woman instead of virgin is deceitful translation, for the
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Greek Old Testament renders it in the word parthenos--the pur-
est Greek word for virgin. Jesus and his apostles quoted the
Greek Old Testament--not the Hebrew--and the apostle Mat-
thew, in chapter 1:23, quoting the Greek Old Testament, said
that the word in Isaiah 7:14 is virgin. Therefore, almah in the
Hebrew of Isaiah 7:14 meant what parthenos meant in the
Greek Old Testament which Matthew quoted, and hence what
virgin means in Matthew 1:23--if not, the inspired apostle Mat-
thew was wrong.

Another objection to the change from virgin to young woman
is that almah is one word and “young woman” is two words, and
there is no example in the Old Testament elsewhere for the use
of the two words to translate the one word. Even Martin Luther
knew that the Hebrew word almah meant virgin, for he said: “If
any Jew or Christian can prove to me that in any passage of
scripture almah means a married woman, I will give him one
hundred florins, although the Lord God alone knows where I
may find them.” To offset the force of this historical statement, a
certain professor remarked that Martin Luther was not a Hebrew
scholar--but he made this challenge to any scholar or all scholars,
specifying Jew or Christian, and his challenge was not answered,
nor his reward in florins demanded, and it has remained un-
answered to this day.

The statement of the prophet Isaiah was that God would give
a sign in a virgin-born son. The change from virgin to young
woman destroys the sign--there could be no sign for a young
woman to bear a son, for that is the natural function of a young
woman; but for a virgin to bear a son is a sign, a superhuman
sign, a miraculous sign. So it is germane to inquire: What kind
of a young woman did Isaiah 7;14 mean? The sign answers it,
the Greek version translates it; and Matthew fulfills it--it meant
a virgin young woman, so the change would require the substitu-
tion of three words in place of the one instead of the two!

The phrases "that it might be fulfilled” and “then was fulfilled”
express the conditions upon which and the time when the proph-
ecies quoted were fulfilled. The word that in these sentences is a
connective introducing a clause that states a reason, a cause, a
purpose or a result. It is a demonstrative term which, according
to Young and Bagster, means in order that. A few of the many
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passages where this same word (hina--that) occurs will serve as
a comparison with these fulfillments of prophecy verses. In John
1:7, John came “to bear witness of the Light that all men
through him might believe”; John 3:15-16, “that whosoever be-
lieveth in him should not perish”; John 20:31, “these are writ-
ten that ye might believe.” In Romans the following verses are
significant: 6:4, 6, “buried with him by baptism into death: that
like as Christ was raised up. . . even so we might walk in new-
ness of life . . . that the body of sin might be destroyed”;
7:4, “ye also are become dead to the law by the body of Christ
that ye should be married to another, even to him who is raised
from the dead”; 14:9, “for to this end Christ both died, and
rose, and revived that he might be Lord both of the dead and
the living,” In Galatians, the word denotes the conditions of
justification which. the apostle specified--2:16, “that we might
be justified by the faith of Christ”; verse 19, “that I might live
unto God”; 3:14, “that the blessing of Abraham might come on
the Gentiles through Jesus Christ; verse 22, “that the promise
by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to them that believe”;
verse 24, “the law was our schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ,
that we might be justified by faith”; 4:5, “God sent forth his
son . . . to redeem’ them that were under the law, that we might
receive the adoption of sons.” For a final example, in Hebrews
10:9, “He taketh away the first that he may establish the
second.”

The phrases “that it might be fulfilled” in reference to the
birth of Jesus and the flight into Egypt and return to Nazareth
of Matthew 1:22 and 2: 15 are express statements of the condi-
tions and time of fulfillment of these prophecies. In the sentence
structure of both passages, and of all the other numerous quota-
tions from the prophecies of the same classification, the gram-
matical term that whether a pronoun, a conjunction, an adjective
or an adverb is a connective and its function is demonstrative.
According to Young and Bagster it means in order that; and ac-
cording to Webster it means to give the reason, the cause, the
purpose and the result of the thing mentioned as having been
done. In Matthew 1:22 and 2:15 in reference to the virgin birth
of Jesus and the return from Egypt to Nazareth the connective
that is used to introduce the clause giving the reason, the cause,
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the purpose and the result of the prophecy and the thing which
fulfilled it. It gives the reason and states the condition upon
which a stated thing was done--and the apostle Matthew said:
All this was done that it might be fulfilled which was spoken
of the Lord by the prophet. The virgin birth of Jesus of Matthew
1:22 and the return of Joseph and Mary with the child Jesus
“out of Egypt” were therefore necessary to the fulfillment of
these prophecies--these prophecies were not fulfilled until these
things mentioned occurred, that is, the virgin birth of Jesus and
the flight into Egypt and return of the child Jesus. All this was
done that it might be fulfilled.

There are several hundred passages where the word that (from
hina) is used as in the verses here cited--it is a demonstrative
connective which means so that and in order that. The important
point of these citations is that the passage in the first chapter of
Matthew concerning the birth of Jesus Christ has this same word:
“Now all this was done, that it might be fulfilled which was
spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, behold a virgin shall
be with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shall call his
name Emmanuel, which being interpreted is. God with us.”
These comparisons demolish the claim that Isaiah 7:14 was not
a prophecy of the Virgin Birth, and that Matthew applied it only
as an illustration, not a fulfillment. The meaning of the words
will not allow such a misapplication of the prophecy and its ful-
fillment. If grammar means anything, the statement “all this was
done that it might be fulfilled" makes the virgin birth of Jesus
the necessary condition of the fulfillment of Isaiah 7:14. Anyone
should be able to see it who is not looking the other way.

These comparisons on the uses and meaning of this demonstra-
tive that--which means in order that--applies also to other
prophecy fulfillment verses in Matthew. In chapter 4:14 it is re-
corded that Jesus left Nazareth and dwelt in Capemaum in the
region of Zabulon and Nephthalim: “That it might be fulfilled
which was spoken by the prophet Isaiah, saying, the land of
Zabulon and the land of Nephthalim, by way of the sea, beyond
Jordan, Galilee of the Gentiles; the people which sat in darkness
saw great light; and to them which sat in the region and
shadow of death light is sprung up.” This passage is connected
with the context of Isaiah chapter 7;14 through chapter 9:17--
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and the verses of Matthew 4:14-16 are quoted from Isaiah 9:1-2
in the prophetic approach to verses 6-7, “unto us a child is born,
unto us a son is given,” which is the culmination of the virgin-
born son of chapter 7:14. The critics could, and doubtless would,
say that Matthew also used this prophesy of the ninth chapter as
an illustration but not as a fulfillment, as of Isaiah 7:14 -- the
words of Matthew stand squarely in their way, for the same that
it might be fulfilled is in the two passages alike.

Nearly the same language of Matthew 1:22 is employed by
Matthew in reference to another prophecy of chapter 26:56: “But
all this was done, that the scriptures of the prophets might be
fulfilled”; and in chapter 27:35: “And they crucified him, and
parted his garments, casting lots: that it might be fulfilled which
was spoken by the prophet, They parted my garments among
them, and upon my vesture did they cast lots.” All of these ful-
filled prophecy passages must stand or fall with Matthew’s quo-
tation of Isaiah 7:14--for if it was used by Matthew as an illus-
tration only, all the others were so used, for the same that it might
be fulfilled is attached to them all in identical words. Therefore
if Matthew’s use of Isaiah 7:14 was in illustration only the con-
clusion is inevitable: there is no such thing as the actual fulfill-
ment of the Old Testament prophecies in the New Testament. A
piercing question is here posed: Shall we follow the lead of some
of our own professors and surrender to the so-called higher crit-
ics? When these facts are made known to the preachers of the
churches of Christ, both young and old, and to the hard core of
the membership of tbe churches, it is our confidence in a great
brotherhood which leads us to believe that the answer to the
question will be a resounding NO.

In contextual relation to the that it might be fulfilled verses
there are the then was fulfilled citations, having the same recog-
nized meaning, and which also include the passages which the
neo-modernists assert are not in fulfillment of a foretold event
but are merely illustrative of an occurrence contemporary in
time with the prophet himself.

The word then is a demonstrative adverb of time (from tote),
denoting at that time. According to Young and Bagster it means
therefore now and that time of concurrent events--it is a correla-
tive of the adverb now. The definition of this adverb then has
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evidential significance in these then was fulfilled passages: Mat-
thew 2:17, "Then was fulfilled that which was spoken by Jere-
miah the prophet, In Ramah there was a voice heard, lamentation
and weeping, and great mourning, Rachel weeping for her chil-
dren.” The then of this verse is connected with “Then Herod" in
verses 7 and 16, and is associated with verses 14 and 15, “When
he arose, he took the young child and his mother by night, and
departed into Egypt and was there until the death of Herod;
that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the
prophet, saying, Out of Egypt have I called my son.” It is clear
evidence that in connecting the prophecies quoted with the word
then in all of these related references, the apostle Matthew was
applying them to the transpiring events that fulfilled them, not
as an obscure illustration drawn from a vague inference involved
in an event that had its fulfillment centuries ago.

Further convincing evidence from the then was fulfilled verses
is the frequent use of the same word in other related passages:
Matthew 27:9-10: “Then was fulfilled that which was spoken by
Jeremiah the prophet, saying, And they took the thirty pieces of
silver, the price of him that was valued, whom they of the chil-
dren of Israel did value; and gave them for the potter’s field.”
The then of this verse was applied to the betrayal of Jesus by
Judas--extreme indeed would be the temerity of any critic or
professor to assert that this prediction of Jeremiah was used only
as an illustration of the deed of Judas but was not a prophecy
of that transaction.

Other passages, out of many, showing the use of then in the
definition of therefore now and from or at that time are: In Mat-
thew 3:13-15, “Then cometh Jesus from Galilee to Jordan unto
John to be baptized of him . . . and Jesus said, Suffer it to be so
now . . . then he suffered him”; in Romans 5:9: “‘Much m o r e
then, being now justified by his blood”; Colossians 3: 1-4, “If ye
then be risen with Christ . . . ‘When Christ who is our life shall
appear, then shall ye also appear with him in glory”; Matthew
25:31, When the Son of man shall come in his glory . . . then
shall he sit upon the throne of his glory.” In this citation of verses
showing the parallel uses of the word then, two passages may be
added where the same word for then is rendered time: Luke
16:16, “The law and the prophets were until John: since that
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time (tote--then) the kingdom of God is preached”; and Mat-
thew 16:21, “And from that time (tote--then) forth Jesus began
to show unto his disciples, that he must go unto Jerusalem, and
suffer many things . . .and be killed, and be raised again the
third day.”

In the phrase “then was fulfilled” of Matthew 2:16-18, in ref-
erence to “Rachel weeping for her children,” the adverb then is
an adverb of time modifying the verb fulfilled, and it means at
that time--the grammar of it expressed the time of fulfillment
designated by Matthew to be the slaughter of the Hebrew chil-
dren by Herod. These prophecies could not therefore have had
fulfillment until the events designated--that is, the birth of
Jesus, the slaughter of the Hebrew children and the return of
Joseph and Mary with the child Jesus from Egypt after the
death of Herod. There cannot be any motive, purpose or reason,
for any other construction on the language, or attempted ex-
planation of it, than to support the denial of these theologians
of “predictive prophecy” in their bold strategy to break the
connection and destroy the relation of the Old and the New
testaments. Why our professors should feel called to take the
modernist line is an inexplicable enigma.

It is further significant, and should not be overlooked, that
the word f u l f i l l  (from pleroo) in all of these passages is defined,
to complete, as of time, and Mark 1:15 is cited as a reference:
“The time is fulfilled (pleroo), and the kingdom of God is at
hand.” It is the same word in all of these passages specifying the
time and event in which the prophecies quoted were fulfilled--
and it is the same word employed by the apostle in Matthew 1:22
in the quotation from Isaiah 7:14 in reference to the virgin birth
of Jesus Christ: “Now all this was done, that it might be fulfilled
which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, Behold a
virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they
shall call his name Emmanuel.” The case is clear that these quo-
tations from the prophecies were not applied as mere illustrations
but to the concurrent events specified by the inspired apostles
in the New Testament record. In the gospel records and in the
apostolic epistles the phrases “as the scripture saith” and “as it is
written” are equated with prophecy fulfillment.

The common motive of the critics, and certain professors who
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in a servile compliance subscribe to their incentives, is to sunder
the Testaments by the disseverance of the prophecy and its ful-
fillment. That is precisely the method of the Revised Standard
Version translators in the repudiation of Isaiah 7:14 as a proph-
ecy of the birth of Jesus Christ of the virgin mother--the virgin
born Emmanuel. That is the theology of the new version trans-
lators, and it is rank modernism, without regard from whence it
comes.

III.

It is blandly declared that there is no doctrinal issue at stake
in the denial that Matthew 1:22 is not a fulfillment of Isaiah 7:14,
and that the Isaiah passage is not a prophecy concerning the Vir-
gin Birth--but the meaning of Isaiah 7:14 in the light of Matthew
1:22-23 grounds a truth and that truth is the inspiration of both
the Old Testament and the New Testament. The severance of the
two passages is a strike at the miraculous element of the incarna-
tion of Christ and is therefore in the very nature of it an in-
genious deadly attack on the foundation of Christianity.

If Joseph was the father of Jesus, he was of natural and ordi-
nary parentage, even immorally so, and was no more than any
other ordinary man. In two places, chapter 7:14 and 8:8, the
prophet Isaiah said that his name should be called Immanuel,
“they shall call his name Emmanuel, and the apostle Matthew
said, chapter 1:23, that it was so--"they shall call his name Em-
manuel, which is being interpreted, God with us.” The title Em-
manuel (or Immanuel) was not the personal name of Jesus; it
was the designation of his supernatural incarnation, for its mean-
ing is interpreted by Matthew to be God with us. This incarnate
attribute of Jesus affirmed by Matthew is corroborated by Paul in
2 Corinthians 5:19: "To wit, that God was in Christ, reconciling
the world unto himself”; and in 1 Timothy 3:16 “God was mani-
fest in the flesh.” In the Timothy passage there are six "Chris-
tology" sequences, with God modifying each clause: God mani-
fest in the flesh--God justified in the Spirit--God seen of angels
--God preached unto the nations--God believed on in the world
--God received up into heaven. The name God is introduced in
the first statement of the passage, and God is understood all the
way through the six sequences. This is the meaning of Emmanuel



70 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

and it is the apostle Paul’s confirmation of the apostle Matthew’s
interpretation of the title divinely bestowed upon the virgin-born
Lord Jesus Christ.

There was no such contemporary person or event of Isaiah’s
own time to merit the definition of the Emmanuel of his proph-
ecy, and nothing in the whole context of his prophecy to fill up
the measure of its meaning. The sign of Emmanuel swept far be-
yond that present time, beyond Ephraim, beyond Syria and the
Assyrian invasions, to the child born and the son given in chapter
9:6--the vertex of the whole context of the prophecy. This child
of prophecy was to be born--a human birth as of all humanity;
but this son was to be given--his supernatural and miraculous
birth, solely his own, belonging to no other. The child was born
through the seed of David, but the son was given from God--the
clear distinction between the human and the divine, the natural
and the supernatural: The insignia of royalty in government is
ascribed to him in the descriptions of divine prerogatives: “And
the government shall be upon his shoulder: and his name shall
be called Wonderful, Counsellor, The Mighty God, The Everlast-
ing Father, The Prince of Peace. Of the increase of his govern-
ment and peace there shall be no end, upon the throne of David,
and upon his kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with judg-
ment and with justice from henceforth even for ever. The zeal
of the Lord of hosts will perform this.” These were the inscrip-
tions of theocracy--he was divine Lawgiver designate, entitled
by the Name commensurate with all of the ascriptions of his ap-
pointed royal province: the Name was Wonderful--from the mir-
acle of birth through life to resurrection and ascension; the Name
was Counsellor--in the functions of the Divine Teacher; the
Name was The Mighty God--he was God incarnate, in whose
Person dwelt “the fulness of the Godhead bodily” (Colossians
2:9); the Name was The Everlasting Father--he was in the be-
ginning with God, the creator, the beginner, the begetter, the
greatest name of all (Philippians 2:6-11); the Name was The
Prince of Peace--he was the royal enunciator and proclaimer of
the way of peace for all humanity through reconciliation to God.

Although Ephraim, the kingdom of Israel, should come to a
soon end as foretold in chapter 7:1-8 Judah would continue in
perpetuation through the virgin-born heir to David’s throne of
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chapter 9:6-7: “Of the increase of his government and peace
there shall be no end, upon the throne of David, and upon his
kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with judgment and jus-
tice from henceforth, even for ever.” Thus the sign of the virgin-
born Emmanuel commences with the prophetic pronouncement
on the end of Israel and culminates in the everlasting perpetuity
of the Davidic throne through Jesus Christ.

The angel’s annunciation to the virgin Mary in Luke 1:30-33 is
the complement to the prophecy of Isaiah 7: 14 and 9:6-7: Read
Gabriel’s announcement and compare it with Isaiah’s prophecy:
“Fear not, Mary: for thou hast found favor with God. And, be-
hold, thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and bring forth a son, and
shalt call his name JESUS. He shall be great, and shall be called
the Son of the Highest: and the Lord God shall give unto him
the throne of his father David: and he shall reign over the house
of Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom there shall be no end.”
Without gainsaying, the “shalls” of this magnificent message of
the angel Gabriel identify it with the exalted proclamation of
the prophet Isaiah. (1) “Shall be great”; (2) “Shall be called the
Son of the Highest”; (3) “Shall give unto him the throne of his
father David”; (4) “Shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever”;
(5) “of his kingdom there shall be no end.” Joining the “shalls”
of Luke 1:30-33 with the regal titles of Isaiah 9:6-7 connects the
contexts of Isaiah and Luke with an inseparable relation.

The context of the Virgin prophecy of Isaiah is succinctly sum-
marized by H. B. Liddon in the celebrated Bampton Lectures,
an annual University series by specially selected scholars. The lec-
tures by Liddon a distinguished religious educator, on the Virgin
of Isaiah 7:14 is representative of numerous expositions of the
Virgin prophecy by eminent nineteenth century conservative
scholars which, viewed in retrospect, appear prescient of the
twentieth century assaults on this Virgin Birth prophecy. The por-
tion of the lecture entitled Born Of A Virgin, reproduced in the
Wilbur M. Smith series of Great Sermons, dealing with the his-
torical environment of the prophecy is reprinted in the following
excerpt.

‘What, then, were the circumstances which led Isaiah to pro-
claim, ‘Behold, a Virgin shall conceive, and bear a Son, and shall
call His Name Emmanuel’? Ahaz, the King of Judah, was be-
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sieged in his capital by the allied forces of Israel and Syria, un-
der their kings Pekah and Rezin. These kings were really leagued
against the rising empire of Assyria; but they thought that they
would best consolidate their own power in Palestine by deposing
the reigning family of David from the throne of Jerusalem and
setting up a vassal monarch, ‘the son of Tabeal,’ on whose ser-
vices they could reckon in the approaching struggle with Assyria.
Isaiah, with his son, was sent to encourage Ahaz to make a stout
resistance, and to assure him that, notwithstanding the project
of the allied kings, God would be faithful to His covenant with
David. These associated kings, Isaiah says, need occasion Ahaz
no anxiety; they were like brands that are nearly burnt out; there
was no Divine force in Syria, and no political future for Israel.
Ahaz had only to trust God; all would be well.

“Ahaz was silent; silent because suspicious and distrustful. And
then Isaiah bade him ask for some token which might assure him
of God‘s presence with and good will towards him. ‘Ask thee a
sign of the Lord tby God; ask it either in the depth, or in the
height above.’ Had Ahaz then asked for a token of God’s will
towards himself personally, or his immediate descendants, it
would, no doubt, have been granted. But Ahaz was bent upon
an irreligious policy of his own; he thought that, by the aid of
Assyria, he would be able to do without the God and the religion
of his ancestors; he looked on God and His prophets as personal
enemies who thwarted his plans; and he did not wish, by asking
for a sign, to commit himself to a religious creed and system with
which, he hoped, he had parted company for ever. Yet Ahaz,
standing before the prophet, could not refuse to say anything;
he must accept or decline the invitation to ask for a sign. He de-
clined to do so; and, as irreligious people often do in like cir-
cumstances, he pleaded a religious scruple as the reason for his
refusal. The old law had warned Israel against tempting the Lord
by asking for new evidence or ‘signs’ of such truth as was already
sufficiently attested; and Ahaz, who had resorted freely to the
forbidden arts of necromancy gravely produced this entirely in-
sincere reason to account for his resolve: ‘I will not ask, neither
will I tempt the Lord.’

‘Then it was that Isaiah spoke, not without some righteous
anger, to King Ahaz. ‘Hear ye now, ye house of David; is it a
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small thing for you to weary men, but will ye weary my God
also? therefore the Lord himself shall give you a sign.’ A sign
would be given, but Ahaz could now no longer determine its
drift and character. It would show that God would be true to his
promises to David; but it would afford scant encouragement to
the personal ambitions of the degenerate descendants of the man
after God’s own heart. The earthly throne of David might perish;
but the promise of an unfailing empire made to David would
still be safe, though it would be fulfilled in a distant age, and by
unthought-of agencies. Just as Moses was assured that God sent
him, by the sign of a future deliverance from Egypt, which at
the time seemed impossible; so religious Jews of Isaiah’s day, for
whom Isaiah was really speaking, were to be assured of the safety
of the great religious interests entrusted to the House of David,
by a sign of predicted wonder, without parallel in history, but
designed to convince them that God might punish the rebellious
kings of Judah, and yet work out the promised salvation of Israel
and the human race. ‘Behold’, Isaiah cries, as he gazes across
the centuries at the picture which passes before him--‘Behold,
the Virgin'--the language shows that he is thinking of one in
particular--‘is with Child, and bearest a Son, and shall call His
Name Emmanuel.’

“It was, then, no part of Isaiah’s plan to give a sign which
should assure Ahaz of present deliverance; he had done that be-
fore in plain language. And when he utters the prophecy quoted
by St. Matthew, he has other and higher objects before him, the
nature of which must be determined, not by the real or supposed
state of mind of Ahaz, but by the natural force of the Prophet’s
words."--( H. B. Liddon, Great Sermons, by Wilbur M. Smith)

In the description of the prophetic child of Isaiah 7;14, in
the following verses 15 and 16 a figurative portrait is drawn by
the prophet: “Butter and honey shall he eat, that he may know
to refuse the evil, and choose the good. For before the child
shall know to refuse the evil, and choose the good, the land that
thou abhorrest shall be forsaken of both her kings.” This meta-
phorical language applies to the prophetic child, although virgin-
born, yet human, and before its maturity--that is, before the
fulfillment of the virgin-birth prophecy the events foretold in
the history of Israel’s kings would come to pass, and reach
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maturity in Judah’s heir--the virgin-born Son. (Comments on
the connection of verses 15 and 16 with verse 14 are made in
more detail in Chapter Five on The Sign And The Virgin).

A denial that the contexts of Isaiah the seventh and ninth chap-
ters are prophetic of the entrance of Jesus Christ into the world
amounts to saying that there is no prophecy at all of his birth,
for if his birth is foretold why should there be an omission of
such a happening as the miracle of it. Such a rejection will on
the same basis set aside and invalidate every detail of messianic
prophecy. If the prophets foretold the resurrection and ascension
of Christ at the end of his incarnation, why not the virgin birth
at the beginning of it. One thing is certain: If Jesus Christ was
not born of the virgin mother, the records of Matthew and Luke
are not true, he was not “the only begotten Son of God” of John
3:16-18, and the whole story of the four gospels is false. It is
singular and significant that the objections to both Matthew and
Luke come from the same theologians--the makers of the Re-
vised Standard Version, the New English Bible, and other pseu-
do versions and new translations.

The gospel narratives of Matthew and Luke are the only ac-
counts of the birth of Christ and these accounts affirm the fol-
lowing component parts of the narrations as positive facts: ( 1)
Jesus was born in the days of Herod; (2) he was conceived of
the Holy Spirit in the womb of Mary; (3) his mother was a vir-
gin, having had no relation with a man; (4) she was betrothed
to a devout man named Joseph who resided in Nazareth; (5)
Jesus was born in Bethlehem of Judea when Joseph accompanied
Mary there in a journey from Nazareth for registration in com-
pliance with the decree of the emperor, Augustus Caesar; (6) by
the direction of the angel Gabriel in the annunciation to Mary
his name should be called JESUS; (7) before his birth it was
declared by the angel who appeared to Joseph that he should
be the Saviour; (8) Notwithstanding that he (Jesus) had knowl-
edge of Mary’s conception, he understood its source and cause
and assumed paternal responsibility--in loco parentis--for the
child Jesus; (8) the annunciation and event of his birth were
attended by divine revelation concerning his incarnation and
mission; (10) By reason of his residence in Nazareth, he was
nicknamed the Nazarene.
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The only means of doing away with the Virgin birth of Jesus
is to disprove the integrity of Matthew and Luke and invalidate
the genuineness of the two Gospels as authentic accounts. But
the two records have been attested by indubitable evidence as
authentic and genuine by all of the unmutilated manuscripts--in
all of the old versions, the Syriac, the Latin, the Egyptian Coptic,
the Vulgate, the Diatessaron, and the whole field of the manu-
scripts of the New Testament. Nevertheless, in order to rid the
record of the virgin birth the Destructive Critics have dared to
remove such parts as Luke 1:34-35 from the text in order to de-
stroy the evidence. With the same subtle motive the translators
of the Revised Standard Version and the New English Bible, and
others, have changed these vital verses by omissions, deletions,
interpolations and substitutions in the terminology and nomen-
clature of these chapters, examples of which are the substitution
phrase I have no husband in place of I know not a man, and the
deletion of only begotten from John 3:16--the keystone arch of
Christianity, the Deity of Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of
God.

Aside from the postulation of the inspiration of Matthew and
Luke ordinary honesty and good sense should be accredited to
Joseph and Mary, for if their accounts are not creditable, they
were guilty of incredible stupidity for crude concoctions and art-
ful manipulations that were equal to sham and imposture at their
worst. If the birth of Jesus was not supernatural the only alterna-
tive is deliberate deception, falsehood and fiction.

The virgin birth of Jesus is the pivot on which the entire nar-
ratives of Matthew and Luke turns, and the preponderance of the
evidence is not less than positive proof: it was foretold that he
should be of the seed of Abraham, of the tribe of Judah, of the
family of David, his birth place in Bethlehem of the virgin
mother, his residence in Nazareth, his form of teaching by par-
ables, his death on the cross between malefactors, the empty
sepulcher, and the ascension in the clouds to his Father in heaven
--all of these details concerning the entrance of Jesus Christ into
the world, his life in the world, and his return to heaven from
whence he came to the world, are foretold in the prophecies of
the Old Testament; and the fulfillment of every minute particular
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is identified by the writers of the gospel narratives in their direct
quotations from the prophecies.

These superhuman elements compose the ultimate in evidence,
and may be further emphasized by the time-old illustration of
the archers shooting their arrows in the dark toward a concealed
target, standing at distances of fifteen hundred, one thousand,
seven hundred and four hundred yards respectively from the tar-
get, and when the light was turned on every arrow was in the
center of the target. Moses wrote fifteen hundred years before
Christ; the major and minor prophets, from Isaiah to Malachi,
lived and prophesied from seven hundred to four hundred years
before Christ--through the darkness of the centuries their arrows
of prophecy sped toward the coming of Christ, and when the
light of the New Testament was turned on every arrow was in
the center of the target!

IV.

The two genealogy tables, both Matthew and Luke, are monu-
mental and perpetual confirmation of the superhuman elements
in history and prophecy that brought the descendancy of man-
kind to Jesus Christ--one record ascending from Joseph, the
other descending from Adam: Matthew was writing to the Jews
and traced the royal line through David; Luke was writing to
the Gentiles and traced the natural line from Adam--the regal
and the legal, the royal and the natural, lineage of Jesus.

Ascending through the natural line Luke’s table reaches back
to Adam “which was the son of God,” the relation in which all
men stand. It is here affirmed that Adam was the first man, and
the designation “the son of God” connects the last word of the
pedigree with the starting point-and in that relation the image
of God is stamped on man, without which the incarnation (hu-
manity) of Christ would have been impossible. But to qualify
Jesus as a descendant of David to occupy the Davidic throne, the
legal line was traced through the father, but Joseph being the
foster-father the royal or regal line was traced through Mary.
Therefore the genealogies place Mary equally with Joseph as a
descendant of David, and the first chapter of Luke, from verse
32, puts Mary in the Davidic lineage. The first chapter of Luke
presents the Hebrew-Davidic circle as a holy company anticipat-
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ing the redemption of Israel through the virgin-born Redeemer
of the seventh and ninth chapters of Isaiah.

It is essential at this point to observe that in their genealogies
both Matthew and Luke substantiate the virgin birth of Jesus by
their plain indications that Jesus was the son of Mary, not of
Joseph. At the conclusion of Matthew’s table, chapter 1:16 reads:
“And Jacob begat Joseph the husband of Mary, of whom was
born Jesus, who is called Christ”--the implication is clear that
Jesus was not the son of the husband Joseph--he was born of
Mary. In Luke’s table, chapter 3:23, it reads: “And Jesus himself
began to be about thirty years of age, being (as was supposed)
the son of Joseph.” The explanation is here placed in parenthesis
that the public only supposed that Jesus was Joseph’s son, and it
is Luke’s way of saying that Joseph was only the foster-father,
that Jesus was not the natural son of Joseph. Again, in Luke’s
account of the separation of Jesus from the company returning
from Jerusalem, chapter 2:43 reads: “And when they had ful-
filled the days, as they returned, the child Jesus tarried behind
in Jerusalem; and Joseph and his mother knew not of it.” Here
again the text refers to “his mother,” but clearly omits Joseph as
being his father. Also verse 33, in the same form of words, reads:
“And Joseph and his mother marvelled at those things which are
spoken of him”--again clearly indicating that Joseph was not his
father. If Joseph was the father of Jesus it is indeed strangely
singular that referring to Jesus these verses should mention Mary
as his mother but not Joseph as his father--he was mentioned
only as merely Joseph, but the mention of Mary was as his moth-
er. It is also evident that Jesus himself knew that Joseph was not
his father, indicating by his response to his mother’s question in
verses 48-49: “Know ye not that I must be about my Father’s
business”- - J esus knew that God was his Father.

It is here that the dishonesty of the translators of the Revised
Standard Version becomes apparent. Where verse 43 reads “Jo-
seph and his mother” the new version changes it to read "his
father and mother,” thus forcing into this passage their own the-
ology that Joseph was the father of Jesus, and thus employing
a subtle means of destroying the virgin birth of Jesus. These ex-
amples of mistranslation to accommodate their neo-orthodox the-
ology are not a few--they are very many, scattered all along
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through their reconstructed text of the New Testament. The
doctrine of the virgin birth of Jesus is an offense to the rational-
ism of the new version translators and they are willing to resort
to undermining methods of manipulating the phraseology of the
scriptures, even to the point of mutilation, in their combined ef-
fort to fasten the New Theology on the readers of the Bible
throughout the English speaking world.

Corroborative evidence of the integrity of the Matthew and
Luke accounts is in the fact that the virgin birth of Jesus was not
questioned by the early disciples, apostles and churches in their
time, and in the later centuries. Such doubts have been engen-
dered by the Destructive Higher Critics of the past century, and
the current outcropping of their rationalism in the neo-orthodox
movement of this twentieth century. There is unquestionably
strong confirmation for the honesty of the gospel accounts in the
unanimity with which they were accepted by the church at the
time they appeared and during the period of their circulation.
This unchallenged reception of the narratives of the fourfold gos-
pels is a further indication of the state of preparation and a wait-
ing expectancy, for the testimony of these essential truths which
were already known to them. Furthermore, all of the unmutilated
manuscripts, by their inclusion of these narratives, testify to the
integrity of the Matthew and Luke accounts of the virgin birth
of Jesus Christ.

Additional evidence that the paternity of Joseph was not recog-
nized by the gospel writers is apparent in Mark’s reference to
Jesus and Mary his mother: Mark 6:3: “Is not this the carpenter,
the son of Mary?” This passage makes it obvious that Mark did
not tolerate the view that Joseph was the father of Jesus.

The repudiation of the pivotal doctrine of the virgin birth of
Jesus means the rejection of the basis of the gospel of Christ,
initiated by the testimony of the first four books of our New
Testament, of which the exposition of “the doctrine of Christ”
in the apostolic epistles is an extension. The integrity of the en-
tire New Testament is at stake in the attack of critics on the ac-
counts of Matthew and Luke--it is concentrated modernism.

As a ground for the rejection of the Matthew and Luke records
of the virgin birth of Jesus, the critics stress their objection that
there are only these two accounts, that the other two Gospels
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make no reference to a virgin birth, and they emphasize an al-
leged silence of the apostles on such a claim in the epistles. It is
asserted that John did not include it in his writings either in his
gospel or his epistles--and that this alleged silence of the writers,
after the two introduction chapters of Matthew and Luke, tends
to discredit their accounts.

Now if these allegations and averments were all true it would
not dissipate the veracity of Matthew and Luke nor neutralize
the integrity of their accounts--and it could not by any manner
or means dispose of the inspiration of the apostle Matthew as
equal to that of Paul and Peter and John. It is contrary to all
reason to attempt to invalidate the statements of one apostle be-
cause the same details were not repeated by the others. More-
over, such a demand by the critics is glaringly inconsistent, for
where the writers of what they term the Synoptic Gospels (Mat-
thew, Mark and Luke) have recorded narratives in one that were
also related by one or both of the others, the critics accuse them
of borrowing it from the others and lay against them the charge
of plagiarism.

But their strictures are not true: Matthew’s first reference to
the virgin birth is at the end of the genealogies in chapter 1:16
which did not list Joseph as the father of Jesus, but entered into
the genealogical table that Jesus was born of Mary. The shift
from the word “begat” to denote the paternal progenitor, used
throughout the genealogy table, to “Joseph the husband of Mary,
of whom was born Jesus, who is called Christ,” is positive proof
that Matthew knew that Joseph was not the father of Jesus,
and the very form of the words “Mary, of whom was born Jesus,
who is called Christ,” spells out in plain letters the virgin birth
of Jesus.

Then verses 18-23 relate the details of the birth of Jesus, say-
ing: “Now the birth of Jesus was on this wise”; and in verses 24,
25, he confirmed his narration of the virgin birth by saying that
Joseph had no such relations with Mary prior to the birth of
Jesus: “Then Joseph being raised from sleep did as the angel of
the Lord had bidden him, and took unto him his wife: and knew
her not till she had brought forth her firstborn son: and he called
his name Jesus.” So at the beginning, Matthew affirms the virgin
birth in three separate statements and connections; and in chap-
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ters 3:17 and 17:5 he records the voice from heaven declaring
“This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased,” which

distinguished Jesus from ordinary parentage by ascribing to him
the immediate relation to God; and in chapter 11:27 he records
the words of Jesus himself in confirmation of the divine revelation
of this direct and immediate relation of Jesus to God his Father:
“No man knoweth the Son, but the Father; neither knoweth any
man the Father, save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son
will reveal him.” Consonant with these passages is the general
teaching of the virgin birth of Jesus throughout the gospel of
Matthew in the repeated references of Jesus to his existent rela-
tion to God as his Father, not in the sense of natural progeny,
but of supernatural origin. The verses that contain references to
God as his Father are too numerous to list here, but it is note-
worthy that the use of the possessive case pronoun my by Jesus
in referring to the Father, in the specific nomination of My
Father, occurs fifty times in the New Testament, exclusive of
dozens of verses that bear the same connotation.

It is habitual with the critics to assert that Mark’s gospel con-
tains no inferences of virgin birth, much less references to it. But
Mark l:l--the very first verse--contradicts the critics: ‘The be-
ginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God.” And near
the ending of this “gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God,” in the
agony of Gethsemane, in the dark shadows of the cross, soon to
burst into the sunrise of the resurrection and to culminate in as-
cension to God, Jesus uttered the words that had sanctified his
relation to God throughout his incarnate existence--in Mark
14:36 he prayed Abba Father (Father, Father), and went to the
cross. Luke records the last words on the cross: “Father, into thy
hands I commend my spirit”--and both Matthew and Mark re-
cord that even the Roman executioner exclaimed that he was
truly the Son of God.

It is conceded by the critics themselves that the first chapter
of Luke introduces what they consider to be the myth of the
virgin birth, and they assert with an air of authoritative assump-
tion that after this introduction of the legend in the first chapter,
there is no further reference to it in the gospel of Luke. Again,
conversely and in direct contradiction of these criticisms, verses
in both the second and third chapters of Luke ascribe the birth
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of Jesus to Mary alone, without any recognition of Joseph as
being his father. There are two such verses in chapter two and
one in chapter three: “And Joseph and his mother marvelled at
those things which were spoken of him"--2:33, and, Verse 43,
“When they had fulfilled the days, as they returned, the child
Jesus tarried behind in Jerusalem; and Joseph and his mother
knew not of it.” Then in chapter 3:23, it reads “And Jesus him-
self began to be about thirty years of age, being (as was sup-
posed) the son of Joseph.” Here is Luke’s disavowal of the
supposition that Joseph was the father of Jesus--it was his
repudiation of the public opinion. Matthew writes the peri-
phrasis of verses 16 to 25 in his first chapter to disown the
paternity of Joseph, and with the same intent Luke inserts the
disclaimer “as was supposed,” by the use of the parenthesis, in
the genealogy of Luke 3:23, thus invalidating the common con-
cept of the parentage of Jesus and nullifying the public opinion
that Joseph was his father. It will add verification to this inser-
tion of Luke’s disclaimer in the genealogy to mention here that
the clause “as was supposed” is in all of the texts, and the doubt-
ful versions that have diverted Matthew’s genealogy are with-
out repute and devoid of authority.

In chapter 10:21-22 Luke records the confirmation of his re-
vealed relation to God that parallels Matthew 11:25-27: “NO one
knoweth who the Son is, but the Father; and who the Father is,
but the Son, and he to whom the Son will reveal him.” These
verses are all opposite to and irreconcilable with the theology of
the critics that compose the revision committee of the Revised
Standard Version and the New English Bible. The premeditated
purpose to eradicate any idea of the virgin birth of Jesus from
the “synoptic gospels” is a theological presumption without prec-
edent in the history of scripture translation.

V.

Turning to what the critics are wont to label The Fourth Gos-
pel--the gospel of John, apart from the Synoptic Gospels of Mat-
thew, Mark, Luke--the reader cannot fail to observe that the
interwoven theme from the beginning to the end is the Deity of
Jesus Christ predicated on his virgin birth. Now “the gospel ac-
cording to John” begins with the sublime prologue: “In the begin-
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ning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word
was God. The same was in the beginning with God . . . And the
Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, and we beheld his
glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father, full of
grace and truth . . . No man hath seen God at any time; the only
begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath de-
clared him.” These verses of the first chapter of John declare that
Jesus was in heaven with God before he dwelt on the earth as
man--he was in the bosom of God before he was formed within
the womb of the virgin Mary. This affirmation is the embodiment
of the discourse of Jesus to Nicoclemus in the third chapter which
reaches its grand pre-eminence in verse 16: “For God so loved
the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever be-
lieveth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.” Con-,
versely in verse 18, “but he that believeth not is condemned
already, because he hath not believed in the name of the only
begotten Son of God.” The promulgation of such divine truth
could stand on no other ground than the virgin birth of “the only
begotten Son of God."

In chapter 8:41-42 John recorded the words of Christ affirming
his virgin birth, when he was taunted by the Jews, who scorn-
fully said to Jesus, with implied reproach, “we were not born of
fornication,” to which derision Jesus replied: “I proceeded forth
and came from God"--andd in verse 58, he said unto them, ‘Ver-
ily, verily, I say unto you, Before Abraham was, I am.” Without
the possibility of the slightest degree of successful denial these
verses affirm the presence of Jesus with God before his descen-
sion from heaven to the earth.

Connecting the virgin birth of Jesus with the prophecies, in
chapter 7:40-42, John accepted the verdict of the scriptures that
were linked with the Bethlehem birth: "Hath not the scripture
said, That Christ cometh of the seed of David, and out of the
town of Bethlehem, where David was?” In chapter 10:35 in ref-
erence to the prophecies the words of Jesus that “the scripture
cannot be broken,” were inclusive of all the prophecies, with
specific application here to his saying to the Jews, “I am the
Son of God.” The statement of Jesus in verse 35, “the scripture
cannot be broken” included all of the prophetic scriptures con-
cerning himself and therefore could not exclude Isaiah 7:14 and
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all of the virgin birth prophecies. This saying of Jesus alone, that
“the scripture cannot be broken” refutes the entire effort of the
critics to throw the Old Testament prophecies out of gear with
the New Testament quotations.

Finally, the one cogent sentence of the six words of John 10:30
cap the climax of the whole argument: I and my Father are one.
Again, the specific relation of Jesus to God embodied in the ex-
clusive MY FATHER occurs thirty-four times in John, and to-
gether with all the passages that have been cited in the gospel of
John constitute a complete refutation of the neo-orthodox theo-
logians that “the Fourth Gospel" does promulgate the doctrine of
the virgin birth of Jesus Christ.

VI.

It is alleged that the absence of any reference to the virgin
birth in the epistles of Paul indicates his disregard for the doc-
trine which, it is asserted, had its origin in mythology; and that
not being mentioned in the epistles of Peter and James and John
warrants--the critical conclusion that it is not a part of “vital
Christian doctrine”--which is favored phraseology among the
critics. Here is a good place to say, however, that there are rank-
ing scholars such as Ramsay, Sanday, Fairbairn, Garvie, Trench,
Westcott, Schaff, and others of comparable scholarship, who de-
fend the doctrine of the supernatural birth and claims of Christ,
and who do not agree with the clique of the Higher Destructive
Critics who have produced the current ultra-modern versions.

Preliminary to an examination of Paul’s postulations of the
virgin birth of Jesus in his epistles, it is in order to insert the
notation that in travel. in preaching,_ in the establishment of the
churches to which his epistles were written, Luke was his com-
panion--and it is incredible (waiving his own inspired knowl-
edge through revelation) that Paul disbelieved Luke’s account
of the virgin birth of the Christ whom he preached to the
Gentile world.

There is an unbroken thread of thought woven into the warp
and woof of the epistolary writings that is firmly rooted and
grounded in the basic truth of the Virgin Birth. The allusions to
it are in reality anchored to the primal prophecy of the seed of
the woman, referred to as "her seed,” in Genesis 3:15. The seed
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naturally inheres in the male lineage, but here is One in prophecy
whose special existence would be derived from her seed, that
there would be One to come through woman alone, apart from
man. From this pristine prophecy all of the anticipations of the
coming of Christ into the world proceeded and to it is linked the
introductory chapters of Matthew and Luke and the opening
verses of Paul’s Roman epistle: “Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ,
called to be an apostle, separated unto the gospel of God, which
he had promised afore by his prophets in the holy scriptures,
concerning his Son, Jesus Christ our Lord, which was made of
the seed of David according to the flesh.” In Luke 1:31-35 the
angel said to Mary: “Behold thou shalt conceive in thy womb,
and bring forth a son, and shalt call his name JESUS. He shall
be great and shall be called the Son of the Highest: and the Lord
God shall give unto him the throne of his father David: and he
shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom
there shall be no end. Then Mary said unto the angel, How shall
this be seeing that I know not a man? And the angel answered
and said unto her, The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the
power of the Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore also that
holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son
of God.” The parallelism between the words of Gabriel and the
words of Paul is plain, and in coalescence with the annunciation,
Romans 1: l-3 yields the Virgin Birth.

The argument of Paul that Jesus Christ is the Son of God
stands on the premise that he "was made of the seed of David
according to the flesh.” These premises are extended in Galatians
4 : 4  “But when the fulness of the time was come, God sent forth
his Son, made of woman, made under the law.” The word made
here is not tha usual word for born, as in Matthew 11:11 and
Luke 7:28 where born in the phrase “born of woman” was used
in reference to John. It is the same word made in John 1:1, 3, 14:
“In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God . . . all things were made by him; and
without him was not anything made that was made . . . and the
Word was made flesh, and dwelt among’us . . . the only begotten
of the Father.” It is the same word made in Philippians 2:5-7:
“Let this mind be in you, which was also in Christ Jesus: who,
being in the form of God . . . was made in the likeness of men.”
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It is the same word made in Romans 1:3: “Concerning his Son
Jesus Christ our Lord, which was made of the seed of David ac-
cording to the flesh,” It is plain that the word made in all of these
passages connotes the supernatural--a divine creation, and they
derive new significance as Paul’s direct affirmation of the virgin
birth of Christ. Therefore the conclusion from the premises of
these verses is that Paul was bearing witness to the virgin birth
of Christ.

Further allusions to the virgin birth of Jesus run as a vein of
doctrine through the epistles of Paul. The comparison with Adam
in chapter 5 characterizes Christ in the similitude of a new cre-
ative beginning in the world of humanity, but in order to the
redemption of man he must himself be sinless, and this exemp-
tion from mankind’s sinful lot was not possible if his paternal
progenitor was man. In 1 Corinthians 15:45-47 the apostle casts
Christ in the character of the second Adam--“the second man is
the Lord from heaven.” And this unique entrance into the world
“from heaven” required a supernatural means--the new creation
of the virgin birth of Christ, the Son of God.

The possibility of this reclamation of mankind was conditioned
on the reconciliation of the world to God, and in 2 Corinthians
5:19 the apostle predicates this necessity on the incarnation of
Christ as the Son of God: ‘“To wit, that God was in Christ, recon-
ciling the world unto himself.” Consonant with the Corinthian
passage is the almost identical expression of 1 Timothy 3:16:
“God was manifest in the flesh.” These parallel passages, “God
was in Christ” and “God was manifest in the flesh” are the dis-
closures of the voluntary entering of the human nature by Jesus
Christ in the process of the virgin birth, as so clearly set forth in
Philippians 2:5-8: "Let this mind be in you, which was also in
Christ Jesus: Who, being in the form of God, thought it not rob-
bery to be equal with God: but made himself of no reputation,
and took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the
likeness of men. And being found in fashion as a man, he hum-
bled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of
the cross.”

The apostle further reveals this descension of the Christ from
heaven in another passage of the same import in the Hebrew
epistle, chapter 2: 14-16:: “Forasmuch then as the children are
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partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise took part of
the same; that through death he might destroy him what had the
power of death, that is, the devil; and deliver them who through
fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage. For
verily he took not on him the nature of angels; but he took on
him the seed of Abraham.” All of these expositions of the apostle
Paul are connected with and connote the Virgin Birth, without
which there existed no ground for such a chain of references to
Jesus Christ, which stem from the seed of woman--the her seed
of Genesis 3:15--and can be traced as a strain of divine revela-
tion throughout the Bible.

An impressive example of this vein of teaching is the reference
to salvation through childbearing of 1 Timothy 2:12-15: “But I
suffer not a woman to teach, nor to usurp authority over the man,
but to be in silence. For Adam was first formed, then Eve. And
Adam was not deceived, but the woman being deceived was in
transgression. Notwithstanding she shall be saved in childbear-
ing, if they continue in faith and charity and holiness with so-
briety.” In the light of this context, the reference to Adam and
Eve, the allusion undoubtedly reverts to Genesis 3:15--the seed
of the woman in the birth of Jesus who was ‘born of woman,” not
begotten of man--and “saved by childbearing” has reference to
bearing the Saviour. It finds fulfillment in Mary, the childbearer,
who called his name JESUS, because the name meant SAVIOUR
--and this passage takes its place among the many references to
the virgin birth of Jesus Christ in the epistles of Paul. These cita-
tions compose an abundant rebuttal to the claims of the critics
that the apostle Paul was silent on the Virgin Birth--to the con-
trary, his epistles abound in irrefutable testimony to its truth.

The same doctrinal strata of the virgin birth underlies the
epistles of John. The first chapter introduces the beginning of the
gospel with the representation of Christ as the Word of life
which existed with the Father before he was manifested in his
fleshly person to their senses by his incarnation: “That which was
from the beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen
with our eyes, which we have looked upon, and our hands have
handled, of the Word of life. (For the life was manifested, and
we have seen it, and bear witness, and show unto you that eternal
life, which was with the Father, and was manifested unto us).”
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This graphic description of the Person of Christ is the inspired
expression of Deity and is in correspondence with the divine
claim recorded in the gospel of John, chapter 8:58: “Before
Abraham was, I am.”

The first epistle of John proceeds with John’s confutation of
the supreme heresy in the personification of the antichrist--the
denial of the Deity of Christ, that Jesus Christ had come in the
flesh, the refusal to acknowledge the virgin birth of Christ. The
sum of John’s teaching on this personified spirit of antichrist is
stated in the form of propositions in several verses of chapter 4:
“Every spirit that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh
is of God: and every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ
is come in the flesh is not of God” (verses 3, 4); “In this was the
love of God manifested toward us, because that God sent his
only begotten Son into the world, that we might live through
him” (verse 9); “And we have seen and do testify that the Father
sent the Son to be the Saviour of the world” (verse 14). Both the
wording of these passages is a reversion to the text of John 3:16:
“For God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son,
that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have
everlasting life.” It is the sum-total testimony to the virgin birth
of the Lord Jesus Christ.

The apostle John’s final repudiation of the supreme heresy--
the denial of the virgin birth of Jesus Christ--is the second
epistle--2 John 7-11: “For many deceivers are entered into the
world, who confess not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh.
This is a deceiver and an antichrist . . ‘Whosoever transgresseth,
and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He that
abideth in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both the Father and
the Son.” The doctrine of Christ in this passage is in direct ref-
erence to his virgin birth--“that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh”;
the disavowal of this divine doctrine is an anathema--‘he hath
not God”; by the acknowledgment of it and fidelity to it the
believer dwells in the state of grace--he hath both the Father
and the Son.” The relation of the Father to the Son in the Virgin
Birth is such that to deny this essential truth concerning "the Son
of the Father” is to deny God.

The embodiment of all of these inspired expressions defining
the Deity of Jesus is in the kindred phrase of all the epistles:
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God the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. This nomenclature of
divine relation occurs in fifteen places in the epistles; and the
equivalent terminology “Son of God” as applied to Jesus Christ
is employed not less than fifty times in the epistles, not to count
the multiplied times these expressions occur in the Gospels. The
purpose of this tabulation here is to refute the claims of the
critics that the doctrine of the Virgin Birth is not indicated in the
apostolic epistles. The connotations in the accumulation of ref-
erences cannot yield anything other than the virgin birth of
Jesus Christ.

The excommunication edict of 2 John 9, 10 is a final mandate
which makes the acceptance of the Deity of Jesus a test of fel-
lowship in Christ: “Whosoever . . . abideth not in the doctrine
of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of Christ,
he hath both the Father and the Son. If there come any unto you,
and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house,
neither bid him God speed.” Thus the averments of the critics
that the virgin birth of Jesus Christ “is not a vital part of Chris-
tian doctrine” is annihilated--and the critics who so affirm and
the translators who so translate, are no less than neo-orthodox
infidels.



CHAPTER FOUR

THE DEITY OF JESUS CHRIST--THE

SUBSTANCE OF THE EVERLASTING GOSPEL

“NOW FAITH IS THE SUBSTANCE OF THINGS HOPED FOR, THE EVI-
DENCE OF THINGS NOT SEEN . . . THROUGH FAITH WE UNDERSTAND
THAT THE WORLDS WERE FRAMED BY THE WORD OF GOD, SO THAT
THINGS WHICH ARE SEEN WERE NOT MADE OF THINGS WHICH DO
APPEAR -- HEBREWS 11:1-3.

“AND I SAW ANOTHER ANGEL FLY IN THE MIDST OF THE HEAVEN,
HAVING THE EVERLASTING GOSPEL TO PREACH UNTO THEM THAT DWELL
ON THE EARTH. AND TO EVERY NATION, AND KINDRED, AND TONGUE.
AND PEOPLE, SAYING WITH A LOUD VOICE, FEAR GOD, AND GIVE GLORY
TO HIM; FOR THE HOUR OF HIS JUDGMENT IS COME: AND WORSHIP
HIM THAT MADE HEAVEN, AND EARTH. AND THE SEA. AND THE FOUN-
TAINS OF WATERS.” -- REVELATION 14 :6-7.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE DEITY OF JESUS CHRIST--THE

SUBSTANCE OF THE EVERLASTING GOSPEL

(Some repetitions in this chapter are due to the reproduction
here of parts of the chapter entitled The Substance Of The Ever-
lasting Gospel in the extended edition of The Certified Gospel
bearing the title, The Gospel For Today. The chapter of which
portions are here reprinted was intended only for an epitome of
points involved in the more general purview of the principles
expanded in this work. The bearing of the evolution theory of
the origin of man on the doctrine of the Deity of Jesus and the
virgin birth was also a serious consideration of the expediency of
including this chapter, with some additional insertions, in this
work; and it is my wish that the repetitive portions of the chapter
may serve to increase rather than diminish the interest in the
extended expositions in the following Chapter V of the Almah
of Isaiah 7:14 and The Sign of the Virgin.)

The substance of a thing is that which stands under-- its
foundation. The essence of it consists in the elements of which
it is composed. The word essence is defined: ‘That in being
which underlies all outward manifestations and is permanent and
unchangeable; substance; a necessary constituent element.” There
are some constituent elements which are the base, the founda-
tion, the ground, “that which underlies” Christianity -- the es-
sence or substance of the everlasting gospel which is not only
unchangeable but is indestructible.

First: The integrity of the Bible as the verbally inspired Word
of God.

The basic claim for Christianity has been the verbal inspiration
of the Scriptures. The truth of the Bible is grounded and founded
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on this postulation of its writers. The Old Testament statements,
“Thus saith the Lord” and “God spake these words,” with equiv-
alent expressions, occur many hundred times. In the New Testa-
ment, in the Mark 13:11 commission to his apostles, the Lord
prohibited their premeditation: “Take no thought beforehand
what ye shall speak, neither do ye premeditate: but whatsoever
shall be given you in that hour, that speak ye: for it is not ye that
speak, but the Holy Spirit.” And the apostle Paul affirmed in I
Corinthians 2: 10-13, the same verbal inspiration of apostolic
teaching: “Now we have received, not the spirit of the world,
but the spirit which is of God; that we might know the things
that are freely given to us of God. Which things also we speak,
not in words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy
Spirit teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritual
(words) ." The integrity of the inspired Word does not allow the
tampering with the text and the rewriting of the Scriptures by
the translators of the new versions.

Second: The creation of man in the image of God.
There has been a rush of text-book writers to force the teaching

of the theories of the evolution of man as a science into all
grades and levels of education. The excursus of the organic evolu-
tion of man hypotheses is included in the context of this section
as a parenthesis in the general dissertation in consideration of its
bearing on the Deity of Jesus, therefore because of the conse-
quences of the theory in its effects on the virgin birth of Christ;
for if the first creation of Adam according to the Genesis record
is fiction, the second creation of Christ according to the gospel
records is a fable. The creations of Adam and of Christ are linked
together, for the reference to Christ as “the second man from
heaven” is based on the revealed truth of the direct creation of
the first man Adam. Of the direct creation of Adam, Moses re-
cords that God said: “Let us make man in our own image after
our likeness . . . So God created man in his own image, in the
image of God created he him . . . And the Lord God formed man
of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the
breath of life; and man became a living soul.” Of the direct crea-
tion of Christ within the God-chosen virgin, Luke records that
the angel Gabriel said to Mary: “The Holy Spirit shall come upon
thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee: there
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fore also that holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be
called the Son of God.” These accounts of these two direct crea-
tions stand or fall together--if the theories of the organic evolu-
tion of man are true, the Bible records of the direct creation of
Adam and the virgin birth of Jesus are false; and if the records
of Genesis and Luke concerning the supernatural creation of
Adam and the miraculous conception of Jesus are true, the hypo-
theses of the organic evolution of man are false. Herein lies the
choice between the human philosophy of evolution and the divine
inspiration of the Bible.

There is a stampede in the process by educators to adopt it,
ignoring completely the opposition to it by Bible-believing peo-
ple, and the unanswerable arguments that have been made
against this unbiblical and unscientific theory. They have ac-
quiesced to the propaganda of atheists and communists and are
making our children the victims. Many of these educators have
little or no technical knowledge of the theory and have not made
a specialized study of it--but few will take a stand against a
popular theory that bears the label of science, even though it is
in apostolic terminology “science falsely socalled.” An up-to-date
college professor in most educational institutions is afraid -- he
fears to do so--because the educational world is in that frame
of mind in regard to the magical word evolution, and the theoret- 
ical error is preferred to being classed as out-of-date. But we
would choose out-of-date truth in preference to up-to-date false-
hood. Evolution is not a science: it is a philosophy based on as-
sumptions, an atheistic philosophy. These atheist authors are
hiding behind a claim of academic freedom for the teaching of
atheism. The public should not be required to support the reli-
gion of atheism, and colleges and universities dependent on
public funds should not be allowed to become so organized as
to be the source of the destruction of faith in the God of the
Bible and the Christ of the virgin birth.

The primal declaration of Genesis 1:26, with all of the centur-
ies of assault, has never been overturned, and for it there has
never been offered a feasible or plausible substitute: “And God
said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness . . . so
God created man in his own image, in the image of God created
he him; male and female created he them.” In the New Testa-
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ment record of Matthew 19:4, the Lord Jesus Christ said: “Have
ye not read, that he which made them at the beginning made
them male and female.” The Lord here affirmed that at the be-
ginning, God made them male and female. It is affirmed in the
New Testament that Jesus came from God to become man in
the world; that he was in the beginning with God; that all
things were made by him, and without him was not anything
made that was made (John 1:2-3); that he is the image of the
invisible God, by whom all things were created that are in heav-
en and in earth, and by him all things consist (Colossians 1:15-
17)--that Jesus Christ was the agent of all creation, including
the creation of man--and he is a better witness than the evolu-
tionists, seeing that he was there and they were not there. Jesus
Christ declared that at the beginning God created man as man -
the affirmation of direct creation which does not allow for any
evolutionary process. The words of Moses in the Genesis record,
and the words of Christ and his apostles in the New Testament
record, being true, there is no such thing as theistic evolution--
any theory of the organic evolution of man is atheism.

There are many questions that evolutionists have never an-
swered and cannot answer, upon the answers to which their
theories depend and by the failure to answer them they must fall.
A few of these failures may be condensed as follows:

1. The designing creator, looking to the creation of man to
take dominion over the earth, adapted the earth to his use and
possession. The fact of design eliminates chance. A building must
be the product of a builder -- and which is the greater, the
printing press or the man who designed it -- the watch and the
clock, or its maker? The apostle of the Hebrew epistle (chapter
3:4) recognized the argument for design, and the law of causa-
tion--that every effect must have an adequate cause--in the
statement that “every house is built by some man; but he that
built all things is God.” The universe is full of design: the sun is
set at the precise distance to give to the earth its radiation; and
the moon to govern tides and seasons; and the atmosphere mixed
with the precision to consume the meteors in space to prevent
their falling flames from setting fires all over the earth; and the
earth’s rotation of approximately a thousand miles per hour at
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the equator, which if slower or faster would burn or freeze the
earth; and the crust of the earth at the exact depth to make con-
ditions favorable for the existence of life in all forms upon the
surface of it; and the cradle of the ocean dipped to contain its
waters, preventing the tides of the sea from overflowing the
earth twice daily, thus flattening all the works of men. To estab-
lish design is to eliminate chance, and that is the principle postu-
lated in the Hebrew passage: “Every house is built by some
man; but he that built all things is God.”

2. The evolutionist has never been able to explain or to success-
fully theorize any means or method by which to convert or to
develop inorganic matter into living force. As well expect a junk-
pile by “resident forces” to spontaneously spring into a fully
functioning, perfectly operating automobile, a diesel engine or
jet plane, as to assume that life is the result of spontaneous gen-
eration from dead matter. There can be no genetic continuity
between matter and force.

3. The evolutionist has no explanation for the origin of life.
With all the research and speculation and theorizing, the essence
and the origin of life have thus far eluded their grasp. All life
comes from life, and the failure of all attempts to demonstrate
spontaneous generation have proved fatal to the evolution theory.
In view of this fact the very basis of organic evolution is thus
eliminated. The fact that life comes from life requires the special
act of the Creator.

4. The theory of evolution fails to account for the mind with
its self-consciousness, its will, for thought, reason, affection, con-
science--and for language. God created man, and taught him
speech or language, and man through the centuries manufactured
its derivatives.

5. The materialism of evolution cannot account for the spirit,
or the soul of man--only within man is there an inner world, an
inner man, and man alone is the child of God. That class of evo-
lutionists who attempt to defend theistic evolution are frustrated
with this question: If man evolved upward from the lowest form
of animal life--when did he arrive at the state of possessing a
soul, since no animal has a soul, and it could not therefore have
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evolved. For the theist to assert that the soul was later imparted
--then at what stage of his development did this occur, and by
what process? Neither the mind of man, with its freedom of will,
nor the soul of man as the emanation from God, is subject to the
Darwinian theory. The theories of man are incompatible.
Thought cannot be inherited, and morality is not genetically
transmitted. The gap between the mind of man and the highest
animal is of such immensity that evolution cannot bridge it. In
the reverent words of the Hebrew apostle (chapter 12:9),
“shall we not much rather be in subjection to the Father of
spirits, and live?”

6. Atheistic evolution which is founded on matter and force
alone, and theistic evolution which confines God to that process,
eliminate the Bible as the Book of authority in religion by deny-
ing everything that is supernatural. The methods of science have
a natural basis only; but the religion of the Bible is supernatural.
There can be no conflict between true science and true religion
for God is the Author of both.

It is significant that the master minds have exhausted their
powers over the theories of evolution without coming to any
agreement among themselves, and it is a tragic thing that such
theories should be taught as a fact in public schools, subjecting
the adolescent mind to the mercy of an atheist teacher. The
teaching of the religion of the Bible with reference to the crea-
tion of man, even so much as the reading of it, has been legislated
out of the schools -- but the religion of evolution has been legis-
lated into the schools under the labels of science and history
through the arbitrary evolution text-books, imposed without
choice or option upon our teachers and students. This is the
reverse of the course that both truth and right would require:
the theories should be excluded from all the lower levels of edu-
cation, and taught honestly as a theories of philosophy, and not
as a science, even in the higher levels. And its acceptance should
not be required, nor its rejection ridiculed. The words of the
apostle Paul to the members of the church in the world of
heathen philosophy (Colossians 2:8) have especial application
here: “Beware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and
vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of
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the world, and not after Christ"--and to his youthful protege
(I Timothy 6:20 ) the apostle said , "O Timothy, keep that which
is committed to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings,
and oppositions of science falsely so called.”

7. The common reference to the law of evolution is a complete
misconcept --whose law is it? The word law presupposes a law-
giver, and if evolution has one, it would be a Darwin or a Spen-
cer or a Huxley, which would automatically brand it as a man-
made theory of human philosophy. The learned Doctor of
Science, Alfred Fairhurst, who was for many years Professor of
Science in Princeton University, the author of three masterful
works -- Organic Evolution, Theistic Evolution and Evolution In
The Universities -- writes the following in reference to the fal-
lacy of a law of evolution: “Forty years of my life have been
spent in teaching various branches of science. Darwinism has
been in vogue all of that time. Men are saying that we should
make evolution the backbone of all our sciences. In what way
is chemistry, the queen of all sciences, dependent on evolution?
If the word evolution had never been heard of, still chemistry
would be the supreme science .. .. .. and, Physics does not need
evolution. It deals with mass action and with most of the forces
of nature, but its processes do not depend on evolution, the
theory is not the guiding principle.” And, Doctor Fairhurst added
that the great difficulty with evolutionists is that they are so
anxious to make everything appear scientific that they lose sight
of God and Christ and al1 revealed religion, the result of which
is that assumptions are substituted for facts; that there is nothing
in science that appeals to conscience, that redeems from sin, and
it leaves the soul in the Slough of Despond. Thus commented a
man of science, a dean of the professors of science, who denied
the hypotheses of evolution, and wrote a monumental book
against it, the premises and conclusions of which have never
been answered.

8. The Bible is not a book of evolution. It is the one book of
Monotheism and Christianity --of God and Christ. The attempt
to adjust the Bible to a basis of naturalism, to blend it into the
processes agreeable with the hypotheses of evolution is but to
repudiate its claims of inspiration and revelation. Yet the modern
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idea of a Christian Evolution would require such a disavowal.
The Virgin Birth of Jesus was not a work of evolution, nor the
Ascension, nor the miraculous powers of Pentecost, nor the Reve-
lation of the Bible from beginning to end as the medium of
God’s communication with man. All of the miraculous power and
resultant occurrences in the realm of the supernatural revealed
in the Bible negate this so-called Christian Evolution--it is a con-
tradiction in terms. All of the demonstrations of miraculous power
in the Bible are the introductions of another cause than the
natural, for which evolution cannot account. Revelation cannot
be harmonized with evolution.

9. The great question is God or no God. David exclaimed:
“My heart and my flesh cry out for the living God.” Bacon
wrote: “A foe to God was never a true friend to man,” and,
“they that deny God destroy the nobility of man.”

The time is upon us when the common run of men in general
either assume or accep t the evolution theory. But their stale  argu-
ments have all been answered and there are no new or fresh
ones. They still search in vain for the origin of life and for the
proof that forces in nature could produce spontaneous genera-
tion, or the transmutation of species in the crossing of kinds, or
the development of all forms and phases and grades of life from
a single non-sex cell of unknown origin. The theory has failed
to explain the origin of sex, and it guesses at the origin of mam-
mals. The absence of the missing connecting links, which out-
number by far the known species, have no explanation in the
evolution theory. All honest scientists have agreed that spontane-
ous generation has not been proved, an d that there is no hope
of proving it, yet on that assumption the whole theory of evolu-
tion depends. In Darwin’s Biography, written by his son, the fol-
lowing statement appears: “We cannot prove that a single species
has changed.” Yet it is the basic claim of evolutionists that all
species have changed. That there has been development within
the species or kinds, no informed person denies, but development
is not evolution, and the fatal fact which must be admitted even
by the evolutionist is that there is no living example for the
transmutation of one species of life into another species of life,
or for any productive crossing of the kinds.
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The theories of atheistic and theistic evolution are alike disas-
trous -- the latter is as contrary to the record of Moses and the
teaching of Christ as the former, in that it affirms the descent of
man from pre-existing animals and a religion of naturalism which
eliminates direct creation. The theistic theory is therefore only a
compromise philosophy that destroys the Bible and Christianity,
and in its character is more deceptive than the original atheistic
theory. The system of so-called Christian Evolution is inconceiva-
ble --and on the hypothesis of evolution, which claims an un-
broken continuity process, it is impossible; for it cannot include
the miracles of the Bible, of Christ, of the Virgin Birth, of the
Resurrection, of the Bible itself as the revelation from God, or
of any other element of Christianity -- for none of these things
could be a part of that asserted continuity of an unbroken pro-
cess. But it was not a streak of sublime insanity running through
the minds of the greatest men of the Jewish race and all forty
of the writers of the Old and New Testaments that produced the
Bible through the centuries of time, for ‘holy men of God spake
as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” -- and they were not
mistaken.

There are now employed various clever and devious (as well
as devilish) methods of deceiving young minds. The evolutionists
have resorted to pictures of the imaginary pre-historic man--
the Piltdown man, the Neanderthal man, the Pithecanthropus
Erectus man, the exhibited skeletons of which every one ought
to know have been constructed of gypsum and plaster of Paris,
based on the artist’s imagination of the evolution process -- and
are deceptively displayed as science! There are no methods by
which the young can be more easily misled than pictures -- yet
religious parents and the general public look on with indifference
while their young are being saturated with such deceptions, not
knowing that such a theory of things undermines the Bible,
which is the only source of revealed religion. Those who follow
this theory will find too late that they have accepted and fol-
lowed the teaching of confirmed infidels.

The inspired psalmist declared: “I will praise thee, for I am
fearfully and wonderfully made: marvellous are thy works; and
that my soul knoweth right well.” Again, in exultant song, he
said: “0 Lord our Lord, how excellent is thy name in all the
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earth; who has set thy glory above the heavens . . . when I con-
sider thy heavens, the work of thy fingers, the moon and the
stars which thou hast ordained; what is man, that thou are mind-
ful of him? and the son of man, that thou visitest him? Thou
hast made him a little lower than the angels, and hast crowned
him with glory and honour. Thou madest him to have dominion
over the works of thy hands; thou hast put all things under his
feet . . . 0 Lord our Lord, how excellent is thy name in all the
earth!” (Psalms 8: 1-9; 139:14

And the peerless apostle of the Hebrew epistle, in a similar
vein of inspired eloquence, penned these words: “Through faith
we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God,
so that things which are seen were not made of things which do
appear.” In the anticipation of such theories as the evolutionary
hypothesis, the apostle here affirmed that God created the
worlds, and that things visible did not evolve from invisible en-
tities. It is an inspired refutation of the infidel philosophy of
evolution.

In the short recapitulation, the failures of the evolutionists are
exhibited in the various and sundry categories of the unanswered
questions that are posed in the very path of their speculations:
(1) In the assertions that eyes came from light playing on a
body; and that ears resulted from the beating on the body of
sound waves--in utter gullibility they assent to that sort of
hypotheses in the evolution concept but dissent in the acceptance
of miraculous element in creation! (2) In the unexplained means
and methods by which inorganic matter could have been con-
verted into living force. (3) Without any explanation of life in
the primordial rudimentary cell, the basis of evolution as a
science is eliminated; for it is basic that life comes from life, and
spirit, mind and will are the acts of creation. (4) The gulf be-
tween the mind of man and the instinct of the highest animal is
immense, and is a gap that evolution cannot bridge, a deep
chasm the theory cannot span. (5) The space between man’s
moral nature and the natural instincts of the animal is an immeas-
urable abyss --no animal is a moral being, no gorilla has a
conscience. (6) The failure of evolution to explain sex, it knows
nothing of how the organs of the body originated, and can only
guess at the origin of mammals. (7) The theory fails to account
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for the inner world of man, his self-consciousness, thought, lan-
guage of mind and reason, his soul, that only man can be a
child of God. (8) The theory of evolution ignores the argument
of design, that to establish design eliminates chance, and the
universe of the heavens and the earth, the whole cosmos, dis-
plays the evidences of design; the Designer is prerequisite to
the design, and the Creator is necessarily antecedent to the
creature or creation. (9) The law of evolution is a meaningless
phrase --what law, whose law? A lawgiver is the necessary ante-
cedent to a law, and evolution has no lawgiver, it is not a law,
it is a theory, a speculative theory, an ingenious theory of atheism
to preclude any conception of God.

The theoretical system of evolution is not a science, and is not
worthy of the appellative term philosophy -- it can be properly
classed only as a deceptive speculation. The present day acquies-
cence to it is undoubtedly due to the propaganda of modernism
-- but it is far better to choose out-of-date truth than to yield to
up-to-date error.

The theoretical hypotheses for the evolution of man are con-
tradictory to and incompatible with what the Bible teaches on
the humanity and Deity of Jesus Christ.

Third: The virgin-birth of Jesus Christ as the “only begotten”
Son of God.

(1) The primal prophecy of Genesis 3:15.

The proof for the virgin birth of Jesus Christ does not depend
alone on the narratives of the New Testament writers for its
evidence --it was foretold by Old Testament prophets. The
primal prophecy on Christ is Genesis 3:15 in reference to the
seed of woman. The natural seed inheres on the male side, such
as the seed of Abraham and the seed of David--but in Genesis
3:15 it is her seed which would be the object of Satan’s enmity.
One of the neo-orthodox new version translators declared that
the doctrine of the virgin birth of Jesus is “a biological absurdity,”
but God said in Genesis 3:15 that it would be a biological mira-
cle --the reference to her seed excludes relation to man as a
result of union, and there is but one person in human history to
fulfill Gods declaration in the Genesis record bearing on and
inclusive of the fall of man by the lure of his arch-enemy Satan,
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and his redemption by a virgin-born Saviour, the only begotten
Son of God.

(2) The Virgin prophecy of Isaiah 7:14

The relation of the virgin birth of Jesus to Old Testament
prophecy is focused on the passage of Isaiah 7:14: “Therefore
the Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall
conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.”
The meaning of this prophecy is specified and made final in
Matthew’s narration of the birth of Jesus, in Matthew 1:22-23:
“Now all this was done, that it might be fulfilled which was
spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, Behold, a virgin
shall be with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shall
call his name Emmanuel, which being interpreted is, God with
us . "

The aims and efforts of the destructive critics are to throw
the Old Testament prophecies out of gear with the New Testa-
ment quotations, and the late new versions are being employed
as the mediums to destroy the Old Testament prophecies in
relation to their New Testament fulfillment. So the official neo-
orthodox Revised Standard Version takes out the word virgin of
Isaiah 7:14, and puts the two words young woman in its place.
In the first place, by doing so they have destroyed the sign
which the prophet said “the Lord himself shall give” -- there is
no sign when a young woman bears a son, for that is the natural
function of a young woman; and conversely, an old woman could
not bear a son, so they have rendered the passage meaningless
by changing the text. In the second place, the prophet said that
the Lord himself would perform this thing as a sign, and there-
fore it referred to a miraculous birth of One selected by the Lord
in the person of his only begotten Son, to fulfill it; and no such
contemporary event in Isaiah’s time, or in Old Testament history,
ever occurred to fulfill it. In the third place, the name of this
virgin-born Son would be called Immanuel by the Lord’s specific
direction, and there was no person contemporary with this proph-
ecy who did or who could bear that divine name, Immanuel. In
the fourth place, the inspired Matthew stated in unequivocal
words that the birth of Jesus by the virgin Mary was the fulfill-
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ment of Isaiah’s prophecy: “Now all this was done, that it might
be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet.”

Many years ago the school of theologians known as destructive
critics asserted that Matthew referred to the statement of Isaiah
only as an illustration, and not as a fulfillment of prophecy. Such
modernism was limited to the theological seminaries of these
semi-infidels until of late, and now some of the professors con-
nected with the Bible Departments of our “Christian Colleges”
have made the statement, and at least one of them in written
form, that Isaiah 7:14 had no direct or specific reference to the
birth of Jesus, but was fulfilled in some contemporary event of
Isaiah’s day-and in this written statement the old theological
assertion was repeated: that Matthew referred to it only as an
illustration and not as a fulfillment. A generation ago a modern-
ist could not have been combed out of churches of Christ, or of
colleges operated by members of the church; but if things con-
tinue in the direction in which they are now headed, within a
decade we can take a hay-rake and bale them up. Some of our
theological professors are parroting the theologies of the infidel
seminaries where they obtained their Divinity Degrees.

It could as well be said that the other prophetic passages in
the context of Isaiah’s virgin-birth passage, which are also quoted
in the gospel records, were not fulfillments but only illustrations.
The prophecy of Isaiah 9:1 concerning “the land of Zabulon and
the land of Naphtali . . . beyond the Jordan, in Galilee of the
nations” is quoted in Matthew 4:13-15 as the fulfillment of it:
“And leaving Nazareth, he came and dwelt in Capemaum, which
is upon the sea coast, in the borders of Zabulon and Nephthalim:
that it might be fulfilled which was spoken by Isaiah the proph-
et, saying, The land of Zabulon, and the land of Nephthalim, by
the way of the sea, beyond Jordan, Galilee of the Gentiles.” And
in verse 16 the prophecy of Isaiah 9:2 is quoted as follows: ‘The
people which sat in darkness saw great light; and to them which
sat in the region and shadow of death light is sprung up.” In
Matthew 2 :15 the quotation is made from Hosea 11:1, “out of
Egypt have I called my son”; and in Matthew 2:12-18, the pro-
phecy of Jeremiah 31:15 is quoted concerning “Rachel weeping
for her children.” Now, if Matthew’s quotation of Isaiah 7:14 on
the virgin birth of Jesus was not a fulfillment but merely an il-
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lustration, then none of the other quotations are fulfillments, but
only illustrations, and the critics have accomplished their com-
mon and all-out effort to disconnect the prophecies of the Old
Testament with the events that fulfilled them in the birth and
life of Jesus Christ. On this basis there are no fulfilled prophe-
cies in the New Testament, and the inspired writers were all
wrong in saying “that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of
the Lord by the prophet.” (For more detail on the above proph-
ecy quotations turn back to the comments in Chapter Three)

The truth of Isaiah 7:14 is that this virgin-birth passage is
surrounded by an entire context that was prophetic of the com-
ing of the Christ into the world. The prophetic imagery begins
with chapter 6:1 and culminates with chapter 9:6-7: “For unto
us a child is born, unto us a son is given: and the government
shall be upon his shoulder: and his name shall be called Won-
derful, Counsellor, The Mighty God, The Everlasting Father, The
Prince of Peace. Of the increase of his government and peace
there shall be no end, upon the throne of David, and upon his
kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with judgment and with
justice from henceforth even forever. The zeal of the Lord of
hosts will perform this.” The context of Luke 1:30-33 is the
counterpart of Isaiah 9:6-7 and connects the whole context of
Isaiah with its fulfillment in Jesus Christ.

After all of these comparisons are observed, it is still true
that Matthew 1:22-23 alone is sufficient proof that Isaiah 7:14
was prophetic of the virgin birth of Jesus. Beginning with verse
18, Matthew said: “Now the birth of Jesus was on this wise.” In
verses 18 to 21 Matthew related that “Mary was found with
child of the Holy Spirit.” And in verse 22, Matthew said: All this
was done, that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord
by the prophet. The words all this was done and that it might be
fulfilled are specific and there is no equivocation or manipula-
tion of the language that can disconnect the virgin-birth proph-
ecy of Isaiah from the inspired affirmation of its fulfillment by
Matthew.

The effort to defend the change that the new versions have
made in Isaiah 7:14 by the substitution of the phrase young wom-
an for the word virgin is being made by a play on the Hebrew
word almah, which we have been told means no more than a
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common, ordinary young woman. This statement contradicts sev-
eral facts: What kind of young woman does this word in Isaiah
7:14 mean?

First of all, ‘the word sign in the text itself answers the ques-
tion, for only a virgin with child (Matthew 1:23) could be the
sign of anything.

Second, in the Septuagint, the translation of the Hebrew Old
Testament into the Greek Old Testament, the word almah is
translated parthenos the specific word for virgin in its purest
sense. Now, Jesus Christ and the inspired apostles quoted the
Greek Old Testament with their inspired endorsement. Out of
approximately three hundred quotations in the New Testament
from the Old Testament with the exception of less than a half
dozen the quotations are from the Septuagint text. The quotation
of Isaiah 7:14 in Matthew 1:22-23 is from the Septuagint Greek
Old Testament --and it reads as Matthew quoted it: “Behold,
a uirgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth a son.” The
conclusion therefore is that almah in Isaiah 7:14 means exactly
what parthenos means in Matthew 1:23 -- if this is not true then
the inspired Matthew was wrong. The neo-orthodox modernist
theologians do not hesitate to say that the Greek Old Testament
is wrong, and that Matthew is wrong - but will our professors
join these modernists and deny the inspiration of Matthew’s rec-
ord, and in doing so cancel the inspiration of all such quotations
in the New Testament? Even Martin Luther said: “If any Jew
or any Christian can prove to me that in any passage of scrip-
ture almah (of Isaiah 7:14) means a married woman, I will give
him one hundred florins, although the Lord God alone knows
where I may find them.” No “‘scholar” then or since then has
answered the Martin Luther challenge.

Third, by this recent change in the text of Isaiah 7:14 these
modernist ‘translators have produced a contradiction between
the Hebrew Old Testament and the Greek Old Testament, and
have thereby made the New Testament contradict the Old Testa-
ment. Matthew said that Isaiah said virgin, but the late transla-
tors said that Isaiah did not say virgin -- so the issue is drawn--
the inspired Matthew or the modernist Neo-Orthodox theologians,
which? The one question remains: What kind of young woman
does Isaiah 7:14 mean? The word “sign” of the text answers it,
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the Septuagint Greek Old Testament translates it, and inspired
Matthew in the New Testament applies it -- and that settles it.

(3) The context and culmination of Isaiah 7:14.

The surroundings of this virgin-birth prophecy begin with the
theophany of chapter 6:1:: “In the year that Uzziah died I saw
also the Lord sitting upon a throne, high and lifted up, and his
tram filled the temple. Above it stood the seraphims . . . and
one cried unto another Holy, holy, holy, is the Lord of hosts: the
whole earth is full of his glory.” This refrain is accentuated in
verses 5-8 of chapter seven, in verses 8-10 in chapter eight, and
reaches its sublime culmination in verses l-7 of chapter nine in
the child and the son whose name should be called Wonderful,
Counsellor, The Mighty God, The Everlasting Father, The
Prince of Peace, who should sit upon the Throne of David. The
context is clearly a prophecy of Christ, proven to be so by the
several quotations of its parts in the New Testament, and the
SIGN of chapter 7:14 concerning the VIRGIN must agree with
the scope of the prophecy as a whole.*

The contemporary events deal with the overflowing of the
land by the Assyrian invasion, and the mathematical prophecy on
the end of Ephraim (Israel) in sixty-five years (chapter 7:5-8);
but the perpetuity of the House and Throne of David (Judah)
through the virgin-born Immanuel was assured by the prophecy
of chapter 7:14: “Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a
sign; Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall
call his name Immanuel.” Thus rising from the temporal to the
spiritual the vein of prophecy continues through chapter 8:8,
10, 14 and reaches the climax in the culmination of chapter 9:1-
7. It is significant that Isaiah 7:14 is not the only parts of this
prophetic refrain that is quoted in the New Testament. The
reference to “a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence" in

*The description of the prophetic child in the context of the
seventh chapter of Isaiah, and the significance of verses 15-16,
“butter and honey shall he eat . . . before the child shall know
to refuse evil and choose good, the land that thou abhorrest shall
be forsaken of both her kings,” are discussed in detail in Chapter
Five (the following chapter) under the title The Sign And The
Virgin.
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chapter 8:14 is quoted in Romans 9:33 and I Peter 2:8, and an
allusion is made to this verse in Luke 2:34, concerning the child
Jesus, when the Holy Spirit said through Simeon: “Behold, this
child is set for the fall and rising again of many in Israel; and
for a sign which shall be spoken against; yea, a sword shall
pierce through thy own soul also, that the thoughts of many
hearts may be revealed.” Then, as mentioned in previous com-
ments the language of chapter 9: 1-2 is quoted in Matthew 4:13-
16 and applied to Christ with the specific statement: that it
might be fulfilled which was spoken by Isaiah the prophet --
and in verses 6-7 the refrain reaches its crescendo in praise of
the Wonderful One, the Prince of Peace, to rule and reign in his
kingdom on the throne of David. These verses are all connected
by context with that prophecy of Isaiah 7:14: ‘Therefore, the
Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall con-
ceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel." And
the inspired record of Matthew 1:22-23 puts an end to the argu-
ment in the words concerning the conception of the virgin Mary:
Now all this was done, that it might be fulfilled which was
spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, Behold, a virgin shall
be with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shall call his
name Immanuel, which being interpreted is, God with us.

These verses of the whole context of Isaiah are connected with
the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14. As well claim that the quotations of
all the others, with the phrase that it might be fulfilled, were
illustrations and did not refer to Christ, as to assert that
Isaiah 7:14 is not a prophecy of the virgin birth of Jesus. There
was no contemporary event, and nothing else in the context, to
fill up the meaning then --the sign of that prophecy swept far
beyond that present time, beyond Syria, beyond Ephraim, beyond
the Assyrian invasions-to the child born, to the son given, to
the established kingdom, to the throne of David, to the fulfill-
ment of the Davidic prophecies and promises, and to the in-
spired declaration of Matthew: Now all this was done, that it
might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet.
Anything else is rank modernism, no matter from whence it
comes. The churches of Christ are the last people on earth
among whom such modernisms should even find soil for its
seeds.
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(4) The  doctrinal bearings.

It has become customary to assert that there is no doctrinal
issue at stake by the acceptance or non-acceptance of Isaiah 7:14
as a prophecy of the virgin birth of Christ. But this view of the
modernists loosens the foundation of the Deity of Jesus and the
inspiration and integrity of the New Testament writers-- it is
a deadly attack on the foundation of Christianity. The one thing
that is being overlooked or ignored is the inspiration of Matthew
--the neo-orthodox critics reject this inspiration, which explains
their theology and their viewpoint. But how can our own profes-
sors accept that viewpoint? There is no explanation except that
the destructive criticism of the theological Seminaries of Harvard
and Yale and Chicago are being parroted by some of the profes-
sors in the Bible Department of some of our colleges. The modem
theological viewpoint is that the virgin birth of Jesus grew out of
a mistaken application of Old Testament prophecy, and that it
forms “‘no essential part of the Christian faith.” This amounts
to the claim that there is no prophecy at all of the virgin birth of
Christ-- for if his birth was prophecied why the omission of
such an important occurrence as the miracle of his birth? It is
a strike at the miraculous element in the incarnation of Christ,
and involves the contingent miracles of the resurrection and the
ascension, for they were no less miraculous than the virgin birth.
If there was the miracle of the resurrection and ascension at the
end of the Lords earthly ministry, why not the miracle of the
virgin birth at the beginning of it? It involves the entire scope
of the supernatural claims of Jesus Christ. The effort to prove
that it is not a “vital part of Christian doctrine” has in it the
same aim as the elimination of the word begotten everywhere it
is applied to Christ in the New Testament.

It is significant that both of these objections, to Isaiah 7:14
and John 3:16, come from the same theologians. The prophecy of
the virgin birth of Isaiah 7:14 and the only begotten Son of John
3:16 stand or fall together. One thing is certain: Christ was born
of a virgin mother or he was not; and the statements of Matthew
and Luke are true or they are false -- if he was born of a virgin,
and if Matthew and Luke related the truth, then he is the only
begotten Son of God - and if he was not that, then he was not
virgin-born.
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It is inconceivable that such a central fact as the virgin birth
of the Christ would not have been prophesied, with all of the
other facts and phases of his life and mission and ministry. Con-
sider them: ( 1) Jesus was born in the days of Herod; (2) he
was conceived of the Holy Spirit; (3) his mother was a virgin;
(4) she was betrothed to Joseph; (5) Joseph was at Bethlehem;
(6) Jesus was born at Bethlehem; (7) By divine direction he
was called Jesus; (8) he was declared to be a Saviour; (9)
Joseph knew beforehand Mary’s condition and its cause; (10)
notwithstanding, he took Mary and assumed full guardian re-
sponsibilities for the child --in loco parentis to Jesus; (11) the
annunciation and birth were attended by revelations and visions;
( 12) after the birth of Jesus, Joseph and Mary dwelt in Nazareth.

Now, the only way to get rid of the virgin birth of Jesus is to
break down the genuineness and integrity of the two gospel nar-
ratives, as authentic productions. The two chapters containing
the narratives of the virgin birth are attested by all available
evidence as indubitably genuine parts of the respective gospels
--they are in all of the unmutilated manuscripts, and they are
in the old versions of the Syriac and the Latin, the Egyptian
(Coptic) Vulgate and the Diatessaron -- they are in the whole
field of the manuscripts. Nevertheless to rid the record of the
virgin birth, the destructive critics removed these parts from the
text of the gospels in order to destroy the evidence for the mirac-
ulous conception and birth of the Son of God. Similarly, the Re-
vised Standard Version and the New English Bible, and others
of these later modem versions, including the latest Today’s Eng-
lish Version, (of the American Bible Society) have made the same
changes -- including the mutilation of John 3: 16 --omitting and
deleting the words that contain the teaching of the virgin birth
of Jesus. But the honesty and common sense and good faith of
the New Testament writers, aside from the claim of inspiration,
must be recognized--- to do otherwise would charge them with
incredible stupidity in the concoctions and artfully manipulated
deceptions equal to knavery. If the birth of Jesus was not super-
natural, the only alternative is that of deliberate fiction by the
writers of the New Testament record.



A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

(5) The evidence of the supernatural birth of Jesus Christ in
the New Testament epistles.

The critics who deny the records of the virgin birth have al-
leged that it is mentioned by the Matthew and Luke records
only, and that the gospel narratives and the apostolic epistles are
silent on the subject. They have asked why the gospel narratives
of Mark and John, and the epistles of Paul do not include the
mention of the virgin birth, if it is “a vital part of Christian doc-
trine and faith.” To this we reply that the doctrine of the super-
natural birth of Jesus Christ runs through the New Testament.
Let us examine the texts and follow the references and allusions.

1. The genealogies of Matthew and Luke support the virgin
birth.

In Matthew 1:16, it reads that “Jacob begat Joseph the hus-
band of Mary, of whom was born Jesus, who is called Christ.”
The text deviated from the word begat, of the father, to say
May, of whom was born Jesus, thus denying by omission that
Joseph was his father. In Luke 3:23, the writer Luke inserts “as
supposed” with the reference to his being the son of Joseph; and
Mark 6:3 reads, “Is this not the carpenter, the son of Mary” --
thus Matthew, Mark and Luke reject the paternity of Joseph.
Matthew inserted a periphrasis to disavow the paternity of
Joseph, and Mark refuses to tolerate it by phrasing his words
“the son of Mary,” and Luke inserts the disclaimer in the words
"as supposed" --thus Matthew, Mark and Luke invalidate the
common concept of the Lord’s parentage and nullified the public
opinion. The clause in Luke 3:23 is in all reliable texts and the
later versions that alter Matthew’s genealogy, with the intent to
destroy evidence of virgin birth, do so without the authority of
recognized texts. Jesus knew that Joseph was not his father as
shown in Luke 2:29 and John 8:42; by his statements "wist ye
not that I must be about my Father’s business,” and “I proceeded
forth, and came from God.” Jesus knew who was his Father.

2. In Matthew 1:25, referring to the relation existing between
Joseph and Mary, Matthew stated that Joseph “Knew her not till
she had brought forth her firstborn son”; and Luke records the
words of Mary to the angel, in Luke 1:34, when she said, “How
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shall this be, seeing I know not a man.” The new versions have
changed the wording of these passages to break the force of the
teaching of the virgin birth which they contain.

3. The teaching of John, in the Gospel of John, and in his
epistles, is predicated on the virgin birth of Jesus. In chapter 1:14,
18, John refers to Jesus as “the only begotten of the Father” and
“the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father”;
and in John 3:16, 18, he twice refers to Jesus as his only begot-
ten Son” and “the only begotten Son of God”; and in I John 4:9,
the apostle said that “God sent his only begotten Son into the
world.” It is with the intent to destroy the doctrine of the virgin
birth that the Revised Standard Version and the New English
Bible, and the entire field of the modem versions, have ripped
the word begotten from all of these texts, and yet that word is
an essential part of the original term from which only begotten
is translated.

Further evidence in John’s gospel of the virgin birth of Christ
is the Lord’s own words to the Pharisees in John 8:41-42, who
taunted him with the insinuation of having been born of fornica-
tion, to which he replied: “I proceeded forth and came from
God.” Today, those who attempt to rid these texts of the virgin
birth are taking their stand with the infidel Jews who cast the
reflections of illegitimacy on the Lord.

John’s record of the discourse with Nicodemus, in chapter 3,
implies that Jesus was exempt from all others from the require-
ment to be born of the Spirit, by reason of the constitution of
his Person--for only a man in the natural condition would
need to be born anew, as taught in John l:ll-13 as well as in
John 3:3-7. But Jesus was “the only begotten of the Father,” as
declared in verse 14, and the virgin birth is the only ground
upon which such a saying could be sustained.

The reference in John 10:35 which Jesus makes to himself as
being the Son of God, coupled with the statement “the Scripture
cannot be broken,” applies with force to Isaiah 7:14 and all other
prophecies concerning him, and it refutes the effort to throw
the Old Testament prophecies out of gear with the New Testa-
ment quotations and fulfillment.

In a final reference to John's testimony to the virgin birth of
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Jesus, the fact that Jesus committed Mary to the guardianship
of John, as recorded in chapter 19:26-27, and that she lived in
his house ever after until she died, indicates that she knew the
virgin birth was a fact. And the references in John’s epistles, I
John 4:1-3 and 2 John 7-10 have no other implications than
John’s inspired knowledge that the rejection of the virgin birth
was a denial of the doctrine of Christ and that it was the supreme
heresy of the time.

4. The teaching of Paul bearing on the doctrine of the virgin
birth.

Preliminary to his own teaching, it is worthy of mention that
Luke was Paul’s associate in the gospel and in his travels, and it
is not conceivable that Paul disbelieved Luke’s gospel account
in which the virgin birth of Jesus was affirmed.

But the testimony of Paul to the truth of the supernatural
birth of Christ is in his postulations concerning Christ, the Son
of God; the Son of David, according to the flesh; the sinless Re-
deemer; the second Man from heaven; made of woman; the sec-
ond Adam; the Head of the new race; his descension from heav-
en, voluntarily entering into human nature; that he was God in
the world; and manifested in the flesh -- all these statements of
Paul are connected with the doctrine of the supernatural birth
of Christ --and they are found in the order of mention in the
following citations: Romans 1:3-4; 2 Corinthians 5:18:21; 1 Corin-
thians 15:47; Galatians 4:4; Ephesians 4:8-10; Philippians 2:5-8
with Luke 1:35; and 1 Timothy 3: 16.

In contrast with Adam, in a new creative beginning, Jesus
was sinless in the midst of sinful humanity - -  there is no way to
account for his exemption from the sinful lot of man, if man was
his paternal origin, or progenitor.

In Galatians 4:4, the word made (or born) in the phrase
“made of woman” is not the usual word for born, as in Matthew
11:11, “among them that are born of women”; but it is the same
word as used by Paul in Romans 1:3, “made of the seed of David
according to the flesh”; and as in Philippians 2:7, “made in the
likeness of men” --and Galatians 4:4 is thus connected with
the seed of woman, the “her seed,” of Genesis 3:15.

It is also true that the words became flesh in John 1:13-14 are
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the same Greek words as in the passages cited; and from this fact
a new significance is derived from Paul’s use of this word in
the phrase made (or born) of woman, in Galatians 4:4,  as a
direct affirmation of the virgin birth of Christ.

Other references to the supernatural birth of Christ in the
epistles of Paul are seen ( 1) in the parallelism of Romans 1:3-4,
“made of the seed of David . . . declared to be the Son of God
with power,” with Luke 1:34-35 in the announcement of the
angel to Mary that “the power of the Highest” would overshadow
her to make her child "the Son of God,” and (2) in the state-
ment of 1 Timothy 2:15 that womankind shall be saved in child-
bearing through the bearing of the Saviour-- in allusion to
Genesis 3:15. In the light of the context, the words of 1 Timothy
2:15 find fulfillment in the birth of the Saviour as the seed of
woman through Mary, the Childbearer.

Thus it can be seen that Paul was not silent on the subject of
the virgin birth, but was a witness to its truth.

Corroborative of this accumulative evidence is the fact that
the virgin birth of Jesus was not questioned by the early church,
and only by the destructive critics of the past century, until its
outcropping lately through the influence of the modern neo-
orthodox versions of our Bible.

Further corroboration of the fact of the supernatural birth
of Christ exists in the unanimity with which the gospel records
were received and accepted by the church at the time they were
delivered. The unchallenged reception of the four gospels of
Matthew, Mark, Luke and John, indicates that there was a state
of preparation for them in that which was already known--
and an expectancy awaiting their testimony.



CHAPTER FIVE

THE SIGN AND THE VIRGIN

T H E R E F O R E  THE LORD HIMSELF SHALL GIVE YOU A SIGN;  BEHOLD,

A VIRGIN SHALL CONCEIVE,  AND BEAR A SON,  AND SHALL CALL HIS

N A M E  I Y M A N U E L - I S A I A H  7:14

FOR UNTO US A CHLD IS BORN, UNTO US A SON IS GIVEN: AND THE

GOVERNMENT SHALL BE UPON HIS SHOULDER:  AND HIS NAME SHALL

BE CALLED WONDERFUL,  COUNSELLOR.  THE MIGHTY GOD, THE EVER-

L A S T I N G  F A T H E R .  T H E  PRINCE OF PEACE OF THE INCREASE OF HIS

GOVERNMENT AND OF PEACE THERE SHALL BE NO END,  UPON THE

THRONE OF DAVID,  AND UPON HIS KINGDOM, TO ORDER IT, AND To

ESTABLISH IT WITH JUDGMENT AND JUSTICE FROM HENCEFORTB EVEN

FOR EVER.  THE ZEAL OF THE LORD OF HOSTS WILL PERFORM THIS- -

ISAIAH 9:6-7

NOW THE BIRTH OF JESUS WAS ON THIS WISE: WHEN AS HIS MOTHER
M A R Y  W A S  ESPOUSED T O  JOSEPH, BEFORE T H E Y  CAME TOGETHER, S H E

W A S  F O U N D  W I T H  C H I L D  O F  THE H O L Y  S P I R I T .  T H E N  J O S E P H  H E R

H U S B A N D  BEING A JUST MAN, A N D  N O T  W I L L I N G  T O  MAKE HER A
PUBLIC E X A M P L E .  W A S  MINDED T O  P U T  H E R  A W A Y  P R I V I L Y .  B U T

W H I L E  H E  T H O U G H T  O N  T H E S E  T H I N G S ,  T H E  ANGEL O F  T H E  L O R D

A P P E A R E D  U N T O  H I M  I N  A  D R E A M ,  S A Y I N G ,  JOSEPH, THOU SON OF

DAVID,  FEAR NOT TO TAKE UNTO THEE MARY THY WIFE:  FOR THAT

WHICH IS CONCEIVED IN HER IS OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. AND SFIE SHALL

BRING FORTH A SON. AND THOU SHALT CALL HIS NAME JESUS: FOR HE

SHALL SAVE HIS PEOPLE FROM THEIR SINS. NOW ALL THIS WAS DONE

THAT IT MIGHT BE FULFILLED WHICH WAS SPOKEN OF THE LORD BY

THE PROPHET, SAYING, BEHOLD A VIRGIN SHALL BE WITH CHILD. AND

S H A L L  B R I N G  F O R T H  A SON, AND THEY SHALL CALL HIS NAME EM-

MANUEL, WHICH BEING INTERPRETED IS, GOD WITH US. THEE JOSEPH

BEING RAISED FROM HIS SLEEP DID AS THE ANGEL OF THE LORD HAD

B I D D E N  H I M ,  A N D  TOOK UNTO HIM H I S  WIFE: A N D  K N E W  H E R  N O T

UNTIL SHE HAD BROUGHT FORTH HER FIRSTBORN SON: AND HE CALLED

HIS NAME JESUS --MATTHEW 1:18-25
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CHAPTER FIVE

THE SIGN AND THE VIRGIN

The reason for Matthew’s reference to the occurrences con-
nected with the birth of Christ was to show the fulfillment of
Isaiah 7:14: All this was done that it might be fulfilled which
was spoken of the Lord by the prophet. Matthew wrote for the
benefit of the Jewish commonwealth and for the churches com-
posed of Jewish converts to establish the truth that the birth of
Jesus was foretold by the prophets and to thus verify that he is
the Christ. It was foretold by divine authority, for both the
prophecy and the fulfillment were of God: ‘Which was spoken
of the Lord by the prophet.” The event of his birth was the certi-
ficate of prophetic accuracy. The purpose of the prophecy was
to prepare the world for Christ. The life of Christ in all particu-
lars corresponded to the prophecies: “All this was done that it
might be fulfilled.” The Bethlehem child was swaddled in the
bands of both Testaments--prophecy and fulfillment.

I.

The prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 could not have been a prediction
of a contemporary event of his time. It is claimed that it was a
prediction of something nearer and more commonplace. It is
said that Matthew only accommodated his language to the neces-
sity of his own supernatural story. There are several salient con-
stituent parts of the contexts of Isaiah, Matthew and Luke which
afford ample refutation of this devised claim, offered now for
the serious consideration it is due:

First: Take note of the political circumstances surrounding the
kingdom of Judah which formed the basis of Isaiah’s prophecy.

117
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(1) The king of Judah was besieged by a coalition of the kings
of Israel and Syria to depose the reigning family of David, and
when the confederacy was reported to the house of David, King
Ahaz and all the people of Judah “were moved as all the trees
of the wood are moved by the wind”-- and the king himself
was dejected and timorous in the midst of such ominous and
menacing national developments.

(2) The Lord commissioned Isaiah the prophet to meet King
Ahaz for reassurance that the conspiracy would fail, reminding
the king that God would be faithful to his covenant with David,
and offered Ahaz a sign as a token of God’s promise concerning
Judah.

(3) The king rejected the prophet’s suggestion for any im-
mediate sign, so Isaiah communicated the information to Ahaz by
a prophecy that God would give Judah a sign for the future--
not contemporary but prophetic-- of the new and true Judah
through whom God would fulfill the Davidic promise in their
ultimate meaning.

(4) In the concurrent contemporary events Ephraim - Israel,
the Ten Tribes -- would cease in sixty-five years from the time of
this prophecy, as mathematically foretold in chapter 7:5-8: “Be-
cause Syria, Ephraim, and the son of Remaliah, have taken evil
counsel against thee, saying, Let us go up against Judah, and vex
it, and let us make a breach therein for us, and set a king in the
midst of it, even the son of Tabeal: Thus saith the Lord God, It
shall not stand, neither shall it come to pass. For the head of
Syria is Damascus, and the head of Damascus is Rezin; and
within threescore and five years shall Ephraim be broken, that
it be not a people.” And it was in the exact mathematics of this
prophecy that in sixty-five years Ephraim--the kingdom of Is-
rael-ceased; but Judah would continue, and rising from the
fleshly to the spiritual, Isaiah gave utterance to the prophecy of
the sign of the Virgi-born son of verse 14, which reached its
culmination in the son given of chapter 9:6-7, and in its fulfill-
ment in Matthew 1: 18-23.

‘Therefore the Lord himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a
virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Im-
manuel."- Isaiah 7:14.
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"For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given: and the
government shall be upon his shoulder: and his name shall be
called Wonderful, Counsellor, The Mighty God, The Everlasting
Father, The Prince of Peace. Of the increase of his government
and peace there shall be no end, upon the throne of David, and
upon his kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with judgment
and with justice from henceforth even for ever. The zeal of the
Lord of host will perform this.” -- Isaiah 9:6-7.

“Now the birth of Jesus was on this wise: . . . . Now all this
was done, that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the
Lord by the prophet, saying, Behold, a virgin shall be with child,
and shall bring forth a son, and they shall call his name Em-
manuel, which being interpreted is, God with us.”

There was no need for Isaiah to give Ahaz a sign for a present
deliverance -- he had already done so. The oracle of the proph-
ecy envisioned farther and higher objects, and is so applied in
the quotation of it by the apostle Matthew, and in almost identi-
cal words and phrases of Luke’s record in chapter 1:30-33: “And
the angel said unto her, Fear not Mary: for thou has found favor
with God. And, behold, thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and
bring forth a son, and shall call his name JESUS. He shall be
great, and shall be called the son of the Highest: and the Lord
God shall give unto him the throne of his father David: and he
shall reign over the house of Jacob for ever; and of his kingdom
there shall be no end.” That the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 was
climaxed in the same context of Isaiah 9:6-7 and fulfilled in the
events connected with the birth of Jesus Christ, according to
the records of Matthew and Luke, should not be subject to gain-
saying in any school or circle of theology, and that it should ever
become a controversial issue among men who profess to be
preachers of the gospel and teachers of the Bible in our colleges
or in any department of teaching in churches of Christ is indeed
a painful foreboding.

(5) In the oracular declaration of Isaiah the earthly throne of
David would perish, but the divine promise of unfailing Davidic
lineage in Jesus Christ was the other and farther object of the
prophecy. In Jeremiah 22:28-30, the prophet foretold the end of
the temporal throne of David: “Is this man Coniah a despised
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and broken idol? Is he a vessel wherein is no pleasure? where-
fore are they cast out, he and his seed, and are cast into a land
which they know not? 0 earth, earth, earth, hear the word of
the Lord. Thus saith the Lord, Write ye this man childless, a
man that shall not prosper in his days: for no man of his seed
shall prosper, sitting upon the throne of David, and ruling any
more in Judah.” Coniah (whose full name was Jeconiah) was
not childless as a progenitor-the names of his sons are record-
ed in his genealogy-but he was childless in succession to the
Davidic throne. Zedekiah, who occupied the throne after Coniah,
was the prince and appointee and vassal of Nebuchadnezzar, and
Ezekiel rejected and dethroned him in the reprobation of prince
Zedekiah in chapter 21:25-27: “And thou, profane wicked prince
of Israel, whose day is come, when iniquity shall have an end.
Thus saith the Lord God; remove the diadem, take off the
crown, this shall not be the same: exalt him that is low, and
abase him that is high, I will overturn, overturn, overturn it: and
it shall be no more, until he come whose right it is; and I will
give it him.” No man occupied the Davidic throne on earth after-
ward- the earthly throne became extinct with Coniah: “No
man of his seed shall prosper, sitting upon the throne of David,
and ruling any more in Judah.” The lineage of Jesus Christ
descended through Coniah, as the genealogies reveal, therefore
Jesus Christ could not sit and rule on the earthly Davidic throne
in Judah; but Isaiah 9:6-7 and Luke 1:30-33 declare that the
virgin-born son Jesus Christ, should sit and rule and reign on
David’s throne: When Christ ascended to his throne in heaven,
he had come “whose right it is” and he is the heir to the Davidic
throne, not on earth but in heaven -- “and of the increase of his
government and peace there shall be no end, upon the throne
of David, and upon his kingdom, to order it, and to establish it
with judgment and with justice from henceforth even forever.
“The zeal of the Lord of hosts will perform this” --and the
zeal of the Lord of hosts has performed this.

These prophecies were all focused on Christ and the redemp-
tion of the human race entrusted to the house of David through
Judah, and the sign of Isaiah 7:14 extending to the son of Isaiah
9:6 was connected with virgin birth of Jesus. The scholars agree
that in the original text it is the virgin, not a virgin -- and the
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language is explicit that the reference is to a particular one, for
the sign was connected with the promise of the Saviour through
the house of Judah.

Second: Consider the miraculous character of the occurrences
connected with the sign of Isaiah’s prophecy.

It is a universal natural law that a child must come from two
human progenitors. Mendel’s law states that “every individual is
the sum total of the characteristics recessive or dominant in its
two immediate progenitors.” This law of nature simply means
that there is nothing in any individual that was not in the father
or the mother of that person, with the exception of the spirit
in man which is the emanation from God, the soul, of which
God is himself the Father: “Let us make man in our own image
. . . so God created man in his own image, in the image of God
created he him . . . and the Lord God formed man from the dust
of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life;
and man became a living soul” -- “‘Shall we not much rather be
in subjection to the Father of spirits, and live?” ( Gen. 1:26-27;
2:7; Heb, 12:9).

Now in the case of the virgin birth of Jesus, all of his human
characteristics were inherited from Mary, his human mother --
but if Joseph was the father of Jesus, he was of natural and or-
dinary parentage only, and even immorally so, and therefore no
more than any other ordinary man, in which case Jesus would
have been only human, But God being the Father of Jesus,
through the agency of the Holy Spirit, Jesus possessed both deity
and humanity: The angel said to Mary “The Holy Spirit shall
come upon thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow
thee: therefore also that holy thing which shall be born of thee
shall be called the Son of God.” So according to Mendel’s law
applied, Jesus was God in man -- “To wit, that God was in
Christ, reconciling the world unto himself” and “God was mani-
fest in the flesh” --thus in human birth Jesus retained his Deity
-- he was man plus God, and that equals God-mm. We have no
basis for any conception of Jesus which is incompatible with and
contrary to the divine portraiture of him in the New Testament.
The New Testament scriptures, such as I Timothy 6:15-16, iden-
tify Jesus Christ with God: “Who is the blessed and only Poten-
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tate, the king of Kings, and Lord of lords; who only hath immor-
tality, dwelling in the light which no man can approach unto;
whom no man hath seen, nor can see: to whom be honour and
power everlasting.” In the extension of this Timothy passage, in
the epistle to Titus the apostle employs the phrase “our Saviour"
as many as a half dozen times, interchangeably in reference to
God and Christ; and in Romans 9:5, Paul put the Deity of Jesus
with an amen, "as concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over
all, God blessed for ever. Amen.” From these considerations
there are derived some necessary inferences and inevitable con-
clusions :

(1) If the virgin of Isaiah 7:14 meant only a young woman,
married or unmarried but not a virgin, there could have been
no reason for Isaiah to have mentioned the mother at all.

(2) The Hebrew word almah occurs only seven times in the
entire Old Testament, beginning with the reference to Rebekah
before her marriage to Isaac; of Miriam, the very young maiden
sister of Moses; and in five other references which only an un-
married maiden in virginity could be the reasonable conclusion.
Rebekah was Isaac’s God-chosen wife to be the mother of the
race, which should be sufficient recommendation of her as an
almah virgin; and Miriam was the youthful sister of the babe in
the basket of bulrushes, who obtained permission from Pharoah's
daughter to obtain the child’s mother for its nurse, and she
surely could be described only by the purest word for a virtuous
maiden.

(3) If the word almah is the usual word for merely a young
woman of marriageable age, it is unaccountable that it should
be used only the seven times, rather than commonlyy used to de-
note such a young woman. It is the true meaning of this word
almah for virgin in Isaiah 7;14, to emphasize the purest sense
of virginity, that the translators of the new versions are denying,
for no other reason than to destroy the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14
as a prophetic prediction of the virgin birth of Jesus Christ.

(4) When the Greek Old Testament was produced there were
no suppositions at stake and there were no doubts concerning
the word virgin, and it was translated by the word parthenos,
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the purest Greek word for virgin; and the apostle Matthew, quot-
ing the Greek Old Testament, in chapter 1:23 unequivocally
stated that in Isaiah 7:14 the prophet said virgin -- of this word
there was then no doubt, and to all who bow to the authority
of the apostle Matthew and accept the inspiration of his account,
there can be no doubt about it now.

Third: The divine reason for the incarnation of the Christ
is sufficient ground for the prophecies foretelling the virgin
birth.

(1) In the divine purpose to redeem humanity from the
degradation of sin the Redeemer must himself be free from it.

(2) This divine plan for the freedom of all mankind from sin
required sinlessness in One who being a man was partaker of
the human nature of man.

(3) The Deity thus clothed with humanity was the single en-
franchisement of the virgin birth, not possible of accomplishment
by any other means compatible with the nature of man and his
relation to God.

(4) The necessity in the divine scheme was for the One who
existed with God from eternity to dwell in the flesh without the
abasement of its sinful defilement, as affirmed by inspiration in
I Timothy 3:16: “And without controversy great is the mystery
of godliness: God was manifest in the flesh, justified in the
Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles (nations), be-
lieved on in the world, received up into glory.” One such as He
could enter the world only through the miraculous conception of
the virgin birth, the One who did not owe his existence to human
parentage.

I I

The Hebrew word almah, which is translated virgin in Isaiah
7:14,  as previously stated, is employed in seven places only in
the Old Testament scriptures. According to Young’s Analytical
Concordance and Bagster’s Englishman’s Greek Concordance the
word is translated damsel in one passage; maid in two passages;
virgin in four places; but nowhere is it translated “young wom-
an” -not even one time, not once-the Revised Standard
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Version to the contrary notwithstanding. It would therefore be-
hoove us to look into the seven passages where this word almah
occurs, from its first mention in Genesis 24:43 in reference to the
selection of Rebekah to be the wife of Isaac to its last usage in
Isaiah 7:14 in the prophecy of the virgin-born Immanuel -- and
it will be seen that it is a special word, which accounts for its
few mentions in the scripture texts.

(1) The virgin Rebekah by the well-Genesis 24:43-44: “Be
hold, I stand by the well of water, and it shall come to pass, that
when the virgin cometh forth to draw water . . . let the same be
the woman whom the Lord hath appointed out for my master’s
son.”

The context describes the sign and the manner by which Re-
bekah would be identified as the virgin selected, to be the wife
of Isaac, and who was to become the mother of the race. The
first verse of the chapter mentions that “Abraham was old and
well stricken in age,” and it records his final instructions that
Isaac should not take a wife of the Canaanites among whom
they dwelt, but that they should *‘go unto my country, and to
my kindred, and take a wife unto my son Isaac.” The reason for
this command of Abraham was included in his instruction to
“the eldest servant, that ruled over all that he had” and who was
sent on this special mission: “The Lord God of heaven, which
took me from my father’s house, and from the land of my kin-
dred, and which spake unto me, and that sware unto me, saying,
Unto thy seed will I give this land; he shall send his angel before
thee, and thou shalt take a wife unto my son from thence.” The
divine care and direction of God for Rebekah to be thus chosen
by the Lord to be the wife of Isaac, and the mother of the
chosen people of God through Isaac and Jacob, is here desig-
nated in the special word almah because of its meaning--strict
and absolute, an untouched virgin. The benediction placed upon
Rebekah in these divine proceedings is given in verse 60: “Be
thou the mother of thousands of millions, and let thy seed pos-
sess the gate of those which hate them.”

The play which the critics make on the fact that the word
bethulah is the usual word for virgin in the Old Testament only
serves to strengthen the purpose for the use of the word almah
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as a special word for a distinct emphasis. Tbe usual word bethu-
lah is translated virgin thirty-eight times in the Old Testament;
but the word virgin comes from almah only in the seven places--
why the many verses in the usual word, but these few verses in
the unusual word, if almah is not the special word for the abso-
lute and strict meaning of the pure untouched virgin. And why
is it that in Isaiah 7:14 alone did the translators change the word
almah from uirgin to a young woman but allowed the word to
remain in its original translation in the other six passages. Their
purpose is obvious, the reason for it has not been “put under a
bushel” but is out in the open -- the premeditated intent is the
destruction of Isaiah 7:14 as a prophecy on the virgin birth of
Jesus Christ. It is verily a wicked strategy designed by evil minds.

It is claimed that bethulah was the exclusive word for the pure
virgin and it is argued that the reference to Rebekah in verse 16
as “a damsel very fair to look upon, a virgin, neither had any man
known her,” is a proven example for their argument. But the con-
clusion is precisely the opposite -- if bethulah meant only an
untouched virgin, there would have been no reason for the ex-
planation, “neither had any man known her” -- the necessity f o r
that interjection of the explanative is the proof that the word
bethulah in itself was not the exclusive word for the pure virgin.
No such explanation was ever added, or ever necessary to add, in
the limited seven uses of the word almah -- it was a special word
for the pure virgin --and the attempted argument is a boomer-
ang instead, for the Rebekah virgin of verse 16, which no man
had known, is the almah virgin of verse 43. Thus the modernists
in this play to destroy the virgin prophecy of Isaiah are caught
in a trap and thrown out between bases!

The use of the word bethulah in reference to a young married
woman in Joel 1:8 is evidence that bethulah was not the ex-
clusive word for the pure virgin. Both Foster and Allis submit the
proof that in Joel 1:8, bethulah was applied to a young woman
after her marriage and loss of her husband, and they cite other
passages where the word designated a married woman; and they
also offer the proof from authorities that in Hebrew usage almah
was used for a woman before marriage, but after marriage an-
other word was always used in its place to designate her; and
this argument was used by the Jewish believers against the Jews
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who rejected the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 on the virgin birth of
Jesus. There is no Old Testament example where almah was
ever applied to a married woman, or otherwise than in reference
to a pure virgin, and the Martin Luther challenge for such an
example has been this long unanswered.

(2) The maid Miriam by the river -- Exodus 2:8: “And Pha-
raoh’s daughter said to her, Go. And the maid went and called
the child’s mother.”

The context of this verse is the mandate of Pharaoh for every
new-born Hebrew male infant to be cast into the river, and the
concealment of the infant Moses among the flags of the river,
being watched by his youthful sister, with the mother in close
proximity. When Pharaoh’s daughter discovered the Hebrew
child and in compassion adopted it, the child’s sister Miriam was
given the permission to find a nurse for the child -- “and the
maid went and called the child’s mother.” The word maid in this
verse is the Hebrew word almah, and it was applied to Miriam--
but she was a girl of tender years, the young sister of the child
Moses, yet she was almah, the purest Hebrew word for virgin--
it is the special word for Rebekah and Miriam.

(3) The damsels in David’s chorus of praise -- Psalms 68:25:
“The singers went before, the players on instruments followed
after; among them were the damsels playing with timbrels."

The word damsels in this psalm is the Hebrew word almah,
and this verse is the only place in the Psalms where either the
word damsel or the word almah from which it is translated oc-
curs. But in thirty-five other places than the Psalms in the Old
Testament the word damsel does occur, translated from another
Hebrew word - -why is it that out of thirty-six places where the
word is used, it is translated almah the one time only in David’s
psalm of praise? The right answer is, and there is no other cor-
rect one, that only virgins in the pure import of the word could
participate in David’s concert of praise.

(4) The maid and her wooer--Proverbs 30:18-19: ‘There be
three things that are too wonderful for me, yea, four which I
know not: the way of an eagle in the air; the way of a serpent
upon a rock; the way of a ship in the midst of the sea; and the
way of a man with a maid.”
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The maid of this proverbial foursome is almah. If it refers to
the intrigues of an evil man to seduce a wary maid, still the word
holds the meaning of the pure virgin. But the saying, “the way
of a man with a maid” rather indicates courtship, not seduction,
and certainly it is not indicated here that the man would seduce
the virgin that he was wooing for his wife -- there is no such
implication. Furthermore, Solomon would not have referred to
seduction as a thing “too wonderful” for him. So again, inherent
in the word almah is the purity of the virgin maid.

(5) The virgins that surround the Beloved -- Song of Solomon
1:3; 6:8: “Because of the savour of thy good ointments thy name
is as ointment poured forth, therefore do the virgins love thee"--
“There are threescore queens, and fourscore concubines, and
virgins without number.”

The word virgins in these two verses is almah, and they were
the virgins who surrounded the Beloved, opposite to and in con-
trast with many queens and concubines these pure virgins were
“without number.” The Song of Solomon is a typical lyric of
Christ and the church. There could be no other compatible ap-
plications of such high metaphors as “the Rose of Sharon” and
“the Lily of the Valley” and of the One who was “chiefest among
ten thousand . . . “altogether lovely,” and the type of his Bride,
the Beloved --"O daughters of Jerusalem.” Solomon is singing
of a pure virgin, This select virgin of Solomon’s song was a
Shulamite: “Return, return, 0 Shulamite; return, return, that
we may look upon thee.” The basic word is Sh'lomah, meaning
in its pure sense, Peace, and it indicates the choice of virgins,
the Beloved Almah espoused to Christ, consistent with the
apostle’s analogy in 2 Cor. 11:2: “For I am jealous over you with
a godly jealousy: for I have espoused you to one husband, that
I may present you as a pure virgin to Christ.” This almuh virgin
was the symbol of purity, and in the Song, as Solomon was the
type of Christ, this Shulamite virgin was a type of his Beloved,
the church of Christ. So the almahs, the virgin Rebekah, the vir-
gin Miriam, and the virgin Shulamite are joined with the virgin
of Isaiah 7:14, whose name in fulfillment was Mary -- Rebekah,
Miriam, the Shulamite Beloved and Mary -- these are the defini-
tions of the almah virgin of Isaiah.
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(6) The sign of the virgin - - Isaiah 7:14: “Therefore the Lord
himself shall give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and
bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.”

The two places in the Song of Solomon complete the six verses
where the word almah occurs leading to the seventh and last, and
the climax of them all -- the virgin of Isaiah 7:14.

The virgin text of Isaiah stands between two other texts of a
causal relation that is indissoluble -- a prophetic connection
which cannot be explained away. The primal prophecy is Genesis
3:15 concerning the woman’s seed, where it is foretold that her
seed would crush the serpent’s head; the further prophecy is
Jeremiah 31:22 where the prophet foretold that “the Lord hath
created a new thing in the earth, A woman shall compass a
man”; and the intermediate prophecy is the vergin text of Isaiah
7:14, which joins the passages as a coupling. Genesis 3:15 refers
to her seed; Isaiah 7;14 refers to the sign of a virgin; and Jere-
miah 31:22 refers to a new thing that God would create in the
earth -- that a woman should encompass a manchild. The word
compass meant to encompass or envelop, and the word man in
the original conveys the meaning of manchild. God did not say
seed in the Genesis text -- God said her seed; Jeremiah did not
say that the woman of his prophecy would conceive a child --
Jeremiah said the woman would encompass a manchild; and
Isaiah did not say that the virgin would conceive and bear a
child -- Isaiah said the virgin would bear a son -- and in chapter
9:6, he said the child born would be a son given. When a child
is naturally conceived the mother cannot know whether it is
male or female, whether it will be a boy or a girl, and the physi-
cians cannot tell her. But the prophets not only foretold the
miraculous conception of a virgin, they prophesied that the child
born would be a son -- a thing that no mother herself could
have known and that no man could have revealed. Such a stu-
pendous prediction is the incontestable proof for the inspiration
of the prophets and that the object of these prophecies was the
Bethlehem Son of God.

The mountain-peak truth of these prophecies is that woman
would be the special agent for bringing “God in the flesh” into
the world --and this truth as high as heaven itself is the woman
childbearer of the Saviour in I Timothy 2:13-15: “For Adam was
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first formed then Eve. And Adam was not deceived, but the
woman being deceived was in transgression. Notwithstanding she
shall be saved in childbearing.” The relation of this passage to
the transgression into which Eve was beguiled links I Timothy
2:15 with Genesis 3:15 and confirms the truth that the childbear-
ing of the Timothy passage refers to the agency of the woman
in bearing the Saviour. On this point there is no need for waver-
ing, for the reference to Christ the Saviour in Galatians 4:4,
“when the fulness of time was come, God sent forth his son,
made of woman,” lends full credence to it, along with the cor-
roborative evidence in numerous other passages which have been
previously cited in the -preceding pages. There is no possible dis-
connection of these passages and the sum of them all is in the
fulfillment of Isaiah 7:14: “Therefore the Lord himself shall give
you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and
shall call his name Immanuel.”

III.

There is a certain connection between the prediction of Jere-
miah in chapter 31:22, that a woman shall compass a man, and
the section of the same chapter, beginning with verse 31, that
foretells the new covenant with Israel and Judah: “Behold, the
days come saith the Lord, that I will make a new covenant with
the house of Israel and with the house of Judah.” The quotation
of this prophecy by Paul in the eighth and tenth chapters of
Hebrews establishes it as a prophecy of the New Covenant --
the New Testament -- and its interrelation with the Lawgiver
prophecy of Genesis 49:10 cannot be truly questioned: “The
sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor a lawgiver from be-
tween his feet, until Shiloh come” -- the Shiloh unto whom
would be the “gathering” of all the people of the earth is the
Christ --and when Jesus Christ was born Judah was there, and
the scepter of Judah was there, for Judah had her kings; but in
the ascension and coronation of Christ in heaven the scepter
passed from Judah to Judah’s heir -- for Shiloh had come, and
this the apostle declared in Hebrews 1:8: “But unto the Son he
saith, Thy throne, 0 God, is forever and ever: a sceptre of righte-
ousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom,” and the throne had
transcended the temporal to the spiritual.
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The male line of Abraham, Judah and David is waived in these
prophetic and symbolic intimations: The serpent’s seed (Satan),
of Genesis 3:15, which should bruise the heel of the seed of
woman was the symbolism of the crucifixion of Christ; but the
woman’s seed -- her seed -- which should crush the head of
the seed of the serpent was in the figuration of the resurrection
of Christ. Both were typical representations: The serpent’s seed
should not bruise the head, but rather the heel of the woman’s
seed, but her seed should crush the head of the serpent’s seed.
That head was Satan --and he was crushed by the resurrection
from the dead of Jesus Christ, who was her seed, the seed of
woman, not of man. There is one person only in human history
who could fulfill the inherent sense of the divine prescience
which for centuries was hidden in the depths of these prophetic
scriptures -- Jesus the Christ, the virgin-born Son of God.

The correlation of these sundry parts and divers portions of
scripture is altogether consistent with the province of prophecy
and the purview of revelation. The virgin-son of Isaiah 7:14 is
in context with the given son of 9:6, and both are the evolve-
ments from the her seed of Genesis 3:15: The child born is of
the woman, the son given is of God. The encompassed manchild
of Jeremiah 31:22 is the virgin-born son of Isaiah 7:14, the ful-
fillment of which is connected with the New Covenant of the
Jeremiah passage and with the Government of Peace and the
Throne of David in Isaiah 9:6-7. These passages of prophecy all
belong together--there can be no severance of them.

In the Isaiah prophecy chapters one to five belong together
concerning the wicked history of Israel. Chapter six begins with
Isaiah’s vision. Chapters seven to nine are joined together in the
prophetic overtones of the Immanuel son of the virgin. The She-
ar-ja-shub son beginning with the context of 7:3, embodies the
prophecy of the remnant of chapters 10-12, and is described in
the Davis Bible Dictionary in its prophetic significance. The
prophecy inclusive of Isaiah 7:14 could not have referred to a
son of Isaiah, for Isaiah’s wife was not a virgin, but the mother
of both the first and the second sons of Isaiah. Neither could it
have referred to Josiah for the reason that Josiah’s mother was
not a virgin; and there is no historical occurrence, event or inci-
dent, to which it could have referred other than the virgin birth
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of Jesus which the apostle Matthew declares to be its fulfillment.
And it could not have been Hezekiah, the son of Ahaz, as some
have assumed and others have hinted, for Hezekiah was born
eight or nine years before Isaiah’s virgin prophecy, the reign of
Ahaz having begun 742 and ended 726, after he had reigned for
sixteen years; but the Bible text states that Hezekiah was twenty-
five years old when he succeeded Ahaz, and he was therefore
between eight and nine years old when his father Ahaz began
reigning. This eliminates him completely from the conjectures;
and besides all the speculations, the same barrier remains -- the
mother of Hezekiah was not a virgin -- and these uncertain
surmises are only examples of the frustration of the modernists
in their frantic unending search for some contemporary child
to fit the virgin-born Immanuel of Isaiah’s prophecy. With all of
their combined ingenuity they have failed miserably and utterly
to destroy Isaiah 7:14 as the vertex of all prophecies pointing to
the virgin birth of Jesus Christ.

This Immanuel of the prophecy would be the son of a virgin
mother : “Behold a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and
shall call his name Immanuel.” Herein was the significance of
the sign, for if the woman had been married, or unwed but not
a virgin, there could have been no sign. To hold that the virgin
of Isaiah 7:14 means a young woman, according to the new
translations, destroys the sign. There is no sign involved in an
incident of a young woman bearing a son, that is the function of
a young woman, and an old woman could not bear a son, so the
new translation is ludicrous --it destroys the sign and forces
the prophetic passage into a reductio ad absurdum -- reduced
to an absurdity. But for a virgin to bear a son is a sign, a miracu-
lous sign, indeed! And the apostle Matthew in the solemn words
of inspiration recorded its fulfillment in Matthew 1:18-23 in his
deliberate recital of the details of the birth of Jesus Christ.

In order to bolster the argumentation that Isaiah 7:14 is not a
primary prophecy of the virgin birth of Jesus, the modernist
critics claim that a certain unmarried young woman was a virgin
at the time Isaiah proclaimed the prophecy, but the conception
occurred after her marriage. The deceitful fallacy of this assump-
tion is apparent in the factual statements of both the prophet
Isaiah and the apostle Matthew -- “a uirgin shall conceive" and
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“a virgin shall be with child”- and if the afore-named argu-
mentum is valid the young woman was not a virgin when she
conceived, and therefore a virgin did not conceive nor was a
virgin with child. ‘Such an evasive effort is so weak that its
superficial sophistry should be perceptible to discerning students
in college Bible classes, and they have the right to be treated
to semantics of a higher quality by their professors.

The context of Isaiah 7:1-9 is an introductory connection with
verse 14 and chapter 9:6. Israel would be destroyed and brought
to an end within sixty-five years, but Judah would continue. The
prophet offered Ahaz a sign “either in depth or in height” --
that is, on the earth or in heaven, but Ahaz rejected the prophet’s
offer. Whereupon Isaiah turned from Ahaz or any sign to be
given him, and rising from temporal Judah to spiritual Judah,
the prophet foretells the perpetuity of the Remnant, that
through the virgin-born son of verse 14, the Remnant would sur-
vive and that is the prophetic significance of the sign. The Lord
himself would give the sign which would reach through the fu-
ture centuries -- and the almah was Mary -- so the almahs are
Rebekah and Miriam, the Beloved and Mary.

In order to be a sign it must necessarily be miraculous which
removes it from the region of natural generation and projects it
into the realm of the supernatural. The prophecy of Isaiah 7:14
therefore could not have even possibly referred to a second son
of the prophet, as has been theorized, for his wife was not a
virgin but the mother of two sons of the prophet. The son of the
prophet can be understood only as a typical representation and
not the object of Isaiah’s prophecy, for to fulfill the prophecy
the Immanuel must be born of the virgin.

The argument for a dual fulfillment is based on verses 15-16:
“‘Butter and honey shall he eat, that he may know to refuse the
evil and choose the good. For before the child shall know to re-
fuse the evil, and choose the good, the land that thou abhorrest
shall be forsaken of both her kings.” The advocates of the
modernist viewpoint hold that the prophecy of verse 14 cannot
refer to the virgin birth of Christ, and they are persistent in the
claim that their case is sustained by verses 15-16, which they in-
sist can have no other application than to a contemporary fulfill-
ment in some person and event of the prophet’s own time. But
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this claim ignores the figure of speech employed, the metaphori-
cal character of prophetic and symbolic language. First, the
phraseology of verse 15,, “butter and honey shall he eat,” is an
analogy signifying that the Immanuel son would be a human
child, of humble parentage and ordinary environment -- and
compared with the gospel records of the birth of Jesus and his
manner of life, it is a significant similitude. Second, the language
of verse 16, “before the child shall know to refuse the evil and
choose the good, the land that thou abhorrest shall be forsaken
of both her kings,” is the historical element in the prophecy signi-
fying that in the course of events, before this sign occurred, the
existing kings and kingdoms would come to an end -- and this
eventual development of the prophecy was cast in the figure of
speech representing the maturity of the prophetic child -- before
the fulfillment of the verse 14 prophecy the kings and kingdoms
which had formed the coalition against Judah would cease, but
Judah would continue until the sign came to pass- the sign
of the virgin birth of the Immanuel son, in the fulfillment of
which the scepter would pass from Judah to Judah’s heir -- the
Christ.

So the expression “butter and honey shall he eat” is no more
than the prophet’s adaptation of language to signify that although
this son would be virgin-born he would be a human child, de-
pendent on human means as a partaker of humanity. The other
statement, ‘before the child shall know to refuse the evil and
choose the good, the land that thou abhorrest shall be forsaken of
both her kings,” is merely the prophet’s ultimatum that long
before the prophesied sign reached its fulfillment the condemna-
tions pronounced upon these kings would have come to pass.
All of this is true to history -- in sixty-five years from Isaiah’s
prophecy Ephraim ceased, the kingdom of the ten tribes ended,
but Judah did not end until after the birth of the virgin’s God-
given Son.

The She-ar-ja-shub son of the prophecy was typical of the
Remnant that continued until the sign was fulfilled. The king of
Judah did not understand it, and the prophet Isaiah himself did
not comprehend it, but the inspired apostle Matthew by the
Holy Spirit has told us its meaning. Of this the apostle Peter
speaks in I Peter l:lO-12: “Of which salvation the prophets have
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enquired and searched diligently, who prophesied of the grace
that should come unto you: searching what, or what manner of
time the Spirit of Christ which was in them did signify, when
it testified beforehand of the sufferings of Christ, and the glory
that should follow. Unto whom it was revealed, that not unto
themselves, but unto us they did minister the things, which are
now reported unto you by them that have preached the gospel
unto you’ with the Holy Spirit sent down from heaven; which
things the angels desire to look into.” The future events which
the prophets foretold were not understood by the prophets but
have been revealed unto us by the Holy Spirit in the apostles --
that includes the apostle Matthew and his quotation from Isaiah
7: 14 in Matthew 1:18-23.

The virgin birth in Bethlehem, the baptism in the Jordan, the
temptation of the mount, the death on the cross, the resurrec-
tion from the dead, and the ascension to heaven are one in proph-
ecy and they go together. The double emphasis on it all is in
Matthew 1:22-23: “Now all this was done, that it might be ful-
filled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, Be-
hold, a virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth a son,
and they shall call his name Emmanuel, which being interpreted
is, God with us.”

The meaning and the fact of almah was known and understood
by the seventy-two Septuagint Hebrew-Greek translators -- the
Jew-Hebrew scholars -- and they translated the Hebrew word
almah by the Greek word parthenos, which is the purest Greek
word for virgin, and it has been so translated in the English
Bible until the modem new theology versions appeared. The
word parthenos for virgin imparted the deepest meaning to the
almah of Isaiah 7:14 into the Greek -- the Septuagint version --
nearly three hundred years B.C. Why did the seventy-two He-
brew-Greek translators choose the word parthenos (virgin) out
of the several Greek words to translate almah in Isaiah 7:14? The
answer is: Because of its meaning, strict and absolute, an un-
touched virgin. And they are not alone in this translation -- the
Syriac, which is the oldest direct version, follows the Septuagint
in the translation of almuh by the word virgin. Added to this
are the forty-seven translators of the King James version, the
one hundred one translators of the American Standard Version
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--a combined company of one hundred forty-eight translators
of the English Bible. Add them up and here is the total: seventy-
two Septuagint translators, one hundred forty-eight English Bible
translators --a total of two hundred twenty of the worlds most
renowned scholars, who said almah in Isaiah 7:14 means virgin
--plus the apostle Matthew in chapter 1:22-23. Here is the un-
impeachable testimony of two hundred twenty-one witnesses ( b e
sides the Syriac), the last mentioned of which array was the
inspired apostle of Jesus Christ, that almah in Isaiah 7;14 is
virgin and that it therefore pointed to the virgin birth of Jesus
Christ. Now who has contradicted it? The answer is: a motley
collection of modernists bent on devitalizing the doctrines of
the Deity of Jesus Christ and tbe inspiration of the sacred scrip-
tures, aided and abetted by the clique of professors in our own
colleges who are parroting the new theology.

At the Acropolis of Athens, the upper fortified part of the an-
cient Greek city, stands the Parthenon, the temple of Athena,
built by the order of the Dorians 500 B.C., in which is enshrined
the virgin goddess of the Grecians. The name Parthenon is de-
rived from parthenos -- the purest Greek word for virgin. The
Greeks knew the meaning of their words. In the case of baptidzo
for the word baptism, the Greeks practiced only immersion --
they knew what the word meant. And in the case of the Greek
verb psallo, to which some “smatterers in Greek” attempt to at-
tach the use of mechanical instruments of music in worship, the
Greeks sang only --they knew what the word meant. And in the
case of parthenos, from which was derived the Parthenon of their
virgin goddess --again they knew what the word meant. If
baptize means to sprinkle or pour the Greeks did not know it,
for they immersed only. If psallo means the use of the mechani-
cal instruments of music in worship, the Greeks did not know
it, for they employed only vocal music -- singing -- in their
worship. And in the same vein, since the Hebrew almah is trans-
lated into the Greek parthenos, if it meant anything other than a
pure virgin neither the Hebrew nor the Greek scholars knew it,
and no one else ever thought it until the modernists of the neo-
orthodox movement devised it, to destroy the doctrine of the
virgin birth of Jesus Christ. Thus the apostle Matthew takes the
word parthenos from the Septuagint Greek Bible as the transla-
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tion of almah and therefore by inspiration almah belongs to par-
thenos and parthenos belongs to virgin. Besides his inspiration,
Matthew was a Hebrew himself, a Jew of the tribe of Levi. Be-
sides being inspired he knew the sacred word and it adds up to
the conclusion that almah in Isaiah 7:14 means exactly what the
parthenos virgin means in Matthew 1:22-23 -- and it represents
a closed argument.

IV.

The relativity of the death, the resurrection, and the ascension
of Christ to the virgin birth is a distinct New Testament truth.
The death on the cross and the shedding of the blood of the Son
of God has distinct and significant bearing on the virgin birth of
Jesus, for if he was not virgin-born he was not a son of God in
any sense other than any other man is or could be a son of God,
and his death would have had no more meaning or significance
than the death of any other man, nor his blood more availing or
atoning. Jesus Christ was not a son of God -- the apostle Paul
affirms in Romans 1:4 that he was declared to be the Son of
God by the resurrection from the dead.

The paramountey of the death of Christ in the sayings of the
four gospels and its pre-eminence in the apostolic epistles testify
to its doctrinal importance. Inspiration has revealed, before and
after the death of Christ on the cross, its purpose, its place and
its power in the divine plan for man’s redemption. But the theo-
logical views of the neo-orthodox modernists, including the liber-
alism of the translators of the new versions under review are
succinctly exposed by Wilbur M. Smith in the Introduction to his
book of compilations on “The Death of Christ;” and his com-
ments have a direct bearing with pungent impact on the modern-
ism with which the seminaries and colleges and universities today
are brainwashing their ministerial students. He states that in his
search for homiletic literature relating to the death of Christ in
twenty-one theological libraries in the universities from the
Pacific to the Atlantic that only eighteen titles bearing on the
subject of the death of Christ were found in his research among
the thousands of theological books in the seminaries of all of
these universities together. It is a clear indication of the direc-
tion of modernism in the elimination from the theology of these
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seminaries of the doctrines of the Virgin Birth and the Atoning
Blood of Jesus Christ.

For a third of a century the seminaries of the colleges and
universities have been culling out the old titles written by the
earlier theologians who believed the cardinal doctrines of the
Verbal Inspiration of the Scriptures, and the Virgin Birth of
Jesus, the Vicarious Blood Atonement and the Bodily Resurrec-
tion of Jesus Christ, selling these titles as culls at give-away
prices to make room in their libraries for text-books of modem
theology. I know this to be true for I have been on the pur-
chasing end of such deals and thereby obtained hundreds of such
books by the great scholars of the past, the titles of which have
been long out of print and no longer or ever again to be extant.
After the same pattern the Bible Departments of our own col-
leges have relegated the writings and the books of “the pioneers”
of the church on this continent, whose work brought the church
to us. It is being said that these pioneers, from Campbell down
to McGarvey, would not be recognized as “scholars” by the
modern standards and that their books do not meet the “require-
ments of present day scholarship” and are therefore “not relevant
to our time”! To the contrary, they were intellectual giants, and
beside them some of the “scholars” among us are dwarfs--and
their books on Evidences, Inspiration, the Virgin Birth, the
Blood of the Cross, on Faith, Repentance, Baptism, the Church,
the Plan of Salvation, the Instrumental Music question, and on
all Bible subjects, are so replete with the principles of “the restor-
ation movement” that they should be required reading in the
courses of study for all the preacher students in all of our
schools. These were the sources from which I and others before
my day learned the Bible and how to preach the gospel, and I
shall not yield them to the text-books of modernism.

It is being heard on every hand that the preachers of the cur-
rent generation do not know the Bible nor how to preach its
plain gospel to the people, and when a plain down-to-earth gos-
pel sermon is heard the older people with fervor declare that
they have not heard it in so long a time that they thought it was
a thing of the past, and many younger people of “the generation
gap” with a tone of skepticism remark that they ‘never heard it
that way at all”! Does any one ask, why this decadence in gospel
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preaching? The answer is in the teaching and the training that
the young preachers are receiving from the professors in our
colleges. They are not being taught the gospel, and consequently
do not know it nor how to preach it. In the Bible Department
alias School of Religion, or Department of Religion, in our own
colleges the theological books of the seminaries are the first texts
of study in courses for our young preachers and students, while
the gospel books of the pioneer preachers and scholars are
shelved, pushed aside and even belittled. Our young preachers
are being oriented in Bible study by the theological Introductions
to the Old and the New Testaments, written by theologians of
modernism, and they are thus brainwashed with theology before
they know enough of the Bible itself t o  discern the subtle falsities
of these theological fallacies. Therein our young preachers have
been made and are being made the prey of the modernism of the
theological seminaries. I am not a prophet nor as Amos “the son
of a prophet,” nor " a  dresser of sycamore trees,” but with the
developments in process before our eyes an observer need not
be a prophet to see that what happend to Alexander Campbell’s
Bethany College is happening to our colleges now. So much for
this excursion, and now back to the theme:

First: The redeeming aspects of the death of Christ are ex-
hibited in the previsions of his death and resurrection which
punctuate the discourses of Jesus to his disciples throughout his
teaching in the gospel records whether in his words or by illus-
trative instances and examples.

(1) The necessity for the death of Christ is emphasized by
Jesus in Matthew 16:21: “From that time forth Jesus began to
show unto his disciples, how that he must go unto Jerusalem,
and suffer many things of the elders and chief priests and
scribes, and be killed, and be raised again the third day.”

This passage follows the confession of Simon Peter, the spokes-
man for the twelve disciples, that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of
the living God. Although Jesus then prohibited the proclamation
of the confession for the time, the disciples were settled in their
belief of this divine truth. It was “from that time forth” that
Jesus began to show his disciples the necessity of his death on
the cross and the certainty of his previsions. The emphasis on
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the truth that his death and resurrection were indispensable in
the execution of the divine will is expressed in the imperative
word must “how that he must go unto Jerusalem . . . and be
killed, and be raised.” The willingness of Jesus to accept this
necessity is seen in his reply to the impulsive words of Peter
that such a thing should never be done: “Thou savourest not the
things that be of God, but those that be of men.” The apostle of
the Hebrew epistle quoted the Psalm prophecy concerning his
submission to the will of God: “Lo, I come, in the volume of the
book it is written of me, to do thy will, 0 God.” The Lord Jesus
Christ in his humanity shrank from the dread of the cross but
with no recoil from the resolve to do the will of God for the
salvation of the world.

(2) The death of Christ as a ransom paid for redemption from
sin is declared in Matthew 20:28: “Even as the Son of man came
not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his life a
ransom for many.”

These passages are all subsequent to the confession of Mat-
thew 16:18. The time of the passover was at hand when the
paschal lamb was to be offered, which was from its Old Testa-
ment origin a type of Christ our Passover: “For even Christ our
passover is sacrificed for us” (I Corinthians 5:7). Soon the dis-
ciples fled, forsaking him; soon the mock trial, the scourging --
then Calvary and the Cross. “And when they were come to the
place that is called Calvary, there they crucified him (Luke
23:33). It was the price paid in ransom for man; “who gave
himself a ransom for all, to be testified in due time” (I Timothy
2:6); and to redeem him and deliver him from sin and Satan:
“that through death he might destroy him that had the power of
death, that is, the devil; and deliver them who through fear of
death were all of their life-time subject to bondage” (Hebrews
2:14-15).

(3) The death of Christ to procure remission by blood is
symbolized in Matthew 26:28: “For this is my blood of the new
testament, which is shed for many for the remission of sins.”

This blood of remission in the epistles is called “the precious
blood of Christ” (I Peter 1:19) -- yet the new theology seeks
its elimination and are in the process of debunking the blood
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passages and expunging the blood songs as a degrading doctrine.
But the blood passages of the Bible -- in both the Old and the
New Testaments --would form an array of citations too long
for listing here.

The divine purpose, or design, in the vicarious shedding of the
blood of Christ, the text says, is for the remission of sins. In Acts
2:38, the apostle Peter commanded the believers of Pentecost to
“be baptized for the remission of sins” -- here is an equation, it
is the same phrase in the Greek and in the English: Blood shed
for the remission of sins -- Be baptized for the remission of sins.
It has been claimed that the preposition for in Acts 2:38 means
because of --be baptized because of the remission of sins --
was the blood shed because of or in order to remission of sins?
The preposition for in both passages is eis, and it is never retro-
spective, never looks backward, always forward, always prospec-
tive, and in both passages it means in order  to the remission of
sins.

Christianity is a blood religion. The fountain for sin of Zech-
ariah 13:1 is “the fountain filled with blood” and culture cannot
be a substitute for blood. It is blood that makes of all men one
creation (Acts 17:26); and it is the blood of Christ in the plan
of salvation that makes us one in Him. “This is he that came by
water and blood, even Jesus Christ; not by water only, but by
water and blood. And it is the Spirit that beareth witness, be-
cause the Spirit is truth” (I John 5:6). The way of Jesus led him
through two baptisms: the baptism of water in the Jordan river
(Mark 1:4-9); and the baptism of blood in his suffering on the
cross (Luke 12:50); and in each the Spirit witnessed that he
was the Christ. The Spirit is the supreme witness for the text
avers that the Spirit is the very truth of God, knowing and
speaking only the truth. Thus the witnesses agree together, says
John, to declare that Jesus is the Christ: “If we receive the wit-
ness of men, the witness of God is greater: for this is the witness
of God which he hath testified of his Son.” (I John 5:9)

In Luke 24:26-27 Jesus said to the two who walked with him
to Emmanus: ‘Ought not Christ to have suffered these things,
and to enter into his glory? And beginning at Moses and all the
prophets, he expounded unto them in a11 the seriptures the things
concerning himself.” These disciples did not know that Jesus
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had arisen, and in the belief that he was dead they mourned the
loss of him whom they had believed was Israel’s Redeemer. In
explaining to them in all the scriptures the things which had
been foretold concerning himself, it meant that he was the ful-
fillment of all the scriptures, not an illustration drawn from
them. The Jews imagined that the Messiah would make them
a great nation again, and that he would “save his people from
their sins” -- that is, to bring national salvation to the Jews. But
through “the suffering of death” on the cross (Hebrews 2:9-14)
Christ “tasted death for every man” and became one with the
whole human race to lead us all to salvation.

(4) The bodily resurrection of Jesus was previsioned in John
2:19-22 in his response to the demand of the Jews for a sign to
accompany his teaching: “Destroy this temple, and in three days
I will raise it up. Then said the Jews, Forty and six years was
this temple in building, and wilt thou rear it up in three days?
But he spake of the temple of his body. When therefore he was
risen from the dead, his disciples remembered that he had said
this unto them, and they believed the scripture, and the word
which Jesus had said.”

This text and others like it show the stress that Jesus put on
the fulfillment of the scriptures in his birth, life, death, resurrec-
tion and ascension --“and they believed the scripture” -- Jesus
had applied the prophecies to his own previsions of his resurrec-
tion from the dead, not as being illustrative but as the fulfill-
ment of the prophetic scriptures, and in instances of the Lord’s
own appropriation of the prophecies, as in John 10:34-35, the ful-
fillment was hinged on a single word.

(5) The teaching of Jesus and his talks with the disciples pre-
visioned his return to his Father in the ascension as the high
point in the prophecies and the completion of his remedial mis-
sion -- John 3:13; 6:62; 20:17:: “No man hath ascended up to
heaven, but he that came down from heaven, even the Son of
man which was in heaven” --‘What and if ye shall see the Son
of man ascend up where he was before?” -- “Touch me not; for
I am not yet ascended to my Father: but go to my brethren, and
say unto them, I ascend unto my Father, and your Father; and
to my God, and your God.”
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Observing readers cannot fail to see the correlation of the
descension of Christ from heaven in the virgin birth with his
death, resurrection and ascension to God “up where he was be-
fore.” He said to Mary, “Touch me not; for I am not yet as-
cended unto my Father.” In Matthew 28:9 Jesus allowed “Mary
Magdalene and the other Mary” to hold him by the feet and
worship him after his resurrection-and this being before his
ascension is thought by some to present a difficulty in compari-
son of the two texts. But any difficulty or seeming discrepancy
disappears when the texts are properly applied. The word that
Jesus used when he said to Mary, “Touch me not” is haptomai,
and it meant to hold on, to cling to. Mary wanted to hold Jesus,
to cling to him, as though he would go away. The Lord informed
her that he was not ready to ascend, there were yet other things
to do, and gave her a message to deliver to the disciples. In Mat-
thew 28:9 only the act of worshiping him was involved and
in the light of the contexts and circumstances there is no diffi-
culty or discrepancy at all.

In the wilderness of Judea John the harbinger introduced Jesus
the Saviour to the people of Jerusalem, all Judea and round
about the Jordan, who had come to his baptism, saying to them:
“Behold the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the
world.” The barrier between God and man was sin, and the
purpose of the incarnation of Christ was to remove it. The in-
carnation of the virgin birth was God stooping to man and heav-
en bending to the earth. The incarnation of the virgin birth
spanned the gulf and bridged the chasm between God and man.
In verse 18 the apostle John declared that this One of virgin
birth was in the bosom of God in heaven before he was formed
within the womb of the God-selected virgin Mary. He existed in
heaven before he dwelt on the earth; he lived with God before
he walked with men. The apostle Paul said to the Corinthians
that he was “God in Christ, reconciling the world unto him-
self,” and he said to Timothy that he was “God manifest in the
flesh.” The gospel of Christ, which Paul calls “the word of re-
conciliation,” is seeded and rooted in the prophecy of the vir-
gin-born Son of Isaiah 7:14; it is flowered and blossomed in the
child born and the Son given of Isaiah 9:6-7; it is ripened into
the fruit of Matthew 1:18-22, and it is harvested in the preaching
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of the gospel to all nations; for “the word of reconciliation,”
which God committed to the apostles of Christ to reconcile the
world unto himself, proceeds from the sublime basic truth that
God was in Christ.

To deny that Isaiah 7:14 means Christ is to deny Isaiah 9:6
and Matthew 1:18-23, which is Matthew’s quotation from it,
and is the inspired commentary on what the prophecy meant
and to whom it referred. On the same premises the prophecies
on the death, resurrection and ascension of Jesus “up where he
was before” may also be rejected -- and the correlation of
prophecy and fulfillment, the Old and the New Testaments,
thereby obliterated. Preachers of the gospel, churches of Christ,
are you disposed toward such theological modernism?

Second: The development of the doctrine of atonement for sin
by the death of Jesus Christ, which is rejected by the modernists
but which forms the structure of the apostolic epistles, proceeds
from the incarnation of God in Christ through the Virgin Birth.

(1) The atonement for sin in the death of Christ is the revela-
tion of the divine love expressed in Romans 5:8: ‘But God com-
mended his love toward us, in that, while we were yet sinners,
Christ died for us.”

There could be no other explanation for the offering of an
innocent substitute, and it is the only vindication for the permis-
sion of such a sacrifice for sin. The love of God was bestowed on
sinners while they were yet sinners -- it was a new thing, the
profession of divine love accompanied by its manifestation --
and it was the greatest provision for man in magnitude and
munificence within the dimensions of divine bounty.

(2) The motive in the separation of Jesus Christ from God
his Father on the cross was the incentive within ourselves to
live for him who would thus die for us, as presented in 2 Corin-
thians 5:15: “‘And that he died for all, that they which live
should not henceforth live unto themselves, but unto him which
died for them, and rose again.”

The cessation of bodily activity is described as death but only
as it circumscribes the body -- “‘the body without the spirit
is dead” --for it is not primarily restricted to connotations of
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an embalmed body, of the mortuary, a corpse, a casket and a
necropolis. Jesus and Paul made the figurative use of the word
sleep, but death is more than sleep. Jesus died to save us from
death, and John says that the saved have “passed from death unto
life” -death is therefore the opposite of life, as the body sep-
arated from the spirit is dead, so the soul that is separated from
God is in the state of death --it means the homelessness of the
soul, abandoned and forsaken by the consequences of sin. The
purpose therefore for the death of Christ for us was to create a
new life, with a new life motive, the divine desire to live -- "he
died for all, that they which live should not henceforth live
unto themselves, but unto him which died for them, and rose
again.” This result of conformity in living “unto him which died
for us” is further accentuated in Philippians 3: 10-11 : “That I may
know him, and the power of his resurrection, and the fellowship
of his sufferings, being made conformable unto his death; if by
any means I might attain unto the resurrection of the dead.” This
state of life is attained by knowing the full meaning of a resur-
rection life with him through being buried with him in baptism,
wherein we were raised up with him through the faith of the
operation of God, performed in the forgiveness of our sins.
(Colossians 2:12; Romans 6:1-7) Having the burial and the
resurrection in common with Christ is declared by Paul to be
the basis of the fellowship with him as we are “conformable unto
his death.”

This source of duty in fellowship with the death of Christ has
extended emphasis in Titus 2:14: “Who gave himself for us,
that he might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto him-
self a peculiar people, zealous of good works.” The purpose and
culmination of the crucifixion of Christ is here stated in three
terms: first, to redeem from all iniquity; second, to purify a
special people; third, to be zealous in the performance of the
good works in the emulation of his life among men. “For even
hereunto were ye called: Because Christ also suffered for us,
leaving us an example, that we should follow in his steps.” Here-
in is the power of his resurrection, and therein we are made
conformable to his death.

(3) The promise of redemption existed in divine prudence, ac-
cording to the foreknowledge of God, that in one church all
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mankind should receive the full pardon of sins through the pro-
pitiatory death of Jesus Christ,, to be obtained through obedience
to the gospel, as postulated verse by verse in the first chapter of
Ephesians, the means and price to effect this redemption being
dogmatically declared in verses 7 to 11 to be the blood of Christ
in the working of the will of God through the divine plan for
salvation: “In whom we have redemption through his blood, the
forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of his grace; wherein
he hath abounded toward us in all wisdom and prudence; hav-
ing made known unto us the mystery of his will . . . according
to the purpose of him who worketh all things after the counsel
of his own will.”

The underlying issue of redemption for the whole world, of
all nations Jew or Gentile, as postulated by the apostle to the
Gentiles, is the forgiveness of sins; the method of redemption is
through his blood; and the source of the redemption is the riches
of his grace. This grace of God is the gospel of his Son, as in
Titus 2:11, “the grace of God that bringeth salvation hath ap-
peared to all men”; and as in Galatians 1:6, “I marvel that ye
are so soon removed from him that called you into the grace of
Christ unto another gospel.” The grace of God had appeared
unto all men, as the day-spring from on high or as the sun rises
to shine upon the world -- “teaching us” is the participial phrase
which indicates how the grace of God brings salvation, it is by
the teaching. So in both of these passages the grace of God and
the gospel of Christ are equations.

The correlative passage of Colossians 1:20 adds the cross to
the blood: “And having made peace through the blood of his
cross, by him to reconcile all things unto himself, whether they
be things in earth or things in heaven.” The blood of Christ
derives its value and saving power from the cross on which it
was shed. In the other corresponding passage of I Corinthians
1:18 the apostle equated the power of the cross with the word
of the cross: “For the preaching of the cross is to them that
perish foolishness; but unto us which are saved it is the power
of God.” The term word, in verse 17, is from the same original
term as preaching, in verse 18, so the preaching of the cross is
the word of the cross, and is the organ and the medium of the
power of God. There are three equations in these verses: The
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blood of the cross -- the power of the cross -- and the word of
the cross.

(4) The dogmatic doctrine of the atonement for sin by the
blood of Christ is typified in the Mosaic sacrificial system by
the offering of the paschal lamb as a memorial of the deliverance
from the serfdom and servitude of Pharoah in the redemption of
Israel from Egypt, which is a prefiguration of our redemption
from the slavery of sin through the blood of Jesus Christ, our
Paschal Lamb, as supremely stated by the apostle Peter in the
first epistle, chapter 1:18-21: "Forasmuch as ye know that ye
were not redeemed by corruptible things, as silver and gold, from
your vain conversation received by tradition from your fathers;
but with the precious blood of Christ, as of a lamb without
blemish and without spot: who verily was foreordained before
the foundation of the world, but was manifest in these last times
for you, who by him do believe in God, that raised him up from
the dead, and gave him glory; that your faith and hope might be
in God.”

The word blood in this passage becomes an incorruptible and
inviolable term, not subject to profanation -- the passage speci-
fies this particular special blood as precious blood, “as of a lamb
without blemish and without spot,” for it is the blood of Christ,
the Lamb of God (John 1:29), unblemished by evil and un-
spotted by sin. The blood of Christ the world over has but one
meaning and there is no other word to take its place -- it has
no synonyms. Without the blood of the Lamb of God there is
no salvation, but as under the typical system of the Mosaic law
there were certain conditions attached to the benefits of the
paschal lamb, so salvation by the blood of Christ is also condi-
tional, and verses 22 and 23 of the immediate context with verses
18-20 contain the conditions upon which the blood of Christ is
appropriated: “Seeing ye have purified your souls in obeying the
truth through the Spirit . . . being born again not of corruptible
seed, but of incorruptible, by the word of God, which liveth and
abideth forever.” The force of the expression in obeying the
truth is that the truth is the instrument by which the soul is
purified by the blood -- there is no salvation without the purify-
ing blood, and there is no purification by the blood without
obedience to the truth.
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In the second chapter of the same epistle, the apostle Peter
compares the atonement of the cross to the carrying away of
sin from the sight of God as when the scapegoat of Leviticus
16:22 was bearing away the iniquities of the people into the
wilderness, not to return; ‘Who his own self bare our sins in
his own body on the tree, that we, being dead to sins, should
live unto righteousness: by whose stripes we are healed. For
ye were as sheep going astray; but are now returned unto the
Shepherd and Bishop of your souls.” The word bare in this verse
is a sacrificial term signifying that Christ offered expiation for
sin in his own body on the cross.

In these verses several truths concerning the blood atonement
are imbedded: First, the nature of his death was vicarious--it
was substitutionary: ‘Who his own self bare our sins”; second,
the design of his death was remedial “that we being dead to
sins, should live unto righteousness, by whose stripes ye were
healed”; third, the need for the death of Christ was the going
astray, like sheep when the lost does not know the way of return
and must be found: “For ye were as sheep going astray”; fourth,
the result of the death of Christ on the cross was restitution:
“but are now returned unto the Shepherd and Bishop of your
souls.” These four parts of these verses outline the teaching con-
tained in them on the atonement for sin by the death and blood
of Jesus Christ on the tree of the cross.

(5) The conclusion of Paul concerning the sacrificial atone-
ment of Christ for the sins of man, in Hebrews 9:26-28, is that
the death on the cross abrogated the old law of sin-offerings and
by the abolition of the death (2 Timothy 1: 10) that sin had
caused he completed the offering for sin for all men for all time,
and his next appearance will not be for the sinner but for the
saved, to bestow upon them final salvation at his coming: “But
now once in the end of the world hath he appeared to put away
sin by the sacrifice of himself. And it is appointed unto men
once to die, but after this the judgment: so Christ was once of-
fered to bear the sins of many; and unto them that look for him
shall he appear the second time without sin unto salvation.”

The rendering of this passage by James MacKnight appears to
me to be in the main correct: “For now once at the conclusion
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of the Mosaic dispensation, Christ has been manifested in the
flesh, to abolish the Levitical sin-offerings by the sacrifice of
himself. And, forasmuch as it is appointed by God, that men
shall die but once as the punishment of the sin of the first man,
and that, after death, every one shall be punished but once for
his own sins. Even so Christ, being once offered to carry away
the guilt of the sins of many, justice required no more sin-offer-
ing for them: and therefore he will, to them who wait for him,
appear a second time on earth, without dying as a sin-offering,
in order as their king and judge to bestow upon them salva-
tion.” The exception that should be made to the foregoing is in
the last sentence that Christ will appear a second time on earth
-he will appear a second time to them that wait for him, and
will bestow upon them salvation; but when the Lord descends
(I Thessalonians 4:15-17) the saved shall ascend “to meet the
Lord in the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord.”

The sacrifice of Christ was complete, to say otherwise would
dishonor the gospel. Jesus appeared the first time as the virgin-
born son of Bethlehem; then at his baptism in the Jordan river;
after that in his Galilean ministry; at the end of which in the
shadows of Gethsemane; from the Garden he went to Calvary;
on the cross he died in the atonement for sin; on the morning
of the first day of the week the tomb in which his body was
laid was empty --he had arisen; and after forty days of his
presence with them, the disciples gathered to gaze upon his
disappearing form as he was “carried up into heaven” and “a
cloud received him out of their sight” -- he ascended back to
God. Tbe whole sum of the gospel story is I Timothy 3:16: “And
without controversy great is the mystery of godliness: God was
manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen of angels,
preached unto the Gentiles (nations), believed on in the world,
received up into glory.”

(6) The Revelation of Jesus to John in the Patmos vision does
not omit the doctrine of atonement for sin by the death and
blood of Christ; for in the apocalypse of victory the theme of
the New Song was redemption by the blood of Christ, in chap-
ter 5:9-10: “And they sung a new song, saying, Thou art worthy
to take the book, and to open the seals thereof: for thou wast
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slain, and hast redeemed us to God by thy blood out of every
kindred, and tongue, and people, and nation; and hast made us
unto our God kings and priests: and we shall reign on the
earth.”

This New Song was the apocalypse of victory in the emergence
of the church from the tribulation of persecution. There was
the gathering darkness, the noise of chariots of war, the sound
of battle, the cry of pain and martyrdom, with all of the descrip-
tions that attend the apocalypse of persecution. But the storm
passed, the redeemed were united in a kingdom in which as
citizens they were themselves kings and priests (chapter 1:6; I
Peter 2:9); and here it is said, and hast made us kings and priests
and we shall reign on the earth -- and they did reign on the
earth in the triumph and victory of the undefeated Cause of
Christ for which they endured the tribulation. So they reigned
and so we reign, in that manner we do. In the vision of this
victory the New Song rendered tribute in praise to the Redeemer
for the redemption by his blood of his people out of every kin-
dred, tongue and nation, in gratitude and thanksgiving for having
been accorded the exalted place in his kingdom of kings and
priests unto God, to “reign in life” (Romans 5:17) in the citizen-
ship of his kingdom.

V.

The dual service of this section is a summarization of the sali-
ent elements in the Nativity of the Lord Jesus Christ and a con-
densation and generalization of relevant material gathered from
the numerous sources in commentaries and observations of vari-
ous expositors bearing on the relation of the virgin-born son of
Isaiah’s prophecies to the virgin-born Christ of the Matthew and
Luke records --a recapitulation and compilation.

First: The Child and the Son of Isaiah 9:6-7.

The reference to a child born and a son given in this prophetic
passage is not tautological --it is not repetition. As a human
being, a child of human nature, he was born; but as a son he
was given --he was begotten of God, the Son of God. To Mary
the angel said: ‘The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the
power of the Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore also that
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holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of
God.” Of this distinction between a child born and a son given,
the apostle Paul said (Galatians 4:4) that when the time came
God sent his Son --he was more than born, for as the Son of
God he was given; but he was also more than given, for in ful-
fillment of the divine purpose he was sent -- and in these words
there is the evidence of the Virgin Birth in prophecy and ful-
fillment.

But the Isaiah prophecy includes more: it declares that the
child to be born would be a son -- the prophet specified the sex
of the child --a thing that cannot be naturally known or even
pathologically discovered in the processes of embryology. But not
only did the prophet Isaiah foretell that the virgin would bear
a son, in the annunciation the angel Gabriel said to Mary: “thou
shalt conceive in thy womb, and bring forth a son,” and Mat-
thew said all this was done which had been “spoken of the Lord
by the prophet.” These elements in the prophecy are undeniably
evidences of the inspiration of the prophets and no less evidential
that the object of the prophecies was the birth of “the only be-
gotten son” of the virgin Mary.

But the Isaiah prophecy says even more: it declares that unto
us this child would be born and unto us this son would be given.
These phrases convey the announcement of the divine purpose
of the advent of the Son of God into the world -- his mission for
mankind. In recording the words of the angels to Joseph con-
cerning the conception of Mary, the apostle Matthew said: “and
thou shalt call his name JESUS, for he shall save his people from
their sins.” It is worthy of note that the verse reads ‘his people”
-- he shall save his people --the saved are his people by re-
demption from sin. He did not come to salvage a nation, but to
save his people --there is a breadth of difference between sal-

vage and salvation! The angel stated the reason for the name
Jesus --it was divinely ordered, for the word SAVIOUR is re-
lated to the name JESUS. In the Old Testament it was the name
JOSHUA, which is the Hebrew form of the Greek name JESUS.
In the conquest of Canaan Joshua was Israel’s saviour. In his
speech to the Jews, in Acts 7:45, Stephen referred to Joshua by
the Greek name Jesus; and in reference to the inheritance of
Canaan the apostle said, in Hebrews 4:8, that “if Jesus had given
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them rest, then would he not afterward have spoken of another
day.” The full significance of the name Joshua was Jehovah-
Saviour; as it is of the name Jesus; and Joshua was the type of
Jesus: “If Joshua had given them rest” he would not have spoken
of another day --indeed, Joshua did give them rest in Canaan,
but it was only in type of the real rest, the spiritual rest, and
the heavenly rest, which is obtained only through Jesus, our
Joshua. So the name JESUS was given to the virgin-born Son of
Mary to signify his predestined work -- he shall save his people.
Jesus is Saviour to us, or he is nothing -- by that name he is
known to us, and he is that or there is nothing in his name.

The apostle Matthew states that the reason for all of the inci-
dents which he mentioned in detail concerning the birth of
Jesus was to declare that both the prophecy and the fulfillment
were of the Lord --they were from Cod. Whatever other specu-
lative reasons any theologian surmises could have existed for the
story of the birth of Jesus by a virgin, it remains that the sole
and only reason the apostle Matthew assigned was the fulfillment
of that which had been “spoken of the Lord by the prophet.”
Therefore that the event foretold in Isaiah 7:14 was a direct
prophecy of the virgin birth of Jesus Christ cannot be denied by
any who accept the inspiration of Matthew in his narration of
the particulars for, according to Matthew, Isaiah was both
prophet and historian in reference to the virgin birth of Jesus,
and Matthew was the apostle of Christ and the historian of the
Lord in the record of all the events. The claim that the apostle
adapted the language of the prophet to accommodate the cir-
cumstances as an illustration, but not as the fulfillment of the
prophecy is too weak for words to accredit it, and too unworthy
in every respect and aspect of any professor in any of our col-
leges to parrot; and it can be classed only as a rejection of the
inspiration of the apostle Matthew and of the truth of his declara-
tion: Now all this was done, that it might be fulfilled which was
spoken of the Lord by the prophet.

The context of the prophecy connects with verses 1 to 9 of
that seventh chapter of Isaiah that the ten tribes of Ephraim
would end in sixty-five years-an exact mathematical calculation
--and in that mathematical fulfillment the ten tribes did cease
--they were terminated. But the prophet said the House of David
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would survive and endure, and rising from the temporal to the
spiritual, the Davidic throne was envisioned as the type of the
spiritual throne of David to be established and occupied by Dav-
id’s heir --the virgin-born Son. In the Hebrew of Isaiah 7:14 it
does not read virgin, but rather the virgin -- the prophet is
specific in saying the virgin should conceive and bear a son, and
Matthew confirms that it meant the virgin birth of Jesus Christ.

Adverting to the virgin prophecy, as previously mentioned, the
son to be born of the virgin could not have had reference to a
son of the prophet, for Isaiah’s wife was not a virgin; nor could
it have had application to the boy king Josiah, for the mother
of Josiah was not a virgin; and there is no historical event, inci-
dence or occurrence during that time or any later time to which
it could have had any sort of reference, other than the birth of
Jesus Christ of the virgin Mary in Bethlehem of Judea -- and
the apostle Matthew affirmed without equivocation that the
Lord himself by the prophet had spoken the words which fore-
told the Christ and which were fulfilled in his Bethlehem birth.

If the word virgin in the Isaiah passage only meant any young
married woman, there could have been no reason for the proph-
et’s reference to the prophetic child’s mother at all, for he would
have been conceived and born as every other child of the hu-
man race, and there could have been no sign attached to the
birth; and the argument that the virgin meant no more than a
young woman reduces the prophet’s language to an absurdity,
for there is no sign in the procedure of a young woman con-
ceiving and bearing a son --that is the natural function of a
young woman, a biological organic function that ceases with age
in older women. Such an inconsistent contention destroys the
nature of the sign and forces the prophet Isaiah into a reductio
ad absurdum --reduces his manner of speech to an absurdity.

The new translators, some of our professors, and all of the
modernists rely on verses 15-16 as a solid argument that the
prophecy could not have meant the virgin birth of Christ: “But-
ter and honey shall he eat, that he may know to refuse the evil
and choose the good. For before the child shall know to refuse
the evil, and choose the good, the land that thou abhorrest shall
be forsaken of both kings.” First of all, the apostle Matthew knew
that the prophet said these words concerning the child -- but
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he still said that the prophecy meant the virgin birth of Christ
--SO we should look into the meaning of these figures of speech
to ascertain their proper application: The expression ‘butter and
honey shall he eat” is only the prophet’s adaptation of metaphor-
ical language that though this child should be a virgin-born son,
he would nevertheless be a human child, dependent on human
means, as all other partakers of humanity. The other statement,
“before the child shall know to refuse the evil and choose the
good, the land that thou abhorrest shall be forsaken of both her
kings,” can be considered only as the prophet’s ultimatum on the
ten tribes of Ephraim --that long before the prophesied sign of
the virgin-born Son reached its culmination and fulfillment, the
condemnations pronounced upon these kings and their countries
would have all come to pass.

In the light of the apostle Matthew’s quotation and applica-
tion of the prophecy, if the prophet did not say virgin, and if
the word he used did not mean virgin, but merely a young wom-
an married or marriageable, and if he referred only to a natural
conception of some young woman, it follows that Matthew’s
quotation was immaterial, irrelevant, incompetent and inapplica-
ble, and no less than an attempt by false translation of the proph-
et’s words to claim prophetic authority for his own narrative --
and it makes Matthew guilty of forgery -- that is quite an in-
dictment, indeed!

Such a devised case is fatal to the inspiration of Matthew and
the integrity of the gospel narrative with which he introduces the
life of Jesus Christ -- and if his quotation of the prophecy con-
cerning the birth of Jesus was an untrue adaptation, a misuse
and a misapplication, then no credence could be given to any
other prophecy in Matthew’s gospel narrative applied to any
other phase or feature of the Lord’s life and ministry, or of
his death and resurrection -- it disqualifies Matthew as a credi-
ble witness and narrator of the life of Jesus Christ in this world.
But all who accept the verbal inspiration of the apostles of
Christ, including Matthew, and the unqualified authority which
that inspiration imparted to them -- all such bow without reser-
vation to the complete inspiration and absolute authority and
undoubted credibility of Matthew 1: 18-23.

The determinant cause for the virgin birth of Jesus was inher-
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ent in the divine plan for the redemption of man from the state
of degradation in sin which had resulted in separation from God;
the prophet foretold that the Redeemer Immanuel would be a
virgin-born Son, and therefore the primary reason for the virgin
birth of Jesus assigned by Matthew was that it had thus been
“spoken of the Lord by the prophet.” The redemption of sinful
man required a sinless Redeemer. That is why Gabriel said to
Mary: “The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the power
of the Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore that holy thing
which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God.” John
declared that this holy Son was in the bosom of God before he
was conceived in the womb of Mary (John 1: 18) ; and Paul said
that God was in Christ in the world (2 Corinthians 5:19); and
that God was manifest in the flesh in the Person of his Son (1
Timothy 3:16); and that in the due time God sent his Son who
was made of woman -- created of woman -- for the work of
redemption (Galatians 4:4). The sending of his Son into the
world must be accomplished by means consistent with his pre-
existence with God and accompanied by the sign revealing that
his incarnation was not of human parentage -- he existed in
heaven before he lived on the earth. Jesus said in John 7:29, 33:
“I know him, for I am from him, and he hath sent me . . . yet a
little while am I with you, and then I go unto him that sent me.”
Roundly, in the gospel of John there are fifty verses in which
Jesus claimed that God his Father had sent him into the world,
the apostle Paul settled the time when “God sent forth his Son,”
and the apostle Matthew answers the question of how he was
sent --in the fulfillment of the prophecies in Isaiah of the virgin
birth of Jesus.

The incarnation of Christ was for the purpose of removing
the sin of the world” (John 1:29) which barred the sinner’s re-
turn to God, as a wall of partition separating man from his Mak-
er. His incarnation through birth of a human virgin mother
spanned the centuries between Genesis 3:15 and Galatians 4:4
-- the seed of woman and made of woman -- and it bridged the
distance from the beginning of sin with Adam to taking it away
in Christ: “God was in Christ, reconciling the world unto him-
self . . . and hath committed unto us the word of reconciliation.”
This word of reconciliation which God committed to the apostles
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of Christ proceeds from the basic fact and the sublime truth that
God was in Christ. It was planted in the prophecy of the son
born of the virgin in Isaiah 7:14; it bloomed in the son given of
chapter 9:6; and it yielded its harvest and was gathered in the
fruit if its fulfillment in Matthew 1:18-23; and it is anchored to
the Word of God -- for it was “spoken of the Lord by the proph-
et.” The quotation of the prophecy by Matthew, the apostle of
Jesus Christ, is an inspired commentary on its meaning, and it
answers the subtle questions of the neo-orthodox modernists in
the colleges and universities and pulpits of the churches -- and
to all believers who accept the word inspiration of the gospel
narratives, and who acknowledge the teaching of the apostles to
be the authentic oracles of God, the doubts are all dissolved.

Second: “That Holy Thing” -- Luke 1:35.

The very wording of the Luke 1:35 narration of the birth of
Jesus is arresting, alluring and capturing: That Holy Thing.
“The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the power of the
Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore also that holy thing
which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God.” This
rarest of all declarations sets the birth of Jesus apart from every
human birth from the beginning to the end of time. But it bears
on its face the authentication of the Holy Spirit, having its
stamp and seal, moving in Luke the organ of inspiration. In the
natural world when human nature has developed into a person
it is no longer a mere thing --it is a human being. But in the
conception of Jesus “that holy thing” was more than a human
being --that which was begotten in Mary was called the Son
of God. The difference is in the word begotten -- and it is from
that term that the word holy derives its meaning and application.
It was holy in a sense that no other human embryo was ever
holy --it was holy in that in conception it had no human pro-
genitor, it was not of men, it was not a natural but a supernatur-
al conception, the result of the descent of the Holy Spirit and
the overshadowing of the Highest upon Mary. And Mary knew
this was true and breathed its sentiments into the Magnificat --
the Song of Mary: “My soul doth magnify the Lord, and my
spirit hath rejoiced in God my Saviour. For he hath regarded
the low estate of his handmaiden: for, behold, from henceforth
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all generations shall call me blessed. For he that is mighty hath
done to me great things; and holy is his name.” Mary knew that
“that holy thing” in her was not begotten of man -- there could
be no more certain and clear evidence of the virgin birth of
Jesus, alongside Matthew’s quotation of Isaiah, than the Song
of Mary --it is another commentary with the Holy Spirit’s sanc-
tion, on the meaning of Isaiah 7:14, for Mary was in the prophecy
in like degree and to the same extent as Jesus the Immanuel.
Her neighbors believed her and praised her, saying, “Blessed art
thou among women, and blessed is the fruit of thy womb.” The
question persistently pushes up -- why all of these words if his
was only an ordinary birth? The Magnificat itself by its language
is the proof of the Virgin Birth, for it is evident that Mary knew
that Jesus was not begotten of a human father -- and this is
within- itself a sufficient answer to the theologians who assert
that Joseph was his father. The song of Mary is not a natural
hymn -- it signifies something that is supernatural -- it is an
inspired ode of the Virgin Birth.

Third: “A Body Hast Thou Prepared Me” -- Hebrews 10:5.

“A Body Hast Thou Prepared For Me.” Bearing on the words
of Gabriel to Mary concerning “that holy thing which shall be
born of thee” are the further words of the apostle Paul, in He-
brews 10:5, in a quotation from Psalms 40: “Wherefore when
he cometh into the world, he saith, Sacrifice and offering thou
wouldest not, but a body hast thou prepared me.” A body was
prepared for him when he came into the world in the truth of
the angel’s annunciation to Mary that “the Holy Spirit shall
come upon thee” and in the overshadowing “power of the High-
est” -- it undoubtedly refers to the body of the virgin birth, and
the professors had as well reject Psalms 40:6 as having any refer-
ence to Christ as to deny that Isaiah 7:14 is a prophecy of the
virgin birth. The passages of Hebrews IO:5 and of Psalms 40:6
from which it is quoted mean that the human body prepared for
Christ was the instrumentum deitatis -- the instrument of his
deity. This prepared body was “that holy thing” conceived in
Mary by the coming of the Holy Spirit upon her and the power
of the Highest overshadowing her. He therefore had a birth of
holiness that no other child has ever had, the purpose of which
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is as the sinless Son of God he could redeem the sinful race of
man.

The three verses of Hebrews 10:5-7 state three truths related
to the virgin birth of Jesus; (1) The body of Jesus was the
result of a creative act of which Luke 1:34 is the description; (2)
the saying, “I come to do thy will, 0 God” is expressive of his
willingness to leave heaven to enter the womb of a woman and
become a man to accomplish the will of God; (3) the double
quotation in parenthesis, “(in the volume of the book it is writ-
ten of me)” is the testimony of both David and Paul for the
fulfillment of the prophecies on the virgin birth of Christ.

Pursuant to the birth of Jesus in the Bethlehem manger an
angel surrounded in the supernatural brilliance of the heavens,
announced to the shepherds of the field that a Saviour was born
that day; and upon this proclamation the heavenly host of angels
appeared with the announcing angel “praising God, and saying,
Glory to God in the highest, and on earth peace, good will to -
ward men”; and the wise men of the east searched the sky to as-
certain the meaning of the new star leading them westward --
all of this together with the prophets of God and the apostles of
Christ, testify to the incarnation of Christ through his birth of
the Virgin Mary. And to this may be added the exultation of
Simeon, the venerable patriarch of Israel, who “was waiting for
the consolation of Israel” -- the One of whom the prophets had
spoken --“and it was revealed to him by the Holy Spirit, that
he should not see death, before he had seen the Lords Christ”;
so when the child Jesus was placed in the arms of Simeon he
‘blessed God” and said: “Lord, now lettest thy servant depart
in peace, according to thy word: for mine eyes have seen thy
salvation, which thou has prepared before the face of all people;
a light to lighten the Gentiles, and the glory of thy people Is-
rael” -- and Simeon said to Mary, “Behold, this child is set for
the fall and the rising again of many in Israel; and for a sign
which shall be spoken against; (yea, a sword shall pierce through
thy own soul also) that the thoughts of many hearts may be
revealed.” There is no doubt that these words of Simeon were
predictive of the sufferings of Christ which reached culmination
in the crucifixion, all of which pierced the heart of Mary, and
brought sorrow to her “own soul also.” (Luke 2:25-35)
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This exultant prevision of patriarch Simeon was prophetic of
the whole mission of Christ in the world: (1) for “a light to

lighten the Gentiles” --the gospel of salvation would not be
national, but universal --“which shall be to all people” (literal-
ly, all peoples); (2) for “the glory of thy people Israel” -- for
to them pertained the promises, “whose are the fathers, and of
whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all, God
blessed for ever” ( Romans 9: 1-5), and through them all of the
Messianic prophecies were commenced and performed and
brought into fulfillment; (3) for “the fall and rising again of
many in Israel” -- the emergence would result from the fall of
the national fleshly Israel; and it was revealed to Simeon that
the advent of the Christ into the world was set for this purpose
and result.

The first lines of Simeon’s exulting benediction centers his
revealed acclamation on the prophecies concerning Christ: “Lord,
now lettest thy servant depart in peace, according to thy word:
for mine eyes have seen thy salvation, which thou hast prepared
before the face of all the people.” The eventualities of the birth
of Jesus were according to the word of the Lord -- and this was
necessarily a reference to the Lord’s prophetic word, for the
word of the gospel had not at that time been received. More-
over, Simeon proclaimed the birth of Jesus as an event of history
that the Lord had prepared --“which thou hast prepared before
the face of all people” --and this passage is a parallelism with
Hebrews 10:5, “a body hast thou prepared me,” and the both of
them are centered in the virgin birth of Jesus Christ as the cen-
tral theme of prophecy and fulfillment.

But the eminence of Simeon’s blessing in verse 34 carried also
the ominous portent: “for a sign which shall be spoken against.”
This sign is joined with the sign of Isaiah 7:14 and of Luke 2:12.
The prophet said: “Therefore the Lord himself shall give you
a sign; Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall
call his name Immanuel”; and the angel said to the shepherds:
“And this shall be a sign unto you; ye shall find the babe
wrapped in swaddling clothes, lying in a manger”; and Simeon
declared that his birth was “for a sign which shall be spoken
against.” The virgin birth of Jesus was spoken against by the
Jews, the scribes and the lawyers, the Pharisees and the Saducees.



THE SIGN AND THE VIRGIN

They scorned his birth in derision saying, ‘We be not born of
fornication” (John 8:41) to which saying Jesus replied: “I pro-
ceeded forth and came from God.” The infidels of all time have
spoken against the sign in protesting that such a birth is biologic-
ally impossible; the modernists of the new theology in our time
are now speaking against the sign by rejecting it as having any
reference to the birth of Jesus; and the translators of the new
versions have spoken against the sign by substituting young
woman for virgin in Isaiah 7:14 -- and some of our own profes-
sors are now speaking against the sign by parroting the theology
of the new translation in our colleges and funneling their errors
to our youths, our young people and our young preachers.

The,modemists of these new versions, and their parrots among
our professors, confessedly do not know who the son of the vir-
gin in Isaiah’s prophecy was -- he could have been, they hypo-
thesize, the second son of the prophet, or the young king Josiah
(neither of whose mothers were virgins), but if neither, then the
prophet referred to something contemporary to his time, some
person known to the prophet but unknown to us. Such hypo-
thetical aberrations are comparable to the evasions of the new
translators on the authorship of the apostolic epistles: Neither
Paul nor Peter wrote the epistles that inscribe their names --
they profess not to know who did write them, but not Paul and
not Peter. So it is with these modernists on the virgin birth
prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 --they do not know who the son of
the virgin was, would be, or could be, but he was not Jesus
Christ! The people of our great brotherhood in the churches of
Christ should be able to expect better things than this of the
professors in the colleges to which our youth are entrusted.

Comparable to the typical case of Isaac, in which there was
miraculous intervention to take the place of nature in producing
a physical result, so in the conception of Jesus “the power of the
Highest” overshadowed Mary and “that holy thing” which was
conceived in her was “of the Holy Spirit.” It is here that the
modernists register their umbrage: Such a conception is not
physiological, it is biologically impossible. But to all who believe
in the creative power of God there is nothing problematical --
the difficulty is nonexistent. When God created Adam and Eve
he planted the potentiality of reproduction in two persons, but
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in the birth of Jesus the same Creator planted the same power
in one person instead of two --to believe the first creation is to
believe the second. Actually, we are required to believe only half
as much in the latter, for in the former God was both father and
mother to Adam, but in the latter he was only the Father of
Jesus, because Mary was his mother. And if Adam was the son
of God by creation, anyone who believes it should not falter
in the belief that Jesus was also the Son of God by virgin birth
-and that is precisely what the angel declared to Mary: “That
holy thing which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son
of God.”

It should be observed that the paternity of Jesus was not as-
cribed to the Holy Spirit -- God was working by the Holy Spirit.
Spiritually, we are said to be “born of the Spirit” but that truth
does not make the Holy Spirit our spiritual Father -- God is our
Father. So the phrase employed by Matthew, “that which is con-
ceived in her is of the Holy Spirit” is not an hypostasis -- that is,
the separation of the essence of the Holy Spirit from God him-
self, they are one in essence and in being, The conception with-
out human paternity was unique in human history, but the
paternity was not imputed to the Holy Spirit. The narratives of
Matthew and Luke do not hypostatize the Holy Spirit -- God
was the Father of Jesus, he was the Son of God, and in the con-
ception of Jesus God was working by His Spirit in the sense
that its origination from the substance of the virgin mother was
a Divine Act. The prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 is therefore no less
than a verbal prediction of the circumstances of this miraculous
conception, and the two records are one in ascribing the source
of Mary’s conception as of or from the Holy Spirit. The preposi-
tional phrase indicates that the Spirit was the source of the vital-
izing force which produced energy in the substance that im-
parted life to the embryo in Mary’s womb, all of which conveys
no more than the words of the angel to Mary: “The power of
the Highest shall overshadow thee.” But the miracle was resi-
dent in the conception, not in the birth of Jesus, for the processes
of his physical birth followed the natural order and were com-
pleted in the circumstances of ordinary conditions.

It should be observed that these messages of the angels and
choruses of heavenly hosts were not for the purpose of adoring
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or idolizing Mary; although she was blessed by her neighbors
and exalted among women, the emphasis throughout is on Jesus
the Saviour: “And the angel said . . . Behold, I bring you this
day good tidings of great joy, which shall be to all people. For
unto you is born this day in the city of David a Saviour, which is
Christ the Lord.”

In the pneumutology of the New Testament the Spirit of God,
the Spirit of Christ, the Spirit, and the Holy Spirit, are all the
same Spirit. The term Spirit is not so correlated with any other
name, and its use in the New Testament is traced back to the
beginning of the two gospels -- Matthew and Luke -- introduc-
ing the virgin birth of the Christ. That which was begotten in
Mary was of the Holy Spirit and was thus entitled the holy Son
of God --the substance was hers but the animating power was
His -- and herein is the relation of Jesus to God and the Spirit
of God defined. This is the meaning of the virgin birth of
Christ, and it is the central truth, the pillar and the ground and
the basement of Christianity--- the whole scheme of redemption
is predicated on the fulfillment of the prophecy of the Virgin
birth of Jesus Christ.

The indwelling of Christ in the believer is the life of Christ
in the believer (as represented in such verses as Romans 8:8, 10;
I Corinthians 4:15; Galatians 2:20; 4:19). It is not direct in-
dwelling of the personal Christ; and in Romans 8:9-10 the in-
dwelling of the Holy Spirit, connected with the believer in the
same way, is not the direct indwelling of the personal Holy
Spirit. The indwelling Christ and the indwelling Spirit are an
equation, they are equal to the same thing. The Holy Spirit
flows and overflows in words and acts and in personal influence
proceeding from compliance with the Word or the Teaching of
Christ, and that is the whole of the New Testament: “Teaching
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you:
and, lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of the world.”
The manner in which Christ is with us is here declared by Him-
self to be through his eternal teaching.

This great commission of Christ succinctly defines his own
mission into the world. "When the fulness of the time was
come, God sent forth his Son, made of woman, made under the
law, to redeem them that were under the law, that we might
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receive the adoption of sons. And because ye are sons, God hath
sent forth the Spirit of his son into your hearts, crying Abba,
Father.” A divine person can be sent only by the Person from
whom he derives his being. Jesus said in John 8:42 to the Jews:
" I  proceeded from God,” and Paul states that God sent his Son.
Also in the Galatian passage the apostle assures us that God has
sent the spirit of his son into our own hearts -- that is, the
spirit of sonship --which cries Father, Father. It is not the Holy
Spirit that is represented here as crying Father, Father -- it is
the spirit of the one who has become a son by divine adoption
in the new birth that cries Father, Father; it is in the figure of
the newly born, the first act of which is to cry. God has given
to us the spirit of his son, the spirit of sonship, and it is in the
analogy of a birth that the spirit of the son in this figure of
speech that is said to cry Father, Father.

The incarnation of Christ by the descent of the Holy Spirit
upon Mary was but the beginning of the work of the Spirit dur-
ing his mundane ministry. This work of the Spirit in him was
also foretold by the prophet Isaiah in chapter 61:1-2, quoted by
Jesus and applied to himself in Luke 4:14-21: “And Jesus re-
turned in the power of the Spirit into Galilee . . . and he came
to Nazareth, where he had been brought up: and as his custom
was, he went into the synagogue on the sabbath day, and stood
up for to read. And there was delivered unto him the book of the
prophet Isaiah. And when he had opened the book, he found
the place where it was written, The Spirit of the Lord is upon
me, because he hath anointed me to preach the gospel to the
poor; he hath sent me to heal the brokenhearted, to preach de-
liverance to the captives, and recovering of sight to the blind,
to set at liberty them that are bruised, to preach the acceptable
year of the Lord . . . and he began to say unto them. This day
is this scripture fulfilled in your ears.”

In all of these references the writers of the gospel narratives,
and of the New Testament epistles, and Jesus Christ himself, all
take their stand on the words of the prophets joined to the occur-
rences to which they were applied, and if Isaiah 7:14 is not thus
connected with Matthew 1:18-23, as a direct fulfillment, then
Isaiah 61:1-2 is not so connected with Luke 4: 14-21 and there
is no correlation of Old Testament prophecy and New Testament
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fulfillment. Such theological interpretations indict Matthew for
forgery and implies that Jesus appropriated the text in Isaiah
in the synagogue at Nazareth to enhance his own reputation.

The perversions of the citations that have been thus far pre-
sented are only samplings of the destructive character of the
new theology, and that represent modernism of the deepest dye.

Fourth: “The Cratch And The Cross” -- Luke 2:12.
Some modern readers of English literature may know that the

archaic term cratch is an old English word once in familiar use
to denote a bin to contain grain, a stall in the stable to feed the
oxen and sheep, horses and cattle, a crib to contain the corn and
fodder, and it was applied to the manger where Christ was born.
It has an impressive significance in connection with the incidents
of Matthew.

In the year 1618 in London, the English scholar, Lancelot An-
drewes, who was a member of the translating committee of the
King James Version, delivered a sermon before his majesty, the
king, on the subject -- The Cratch Is A Sign Of The Cross --
based on the angel’s sign to the shepherds: “And this shall be a
sign unto you: ye shall find the babe wrapped in swaddling
clothes, lying in a manger.” With the centuries of time the
cratch has disappeared, but the meaning of the sign with all of
the wonders for which it stood remains: “For unto you is born
this day in the city of David a Saviour, which is Christ the
Lord.”

The astronomers from the east had journeyed to the province
of Judea to find the object of a new star which led them west-
ward..Arriving at Jerusalem they enquired: “Where is he that is
born King of the Jews? for we have seen his star in the east,
and are come to worship him.” This attraction of the Magi gained
publicity and when it came to king Herod's attention he con-
voked a meeting of the chief priests and scribes of the people
and “demanded of them where Christ should be born.” The
priests and the scribes knew their prophets and were able to
give Herod a chapter and verse answer to his question: “And
they said unto him, In Bethlehem of Judea: for thus it is written
by the prophet, And thou Bethlehem, in the land of Juda, art not
the least among the princes of Juda: for out of thee shall come a
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Governor, that shall rule my people Israel.” Now Herod himself,
being king of the Jews, believed the prophets and he sensed at
once that the claims made for such a child of prophecy could
become a rival to his own throne in Judea. Taking forthwith
action he arranged a secret conference with the wise men of the
east to obtain information concerning the star and the time of
its precipitant appearance, and he dispatched them to Bethle-
hem to find the child Jesus: “And he sent them to Bethlehem,
and said, Go and search diligently for the young child; and when
ye have found him, bring me word again, that I may come and
worship him also.” But the purpose of Herod's inquiry was not to
worship. He lied --his pretension was to worship the child Jesus
but his intention was to destroy him who was "born King of
the Jews.”

We are witnessing similar things in like manner in the preten-
sions to translate the Bible into modern speech when the inten-
tions of the modernists are to destroy the integrity of its text.
Herod lied --men still do, even about religious things -- and
there are some men within the precincts of Christendom who are
better known for blasphemy than for reverence, whose names
we shall later mention.

The question of the wise men, Where is he that is born King
of the Jews, puts the emphasis on the word born -- and the
answer to the question was written by the prophet centuries be-
fore he was born. “For thus it is written by the prophet, and
thou Bethlehem, in the land of Juda, art not the least among
the princes of Juda: for out of thee shall come a Governor, that
shall rule my people Israel.” The stock saying of the modernists
is that these passages from the prophets were adapted only as
illustrations and not intended to imply that the event of the
Bethlehem birth was itself foretold. But these verses in the sec-
ond chapter of Matthew are in immediate sequence with the
verses in the first chapter: the first chapter of Matthew quotes
the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 concerning the fact that the Christ
should he virgin-born; and in the second chapter he quotes the
prophecy of Micah 5:2 concerning the place where the Christ
should be born. In chapter one the apostle Matthew named the
details of his birth and said, “‘Now all this was done, that it might
be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet”; and
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in chapter two the apostle Matthew named the place “where
Christ should be born” and said, “For thus it is written by the
prophet.” It is not surprising that theological modernists should
attempt to destroy these prophecies, but it is a new thing, and
as strange as it is new, when Christian professors in the Bible de-
partments of Christian colleges parrot the modernist line with
the irresponsible chatter that these quotations from the prophets
were only illustrations! “The Lord rebuke thee”!

The statement of Matthew in chapter one “that it might be
fulfilled” with the phrase “thus it is written” in chapter two, in
connection with how and where Christ should be born, sets up a
fact of both prophecy and history, and its fulfillment covers the
period from the question of the Magi and of Herod concerning
where Christ was born King of the Jews in Bethlehem to the
inscription of Pilate on the cross at Calvary -- so from the
cratch to the cross, Jesus Christ fulfilled the prophecies. And the
message of the angels to Mary and to the shepherds, joined by
the anthem of the heavenly chorus, was not a local announce-
ment nor for national celebration -- it was a universal proclama-
tion “to all people” for all time of a Saviour for the world, prof-
fering the same salvation for all mankind.

VI.

(The internationally known and recognized scholar of the
Christian Church, R. C. Foster, Professor Of Greek And New
Testament, in the Cincinnati Bible Seminary, author of Intro-
duction To The Life Of Christ, and Studies In The Life Of
Christ, and The Early Ministry, and The Final Week. This sec-
tion is an exact reproduction of pages 254 to 272, of Introduction
And Early Ministry -- two volumes in one edition).

THE VIRGIN BIRTH
(By R. C. Foster)

"  ‘Behold a virgin shall conceive and bear a son, and shall call
his name Immanuel.’ So said Isaiah to Ahaz, King of Judah (Is-
aiah 7:14). Syria and Israel had formed a dangerous alliance
against Judah. Ahaz was full of fear. Isaiah was sent by the Lord
to encourage Ahaz and give him assurance that his nation would
survive the peril. He predicted the birth of a child and pictured
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the enemies of Judah as desolate before the years of maturity
should come to the child.

“Radical Positions: The critics who reject the virgin birth re-
cords as an idle myth and scorn the idea that a prophet could
foretell such an event centuries before it happened, emphasize
the context of his prophecy and try to prove that it refers to
some child born in the reign of Ahaz. Their theory rests on two
arguments: (1) that the Hebrew word almah (virgin) really
means a young woman of marriageable age and may or may not
mean a virgin; (2) that it would be no sign to Ahaz -- no com-
fort against the threats of Syria -- to say that the child would
be born centuries later and that Syria would be desolate before

_the child should be born.

“Meaning of Almah: But it is certain that the word does
mean virgin in this passage and that the full significance of this
prophecy, like many others of the Old Testament, was not under-
stood at the time it was spoken. Note, as to the meaning of the
word, that Matthew affirms it is a prophecy of the virgin birth;
the other six times almah is used in the Old Testament it does
mean virgin; the Jewish scholars who translated the Septuagint
version of the Old Testament in 285 B.C. rendered almah (Is-
aiah 7:14) by the Greek word parthenos which can only mean
virgin. Professor Willis Beecher says: ‘There is no trace of its
use to denote any other than a virgin.’ Martin Luther declared:
‘If a Jew or Christian can prove to me that in any passage of
scripture almah means a married woman, I will give him 100
florins, although God alone knows where I may find them.’
James Orr in his great book The Virgin Birth quotes Luther and
adds the significant comment that the 100 florins have never yet
been claimed.

“The Miracle Promised: The objection that such a prophecy
would offer no consolation to Ahaz leads one to ask what greater
consolation Ahaz could have had than that his nation should out-
live Syria and be great and powerful after Syria was desolate?
Whatever the specific meaning of the prophecy, what Ahaz de-
sired to hear was plain: that Syria would be destroyed while
Judah would continue for a long and glorious future. Further-
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more, how would it have been a sign to Ahaz, if a young woman
in Israel married and bore a son? Such a birth would not have
been a miracle and a sign means a miracle. The context with its
challenge: ‘Ask thee a sign of Jehovah thy God; ask it either in
the depth (Sheol), or in the height above,’ demands the promise
of a sign of stupendous character. Such a miracle is the virgin
birth of the Messiah.

“The Child not Isaiah's: The effort to say that Isaiah was
predicting the natural birth of some child in his own time,
presumably his own child, fails utterly in the light of the
description of the child in the following chapters. More-
over, Isaiah’s wife was not a virgin. Such a birth would
not have been a miracle such as Isaiah ‘7: 14 implies. The
name of Isaiah’s child born shortly after this was Maher-
shalalhashbaz (‘the spoil speedeth, the prey hasteth’) . This
is absolutely different from Immanuel (‘the Lord with us’)
which is the equivalent of Jesus. There is not the slightest
suggestion in the text that the child born to Isaiah was the
fulfillment of the prophecy.

“The Child Described: The critic who is so eager to render
verse 14 in the light of its context is not so eager to render the
entire chapter 7 in the light of its context. If Isaiah had meant
that some young woman in Israel would shortly bear a son, and
that before he grew up Syria would be no more, we should then
expect in the following chapters an account of the birth of such
a child. Is such an account given? No. Is the child mentioned
again? Yes. In the ninth chapter and succeeding passages the
child is described in such terms as refer plainly to the Messiah
Himself: ‘Wonderful, Counsellor, Mighty God, Everlasting Fa-
ther, Prince of Peace’ (Isaiah 9:6-7).

“Two Radical Schools: Around this passage (Isaiah 7: 14) turns
much of the attack upon the virgin birth. For those who deny
the fact must explain the origin of the accounts of Matthew and
Luke. One group of critics, led by Hamack and Lobstein, claims
that the accounts of Matthew and Luke were invented by early
Christian writers under the spell of this prophecy. They saw
Isaiah 7:14 predicted a virgin birth for the child, and their im-
agination did the rest. Other critics, such as Schmiedel, Cheyne,
Soltau, and Unsener, are just as positive that the Old Testament
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could not have been the source, but that what they call a myth
arose from pagan sources. With great zest the two groups of
critics destroy one another. The second group makes it plain
that Isaiah 7:14 ‘was not generally understood to refer to the
Messiah. It is not among Messianic interpretation by the Jews.
They point out that the Jews in the early Christian centuries bit-
terly attacked Matthew’s interpretation and that the idea of the
virgin birth is so foreign to the religious ideas of the Jews that
it could not have been invented under any Jewish influence.

“No Room for a Myth: Harnack and Lobstein point out, in
return, that the belief in the virgin birth of Christ can be traced
back to the ‘very cradle of the church,’ and that it would take
long decades for such a myth to be developed from heathen
sources. This destroys their own theory also, for long centuries
would have been required to develop such a myth from any
source. These critics prove conclusively -- a little too conclusive-
ly for their own comfort -- that there is no room for such devel-
opment in early Christian history. Finally they argue with great
force that the early Christians could not have borrowed these
accounts from heathen legends, for they continually express the
utmost horror at these coarse stories. Thus the two groups of
skeptics destroy one another and leave the accounts of Matthew
and Luke standing out bold and clear.

"Basis o f  Radical Position: The particular theories offered by
radical critics to explain the origin of these records are so numer-
ous and contradictory that each furnishes the refutation for the
theory of his neighbor, and reveals the shallow and superficial
character of them all. The only real basis either group of critics
has for its objections is the conviction that the new scientific
ideas (theory of evolution) prove that a virgin birth is an im-
possibility. This can not be classed as either evidence or argu-
ment. It is merely the reflection of colossal egotism and self-
sufficiency.

“Insinuations: One cannot but express disgust for those who
attempt to destroy belief in the virgin birth of Jesus by innuendo
and covert insinuation. They are to be classed with those who
undertake to destroy the reputation of a good woman by evil
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surmise and slander based on their own conjectures. Brought
into the court of facts and historical evidence, they have no proof
to offer but their own prejudice and evil surmises. Dr. H. E.
Fosdick has attempted to state in popular language the insinua-
tion that the records of Matthew and Luke are to be derived
from the unspeakably vile stories of the pagan world as to the
birth of some of their heroes. Fortunately, most people are able
to discriminate between folklore stories of supernatural birth
arising out of a dim and distant atmosphere of superstition, and
this straightforward historical testimony offered in documents SO

closely related in time to the facts described as to belong to
the sphere, not of myth, but of history.

“The early Christian writers themselves point out the vulgar
nature of these heathen tales, and the fact that they are vague
myths having no historical basis. And yet during this very per-
iod, the critic imagines that the noble and pure records of Mat-
thew and Luke were copied from these same heathen stories.
James Orr, in contrasting the Gospel records with the heathen
myths, says  of the accounts of Matthew and Luke: "They relate 
to an historical person, and are given, as we saw, in an historical
setting, with circumstantial details of name, place, date, etc. The
myths with which they are brought into comparison -- Greek,
Roman, Babylonian, Persian --show nothing of this kind. They
are on the face of them quite unhistorical -- vague, formless,
timeless; their origin lies far hack in the dawn of time, mostly
in the poetical personification of natural phenomena . . . But
surely to urge these coarse fables as analogies to the story of
the Gospels is to show a strange blindness to the facts of the
case. It is the fact that not one of these tales has to do with a
virgin birth in the sense in which alone we are here concerned
with it . . . It is a strange imagination that can suppose that
these foul tales could be taken over by the church, and, in the
short space before the composition of our Gospels, become the
inspiration of the beautiful and chaste narratives contained in
the Gospels of Matthew and Luke!' (ibid., pp. 167-169)

"Summary of Evidence: The records of the early chapters of
Matthew and Luke find their simplest and most satisfactory ex-
planation in the actual fact that Jesus was born of a virgin. Note:
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(1) Two Gospels affirm the virgin birth. Their accounts are
remarkably different and entirely independent of one another;
yet their testimony is a unit. They offer the only records we
have concerning the birth of Jesus. (2) These early chapters of
Matthew and Luke are inseparable parts of these Gospels. No
manuscript evidence of any significance can be produced against
them. The peculiar readings of Matthew 1: 16, found in the
cursive of the twelfth century (346), a few other late Greek
manuscripts and the Diatessaron (two manuscripts in Arabic)
and the Sinaitic-Syriac, do not necessarily deny the virgin birth
and are so feebly supported as to emphasize the overwhelming
character of the textual evidence. The desperate expedient of
Hamack, Von Soden, Schmiedel, et al., in cutting Luke 1:33-34
from the text when there is absolutely no evidence against it,
illustrates the bitter prejudice of the critic and the unassailable
character of the textual background of the records of the virgin
birth. These early chapters of Matthew and Luke cannot be split
off from the respective Gospels. They stand or fall as an integral
part of the biographies of Jesus. (3) Matthew and Luke, in of-
fering this testimony, fit into and supplement the rest of the New
Testament in this regard. They throw a flood of light upon the
profound discussions of the incarnation offered in the rest of
the New Testament. Paul and John evidently presuppose the vir-
gin birth, and build upon it in offering their whole conception
of Jesus. (4) The citing of ancient myths of the birth of heroes
from gods and goddesses is idle gossip unless some literary con-
nection can be established between these and the New Testa-
ment. (5) The great importance of the virgin birth in the ‘di-
vine meaning of Christ’ is shown by the persistent and bitter at-
tacks of the radicals upon it. (6) The fact that most of those
who deny the virgin birth also deny the sinlessness and the pre-
existence of Jesus, and in fact, the incarnation itself, argues for
an essential connection between the manner of Jesus’ birth and
the entire New Testament conception of Him. If Jesus is God,
and existed from all eternity, how else could He enter the world
than through a miraculous birth? Does not His sinlessness de-
mand it? With two human parents, could He have escaped the
universal contamination of sin? Without one human parent, could
He have shared our experience? The manner of His birth seems
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essential to the incarnation itself -- the inexplicable union of
the human and the divine.

“Addenda On The Meaning of Almah -- Primary Basis: The
Christian’s belief in the doctrine of the virgin birth is solidly
based upon the clear, unequivocal, divinely inspired testimony
of Matthew and Luke. This is the primary, but not the only,
basis. The other evidence is corroborative. The Christian be-
lieves that the Hebrew word almah means ‘virgin’ because he be-
lieves that Matthew was miraculously directed by the Holy Spirit
in writing his narrative. Matthew’s testimony is precise. He
quotes Isaiah 7;14 as the climax of the evidence he presents. He
affirms that Isaiah was predicting the virgin birth of the Mes-
siah. He translates almah by the Greek word parthenos, which
is exact. Greek literature is emphatic about the fact that Athena,
the patron goddess of Athens, was a virgin. Tbe temple on the
citadel above Athens was called the ‘Parthenon’.

“The Septuagint: Powerful corroborative evidence is seen in
the Septuagint Version translated at Alexandria in Egypt by
seventy Jewish scholars sent from Jerusalem by the high priest
at the request of Ptolemy Philadelphus (285-247 BC). It trans-
lated almah in Isaiah 7;14 by the Greek word parthenos. There
can be no question about the scholarship of these Jewish scribes
and their knowledge of the Hebrew language. They frequently
give (in their Greek version) a free translation of the Hebrew
text before them, but the question of a paraphrase does not arise
here. They translated one Hebrew word by one Greek word.
They were relatively close to the time when Isaiah wrote, as
compared to nearly three centuries before the birth of Christ in
Bethlehem. They could not have been moved by any sort of
prejudice for or against Christian gospel. They simply translated
the text that was before them. How far they discerned the mys-
terious meaning of the passage we cannot tell, but they must
have seen clearly that a tremendous miracle was promised to
Ahaz by Isaiah and that this required almah to be translated by
the specific Greek word which meant virgin. To suggest that
Isaiah may have been referring to the natural birth of some
child in his time is to make the passage ridiculous.
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"Jews Reverse Their Position: Both the Jews in the first cen-
tury and the early Christians had great reverence for the Sep-
tuagint. The great reverence of the Jewish scholars for the
Septuagint can be seen from the fact that Phi10 held that this
translation was divinely inspired. The learned Hebrew scribes
who wrote the Babylonian Talmud also ascribe divine inspira-
tion to the translators. But when the Christians began to pro-
claim the Gospel and it became evident how clearly the Sep-
tuagint substantiated the Christian doctrines, as in the transla-
tion of Isaiah 7:14, the Jews reversed themselves completely and
turned in furious hatred against the Septuagint. When they had
the --translation of Aquila in hand to contradict the Septuagint,
then they proceeded to burn and destroy all of the copies of
the Septuagint they could. They attempted to assail the virgin
birth by two methods: ( 1) Foul stories they invented to charge
Mary with fornication and to make Jesus an illegitimate son.
These slanderous fabrications have been revived and advocated
by Dr. Nels F. S. Ferre of Vanderbilt University. (2) Attempts
to deny that almah meant virgin and to affirm bethulah was the
Hebrew word which would have been used if this had been
the meaning of Isaiah. The controversy has raged through the
centuries. The early Christian scholars gave devastating rebut-
tals to both of these lines of attack. Since the rationalism of
the last two centuries has led so many scholars to abandon
the Christian faith, we find these modernists also joining the
Jewish unbelievers in both of these lines of attack.

“Revised Standard Version: The publication of the Revised
Standard Version (New Testament in 1946 and Old Testament
in 1952) with its attacks upon the deity of Christ has called gen-
eral attention to this controversy over the meaning of almah.
They translated the word as ‘young woman’ in Isaiah 7:14, but
kept the translation ‘virgin’ in Matthew 1:23. Thus they
wielded a two-edged sword against the Scripture, affirming that
Isaiah does not refer to any virgin birth of the Messiah and
charging that Matthew falsified the evidence when he declared
that Isaiah predicted such a virgin birth. In an official docu-
ment, An Introduction to the Revised Standard Version of the
Old Testament, the Old Testament committee had the unbeliev-
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ing Jewish scholar, Dr. Orlinski who was a member of their
committee, write their defense of their translation of Isaiah 7:14.
In the most damaging admission which has come from the radi-
cal scholars who made Revised Standard Version, Dr. Orlinski
sets forth that their authority for translating almah as “young
woman” is the translation of Aquila made in the second century
A.D.: ‘He (Aquila) incorporated the kind of Jewish interpre-
tation which was current in his day, and he avoided the Christo-
logical elements which had been introduced in the Septuagint
text. Thus Aquila rendered the Hebrew word ha-almah in Is-
aiah 7:14 literally ‘the young woman’ in place of the word ‘vir-
gin’ which the Christians have substituted for it.’

“I published three reviews of the Revised Standard Version:
( 1) An Appraisal (February 1946), (2) A Reply to Dr. Clar-
ence T. Craig (September 1946), (3) The Battle of the Versions
(January 1953). The New Testament Committee attempted to
reply to the first of these reviews. The Reply to Craig was a re-
joinder. In The Battle of the Versions I published detailed evi-
dence that ‘the kind of Jewish interpretation which was current
in his day’ was the same kind seen in the New Testament when
the hostile Jews charged Jesus was a glutton and winebibber,
the associate of sinners and publicans, in league with the devil
and guilty of blasphemy. The evidence is overpowering that
Aquila is just a Hellenized spelling of Onkelos and that this is
the same man who spews forth such vulgar attacks upon Jesus
in the Talmud. The list of scholars (which has grown since this
brochure was published in 1953) who identify Aquilla and On-
kelos as the same man and the evidence upon which they rest
will be found in The Battle of the Versions, pp. 1523.

"Orlinski's Charge: It is clear that Dr. Orlinski is charging
that the Christians interpolated into the Septuagint what he calls
‘the Christological elements’ (assertions and intimations that
the Messiah is to be a supernatural being). Moses Hadas also
charges that the Christians interpolated into the Septuagint these
Christological elements ( Aristeas to Philocrates, p. 61). But why,
then, did not the Jews in the second century A.D. display their
more ancient copies of the Septuagint and prove that it did not
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say parthenos? Why go to the extreme of producing Aquilla’s
version to contradict the Septuagint and of destroying all the
copies of the Septuagint they could secure, if the translations of
Isaiah 7:14 was not so generally known for so many decades and
centuries that they could not dispute the fact that the ‘original
was Parthenos? Since Dr. Orlinski must face passages such as
Isaiah 9:6, where the prophet reveals that this child which is to
be born of a virgin is also 'Mighty God, the Everlasting Father.’
Then it is futile for him to say that the Christians had falsified
the Septuagint text. The unbelieving Jews and the modernists
must find some other way in which to rid themselves of these
assertions of the deity of the Messiah in the Old Testament as
well as the verifications in the Septuagint. They use on both the
vivisection which is their universal practice in handling the
Scripture; they carve Isaiah up into two, twelve, or fifty differ-
ent imaginary authors and place the sections containing the
‘Christological elements’ as late as possible. They handle any
other parts of the Old Testament which get in the way of their
theories in the same fashion. As for the Septuagint, they deny
that there was ever such a translation made during the reign of
Ptolemy Philadelphus. They hold that it was translated piece-
meal in various times. This gives them the desired opportunity
to say “late editions” or “additions” when they strike some-
thing they would deny.

“The Deity of the Messiah: The central proposition of the
translators of the Revised Standard Version, also their main at-
tack upon the deity of Christ, is the contention that none of the
eyewitnesses of the ministry of Jesus ever believed that He was
God as man. This was a myth which arose later. They introduce
this proposition in a most clever but omnipresent manner by us-
ing two dialects of English at once for the translation. They
declare in their preface that they use the Old English ‘thou’ in
address to God and ‘you’ in address to man in their translations.
They then refuse to allow any of the eyewitnesses, as they ad-
dress Jesus, to use ‘thou.’ Those who use the Revised Standard
Version by their continual repetition have the poison virus in-
jected into their system that Jesus is only a man. Full discussion
of this attack on the deity of Christ will be found in the reviews,
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An Appraisal and Reply to Dr. Craig. Highly embarrassing to the
modernists’ central argument that the disciples could not pos-
sibly have understood that Jesus was claiming to be God (not
even when they heard the hostile Jewish scholars charge Him
with blasphemy and threaten Him with death for it) is this
assertion from the Old Testament committee that these 'Chris-
tological elements had been introduced in the Septuagint text.’
The proof is evident that, before the time of Christ, Jewish
scholars translating the Old Testament had by their translation
repeated the assertions of the deity of the Messiah. It is a moot
question as to how clearly the Old Testament prophecies which
revealed the deity of the Messiah were understood by the Jews
at the opening of the first century A.D. Certainly some individ-
ual students of the Old Testament would have had a deeper
understanding than others. What did the disciples of John under-
stand by his declaration that Jesus was ‘the Son of God?’
(John 1:34)) When they came to know about the virgin birth
this assuredly would have increased the understanding which
they gained from the self-revelation Jesus gave them. We do
not know at what time they learned of the virgin birth, but
Luke, who gives so many details of the experiences of Mary,
should have found it possible to learn the facts from her. Mat-
thew and the other apostles were frequently in the presence of
the mother of Jesus and would naturally have inquired from her
information concerning His infancy and, youth. We would expect
the facts about the virgin birth to have been gained by Matthew
in this manner. Divine inspiration would have assisted Matthew
and Luke.

“The Letter of Aristeas: Our knowledge of the translation of
Septuagint Version is dependent largely upon a document called
The Letter of Aristeas which purports to have been written in
the very period when the Septuagint translation was made. The
fury of the radical attack on the Septuagint Version has been
multiplied against The Letter of Aristeas. A great number of
historical errors in the document were pointed out by radical
critics who heaped ridicule upon the account. Even such a
great conservative as William Henry Green of Princeton yielded
to this barrage of evidence and bluntly rejected The Letter of
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Aristeas as a “fabrication” (General Introduction to the Old
Testament, p. 85).

“A great change has taken place in the attitude toward this
document in this century. A vast amount of papyri has been
unearthed in Egypt: letters, deeds, all sorts of odds and ends of
documents out of the very period in which the Septuagint was
translated and The Letter of Aristeas was written. The Italian
scholar Professor Lumbroso, even with the few papyri available
to him, after painstaking research declared that the papyri proved
the historical accuracy of The Letter of Aristeas in every detail
such as court titles, institutions, laws, magistrates, technical terms,
and other data. He even declares that there is not a single piece
of civil history recorded by Aristeas which is not now confirmed
by the papyri, The radical scholars have now been forced to
yield. H. St. J. Thackeray protests rather mildly that Professor
Lumbroso was a little extreme in his assertion, but he admits
that the massive collection of papyri now available does bear out
his statement ‘on the whole’ (The Letter of Aristeas, pp. 10, 11).
He also advances the position, and quotes various authorities to
sustain it, that the author by his vivid description of Jerusalem
and Palestine shows he was an eyewitness of the period or the
years immediately following (ibid., pp. 10, 11). Moses Hadas,
a Jewish scholar, in his work Aristeas to Philocrates takes a
similar position. He points out some typically obscure accounts in
the Talmud which parallel The Letter of Aristeas in placing the
translation of the Septuagint in the reign of Ptolemy Philadelphus.

“The Dead S e a  Scrolls and the Septuagint: Radical critics still
attempt to escape the force of the Book of Isaiah as translated
in 285 B.C. by putting forth the theory that this was not the
entire Old Testament which was translated at that time, but only
the Pentateuch. Detailed proof that it was the entire Old Testa-
ment will be found in The Battle of the Versions, pp. 34-41. The
evidence is so overpowering that they had the Septuagint in its
entirety in 130 B.C. that even the radical scholars find them-
selves compelled to admit this date.

Now comes the explosive evidence of the Dead Sea Scrolls to
upset their veteran theories of the late date of such books as
Daniel and of sections of other books such as Isaiah. Great was
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the excitement to learn whether the two scrolls of Isaiah (how
strange that two copies of the very book which has the greatest
wealth of Messianic predictions should have been found) con-
tained the text of Isaiah 7;14 and of 9:6, 7 just as our text of
today. If the Dead Sea Scrolls had contained beulah (married
woman) instead of almah, what a shout of triumph would have
gone up from the radicals! But the text is identical throughout
so far as doctrinal matters are concerned, with only slight gram-
matical variations. Now observe the dilemma of the radicals as
the traffic jam of the second century B.C. unfolds according to
their radical theories (cf. The Battle of the Versions, pp. 45-47).
They are compelled to admit that we now have manuscripts of
Isaiah older than the date which they admit for the Septuagint.
Their theories of the late writings of sections of Old Testament
books and of parts of the Septuagint collide in midair in the
close confines of the time now available.

“As Dr. Albright has pointed out, the reason so many scholars
are so excited about the Dead Sea Scrolls and are fighting so
fiercely to deny their antiquity and merit is because they realize
that the lives of so many of their ‘sacred theories’ are imperilled.
He declares that the impact of this archaelogical find sounds the
death knell for long revered theories of very late composition of
various books. He boldly predicts that these theories will now
have to be abandoned (The American Scholar, January 1953).

“Aquila’s Translation: That the Septuagint translates almah as
parthenos is a piece of confirming evidence which is further
strengthened by these recent discoveries establishing the early
date of the Sepuagint (285 B.C.), the date which the early
Christian scholars maintained and which the Christian world has
held through the centuries. The early Christian scholars de-
nounced Aquila’s translation as a deliberate attempt to attack
the Christian gospel by denying the validity of the Septuagint
translation. Irenaeus denounces Aquila as one of the bitter ene-
mies of the Christian religion whose false teaching would destroy
the truth of God: ‘God, then, was made man, and the Lord did
Himself save us, giving us the token of the virgin. But not as
some allege, among those now presuming to expound the Scrip-
ture, (thus): ‘Behold, a young woman shall conceive, and bring
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forth a son,’ as Theodotion the Ephesian has interpreted, and
Aquila of Pontus, both Jewish proselytes. The Ebionites, follow-
ing these assert that he was begotten by Joseph; thus destroying,
as far as in them lies, such a marvelous dispensation of God, and
setting aside the testimony of the prophets which proceed from
God’ (Against Heresies, Chapter XXI ) .

“Meaning of Almah: A study of passages in the Old Testament
where almah is used (Genesis 24:43; Exodus 2:8; Psalms 68:25;
Proverbs 30:19; Song of Solomon 1:3; 6:8; Isaiah 7:14) will show
that the context strongly supports the meaning ‘virgin.’ The word
means ‘young woman’ as well as ‘virgin.’ Of course, an old
woman might be a virgin. That this is not the meaning of almah
is quite clear from these Old Testament passages. The word car-
ries the meaning of ‘young woman,’ but as between ‘young
woman’ and ‘virgin,' it is not a case of either/or, but of both/
and.

“Meaning of Bethulah: Professor Solomon Birnbaum, formerly
of Moody Bible Institute, Chicago, had an interesting article in
the November-December, 1953, issue of The Messianic Witness,
a magazine devoted to carrying tbe Christian gospel to the Jewish
population of America. He repudiates the Revised Standard Ver-
sion translation of almah as ‘young woman’ in Isaiah 7:14. He
points out that bethulah, the Hebrew word which the radicals
claim is the specific word in the Old Testament for ‘virgin,’ ac-
tually is used in the sense of ‘married woman’ in Joel 1:8:
‘Lament like a bethulah over the husband of her youth.’ The
translators of the Revised Standard Version try desperately to
save their theory by translating: ‘Lament like a virgin girded
with sackcloth for the bridegroom of her youth.’ In other words,
the translators claim that the bridegroom falls dead or is killed
just as the wedding service is concluded, and the marriage is
not consummated. Such straining to imagine some sort of con-
ceivable situation which would enable them to deny the obvious
meaning of the passage as it pictures a widow looking back and
lamenting ‘the husband of her youth’ underscores the demise of
their theory. It is self-evident that Joel gives an illustration com-
mon enough to be understandable to his readers, such as the un-
timely death of a husband during the early years of married life
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of a young couple, and not some fantastic circumstances that
might conceivably be imagined. Professor Bimbaum also cites
Jeremiah 18: 13: ‘The virgin of Israel has done a very horrible
thing,’ where the word bethulah is used in comparison with
Israel in a state of marriage relationship with Jehovah, from
whom she had gone astray. Here is a ‘wife’ who has left or lost
her husband, but is called bethulah. Dr. E. j. Young of the West-
minster Theological Seminary declares that as between the words
almah and bethulah the very fact that bethulah was being used
of a married woman makes the word unsuitable for the powerful
affirmation of Isaiah in 7:14 (Studies in Isaiah, pp. 178-185).
This brings US back to the challenge of Martin Luther that no one
has ever been able to produce a passage in which almah is used

of a married woman.

“The Old Testament Passages: In the Old Testament passages
where almah occurs, the word is translated in the following man-
ner by the Authorized Version, the American Standard Version,
and the Septuagint.

Genesis 24:43  A.V. virgin A.S.V. maiden S.V. oarthenos
Exodus 2:8 A.V. maid A.S.V. maiden S.V. neanis
Psalms 68:25 A.V. damsels A.S.V. damsels S.V. neanides
Proverbs 30:19 A.V. maid A.S.V. maiden S.V. neotes
Song of s. 1:3 A.V. virgins A.S.V. virgins S.V. neanides
Song of S. 6:8 A.V. virgins A.S.V. virgins S.V. neanides
Isaiah 7:14 A.V. virgin A.S.V. virgin S.V. parthenos

“Of these passages, four times the Authorized Version gives
‘virgin,’ and the American Standard Version gives three times
the emphatic translation ‘virgin.’ In the Septuagint Version
parthenos is used twice; in the other passages where there is no
emphasis on virginity the translation is colorless, ‘maid’ or ‘dam-
sel.’ In other words the translators were not publishing a diction-
ary, but a smooth, vivid translation which fitted the particular
context. It is most interesting to observe that in Isaiah 7:14 the
precise context of the word is emphasized. The Greek words
neanis and neotes have the colorless meaning of ‘maid’ or ‘young
woman;’ but when one studies the passages, it is clear that ‘mar-
ried woman’ does not fit the context. It is made very plain in
Genesis 24:43 that Rebecca was a virgin. Both words, almah and
bethulah, are used in the passage; but when bethulah is used
(24:16), the explanatory phrase is added: ‘And the damsel was
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very fair to look upon, a virgin, neither had any man known her.’
If the word bethulah had carried the precise content of ‘virgin,’
this would have been sufficient and no additional phrase would
have been needed. In Exodus 2:8, where Miriam is a little girl,
the content ‘virgin’ is so plain it does not need to be emphasized
in the translation and so ‘maid’ is the fitting translation. In
Proverbs 30:19, where Solomon ponders four things which he
cannot understand, he mentions as the last of these ‘the way of a
man with a maid.’ Instead of accepting the ordinary interpreta-
tion that Solomon means ‘The way of true love never runs
smooth,’ some critics have tried to insinuate evil content into the
passage as if fornication is the ordinary course of courtship. It
may have been with the very purpose of directing the reader
away from such a monstrous misinterpretation that the translators
of both the Authorized Version and American Standard Version
did not use the word ‘virgin,’ but the colorless ‘maid’ in their
versions. In Psalm 68:25 the solemn procession of thanksgiving in
the assembly for worship is described with the singers, the musi-
cians, and then ‘the damsels playing with timbrels.’ There is no
emphasis upon the precise meaning of almah, and the general
meaning is given. But certainly it is harmony with the passages
that the damsels were virgins.

“Joel 1:8: What translation does the Septuagint Version offer
for bethulah in Joel 1:8? Both the Authorized Version and the
American Standard Version translate ‘virgin,’ which is certainly
inconsistent with the fact that the passage is plainly speaking of
a married woman. The Septuagint does not make this mistake.
It translates bethulah with the Greek word numphe, which
means: “a bride, any married woman, a young woman.” A
derivative of parthenos (parthenikos) is used in the passage, but
it is used of the state of this married woman before she was
married. The passage in the Septuagint is as follows: ‘Lament
to me concerning a numphe (a bride, any married woman, a
young woman) girded with sackcloth for the husband of her
virgin youth.’

“They saw clearly that bethulah meant a married woman in
this passage. They were near enough to the time to have an ade-
quate understanding of the usage of the word. They knew that
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bethulah usually meant ‘virgin’ so they gave recognition to this
translation by adding on the word parthenikos referring to her
virgin youth before she was married. But they translated bethulah
by numphe, which means a married woman.

“Young’s Reply: Dr. Young quotes Orlinski as making the
charge in the Introduction to the Revised Standard Version that
Christians tampered with the text of the Septuagint to introduce
the idea of a virgin-born Messiah.

‘There is no evidence whatever that Christians tampered with
the Septuagint at this point. As Allis says (op. cit., p. 48) : ‘This is
an old calumny which red-blooded Christians in the past have not
hesitated to brand as malicious and false.’ One of the blackest
clouds which has attended the publication of the Revised Stan-
dard Version is the publication of the above-quoted statement.
It is therefore the more refreshing to see one of the most informed
and competent Jewish scholars of the day, Cyrus H. Gordon,
write, ‘Therefore, the New Testament rendering of ‘almah’ as
‘virgin’ of Isaiah 7:14, rests on the older Jewish interpretation,
i.e., the LXX, which in turn is now borne out, for precisely this
annunciation formula by a text that is not only pre-Isaianic, but is
pre-Mosaic in the form we now have it on a clay tablet’ (op.
cit., p. 117).'

“Gordon’s Discovery: Dr. Young is quoting from a brief article
(it does not even cover one-half page) in The Journal of Bible
and Religion, XXI, April, 1953, p. 106. This is the organ of the
radical scholars who make up the Society of Biblical Literature
and Exegesis. It must have been a bitter pill for them to swallow
to publish such a statement from a Jewish scholar declaring the
Jews had been wrong and the Christians had been right all along
in the controversy over the meaning of almah. Dr. Gordon de-
clares that the archaeological discoveries he has made at Ugarit
in Syria now have settled the discussion and should bring the
controversy to an end. He has unearthed clay tablets which
plainly use the word almah in the parallel Semitic language as
meaning ‘virgin.’ Dr. Gordon deserves the tribute to his scholar-
ship and his generosity which Dr. Young gives to him. But Dr.
Gordon is entirely too optimistic as to the decisive results he
expects from his discovery. Prejudice is often impervious to his-
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toric facts. He would have shown more scholarship and more
humility if he had not claimed such unique and solitary char-
acter for the archaeological discovery he has made. Similar evi-
dence has been unearthed before, and the Jewish scholars and
the modernists have resolutely closed their eyes to the facts and
continued their repetition of outworn and disproved arguments.
Witness the similar procedure in the advocates of Form Criticism.
Their imaginary development of ‘sources’ requires a vast amount
of time. But archaeological discoveries such as the Rylands frag-
ment prove the early Christians correct in placing the writing of
the Gospel of John in the closing years of the first century (p.
148). This has clinched the evidence, putting the writing of the
Synoptic narratives back to within two or three decades after
the crucifixion and resurrection. But has the fact that there is
no time left for a theory which demands a vast amount of time
had any appreciable effect upon the Form Criticism theorists?
It has not. They close their eyes to the facts and continue with
their weird imaginations.

“Earlier Discoveries: Robert Dick Wilson cited the discov-
 ery in 1926 at this same Ugarit in Phoenicia (the modem Ras

Shamra) of texts that show clearly that the parallel word for al-
mah is used of a woman before she was married, but after her
marriage the text uses another word. Moreover, the early Chris-
tian scholars, such as Jerome, knew these basic facts that the re-
lated Semitic languages used the parallel word of almah in the
sense of virgin. They used these facts against the Jewish scholars
who urged that bethulah, and not almah, meant virgin.

"Tregelles' Citation: The standard Hebrew lexicon has been the
work of Gesenius. Like all the Jewish lexicons of the middle ages
and on, it reflects the bitter Jewish prejudice against the Christian
gospel. In 1946 Tregelles, Christian scholar and world-famous
textual critic, published a revision of the Hebrew and English
Lexicon of Gesenius. After recording Gesenius’ definition of al-
mah, which gave the customary Jewish claim, ‘young woman’
rather than ‘virgin’, Tregelles added his own rebuttal, citing this
decisive proof from the basic origin of the word: almah ‘in the
Punic languages signified virgin, as Gesenius rightly states on
the authority of Jerome. The absolute authority of the New Test-
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ament is, however, quite sufficient to settle the question to a
Christian.’ We are familiar with the title ‘Punic Wars’ as signi-
fying wars between Rome and Carthage. The city of Carthage
was a colony of Phoenicia. The Phoenician language was spoken
at Carthage, as was Latin at Rome. Punic languages would then
mean the Semitic languages, such as Phoenician and the related
tongues.

"Positive Prediction: It is sometimes said that the only evidence
for giving ‘virgin’ as the meaning of almah is negative evidence.
This holds that Martin Luther exhausted the evidence when he
issued his challenge for any one to show a passage where almah
was ever used of a married woman. But it is immediately evident
that this is not true. The context of Isaiah 7:14 which affirms a
stupendous miracle and which shows that Isaiah chose the word
almah to denote this miracle is not negative. This is positive evi-
dence.

“Dr. J. G. Machen argues powerfully that Isaiah 7:14 affirms a
miracle: ‘The truth is that all these interpretations which find in
the childbearing of the almah only an ordinary birth are opposed
by the way in which the promise is introduced. Why should an
ordinary birth be regarded as a ‘sign’? But it is not merely the
use of this one word which would lead us to expect something
miraculous in that which the prophet proceeds to announce.
Equally suggestive is the elaborate way in which the ‘sign’ is in-
troduced. The whole passage is couched in such terms as to in-
duce in the reader or hearer a sense of profound mystery as he
contemplates the young woman and her child.’ (The Virgin Birth
of Christ, p. 291)

"Dr .  Machen cites the effective use made of this argument by
Justin Martyr in his Dialogue with Trypho and declares that Jus-
tin’s argument has never really been invalidated (ibid., p. 291).
Dr. Machen also calls attention to the use of the definite article
in the Hebrew text and the Septuagint translation, ‘the virgin’;
‘the important word’ in the passage has the article; it is the
almah, not an almah . . . The margin of the American Standard
Version, which substitutes ‘the’ for ‘a’, is therefore clearly to be
preferred to the translation in the text’ (ibid., p. 289, footnote).
Dr. Young argues that the definite article cannot mean in this
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verse ‘the well-known virgin,’ some such person in Isaiah’s time
who was well known. ‘More natural, however, is the generic
usage in which the article serves to denote some particular un-
known person . . . ‘Behold! It is an almah which is with child.’
The generic usage of the article thus serves to focus particular
attention upon the subject introduced, the almah’ (op. cit., p.
184).

“Those who deny the possibility of miracles have no hesitation
in laying violent hands upon the text and emasculating it. If the
references to ‘a sign’ are removed from 7:11 and 7:14 and almah
is declared to be only a colorless word -- ‘young woman’ -- that
could refer to any married woman, then the entire passage would
be reduced to a meaningless generality. Dr. Young gives a careful
study and refutation of the attempts of Duhm and Kraeling to
emasculate this passage in Isaiah and remove verses 15, 16, and
17 (ibid., pp. 185-191).

“This is the very method the modernists use in emasculating
the texts of Matthew and Luke. By laying violent hands upon the
text and removing the decisive clauses such as ‘before they came
together’ in Matthew 1:18; and ‘and knew her not until’ in verse
25; and ‘of the Holy Spirit’ in verses 18 and 20, they then are able
to declare: ‘See! Matthew really does not record a virgin birth.’
They would have verse 18 read: When his mother had been be-
trothed to Joseph, she was found with child.’ But they still would
have to remove verse 19, and the entire account also would be
left in a state of utter confusion.

“Destroying the Evidence: In the Gospel of Luke they remove
such clauses as ‘seeing I know not a man’ ( 1:34) and insist that
verse 35 be given a figurative meaning. They then solemnly de-
clare that Luke does not record a virgin birth. This is the clever
process of the Revised Standard Version which mistranslates Luke
1:34 ‘since I have no husband’.

“Dr. John A. Scott, the eminent Greek scholar of Northwestern
University, gave the most scathing denunciation to the translators,
declaring they did not even intend to translate the text. ‘Luke
1:34: When the angel told Mary that she was to bear a son, this
Version makes her reply: ‘How can this be, since I have no hus-
band?’ Mary gave no such reply; she said: ‘How can this be,



T HE SIGN AND THE VIRGIN 185

since I know not a man?’ Many an unmarried girl or woman has
become a mother. Mary knew this’ (Classical Weekly, January 6,
1947). The Greek. word aner can mean either ‘man’ or ‘husband’,
but the verbs gignosko (know) and echo (have) are absolutely
different. It was a deliberate violation of the text. As Dr. Scott
says further, on 1:3, ‘To translate the fine Greek word meaning
‘from the beginning’ with the tame ‘for some time past’ seems
irony, not intended translation.’

“Suppose a person received a letter from a man who disclaimed
any involvement in and knowledge of a certain matter and the
letter read: ‘I was not present. I know nothing of the matter.’ The
recipient of the letter proceeded to cut out the two negatives, not
and nothing. He then reported that the man said, ‘I was present.
I know the matter.’ How much of common, ordinary honesty and
truthfulness could the recipient of the letter claim to possess? In
language not so blunt but very forceful, Dr. Scott says, ‘The thing
in this Version which distresses me most is the irreverent disre-
gard for the simple meaning of the original, and while reading it
I feel as Hamlet felt, when he chanced upon the jovial gravedig-
gers: Has this fellow no feeling of his business that he sings at
grave making?’

“Further Positive Evidence: All of the evidence from parallel
words in related Semitic languages is also positive evidence. The
parallel words to almah far back in the languages mean ‘virgin.’
Furthermore the parallel words to bethuluh show that it was at
times used of a married woman. Dr. Young declares that if Isaiah
had used bethulah in 7:14 it would have been hard to make clear
the meaning. He would have had to add some explanatory word
or phrase to show that in this case bethuluh was being used to
mean ‘virgin’. He says of bethulah, ‘It is used of one who is truly
a virgin, it is employed of one who is engaged or betrothed, and
it is also used of one who has actually been married’. After quot-
ing Joel 1:8 he says, ‘That this bethuluh is married is not open
to question.’ He then cites evidence from other Semitic languages
that the parallel words for bethulah are used of a married woman.
He quotes Aramaic incantations to show that betulta, the Aramaic
equivalent of bethulah, is used for a married woman. The Hittite-
Arab batul is used of a married woman, Dr. Young concludes, 'If
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Isaiah had employed the word bethulah to designate the mother
of the child, he would have been using a most ambiguous word.’

"Almah  VS. Bethulah: Dr. Young declared further, 'This word
parthenos is a far more accurate rendering of almah  than is the
neanis of Aquila, Symmachus and Theodotion. At this particular
point the LXX translators of Isaiah showed remarkable insight
into the true meaning of the text’ (op. cit., p. 177). Dr. Machen
declares, ‘But as a matter of fact there is no place among the seven
occurrences of almah in the Old Testament where the word is
clearly used of a woman who was not a virgin’ (op. cit., p. 288).
Dr. Young declares repeatedly that almah is a word never used
of a married woman. He affirms that of all the words listed above,
almah alone seems to have this distinction (op. cit., pp. 77, 184).

“This brings us back to the fine summary of Tregelles. The
elemental meaning of the word almah in the Semitic languages is
‘virgin.’ But the faith of a Christian rests solidly on the inspired
accounts of Isaiah, Matthew, and Luke. The fact that the word
bethulah had been used of a married woman made it a misfit for
Isaiah 7;14. The absolute authority of the New Testament is, how-
ever, quite sufficient to settle the question to a Christian.”

In the foregoing scholarly treatise on The Virgin Birth, Profes-
sor Foster has done what the professors in our own colleges should
be doing, but they are not doing it -- instead the Revised Stand-
ard Version, which Professor Foster condemns and so ably ex-
poses, has been adopted by the colleges as the Bible text, and is
being promoted in the churches through the students that come
home from the colleges into the churches.

When such a scholar writes with such clarity, and firm faith in
the integrity of the Bible text, it is disappointment that reaches
to the degree of dismay that certain professors in our schools are
being drawn into the vortex of the Revised Standard Version
modernisms -- dismay, I say, in the fear of the effect that the sup-
plantation of the Bible by this new spurious version, and others of
its like, on the present generation of the church.

For the sake of our young preachers and the youth of our
churches, one statement of Professor Foster should have an im-
perative emphasis: Those who use the Revised Standard Version
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have the poison virus injected into their system that Jesus was
only a man.

Will the professors in our colleges ignore all of this, and con-
tinue the irresponsible parroting of the Revised Standard Version
new theology? Shall the administrations and boards of trustees of
the colleges ignore it, and permit the colleges to continue in this
calamitous course? Shall the elders of the churches permit ‘the
poison virus’ to be injected into the members through the use of
the pseudo-versions by the preachers and teachers? What people
do privately is their own affair, but what is done and taught in
the churches is the responsibility of the elders of the churches,
and Cod will not hold them guiltless. This same responsibility
rests upon the administrations and the boards of trustees of the
colleges, neither can they complacently escape the responsibility
for the already incipient infiltration of the new theology modern-
ism stemming from these sources -- the textbooks and versions
of the neo-orthodox theologians.

The Churches of Christ are a Bible people, and the Bible
has made us the people that we are, and the professors in our
colleges should be leading the fight against the neo-orthodox
modernism of the Revised Standard Version and its translators
-- but they are not doing it. The three treatises of the dean of
scholars of the Christian Church, R. C. Foster’s Appraisal of
The Revised Standard Version, (1946), A Reply To Dr. Clarence
T. Craig (1946), and The Battle of The Versions (1953) --
have been included in this book for the testimony of scholarship
to the evils of this pseudo-version which is authorized and spon-
sored by the council of modernism--the National Council of
Churches.

Added to the scholarly expositions of Foster is an enumeration
of some salient points in the treatises of Oswald T. Allis, dean
of Presbyterian scholars in his critique of the Revised Standard
Version. These eminent denominational professors represent the
voice of conservative scholarship and their forthright defense of
the prophecy of Isaiah concerning the virgin birth of Jesus
Christ is worthy of inclusion in any treatise of the sublime sub-
ject --and is in bold contrast with oral and written statements
of some of our professors in our colleges.

Professor Oswald T. Allis is a front-rank Presbyterian scholar,
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a scholar for scholars, who is quoted by scholars, author of three
critical unmasking, devastating exposures of the fallacies of the
Revised Standard Version and the liberalism of its translators.
His three published treatises are entitled: Revision Or New
Translation? --The Revised Standard Version Of 1946; and
Revised Version Or Revised Bible? -- A Critique Of The Re-
vised Standard Version Of The Old Testament; and, The New
English Bible, The New Testament Of 1961 -- A Comparative
Study. Having been for a long time a professor of recognized
authority in both the Hebrew and the Greek, he has merited the
title “a prince of scholars,” and he is not outranked by any
member of the translating committee of the Revised Standard
Version. It will reflect credit to these pages to capitulate some
cogent points from his Critque Of The Revised Standard Version
O f  The Old Testament (pp. 44-50) in which he discusses with
authority and finality of scholarship the Hebrew almah and its
Greek correspondent parthenos, exposing the inconsistencies of
the translators and the unwarranted substitution of young wom-
an for virgin in the text of Isaiah 7:14.

With professional scholarship and the documentation of evi-
dence he sustains the indictment that the Revised Standard
Version was prepared by liberals and is owned by liberals and
that they will see to it that it will remain liberal, and will there-
fore never be acceptable to what is generally known among
religious people as “Evangelical Christians.”

A summary of some of the salient points of the Isaiah 7:14
section of Professor Allis’s above mentioned Critique is adapted
and presented here, submitted not verbatim, but in substance:

(1) If the change in the translation of the Hebrew word
almah from virgin to young woman is correct, why was “or vir-
gin” inserted as a marginal rendering, since Chairman Weigle of
the Revised Standard Version committee has stated positively
that the reason the revisers rendered the word young woman is
because the Hebrew word means that -- why then " o r  virgin”
as a different meaning. So this marginal “or virgin” could only
imply that the word almah may have different meanings or
refer to different things, and it convicts the revisers of translat-
ing their beliefs by an uncertain alternative, or else to make a
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marginal concession to soften the shock of the drastic change in
the text to all who believe the Bible doctrine of the Virgin Birth.
If the revisers believe that almah has the alternative meaning
they should have retained virgin in the text and inserted "or
young woman” in the margin -- although it is untrue, it would
have pursued a consistent course, whereas changing the text to
young woman but inserting in the margin “or virgin” is without
reason or consistency.

(2) The most ancient versions to which the Revised Standard
Version translators repeatedly and most frequently appeal, sup-
port the rendering of the word almah by the word virgin -- the
Greek Septuagint, the Syriac and the Latin Vulgate. Having
relied on these ancient versions in so many references, the revis-
ers could not judiciously ignore these versions in a passage so
important as Isaiah 7:14. But the Revised Standard Version re-
visers never appeal to the ancient versions except when they
adopt their renderings --and to have inserted that the Greek
LXX, the Syriac and the Vulgate support the word virgin for the
Hebrew almah would not only have violated their rule in the
use of the versions but would have advertised also the fact that
they ignored the witness of their favorite and most frequently
appealed to versions. Their admitted favor for these ancient
versions should have reversed the course pursued by the revisers
in the textual and marginal treatment of almah. The truth is that
the word virgin should have been retained in the text without
any marginal alternative.

(3) The fact that the word almah is a rare word in the Old
Testament, which was rendered virgin in the Authorized Version,
is within itself evidence that it indicates the same status of the
one to whom it refers, and is thus a special and not a general
use in the Scriptures. The few instances of its use (as of Rebek-
ah, the especially chosen wife of Isaac; and Miriam, the youthful
sister of Moses, et al) make it unmistakably plain that its proper
meaning and use is virgin and that it described the one whose
status was so understood. Professor Allis here makes reference to
the admission of Davidson, of Edinburgh, a leader in liberalism,
that almah was “apparently always used of an unmarried wom-
an” and comments that " ‘unmarried woman’ is equivalent to
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'virgin' unless the chastity and honor of the young woman in
question is impugned,” and he adds that the Davidson evasion
amounts to "a complete surrender to the naturalistic interpreta-
tion of the verse, despite the fact that the context implies that an
extraordinary, a supernatural sign is being offered the unbeliev-
ing king.”

At this point Professor Allis places emphasis on the testimony
of Dr. Robert Dick Wilson, professor of Semitic Philology in
Princeton Theological Seminary, in his article entitled ‘The
Meaning Of 'Almah' (Authorized Version ‘virgin’) in Isaiah 7: 14,”
published in the Princeton Theological Review, in which the
eminent professor of Hebrew contributes a thorough discussion
of the use of the word in the Old Testament, in the versions and
cognate languages. He states the conclusion that the evidence is
clear, first, that almah never meant “young married woman”; and
second, that every almah is virgin and virtuous until proven not
to be; and, third, that it is right to conclude that Rebekah and
the almah of Isaiah were virgin. He then adds: “If Isaiah 7:14
is a prediction of the Conception and if the events recorded in
Matthew 1:18-25 and Luke 1:26-38 are true and the Holy Spirit
of God really overshadowed the Virgin Mary, all difficulties are
cleared away. The language is not the difficulty. The great and
only difficulty lies in the disbelief in predictive prophecy and in
the almighty power of God; or in the desire to throw discredit
upon the divine Sonship of Jesus.”

Professor Allis then adds: "The situation has not changed nor
has the evidence presented by Dr. Wilson been weakened or
nullified during the quarter-century which has elapsed since
he penned these words. But he being dead yet speaketh to bear
his testimony against that assault upon the article of the creed
of Christendom, 'born of the virgin Mary,’ which is now being
renewed in the Revised Standard Version of the Old Testament.”

When the wavering articles by some of our professors in
periodicals within our own brotherhood are compared with the
emphatic statements of these eminent denominational professors,
the weaknesses of our own professors are sickening. Our wonder
increases to amazement that this Revised Standard Version
which, according to unimpeachable evidence, is the implementa-
tion of the modernism Professors Allis and Wilson so scathingly
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expose, is being defended by professors among us and adopted
by the Bible departments of our colleges and used in tbe Bible
classes of the young people entrusted to their instruction. There
is no place for complacency here but rather the exclamation of
Jeremiah: “Is it nothing to you, all ye that pass by.”

(4) The appointment of Dr. Harry Orlinsky, an unbelieving
Jew professor of the New York Jewish Institute Of Religion, as
a member of the Revised Standard Version translating commit-
tee, allowed him to write the Introduction To The Old Testa-
ment in which he attacked the virgin birth Christology and de-
livered a vicious and bitter criticism of Christians. Professor Allis
comments that it was an amazing thing that this Jew was put
on the committee, and more amazing that the committee appar-
ently agreed with his anti-virgin birth tirade. It is evident that
this unbelieving anti-Christian Jew influenced the Revised Stand-
ard Version Committee to take out virgin and substitute young
woman in Isaiah 7:14.

Professor Allis comments as follows:

“In his essay on The Hebrew Text and the Ancient Versions of
the Old Testament’ (see introduction, p. 30), Professor Orlinsky
of the Jewish Institute of Religion (New York) goes out of his
way to attack the historic position of the Christian Church as
stated in the Apostles’ Creed, ‘conceived of the Holy Ghost, born
of the Virgin Mary.’ Speaking of one of the ancient Greek
versions, that of Aquila, he tells us:

‘Early in the second century A.D., Aquila, a convert to Juda-
ism, made an independent and unique Greek translation of the
Hebrew Bible. He incorporated that kind of Jewish interpretation
which was current in his day, and he avoided the Christological
elements which had been introduced in the Septuagint text. Thus,
Aquila rendered the Hebrew word ha-almah in Isaiah 7:14 liter-
ally, ‘the young woman’ in place of the word ‘virgin’ which
Christians had substituted for it. Unfortunately, only fragments
of Aquila have survived.’

‘This means, to state it bluntly, although Professor Orlinsky
cannot be accused of trying to spare the feelings of Christians
in his statement of the case, that the presence of the word parthe-
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nos (virgin) in the Seputuagint is an alteration or forgery of the
Septuagint text, a “Christological element” which was “intro-
duced” into it in the interest of the Christian interpretation of
Isaiah 7:14 which is given in Matthew 1:23. As to this Addison
Alexander pointed out a century ago in commenting on the word
a l m a :

That the word simply means a young woman, whether mar-
ried or unmarried, a virgin or a mother, is a subterfuge invented
by the later Greek translators, who, as Justin Martyr tells us,
read neanis, instead of the old version pathenos, which had its
rise before the prophecy became a subject of dispute between
the Jews and Christians.

“It has been the claim of Christians throughout the centuries,
and there is no reason for changing it or relinquishing it today,
that there is no evidence that the Christians tampered with the
text of the Septuagint, but that it was the Jews who adopted a
different rendering in order to avoid finding in Isaiah 7:14 a
prediction of the virgin birth of Jesus.

‘There is nothing new, nor is there anything surprising in this
charge of falsification which is now renewed by Professor Or-
linsky. It is an old calumny which red-blooded Christians in the
past have not hesistated to brand as malicious and false. It is
not surprising that Professor Orlinsky, having been asked to
serve on the Revised Standard Version committee, which en-
titled him to contribute an article to the Introduction, should
regard this as giving him an unprecedented and unparalleled op-
portunity to state and defend this distinctly Jewish claim in the
forum of Christian opinion. The amazing thing is that he was
asked to serve on the committee. The still more amazing thing
is that Dean Weigle and his other colleagues permitted him to
air this old calumny in their joint Introduction. The most prob-
able explanation is that they were more or less fully in agreement
with the Jewish interpretation which he has presented. However
explained it represents a bill of indictment against Revised Stand-
ard Version which will hardly be answered to the satisfaction of
Evangelical Christians.”

(5) Concerning the false and contradictory marginal statement
that Joseph was the father of Jesus but was betrothed to “‘the
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virgin Mary,” Professor Allis pens the following exposure of
contradictive inconsistency of the translators:

“It is important to note in this connection, that in the New
Testament, the Revised Standard Version Bible which introduced
a considerable number of changes (about 80) in the edition
published in 1946, has added a marginal note as Matthew 1:16:
‘Other ancient authorities read, Joseph, to whom was betrothed
the virgin May, was the father of Jesus who is called Christ.’
This is practically the same as the reading given in the Moffatt
version. In the main, some would say, its only clear support is
the Sinaitic Syriac Ms., a palimpsest of about the beginning of
the 5th century. Consequently, the statement ‘other ancient
authorities read’ is both vague and misleading. Furthermore, the
reading in question is decidedly doubtful, since it is self-con-
tradictory. It mentions Mary the virgin, but also says that Joseph
‘begat.’ That the Revised Standard Version should use the op-
portunity of the publication of the completed Revised Standard
Version Bible to insert this footnote at Matthew 1: 16 indicates
clearly how little warrant there is for the hope expressed in some
quarters that changes can and will be made in Revised Standard
Version which will make this version acceptable to Evangelical
Christians. The version was prepared by liberals; it is owned by
liberals; and they will see to it that this hope is not realized.”

These resounding words of Professor Allis should be made to
ring in the ears of the professors in our colleges who have
adopted this version --The Revised Standard Version -- con-
cerning which he warns all who claim to be Christians: The
version w a s  prepared by liberals; it is owned by liberals; and
they will see to it that this hope (the hope of any change in its
character) is not realized.

For a summational reemphasis on the projecting points it
is appropriate to close this section with the conclusions from
the statements of the eminent Greek scholars and conservative
professors whose testimony is included in the impregnable
expositions of the no less distinguished Professors Foster and
Allis in the preceding pages --the decisive testimony of Doctors
John A. Scott (Northwestern University); Robert Dick Wilson
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(Princeton); E. J. Young (Westminster); 0. T. Allis (Prince-
ton); and R. C. Foster (Cincinnati Bible Seminary):

1. In his Classical Weekly (January 6, 1947) with a scathing
denunciation of the translators of the Revised Standard Version,
Doctor Scott declared that they did not even intend to translate
the text on the virgin birth of Jesus.

2. In the Princeton Theological Review Doctor Wilson un-
equivocally stated that the conclusive evidence is clear that
almah never meant “a young married woman” and that it is a
word never used of a married woman; and added in reference
to Isaiah 7:14 that the great and only difficulty (with the mod-
ern translators) lies in their disbelief of predictive prophecy.

3. In the Studies In Isaiah, on 7:14, Doctor Young positively
states that there is no evidence whatever that Christians changed
the translation of almah to the word parthenos (for virgin) in
the Greek Old Testament, and added that the blackest cloud
which has attended the publication of the Revised Standard
Version is their publication of this charge of the Jews in denial
of the virgin birth of Jesus. Commenting on Doctor Young’s
statements, Professor Foster adds that it brings us back to the
challenge of Martin Luther that no one has ever been able to
produce a passage in which almah is used of a married woman.

4. In his Critique Of The Revised Standard Version Of The
Old Testament Professor Allis declares it to be an amazing thing
that the unbelieving Jew, Harry M. Orlinski, was asked to serve
on the Revised Standard Version committee, and that he was
permitted to use the Introduction to the Old Testament to air
the old Jewish calumny against the virgin birth of Jesus.

5. In his Critique Professor Allis further and finally avers
that the Revised Standard Version was prepared by liberals and
is owned by liberals and they will see to it that it will remain
liberal.

6. And Professor Foster concludes: that those who use the
Revised Standard Version have the poison virus injected into
their system that Jesus was only a man.

The injection of this “poison virus” into the young preachers
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and other students in Bible classes in the colleges that use the
Revised Standard Version is more than “an amazing thing” --
it is a frightening thing, of which the administrations and
boards of trustees of the colleges apparently cannot be made
aware, and it is “the blackest cloud” that now hovers over the
Bible Departments of our colleges.

The profound reverence for the Bible evinced by a legion of
denominational scholars in their opposition to the Revised Stand-
ard Version as the implement of the neo-orthodox school of
modernists, again gives cause for us to pause in somber mood,
once more to ask: What is the matter with the professors in our
colleges --what is going wrong in our midst -- how can this
happen to us? The question of Isaiah concerning Israel, ‘Watch-
man, what of the night?” may pertinently apply to us; and the
conditions that prompted Jeremiah as he kept vigil at the gate
of Jerusalem: "Is it nothing to you, all ye that pass by?” is also
timely. There is no time or place for complacency now.

VII

Some of the professors have said that the commentaries have
decided that Isaiah does not have primary reference to Christ
--what commentaries? The answer is -the liberals and mod-
ernists of the Divinity Schools of Harvard and Yale and Chicago.
The commentary of the apostle Matthew is the one they should
regard ( Matthew 1: 18-25) where it reads that it “was spoken
of the Lord by the prophet” in direct reference to the birth of
Jesus of the virgin Mary. The professors have too much respect
for some commentaries which they read and too little reverence
for the inspiration of Matthew. But take a look at some commen-
taries on Isaiah 7:14 by conservative scholars who were not
neo-orthodox modernists.

WORDSWORTH: “The prophet utters these words with the
vision of the virgin before his eyes -- the prophetic Virgin. The
word rendered virgin (Hebrew almah) occurs seven times in
the Old Testament. . . . and in no case does it signify a mar-
ried woman. . . . the LXX (Greek Old Testament) therefore, is
perfectly correct in rendering it by Virgin, and the Holy Spirit
by Matthew confirms this rendering. . . . So the LXX is a con-
clusive argument against all Jewish objections to Matthew’s
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translation of Isaiah 7:14 for the LXX was made by the Jews,
and was read in their synagogues. Irenaeus and Eusebius relate
that the word rendered the virgin in Isaiah 7:14 was falsely
translated a young woman by two Jewish proselytes, Theodotion
and Aquila. Besides, the root word Almah (Ha-almah) is from
the root Alam, to hide, to keep at home, as all Eastern virgins
were kept, and therefore rendered parthenos -- (the virgin) --
well translated, which is more descriptive of the virgin than
Bethulah could have been for it denotes youth as well as vir-
ginity.” Thusly, one of England’s most eminent scholars and
commentators comments on the virgin of Isaiah 7:14.

SCHAFF: In his edition of Lange on Isaiah 7;14 regarding
almah, Schaff and Lange say: “It may be considered settled
that directly or properly it can never signify a married woman.”
On Matthew 1:22-23, these scholars further say: “An explana-
tion of the Evangelist ( Matthew), who everywhere points to the
fulfillment of prophecy: That, i.e. in order that. The event fulfilled
God’s purpose and therefore took place. The prophecy depends on
the fact as purposed in the divine mind. Fulfilled: This word
has its usual sense here as applied to prophecy. By or of the
Lord who spoke through (by) the prophet: The writing fol-
lowed t h e  speaking. Verse 23: The virgin  not a virgin. The
prophetic spirit of Isaiah had in view a particular virgin, the
mother of the true Immanuel.”

MACKNIGHT -- (Harmony Of The Four Gospels): “Mat-
thew 5:18: Now the birth (or rather the conception) of Jesus
Christ w a s  on this wise: the generation and conception of
Jesus Christ was entirely different from that of his ancestors,
and of all men that ever lived. (Verse 22) Now all this was
done: The clause all this comprehends not only what is men-
tioned in the preceding verses, but the whole particulars of
this transaction, and among the rest, the circumstances taken
notice of in the last verse of the chapter, viz. that Joseph did
not know Mary till she was delivered, because that circum-
stance, as well as her miraculous conception, was necessary to
the accomplishment of the prophecy now cited by the Evange-
list (Matthew) that a virgin was to bring forth a son in her
virgin state. Mary’s miraculous conception of Jesus in her vir-
gin state was an evident accomplishment of Isaiah’s prophecy,
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which concerned a virgin being with child. But the Evangelist
farther affirms that our Lord being named Jesus was an ac-
complishment of the same prophecy, which likewise foretold
that the virgin’s son should be called Emmanuel. This applica-
tion merits the readers attention, being clear proof that the
writers of the New Testament in citing and applying passages
of the Old, considered the sense of those passages rather than
the words. Otherwise how could Matthew have said that Jos-
eph’s naming Mary’s son Jesus was an accomplishment of
Isaiah’s prophecy which foretold that the son of the Virgin
mentioned by him should be called Emmanuel? Indeed, if the
sense of the prophecy is attended to, the application will appear
abundantly proper, for the same Jesus is upon the matter of
the same import with Emmanuel, because none but the Son of
God, who is God, could be Jesus, or the Saviour of mankind.
And therefore, the Saviour’s appearing on earth in human nature
is really, God with us. That this is the true design of the ap-
plication is evident from the Evangelist (Matthew) himself, for
he has interpreted both the names, Jesus as well as Emmanuel,
to show that the prophecy was fulfilled, not in the names but
in the signification of them. Verse 25: This circumstance the
Evangelist takes particular notice of, lest any reader should have
suspected that there was not an exact accomplishment here of
the prophecy which foretold, not only that a virgin should con-
ceive, but that a virgin should bring forth a son. For the whole
of this affair had been particularly described by Isaiah long
before it happened.”

COOKE -- (Speaker’s Bible Commentary) : “It is evident that
no interpretation of this verse can be adequate which does not
satisfy the following conditions: (1) It must yield a sense which
is not unworthy of the grandeur of the offer made in verse 11
(in depth, in height); in other words, it must view the prom-
ised birth as supernatural. (2) The child must be born of
David’s family: for only would the birth be fitted to guarantee
the perpetuity of David’s house (9:7). (3) The child must be
such that God’s presence with Israel (so long represented by
the Shekinah) shall be realized in his person. (4) The dignity
of the child must not fall short of that assigned to him in the
prophet’s own expansion of the name Emmanuel in 9:6.
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“These reasonable demands have never been met by inter-
pretation but that which the birth of Jesus supplied (Matthew
1:22-23; Luke 1:31-35). This, says Irenaeus was the sign in
depth and in height. In depth, for he is very man; in height
for he is very God. In the depth, for he condescended to endure
not only human misery, but the dereliction of God, the abyss
of death and hades; in height, for he took our human nature
with him into the glory which he had before the world was.

“The incarnation of Christ was one of the ‘thoughts’ of God
which ‘are very deep’ (Psalms 92:5). It as much transcends the
thoughts of man as the boundless expanse of heaven transcends
our earth (55:9). It was what ‘since the beginning of the world,
men had not heard, neither perceived by the ear, nor any eye,
save God’s, had seen’ (64:4). It was a solution of the problems:
How can the Holy One dwell with sinful men: How can David’s
house be hurled down to the ground, and yet ‘the everlasting
covenant’ abide ‘ordered in all things, and sure’ (2 Samuel
23:5)? Observation 1. Here in this ‘Son’ was the assurance that
after the vine of Judah was hewn down, ‘the holy seed’ (6:13)
remained ‘the substance thereof.’ Observation 2. The super-
natural birth of ‘the virgin,’ full of consolation to the faithful,
was a sign of portentous kind to Ahaz. If creative power must
interpose to make new commencement of royalty in the family
of David, must not the old line have become extinct? (cp. Jere-
miah 22:30; 23:5; Ezekiel 21:26-27). Observation 3. The parallel
prophecy --of Micah 4:8; 5:3) --in like manner connects the
birth of the Eternal King, out of the womb of the long partru-
ient Jewish church (26:17)) with the Babylonian captivity. On
verse 15: The divine child should be a true human infant, fed
with the produce of the land (of an ordinary contemporary
child such description was unnecessary) --know, choose, refuse
--used in the sense of moral and spiritual approbation. Note:
the prophet had foretold the withdrawal of the ‘whole stay of
bread’ and ‘of water’ from disobedient Israel--the spiritual
nourishment of God’s word. But this child should feed upon all
the rich stores of covenant blessings, in the figure of ‘butter
and honey.’ To apply this to physical food of a temporary child
is too trite in the first, and too common in the second.

“The work to be effected by this child is pointed out in his
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presence among men ( as in Deuteronomy 7: 2; 8:3; Judges 3:4;
and 2 Chronicles 32:31) . The incarnation did in a higher degree
what God’s descent on Horeb had in some measure done: It
established a sign for the probation of the people among whom
it was erected; for reprobation of the evil and the approval of
the good. This sifting process would be culminated and accom-
plished in final form by the coming Immanuel.

“Prophetic vision of culmination: When the child Jesus was
taken into the temple (Luke 2:27) it was declared of Him that
He was ‘set for the fall and the uprising of many in Israel, and
for a sign to be spoken against . . . that the thoughts of many
hearts might be revealed.’ The incarnation gave scope for the
highest degree of probation. Note: He ‘refused the evil’ even
when presented to him in the form of universal empire (Mat-
thew 4:8); He ‘chose the good’ even when surrounded by the
horrors of ‘the hour of darkness’ (Matthew 26:42, 53) and of
Getbsemane, ‘Thy will, not mine, be done.’ The application of
refuse evil and choose good is figurative. Verse 16: That great
birth, a sign of all ages --a sign to the house of David that
eventually Emmanuel would appear to perpetuate the House in
spiritual manifestation.

“On Matthew 1:23:  The citation almost verbatim from LXX
(Greek Old Testament) --the rendering a virgin is more cor-
rectly the virgin, showing clearly the sense attached to the word
by interpreters at a time when there were dogmatic inducements
to a different rendering. The passage in Isaiah should be trans-
lated in the present tense, ‘Behold, a virgin is with child and
beareth a son,’ implying that she was a virgin at the time of the
pregnancy. The future birth of the Messiah is beheld in prophe-
tic vision as already present . . . (Isaiah 9:6-7 -- is born, is given.
This prophecy seems to be directly Messianic and the attempt
to give it primary application to the time of Ahaz involves some
altogether gratuitous assumptions. The name Immanuel appears
a second time in 8:8, and the mention of ‘his land’ seems to
preclude the possibility of any son of the prophet being in-
tended, while there is no one in the house of Hezekiah to whom
it can apply, Hezekiah having been born some years before the
delivery of the prediction. Emmanuel is not to be understood as
a proper name, but as an appellative, describing the character
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of the child to be born of the virgin. In like manner chapter
9:6--His name shall be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the
Mighty God. The Evangelist in citing the prophecy continues
the line of thought, already implied in the name Jesus. The child
thus marvelously born who Himself by his own divine power
shall save his people from their sins is, as the prophet foretold,
God with us.”

TOWNSEND: “Isaiah 7:14--in this and the following verses
are contained the most undoubted and clear predictions of the
birth of the Messiah, and as such it is alluded to by the inspired
Evangelist, Matthew 1:23 . . . this prophecy is introduced in so
solemn a manner; the sign is so marked and peculiar, chosen
by God himself; the name of Christ is so impressive, that it must
have raised hopes far beyond what the present occasion sug-
gested and, in its highest signification, must have been sup-
posed to describe the great deliverer who was to spring from the
house of Judah. The further accomplishment of this prophecy
therefore must have reference to the Great Immanuel.

"( 1) Genesis 3: 15 cannot be applied to mankind in general --
but to a being in a peculiar sense. The ingenuity of man has
never devised a mode in which this passage can properly be
applied to any human race unless in the manner Revelation has
applied it to the promised Deliverer, and second Adam. The
person appointed to deliver man was the seed of woman. (2)
Isaiah 7:14: The inspired writings do not confirm the interpre-
tations that the virgin and the Son existed in the time of Isaiah
and Ahaz, for they give no account of a child born at that time
who either received the name Immanuel or a name that would
bear that signification. If the prophecy had ended at the 7:16
verse it might perhaps bear the interpretation. But it seems to
have been forgotten by those who would limit the signification
of the prophecy, that it is only a part of the prophetical dis-
course, which includes that still more eminent prophecy of
9:6-7. The object of the prophet in announcing ‘the virgin shall
conceive’ must be collected from the whole discourse. No king
of Israel (or any other contemporary person) then or later could
be justly styled Wonderful, Counsellor, The Mighty God, The
Everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace. This prophecy from
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necessity must be, as it always has been, both by Jewish and
Christian writers, referred to the Messiah, and as such is quoted
by Matthew in his Gospel --1:23. (3) Jeremiah 31:22: A new
thing created, a woman to compass a man -never before a
creation, because it was wrought in a woman only, without
man.”

EUSEBIUS: Book 5, chapter 8, gives the statement of Irenaeus
(in writing) respecting the translation of the holy scriptures by
the seventy (LXX) “God, says he, became man and the Lord
Himself saved us, giving us the sign of the virgin. But not as
some say that now presume to interpret the scriptures: “Behold,
a young woman shall conceive and bear a son,” as Theodotian
of Ephesus and Aquila of Pontus have translated, both of them
Jewish proselytes. Whom the Ebionites following, assert that
Jesus was begotten of Joseph. After a little he adds: “for before
the Romans established their empire, whilst yet the Macedonians
had possession of Asia, Ptolemy the son of Lagus being ambi-
tious to adorn the library established by him in Alexandria with
the works of all men, as many as were worthy of being studied,
requested the inhabitants of Jerusalem to have their works
translated into Greek; but as they were yet subject to the Mace-
donians, they sent seventy of their elders that were best skilled
in the scriptures and in both languages to Ptolemy, and thus
providence favored this design. But he wished them to make the
attempt separately, and apprehensive lest by concert they might
conceal the truth of the scriptures by their interpretation, there-
fore separating them from one another, he commanded all to
write the same translation. And this he did in all the books.
Assembling therefore in the same place, in the presence of
Ptolemy and each of them comparing their respective versions,
God was glorified, and the scriptures were recognized as truly
divine, as all of them rendered the same things, in the very
same expressions, and the same words, from beginning to end.
So that the Gentiles present knew that the scriptures were
translated by a divine inspiration, neither was it anything extra-
ordinary that God should have done this, who indeed in the
captivity of the people under Nebuchadnezzar, when the scrip-
tures had been destroyed, and the Jews returned to their coun-
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try after seventy years, subsequently in the times of Artaxerxes
king of the Persians, he inspired Esdras (for Ezra) the priest,
of the tribe of Levi, to compose anew all the discourses of the
ancient prophets and to restore to the people the laws given by
Moses.”

Thus the Greek Old Testament came into being, which trans-
lates the Hebrew almah by the Greek parthenos, the word for
virgin only, nothing else. The scholars and “the church fathers”
of earliest centuries bear preponderance of testimony that the
almah of Isaiah’s prophecy was the Greek Old Testament’s
parthenos and the apostle Matthew’s virgin -- and the foregoing
quotations are representative of a consensus among conservative
scholars that the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14 had direct reference
to and singular fulfillment in the virgin birth of Jesus Christ as
related by the inspired apostle in Matthew 1: 18:25. Our profes-
sors are yielding to the modernists of the Harvard and Yale
schools of commentators.
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CHAPTER SIX

ONLY BEGOTTEN SON

“AND THE WORD WAS MADE FLESH, AND DWELT AMONG US, (AND WE

BEHELD HIS GLORY,  THE GLORY AS OF THE ONLY BEGOTTEN OF THE

FATHER,)  FULL OF GRACE AND TRUTH” -JOHN 1:14.

“NO MAN HATH SEEN GOD AT ANY TIME;  THE ONLY BEGOTTEN SON.

WHICH IS IN THE BOSOM OF THE FATHER, HE HATH DECLARED HIM"-

JOHN 1:18.

“FOR GOD SO LOVED THE WORLD, THAT HE GAVE HIS ONLY BEGOTTEN
SON,  THAT WHOSOEVER BELIRVETH IN HIM SHOULD NOT PERISH,  BUT

H A V E  EVE R L A S T I N G  LIFE" -- JOHN 3:16.

“HE THAT BELIEVETH ON HIM IS NOT CONDEMNED: BUT HE THAT BE

LIEVETH N O T  I S  C O N D E M N E D  A L R E A D Y ,  B E C A U S E  H E  H A T H  N O T  B E

LIEVED IN THE NAME OF THE ONLY BEGOTTEN SON OF GOD”-- JOHN 3 :18.

“IN THIS WAS MANIFESTED THE LOVE OF GOD TOWARD US. BECAUSE

THAT GOD SENT HIS ONLY BEGOTTEN SON INTO THE WORLD, THAT WE

MIGHT LIVE THROUGH HIM” -- I JOHN 4 :9.
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CHAPTER SIX

THE ONLY BEGOTTEN SON

The emasculation of John 3:16 in the removal of only begotten
by the new versions is the capital sin of the modernist translators.
Having yanked the word virgin out of Isaiah 7:14 they pursue
the evil work begun by ejecting the word begotten from John
3:16. The purpose of these infidel theologians and revisionists in
the elimination of these two words from these two related pas-
sages is the obliteration of the miraculous in the birth of Jesus
Christ and the deity of his Person. The exclusion of these two
words from these two texts takes God out as the Father of Jesus
--and these translators knew it when they did it, and they know
it now, for it was done with deliberate design. This we shall
prove by their own testimony in the succeeding chapters.

It is said that fertilization is prerequisite to fetus -- that it is
impossible to produce fetus without impregnation -- and this
requires union, so John 3:16 is mistranslated. Holy horrors! at
such an exegetical pretext to justify their modernism and becloud
their unbelief. If the God of heaven and earth had the power
in the beginning of the cosmos and of man to create, he had
power to procreate also. In the creation of man, God planted the
potentiality of procreation in the two persons -- the first pair,
Adam and Eve. But in the virgin birth of Jesus, God exercised
that same power in planting the same potency in one person --
the virgin Mary. Comparing the spiritual with the natural: the
gospel is the power of God for salvation ( Romans 1: 16) ; and
the word of truth is the implanted word that begets or produces
sons of God --and that is the power of God. But it is the same
power of God that could and did plant in Mary the WORD that
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became flesh. (John 1:14) And, the angel of the Lord said: “For
that which is conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit.” (Matthew
1:20)

But we are apprised by some of our professors that deity cap-
not be subject to the word begotten -- if that is true the same’
rule must be applied to conception, but the angel said to Joseph
concerning Mary, “that which is conceived in her is of the Holy
Spirit”; and the angel Gabriel said to the virgin Mary, “the Holy
Spirit shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest shall
overshadow thee: therefore also that holy thing which shall be
born of thee shall be called the Son of God” -- so this argument
of the professors falls flat.

Another Doctor of Philosophy said that “God does not perform
the physical act of begettal.” Shades of philosophy1 Who has
ever said that He ever did? But the inspired Matthew and Luke
recorded the words of the angels of the Lord that God did by
the Holy Spirit produce the condition in the virgin Mary that
enabled her through the substance of her own body, apart from
man, to conceive “that holy thing”--and that is why Peter and
John in prayer to God (Acts 4:27) uttered the reverent words
“thy holy child Jesus.” Combine the words of the angel, “that
holy thing,” with the words of the apostles, “thy holy child,” and
it defines the meaning of the word “holy” as it applies to the
virgin birth of Jesus Christ.

All of this type of talk which is so necessary to notice, how-
ever unworthy of attention it may be, in its effect denies the
creation act of God, for if God’s power could not have performed
the begotten part of the birth of Jesus, by the same theory his
power could not have produced the conception part of the virgin
birth. These professors are being pulled into the channels of liber-
al thought, and are being driven into the modernism of the liber-
al-thinking theologians from whence come the new pseudo-
versions of the Bible.

There are three related words in the passages in Matthew and
Luke and John appertaining to “the only begotten Son” of John
3:16. These words are first, Gennao -- which means in the active
voice to beget, and in the passive voice to be born; second, Gino-
mai --which means made, or created; third, Monogenes --
which means only begotten. These are the important words (in
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Matthew 1:20, I John 5: 1; Matthew 1:22; John 1:3, 14; and John
3:16) upon which the meaning of “the only begotten Son” de-
pends. We want to examine the definitions of these three words
and consider their applications and implications in these relative
verses of the passages bearing on the virgin birth of Jesus as the
only begotten Son of God.

1. GENNAO: “Fear not to take unto thee Mary thy wife: for
that which is conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit” (Matthew
1:20) --‘Whosoever believeth that Jesus is the Christ is born
of God: and every one that loveth him that begat loveth him
also that is begotten of him.” (I John 5: 1)

In these verses there are the four words, conceived and born
and begat and begotten--- all of which are from the original
word Gennao in both the active and passive use of the word. In
the passage of I John 5:1 the word begat is in the active voice
and the words conceived and begotten are in the passive voice.
The active voice is indicative of the male function, it belongs
to the father, and represents that which is a going forward from
the progenitor; but the passive voice belongs to the female func-
tion or the receptive aspect; as in comparison in I John 5:1 where
both forms are employed: He that loves the one that begets (ac-
tive) loves the one that is begotten (passive) and in this process
of believing the gospel, which is the begetting power, one is
born (gennao) of God, as defined by John in chapter 2:29:
“every one that does righteousness is born (gennuo) of him,” and
further exemplified in I Corinthians 4:15 by Paul, “in Christ
Jesus I have begotten you (gennao) through the gospel.” There
are fifty-plus connections in New Testament passages where the
word Gennao is used in both the active and passive sense.

In Matthew 1:20 this word is used in reference to the virgin
Mary: “for that which is conceived (gennuo) in her is of the
Holy Spirit.” It is distinctly significant that in this one place
alone, in reference to Mary, the word conceived is the word Gen-
nao --only here i n  the case of Mary is the word conceived
translated from Gennao. In Luke 1:24 the word conceived in
reference to Elisabeth, differs from the word used in reference
to Mary in Matthew 1:20, conceived “of the Holy Spirit” -- the
difference being in the source of it. The first chapter of Luke
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records the message of the angel to Zacharias that he should be
the father of a son by his wife Elisabeth, “and after those days
his wife Elisabeth conceived” -- but the word conceived in ref-
erence to Elisabeth is not from Gennao, it is the word Sullam-
bano, from Sul (with) Lambano (to receive, or to bring forth)
and in this sense, as defined by Young’s Analytical Concordance
and Bagster’s Englishman’s Greek Concordance, it occurs five
times (Luke 1:24, 31, 36; 2:21; and James 1:15); and in three
other passages --Hebrews 11:11, in reference to Sarah; Romans
9:10 in reference to Rebekah; and Acts 5:4 in reference to Ana-
nias and Sapphira. But in one place only is the word conceived
translated from Gennao, and that is when it was attributed to
the Holy Spirit in Matthew 1:20: “For that which is conceived
in her is of the Holy Spirit.” The difference is in the creative
aspect in the conception of the virgin birth.

The purpose of this emphasis is to show that Gennao as the
root word is related to the dual word Monogenes -- the latter
half, genes for begotten being derived from Gennao, and is
therefore and thereby connected with only begotten, which is
the Monogenes of John 3:16. The first part of that word is mono
and means only; the second part of that word is genes and means
begotten, and we propose to prove that to take begotten out of
John 3:16, as the new versions have done, is to take Gennao out,
and to take Gennao out takes Christ out -- and that knocks the
Higher Critics and their new versions out!

Proceeding with the further proof of these statements is the
consideration of the second word in this three-word connection
with the only begotten Son of John 3:16.

II. GINOMAZ: “Now all this w a s  done, that it might be ful-
filled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet” (Matthew
1:22) --“All things were made by him; and without him was
not any thing made that was made . . . and the world was made
by him . . . and the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us?)
(John 1:3, 10, 14)

In all of these verses of the first chapter of John the word
made is from Ginomai -- they all connect with verse 3: “All
things were made by him; and without him was not any thing
made that was made.” These three times the word (made. -- Gin-
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omai) signifies that which came into being by creation. But
Ginomai comes from Gennao, which means to create, or a begin-
ning, and Monogenes is also derived from Gennao--mono
(only) genes (begotten), the only begotten Son -- therefore to
remove begotten from John 3:16 (and the preceding verses 14
and 18) and from other passages where it is used in reference
to Christ means to remove Gennao from the New Testament --
the only begotten Son --and that is precisely what these trans-
lators are doing.

This word Ginomai connects John 1:3, 10 with verses 14,
17, 18:

Verse 14: “The Word was made (Ginomai) flesh, and dwelt
among us."

Verse 17: "The law was given by Moses, but grace and truth
came (Ginomai) by Jesus Christ.”

Verses 14, 18: ‘The glory as of the only begotten of the
Father.” . . . “the only begotten Son.”

No man hath seen God at any time; the only begotten Son,
which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him.” The
only begotten in these two verses, as in John 3:16, is Monogenes
--and the genes of that word is derived from Ginomai, which
comes from the root word Gennao, so in verse 18 "the only begot-
ten Son” is the conclusion from verses 3, 10 and 14 and is the
application of the three of these words. It is important therefore
to observe that the miracle of Jesus Christ begins with John 1:3
and connects with verse 14 in the use of Ginomaqi by the words
were made and was made. So if made in verse 3 means created,
then verse 14, “the Word was made flesh” means created -- the
Word was created flesh in the virgin birth of Jesus. And these
verses are connected with verse 18, the only begotten Son, where
the word begotten (Monogenes) is derived from Ginomai; there-
fore “the only begotten Son” means that Jesus Christ was created
in the virgin Mary--he was out of God.

It now behooves us to establish the connection between Gen-
nao and Ginomai with Monogenes, the only begotten Son of
John 3:16, and to prove that when the translators took begotten
away from Christ in John 3:16, they took away all of these words
from which it is derived and thereby took away the creation of
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Christ in the virgin Mary, which destroys the virgin birth of
Jesus Christ, the only begotten Son of God. And that is what
these translators are doing.

III. MONOGENES: “For God so loved the world, that he gave
his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not
perish, but have everlasting life” -- John 3:16.

The first part of this word is mono and is from monos, which
means only. The second part of the word is genes and is from
genos, which means begotten. Hence the compound word Mono-
genes, which means only begotten. But Genos is derived from
Ginomai, which is the word for made and created--so the
Monogenes of John 3:16 in reference to Christ is a creation as
profound as the first creation of Adam. The intermediate sub-
stance of the virgin in the creation of Christ formed in her--
“that which is conceived (Gennao) in her”--was equal to the
creation of Adam, and the creation of Eve from the rib of Adam.

It is noteworthy that in John 1: 17 there is the contrast in the
two phrases: The law was given by Moses, but grace and truth
came by Jesus Christ. The word “came” -- grace and truth came
by Jesus Christ --is Ginomai, but the law given by Moses is not
Ginomai. It means that grace and truth were made, were created
by Jesus Christ. The word shows that the process by which grace
and truth originated was made by Christ -- created by Jesus
Christ. To destroy Monogenes in John 3:16 and other verses
where the word begotten is applied to Christ, by taking the word
begotten out of all these passages, is to destroy the meaning of
the word creation itself, to which the word Monogenes is related
and from which it derives its meaning, and in consequence it
would destroy the One who made the world, who made grace
and truth by Jesus Christ, for Monogenes (begotten) comes from
and is Ginomai; and therefore to take out begotten is to take
Ginomai out; and to take Ginomai out is to take Christ out of
creation; and to take Christ out takes God out. It is the proof
that the word begotten belongs to Monogenes in John 3:16, and
to take it out robs the sacred text of its meaning and Jesus Christ
of his Deity.
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IV. Some Parallel Passages On Ginomai and Monogenes.

(1) Romans 1:3 “Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord,
which was made (Ginomai --created) of the seed of David.”

(2) Galatians 4:4 “But when the fulness of time was come,
God sent forth his Son, made (Ginomai -- created) of woman,”

If this same word in I John 1:3, 10, 14: “All things were made
by him,” and “the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us"--
if this same word Ginomai in these verses means created, then
the first chapter of John tells us that the One by whom the world
was made or created, became flesh, was made or created to enter
the world, and Ginomai tells us how he came into the world --
that God used woman --created of woman. Then Ginomai makes
the virgin birth of Jesus Christ final--but the word begotten
(genes) is of mono-genes in John 3:16 and to remove genes, or
begotten, from John 3:16 simply means to throw Christ out of
John 3:16, and cut the heart out of its meaning.

The Monogenes of John 3: 16 is a one time thing -- it is from
Ginomai and that word tells us that is the creative force of John
1:3,14, and moving even closer in the creative process in Romans
1:3 -- Christ was the made, the created, the begotten Son of God.
Paul states in Romans 1:3 that Christ was made (created) ac-
cording to the flesh and declared to be the Son of God by the
resurrection from the dead. The phrase ‘by the resurrection from
the dead” proves him to be “God in the flesh” or he could not
have been thus resurrected. And the statement of Galatians 4:4
that God “sent forth his Son made of woman” is the repeat and
refrain of Isaiah 7:14 on the sign of the virgin, and it incorpor-
ates John 3:16 in the word begotten -- and it adds up to an un-
answerable argument that the whole word mono-genes, not
just the first, or the only, half of the word, but the last part also,
the begotten part of the word, belongs to John 3:16.

But there are numerous other passages to add to the uses of
the word Ginomai which bear special significance in these paral-
lels.

(3) Acts 1:21-22: Wherefore of these men which have ac-
companied with us all the time that the Lord Jesus went in and
out among us, beginning from the baptism of John, unto the
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same day that he was taken up from us, must one be ordained
to be a witness with us of his resurrection.”

In this reference to the selection of Matthias to be an apostle
the word ordained is from Ginomai, and it means that Matthias
was made or created an apostle by a special act--he was or-
dained or made or created for that place by the divine act of
verse 24: “and they prayed, and said, Thou, Lord, which knowest
the hearts of all men, show whether of these two thou hast chos-
en.” By this divinely directed choice Matthias was made, or
created, an apostle; so there is no argument by which Matthias
could be rejected or removed from the place for which he was
thus created.

(4) Philippians 2:5-7: "Let this mind be in you, which was
also in Christ Jesus: who, being in the form of God, thought it
not robbery to be equal with God: but made himself of no rep-
utation, and took upon him the form of a servant, and was made
in the likeness of men.”

The word made in the phrase “made in the likeness of men”
is our word Ginomai, and it means that when Jesus was born
into the world of the virgin Mary he was created in the likeness
of men.

(5) Hebrews 1:3-4: "Who being the brightness of his glory,
and express image of his person, and upholding all things by the
word of his power, when he had by himself purged our sins,
sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high; being made
so much better than the angels, as he hath by inheritance ob-
tained a more excellent name than they.” The apostle here again
uses the word Ginomai in reference to Christ -- he was made so
much better than the angels by creation. It was by this process
of creation in the virgin birth of Jesus, according to I Timothy
3:16, that “God was manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit,
seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles (nations), believed on
in the world, received up into glory.”

That is what Monogenes-- the only begotten Son--is all
about, and it is the answer to a professor’s remark concerning “all
of the ado” over Isaiah 7:14: “Therefore the Lord himself shall
give you a sign; Behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son,
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and shall call his name Immanuel.” To reject any one of these
passages is to deny all of them.

(6) Hebrews 11:17: “By faith Abraham, when h e  was tried,
offered up Isaac: and he that had received the promises offered
up his only begotten son.”

The sacrificial scene to which reference is here made in Gene-
sis 22:2, is among the finest prophetic pictures of Calvary. The
one time mention of Calvary is in Luke 23:33: “And when they
were come to the place which is called Calvary, there they cru-
cified him.” The mount was named Calvary from the Latin Cal-
varia, which is derived from Calva, a bare skull. It is now being
claimed that Mount Calvary never existed, that this “place of a
skull,” otherwise designated in Matthew 27:33 as Golgotha, was
not a mountain, hence no such thing as “Mount Calvary” --and
the new versions have stripped Calvary from the one text in
which it occurs. On this point we submit, first, the comments on
the hill of Golgotha, which is identified with Calvary, in the
notes on Matthew 27:33 by F. C. Cooke, editor of the original
Speaker’s Commentary, now entitled The Bible Commentary,
a work of undisputed scholarship and recognition. The British
Parliament appropriated the resources for its production and
publication, and because the Speaker of the House of Commons
had introduced the bill, it was officially called the Speaker’s
Commentary. In his notes F. C. Cooke refers to various historians
and inserts the following comments:

“The rock of Calvary still stands up fifteen feet above the
pavement. It appears likely that, in its original state, this rock
was a part of a little swell of the ground that jutted out from
the slope of Sepulchre Street, and probably always formed a
somewhat abrupt brow on the west and south sides; for the
south-west brow of the rock has just sufficient elevation to raise
the wretched sufferers above the gazing crowd, that would natu-
rally arrange itself below and upon the sloping side opposite,
which formed a kind of natural theatre with respect to the brow
of Calvary.”

The above description of Calvary by Canon F. C. Cooke of
Exeter, was quoted from an exhaustive treatise by Professor
Willis on the exact adaptation of this site for what is called the
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Holy Sepulchre, and the actual height of the mound and the
elevation of the mount--the execution hill.

Another noteworthy description of the hill of Golgotha and
Calvary is here submitted from the original Schaff's Schaff's Dictionary
Of The Bible (1880) under MORIAH:

“A mount on which Solomon built the temple in Jerusalem . . .
Most authorities agree in regarding this as the place whither
Abraham went to offer Isaac, and therefore identical with Gene-
sis 22:2. The Samaritan tradition, however, claims that the place
of Abraham’s altar was on Mount Gerizim . . . but the arguments
in favor of this view are far from satisfactory.”

That the use of the word mountain in the scriptures is quite
a comparative term and in reference to sites is rather relative in
application in the description of elevations cannot be reasonably
disputed. Furthermore the topography of “the land of Moriah”
where Abraham was commanded to take Isaac “and offer him
there for a burnt offering upon one of the mountains” is not the
same today as it was fifteen or twenty centuries B.C. Neither
are the sites and the heights, the mounds and the mounts, in
and around Jerusalem twenty centuries A.D. the same as they
were when the Lord was crucified. Under the paragraph head-
ings of the History and the Topography of Jerusalem, in the
Schaff Bible Dictionary, the following description is given:

“The Jerusalem of our Lord and his apostles is buried 20 to
80 feet beneath the ruins and rubbish of the centuries; the “City
of David” lies still deeper below the surface of modem Jerusalem
. . . There is no trace on the surface now to be seen of the city
in its glory . . . The Jerusalem of today is built upon the ruins of
several cities, each erected and destroyed upon the same site,
and each adding to the debris of some former town. The founda-
tions of the Jerusalem of the Old Testament and of Christ and
his apostles, so far as they exist, are far below the surface of the
present town . . . Owing to the repeated burial of Jerusalem of
the various periods described above, the precise location of the
biblical sites and ancient holy places in and about the city has
led to long and sharp controversy. Even the location of Zion and
Moriah has been disputed with great ability and learning . . .
and Jerusalem topography is still confused by the mazes of many
conflicting opinions.”
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On page 434, under Physical Features, the description con-
tinues : “The city stands upon a tongue of land which is sep-
arated from the surrounding country on all sides save the north
by deep ravines . . . the tongue of the land was divided into
two parallel ridges, of which the eastern was Mount Moriah
(the site of the temple) and the western Mount Zion (the site
of David’s house and later of Herod's palace) which was 110
feet higher than Moriah, and constituted the 'upper city’ of
Josephus.”

Be reminded that Calvary is identified with Mount Moriah,
and with these historical descriptions and geographical delinea-
tions of the elevations, the hills and ridges, the mounds and
mounts, around Jerusalem it seems prejudicial and presumptuous
for any one to assert that Mount Calvary never did exist.

The action of the translators of the new versions in casting
Calvary out of the one text where it is mentioned can be con-
sidered only as a sample of the effort to debunk the many pre-
cious passages from the Bible, numerous examples of which
translating policy will be cited in a later chapter comparing these
passages with the new versions. After duly considering all of the
evidence my present mind is to continue singing the precious
song On Calvary, and not to discontinue an old and favorite
sermon on Echoes From Execution Hill--and I would not mind
having some of the professors in the audience!

The evidence is clear in the history of Jerusalem that the old
Jerusalem lies buried a hundred feet under the ruins of centuries,
and that the Jerusalem of today is not the Jerusalem of Christ
and the apostles, and for that reason I have not had the urge to
visit " the  holy land," and I have noticed that in most instances
the preachers who do, return home and take their speeches on
the Holy Land out of McGarvey's Lands Of The Bible!

In the Hebrews 11:17 reference Isaac is called Abraham’s
“only begotten son” because God determined his birth. Isaac
was not Abraham’s only son --he had other sons; but Isaac was
“the only begotten,” with the emphasis on begotten, for God had
said to Abraham and Sarah “in Isaac shall thy seed be called”
and it required direct interposition by divine intervention to ac-
complish it. The only begotten in Hebrews 11:17 is Monogenes,



216 A REVIEW of the N EW VERSIONS

and the genes (begotten) is from Ginomai -- so it means that
God created Isaac, in the sense that Sarah, having been barren
and was also far past age, being ninety years old, and Abraham
also was a hundred years of age, too old to father a child, as
plainly stated in verses 11-12: ‘Through faith also Sarah herself
received strength to conceive seed, and was delivered of a child
when she was past age, because she judged him faithful who
had promised. Therefore sprang there even of one, and him as
good as dead, so many as the stars of the sky in multitude, and
as the sand which is by the sea shore innumerable.” It is thus
that only begotten in reference to Isaac signifies the interposition
of divine power that removed the physical barriers, thereby mak-
ing possible the birth of Isaac through Abraham and Sarah--
and the word Monogenes joins John 3:16 and Hebrews 11:17
together in the dual term only begotten.

In the rewriting of Hebrews 11:17, as in John 3:16, the new
versions have split the word Monogenes in the middle and have
thrown out the genes, or the begotten, part of the word.

Now take a look at what this does to Hebrews 11: 17. This
Hebrew reference is an allusion to Genesis 22:2: “Take now thy
son, thine only son Isaac, whom thou lovest, and get thee into
the land of Moriah; and offer him there for a burnt offering up-
on one of the mountains which I will tell thee of.” In Hebrews
11:17 the reference to Isaac as Abraham’s “only begotten son”
is equal to a direct quotation from Genesis 22:2. In these parallel
passages the word son is in italics, in both the Genesis and the
Hebrews texts, which indicates that the word son was supplied
in translation to complete the phrase. But only begotten is not
supplied, it is in the text itself. Now to expose what the new
translators are doing, the word begotten is taken out of Hebrews
11:17, but the word son is kept in it. So in the new version the
passage is made to read ‘his only son.” This means that the trans-
lators have eliminated a word that is in the text and retained a
supplied word that is not in the text! Since the word son is a sup-
plied word which is not in the text, they have included a word
that is not in the text and excluded a word that is in the text,
which means that according to these scissors-happy translators the
original text would read, "By faith Abraham, when he was tried
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offered up Isaac: and he that had received the promises offered
up his only” --leaving it suspended in mid-air!

It is pertinent to inquire by what sort of authority could they
expurgate the word begotten which is in the text but retain the
word son which is not in the text? Without the word son the
verse would read "he that had received the promises offered up
his only begotten,” which is a true rendering and in harmony
with textual translation. The word son is supplied in italics by
necessary inference because Abraham’s only begotten was Isaac
his son--but to butcher this passage so that without the supplied
word son they would have the verse to read his only is not trans-
lation, it is mutilation. The answer to the question, why has all
this been done, is simply this: the rejection of the only begotten
Son of John 3:16, which plants Jesus in the womb of the virgin
Mary by miraculous conception.

V. A Collation and Comparison of the Only Begotten
(Monogenes) Passages

Altogether there are nine passages in which the word Mono-
genes occurs. In six of these passages it is translated in the full
meaning only begotten, the complete translation of the word; but
in three passages it is given a partial, incomplete translation with
the word only--and a scrutiny of the verses where the incom-
plete use of the word occurs will answer the question why it is
translated only, without begotten, in the three places.

The six only begotten passages are as follows:
John 1:14: “And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among

us (and we beheld his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of
the Father), full of grace and truth.”

John 1:18: “No man hath seen God at any time; the only be-
gotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared
him.”

John 3:16: “For God so loved the world, that he gave his only
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in him should not perish,
but have everlasting life.”

John 3:18: “He that believeth on him is not condemned: but
he that believeth not is condemned already, because he hath not
believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God.”
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I John 4:9: "In this was manifested the love of God toward us,
because that God sent his only begotten Son into the world, that
we might believe through him.”

Hebrews 11:17: “By faith Abraham, when he was tried, offered
up Isaac: and he that had received the promises offered up his
only begotten son, of which it was said, That in Isaac shall thy
seed be called.”

In all of these passages Christ, the Son of God, is involved and
the full and complete translation of the word Monogenes -- only
begotten --was made without exception. But there are three in-
stances where the emphasis was not placed on the begetting or
on begotten, where full translation was not required, and these
instances are in the following passages:

Luke 7:12: “Now when he came nigh to the gate of the city,
behold, there was a dead man carried out, the only son of his 
mother, and she was a widow.”

Luke 8:41-42: “And, behold, there came a man named Jairus,
and he was a ruler of the synagogue: and he fell down at Jesus’
feet and besought him that he should come into his house: for he
had one only daughter, about twelve years of age, and she lay a
dying.”

Luke 9:38: “And, behold, a man of the company cried out, say-
ing, Master, I beseech thee+, look upon my son: for he is mine
only child.”

The English translators of all the old versions held to the
Greek text six times, and varied from it only the three times, all
in the three places in Luke. There is no reason for this variation
in the Greek itself, but the context contains the explanation for
these three exceptions in the English text.

These three exceptions have been seized upon for a cause to
omit the word begotten in the six passages referring to the only
begotten Son. But why change the six in favor of the three, per-
mitting the three incomplete and subordinate uses of the word to
govern the six in the full and complete only begotten translation
of Monogenes. The English translation is six to three (6 to 3) in
favor of only begotten. The word means the same, and the ex-
ception in the translation does not change its meaning --six pas-
sages out of nine render its full meaning, three passages out of
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nine make a partial rendition, but it is the Greek that settles it,
nine to nothing. But taking the English, six to three, there is a
double argument for only begotten in John 3:16, and the five re-
lated passages referring to Christ, as rendered by the English ver-
sions before the advent of the new pseudo-translations.

In view of the fact that in the Greek text all nine of the pas-
sages are monos and genes -- only begotten -- let us scrutinize
the passages containing the three exceptions to the full transla-
tion of the word.

In Luke 7:12 the difference lies in the feminine context rather
than the masculine use of the word. The woman was a widow,
her husband was dead. The emphasis of the passage is on two
things: she was a widow, and the dead man was her only son,
her own blood son, not a foster child, but “the only son of his
mother.” But she did not beget him, and the father does not enter
the use of the word in this context. The emphasis is on a born son
of the mother, not one adopted, and this was important to a Jew-
ish woman, who without a son born of her was not held in as
high respect. The text places the emphasis on her only son but
she did not beget him, and had it been the father here instead of
the mother the English translation would have included begotten.
Here the masculine is waived, for it is a point of relationship be-
tween the son and the mother, so the text specifically states that
the woman was a widow.

The word Gennao, from which comes the genes (or begotten)
part of Monogenes (only begotten), in the active voice is in the
masculine gender, as previously stated; but in the passive voice
it is in the feminine gender--- to beget is masculine, to be born
is feminine. The emphasis of Luke 7;12 is a son (only), born
blood son, an only child of the mother, which was according to
the Jewish mother attitude; and the text is in harmony with it,
as the father has no connection with text or context in the use of
the word in this instance. So the passage is not a full, but an in-
complete, use of the word Monogenes. But John 3:16, “God so
loved the word, that he gave his only begotten Son” is the com-
plete rendering, a full translation of Monogenes, for God is the
Father of the only begotten Son of John 3:16. The difference is
full translation uersus partial translation, or complete rendering
versus limited rendering of the word. And the reason for it, as
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above set forth, is easy to see unless it is a modernist who is look-
ing the other way.

The six passages rendered in its full definition only begotten
set out the measure of the word Monogenes in the Greek text and
in the translations of it. The passages in Luke are not an empha-
sis on the relationship to God the Father, and the limited transla-
tion follows the accommodated circumstances in the context. The
six texts translated only begotten are special in the relationship to
God the Father, and a limited rendition would be inadequate --
therefore in all of the five passages that refer to Jesus Christ as
the only begotten Son of God the translators respected the word
Monogenes by a full and complete translation of it. In the sixth
passage of Heberws 11: 17 Isaac is the type of Christ, hence it is
translated along with the five concerning Christ: “And he that
had received the promises offered up his only begotten son.”

In the perspective of these passages -- in this group of words
from the root Gennao -- the active voice always conveys the con-
cept of the father, and the passive voice carries the thought of the
mother, so in Luke 7:12 since it is only the woman involved, the
idea for only born is imparted. In the thought of the mother the
passive voice contains the idea of be-born, but of the father as
begetting- begotten of the father, born of the mother, and in
Luke 7:12 the language is in terms of the Jewish approach, which
was the function and relationship of the mother, not of the father.

In the other two verses Luke 8:42 and 9:38 there was no spe-
cial emphasis involved, and neither text nor context required a
full translation of the word -but the fact remains that the word
Monogenes does mean in its full import only begotten and Roth-
erham’s translation is true to the Greek text in all three of these
passages in Luke by the full translation of Monogenes as only
begotten in all of them. (See Rotherham on Luke 7:12; 8:42;
9:38). It is indisputable that Monogenes (only begotten) is a
two-word Greek term. The first word mono is from Monos in the
masculine form, and it means only. The second word is genes
from Genos in the masculine form, and it means begotten--to-
gether it is the word Monogenes and it means only begotten and
it cannot be fully translated without two English words--we
cannot say it with one word in the English; we cannot say it with
the one word only; and to sever begotten from only in the verses
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that refer to Jesus as the only begotten Son of God is a travesty
in translation.

It was my privilege to be associated with a professor of lan-
guages who was a specialist in Greek, who had been engaged as
a special counselor in Greek by more than one university. I had
the opportunity of asking him the direct question: Can the Greek
word Monogenes be fully translated without the two English
words, only and begotten? His answer was: Absolutely impos-
sible. And he commented further with the remark: Any man who
says that begotten should be omitted from the translation of
Monogenes in John 3:16 drops genes out of the word, and he
either does not know the Greek language or does not believe the
doctrine of the Virgin Birth. The latter is true of the new trans-
lators, but what shall we say of some professors in our colleges?
They are exposed and put to shame as smatterers in Greek par-
roting the theology of the neo-orthodox modernists and peddling
the new versions.

It is obvious to the understanding of all who are able to grasp
the designs of the new text-makers that the meaning of Mono-
genes (the only begotten) cannot be decided by the three in-
complete uses of the word. Why the three against six-the six
fully translated and the three half-translated? The reason is too
apparent to be denied: the new theology requires the extermina-
tion of the doctrine of the Virgin Birth and John 3:16 stands
squarely and solidly in its way. But it is not essential for one to
know the Greek to be aware of such heretical mistranslation --
it is only necessary to know the truth contained in these gospel
texts.

The truth restated is that Genos (begotten) is derived from
Ginomai which means to make, to create, as in John 1:3, 10, 14,
the passages previously cited as examples -- and in John 3:16 the
word is used to express the special act of creation necessary to
send "his only begotten Son” into the world through the virgin
Mary. There is no idea or thought of cohabitation in the use of
these five texts referring to the only begotten Son of God-but
rather to the power to create, to beget without man. The question
of Mary to the angel was, how shall this be? The answer was:
“The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the power of the
Highest shall overshadow thee: therefore also that holy thing
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which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God.” This
is Gods answer to Mary’s question of how shall this be -- it was
of the Holy Spirit and the power of the Highest without any as-
sociation with man.

The Holy Spirit is not He in any masculine sense, nor is God;
and John 3:16 and Luke 1:34-35 are not expressive of cohabita-
tion, but of Gods power to beget by creation -- the God of the
creation of Adam could create the condition in Mary to thus pro-
duce “his only begotten Son.” It is the process of that word Gino-
mai from which begotten is derived -- and it means to bring into
being, and it was this “power of the Highest” that brought “his
only begotten Son” into being in the body of the virgin Mary.
This is the doctrine that the new translators do not believe and
which through the new versions they are set to destroy --and
that most subtle and deceptive new version has been adopted as
the Bible text in our colleges, and is being taught to the sons and
daughters from the Christian homes over the nation sending them
there on assurances of protection from the baneful effects of
modernism. But these new versions are the implementations of
the rankest modernism in subtle form, and its results are appar-
ent even now in creating distrust in the integrity of the Bible and
in the insidious undermining of the faith of our young generation
in the Word of God. The translators of the new versions have
cast a pall of doubt over the whole Bible and accompanying
these versions there has been a distinct decline of confidence in
its inspiration which has ever been the bulwark of the faith. The
new theology of the new versions is a faith-destroying influence
in our midst. What one does privately is his own business, but
what is done in the services of the church is the responsibility of
its elders, and God will not hold us guiltless who permit and tol-
erate the pseudo-versions as a source of incipient error. The same
responsibility applies to the administrations of the colleges in-
cluding its trustees --they cannot be adjudged guiltless.

VI. A Summary of the Relation of the Only Begotten Son of
John 3:16 to the Doctrine of the Virgin Birth of Christ in the
Scope of the Bible Teaching Throughout the Old Testament and
the New Testament.

The reason for the Incarnation was declared to be for the pur-
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pose of manifesting God the Creator to man the creature as more
than a creation -- it was the demonstration that God is the Father
of man, manifested in Christ who became the Son of man-- it
was God stooping down to man, it was heaven bending down to
the earth for the reconciliation of the world to God.

( 1) The Mystery of the Godhead: ‘And without controversy
great is the mystery of godliness: God was manifest in the flesh,
justified in the Spirit, seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles,
believed on in the world, received up into glory” -- I Timothy
3:16.

The word mystery is from musterion or musteerion, and it de-
notes a plan, a strategy, a scheme of things, which could not be
known until made known or revealed, and that is its connotation
in all of the twenty-seven passages in which it occurs in the New
Testament. The mystery of godliness is the truth unknown be-
fore it was revealed, concerning the Son of God becoming the
Son of man, as the cause and plan for the sons of men to become
the sons of God. “Now to him that is of power to stablish you
according to my gospel, and the preaching of Jesus Christ, ac-
cording to the revelation of the mystery (musterion) which was
kept secret since the world began, but now is made manifest, and
by the scriptures of the prophets, according to the commandment
of the everlasting God, made known to all nations for the obedi-
ence of faith.” (Romans 16:25-26)

The “‘mystery of godliness” is the scheme of redemption en-
folded in the Incarnation of Christ and unfolded in the revela-
tion of the gospel. The passage of I Timothy 3:16 is a rhythmical
formula presented in three couplets of affirmation: First, that
God was manifest in the flesh, is the Word made flesh of John
1:14; justified in the Spirit is the vindication of this relation to
God by the testimony of the Spirit which was in him without
measure, as declared in John 3:34; second, that he was seen of
angels, and preached unto the nations, is in reference to the
preaching of the apostles of Christ under the great commission,
who were the angels (messengers of Christ) who had seen him
and were empowered to proclaim first-hand information; third,
through the preaching of the gospel by his ambassadors, the apos-
tles, he was believed on in the world (the whole world, all crea-
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tion) in attestation of his resurrection, and received up into glory,
as recorded in the conclusion of Luke’s narrative “he was parted
from them, and carried up into heaven,” where he remains in the
glory that he had with the Father before his incarnation to dwell
in the world among men. The ascension of Christ back to heaven
from whence he came everywhere appears as the high point in
the great scheme of godliness, because it is the proof that he was
in heaven before his descension, and it is declared that by his as-
cension he became our forerunner to heaven: ‘Whither the fore-
runner is for us entered, even Jesus” and “who has gone into
heaven, and is on the right hand of God: angels and authorities
and powers being made subject unto him.” (Hebrews 6:20; I
Peter 3:22) At the end of this dispensation of mediation and re-
demption, the Lord Jesus Christ will appear a second time, ac-
cording to Paul’s comforting words of I Thessalonians 4:13-18,
but when the Saviour descends the saved shall ascend to meet
him in the air, and so shall ever be with the Lord.

The purpose of the incarnation having been accomplished be- 
fore the ascension, so the work of redemption shall have been
accomplished when he descends again to receive the saved: “So
Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many; and unto them
that look for him shall he appear the second time without sin unto
salvation.” (H be rews 9:28) It is then that the saved, dead and
alive, shall ascend together “to meet the Lord in the air” and in
heaven the redeemed shall ever be with Him. This doctrine of
the gospel is the revelation of the mystery of godliness- the
doctrine of the Godhead.

(2) The Fulness of the Godhead -- Colossians 2:9.

The word Godhead occurs three times only in the language of
the New Testament: “Forasmuch then as we are the offspring of
God, we ought not to think that the Godhead is like unto gold,
or silver, or stone, graven by art and man’s device” (Acts 17:29);
“For the invisible things of him from the creation of the world
are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made,
even his eternal power and Godhead” ( Romans 1:20) ; “For in
him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily” (Colossians
2:9). The divine term Godhead in these three verses is rendered
in three variations of the root word Theos, GOD. In Acts 17: 29 it
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is Theios to denote the one Deity, the true God as distinguished
from idols and images; in Romans 1:20 it is Theiotes which de-
notes the Divine Existence and Power--the Divinity that is
seen through the attributes and works of God, in the natural rev-
elation; in Colossians 2:9 it is Theotes in the absolute, that in
Christ dwells all the fulness, the entire divine essence in all of
its perfection. The Godhead is an abstract truth, a quality or truth
within itself, apart from any object or any other thing, without
reference to a thing or things, it is recondite-not comprehend-
ed by physical senses --known only through revelation of the
divine attributes that belong to it.

The apostle’s statement in Colossians 2:9 ascribes to Christ “all
the fulness of the Godhead bodily.” The word fulness is pleroma,
meaning finished, completeness, perfection. It pleased the Father,
says Paul in Colossians 1:19, that this perfection of the Godhead
should dwell in the Person of his Son Jesus Christ; and the com-
pleteness expressed in the pleroma of Ephesians 1:23 belongs
also to the Body of Christ, the Church: “And gave him to be the
head over all things to the church, which is his body, the fulness
of him that filleth all in all.”

The further statement of Colossians 2:9 is that all the fulness
of the Godhead dwells in Jesus Christ bodily. The word is used
in this sense only here, one time only, in the New Testament. It
is from the term Somatikos which occurs in two other places, but
not in the sense of Colossians 2:9. At the baptism of Jesus in
Luke 3:22 the word is descriptive of the descent of the Holy
Spirit in the bodily shape of a dove; and in I Timothy 4:8 the
word is applied to bodily exercise as it refers to the indulgences
that pertain to things of “the life that now is” instead of the spir-
itual things related to the life “which is to come.” But in a slight
variation of one Greek letter of Somatikos, without distinction in
the English spelling, the word has singular meaning and use in
reference to the fulness of the Godhead dwelling in Jesus Christ
bodily --it means that the perfection of the Godhead dwells in
Christ in its full substance- bodily, substantially, all that God
is Christ is, as affirmed of him in Hebrews 1:3 ‘Who being the
brightness of his glory, and the express image of his person.” The
word person is from Hupostasis, which is the word for substance,
and it means that the person of Christ even in the incarnate state
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was the very substance of God-- “the very image of his sub-
stance.” The divine essence of God was existent in the Son, as
indicated in the preceding connecting clause, ‘Who being the
brightness of his glory"--the effulgence, the shining forth, of the
glory of the Godhead. “For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the
Godhead bodily” --He is the embodiment of the Godhead --
Christ is the substance of God.

The God-side and the man-side of Jesus Christ is resplendent
in all of these passages--- and the virgin birth of the only begot-
ten Son is embodied in all of them. It is the theme of the primal
promise, and from Eden to Bethlehem it is the refrain of the
prophecies, and after the passion and the resurrection and the
ascension the melody of its message was prolonged in “the glo-
rious gospel” preached by his apostles and in all of their epistles
to the churches.

(3) The Significance of the Woman’s Seed--Genesis 3:15.

“And I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and be-
tween thy seed and her seed: it shall bruise thy head, and thou
shalt bruise his heel.”

These were God’s words spoken to the serpent. There would
be enmity between the serpent and the woman; and between the
serpent’s seed and her seed: observe the order, then the change
to it (her seed) “shall bruise thy head” -the serpent’s head. The
text does not say that the woman’s seed should bruise the ser-
pent’s heel--it states that her seed should bruise the serpent’s
head; and the serpent’s seed should bruise his heel--the heel of
her seed. The passage declares that the serpent, Satan himself,
should bruise the heel of the woman’s seed -“thou (Satan)
shalt bruise his heel.” But the woman’s seed, specified as her
seed, should bruise (crush) the serpent’s head -- Satan himself.
In this Genesis record there are four important words: Satan and
woman, seed and bruise.

First: The Serpent: “Now the serpent was more subtle than any
beast of the field which the Lord God had made.”

The serpent was said to be “more subtle than any beast” of all
the created creatures, and his appearance in Eden was in the form
of the serpent, but that this serpent is Satan can hardly be dis-
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puted in the light of the reference in Revelation 12:9, “And the
great dragon was cast out, that old serpent, called the Devil and
Satan, which deceiveth the whole world.” In the Genesis text this
creature was distinguished from all other by his subtlety; and his
power to deceive, in the Revelation text, is an allusion to his sub-
tle devices. When God inquired of Eve, What is this that thou hast
done? She answered, The serpent beguiled me. So the serpent had
the power of speech--he talked to the woman. In 2 Corinthians
11:3, with jealousy for the Corinthian church, which the apostle
Paul had established by preaching the gospel, he admonished
them: “But I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve
through his subtlety, so your minds should be corrupted from
the simplicity that is in Christ.” In the same chapter, verses 13-
15, the apostle again, with words of warning, puts the Corinthi-
ans on guard against the cunning wiles of Satan: “For such are
false apostles, deceitful workers, transforming themselves into
apostles of Christ. And no marvel; for Satan himself is trans-
formed into an angel of light. Therefore it is no great thing if
his ministers also be transformed as the ministers of righteous-
ness; whose end shall be according to their works.” And the
apostle further mentioned in his first letter to Timothy (5:15)
that there were some who had “turned aside unto Satan.”

Reference to the Devil under Diabolos (the Accuser and Ca-
lumniator) is recorded thirty-five times in the New Testament;
and the name Satan (in Greek form Satanas, adversary, in He-
brew Satan) occurs fifteen times in the Old Testament, and thir-
ty-five times in equal number with Devil in the New Testament.
The word Devil does not occur in the Old Testament, only Sa-
tan; and reference is made to devils four times in the sense of
making sacrifices to pagan deities or idols. In the New Testament
the word translated devils and demons occurs many times. The
reference to the Devil from Diabolos is a proper name for Sa-
tan, and the two terms are synonymous. In Revelation 12:9 the
noisome malodour of his presence was associated with his three
diabolical appellations : “that old serpent, called the Devil, and
Satan.”

It has been theorized that Satan is only a personified attribu-
tion for an evil influence within the heart or mind, but that idea
is not coherent with the mention of Satan in so many instances
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and circumstances. No evil impulse or thought was ever in the
heart of Jesus, but Satan conversed with him on the mountain.
That Satan had a personal existence is avouched by his appear-
ances in the first and second chapters of Job and by the dialogues
between him and God. In Zechariah 3:1-2 Satan is represented
to be as personal as the angel which he resisted, and “the Lord
said unto Satan, The Lord rebuke thee, 0 Satan.” This is the Old
Testament passage to which the apostle Jude refers in verse 9 of
the epistle of Jude: ‘Yet Michael the archangel, when he con-
tended with the devil he disputed about the body of Moses, durst
not bring against him a railing accusation, but said, The Lord
rebuke thee.” If these references to Satan in the Old Testament
were merely figurative the New Testament would have so
recognized it, but instead Satan is mentioned in the New Tes-
tament as an existing being. In I Peter 5:8 the apostle writes
of a fact, not a fancy, that “your adversary the devil, as a
roaring lion, walketh about, seeking whom he may devour;
whom resist stedfast in the faith.” Here the personal pronoun
whom is attached to the devil, and he seeks his victims, but if
resisted he will flee--James 4:7: “Submit yourselves therefore
to God. Resist the devil, and he will flee from you.” So here the
language is unmistakable: Submit to God--resist the devil . The
devil is an adversary, seeking his prey, but he can exercise no
power over anyone except by consent, for he may be resisted --
and not only is he without power, he is a coward, when resisted
he will run from you.

The mission of Christ into the world was to destroy the power
and the works of the devil. There are two passages that have di-
rect bearing on this point: First, Hebrews 2:14-15: “Forasmuch
then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he also him-
self likewise took part of the same; that through death he might
destroy him that had the power of death, that is, the devil; and
deliver them who through fear of death were all their lifetime
subject to bondage;” second, I John 3:8: “He that committeth
sin is of the devil; for the devil sinneth from the beginning. For
this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he might de-
stroy the works of the devil.” No one serves Satan who is not a
willing servant -- his power was destroyed (Katargeo, to make
of none effect, to bring to naught)--for this purpose the Son of
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God was manifested, that he might destroy the works of the devil
--and if Jesus Christ through his death and resurrection and by
the gospel has not accomplished this purpose, then his mission
was a failure, for that was the purpose of his manifestation in the
world.

If it should be said, as it has been said, that this willing con-
sent also applies to the one who serves God, therefore if this fact
destroys Satan’s power it would on the same principle neutralize
the power of God. But the difference is this: If one does not
serve Satan, there is nothing the Devil can do about it; but if
one does not willingly serve God, God is able to exercise punitive
power. “Fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to
destroy the soul: but rather fear him which is able to destroy
both soul and body in hell” (Matthew 10:28); and ‘Who will
render to every man according to his deeds: to them who by pa-
tient continuance in well doing seek for glory and honor and im-
mortality, eternal life: but unto them that are contentious, and
do not obey the truth, but obey unrighteousness, indignation and
wrath, tribulation and anguish, upon every soul of man that doeth
evil.” (Romans 2:6-9)

These passages and principles prove the voluntary nature of
sin, and the permissive character of evil, but it proves also the
subordination of all evil powers to God. The existence of Satan
is a menace to man but resistance to him strengthens the moral
character, deepens our spiritual being, and puts Satan to flight.

Second: The Woman: “And the Lord said unto the serpent. . .
I will put enmity between thee and the woman, and between thy
seed and her seed.” (Genesis 3: 15) -- “For the Lord hath cre-
ated a new thing in the earth, A woman shall compass a man.”
(Jeremiah 31:22)

In the Genesis passage the thing foretold by the Lord God in
Genesis 3 :15 would be brought into being by the woman alone,
her seed, apart from man, and that it is prophetic of the virgin
birth of Christ is made manifest by its relation to kindred pas-
sages. In the Jeremiah text (31:22) that which should be created
would be a new thing in the earth, a thing never seen or known
before--a woman shall compass a man. This statement is set off
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in the clause setting it apart as a special declaration in the sen-
tence arrangement: For the Lord hath created a new thing in the
earth, A woman shall compass a man. The woman is apart from
man; and compass is to encompass as her seed in Genesis 3:15
and the virgin of Isaiah 7:14. The further evidence of this truth
is in fact that the verse 22 is in the context of the prophecy on
the new covenant in verses 31-34: “Behold, the days come saith
the Lord, that I will make a new covenant with the house of Is-
rael and with the house of Judah” -- the whole context of which
is quoted in the eighth and tenth chapters of Hebrews as being
a New Testament prophecy.

The New Testament atmosphere and environment is projected
in all of these passages. The Genesis 3:15 text is the seed of the
woman -- her seed; the text of Isaiah 7:14 is the sign of the vir-
gin, which culminates in the child born and the Son given of
chapter 9:6-7; and the passage of Jeremiah 31:22, A woman shall
compass a man (manchild), is in the context of the new cove-
nant. These passages belong together: the seed of woman, the
sign of the virgin, the Son given, and the new thing in the earth
--- Isaiah’s sign of the virgin is Jeremiah’s new thing which should
be accomplished through the her seed. The New Testament en-
vironment is plain in the first chapter of Matthew on the virgin-
born Immanuel of Isaiah, and the first and second chapters of
Luke on the given--Son of the woman’s seed. The first chapter of
Matthew is based on Isaiah 7:14 and the first two chapters of
Luke are based on Isaiah 9:6-7. It is the New Testament atmos-
phere in the Old Testament context.

Third: The Seed: “I will put enmity between thy seed and her
seed.” (Genesis 3: 15)

This word seed in the Hebrew and the Greek and the Latin
versions means offspring, or progeny. The Hebrew and Latin
words are one, referring to either plants, animals or man. The
Greek has two words for seed: First, spora, which refers to bo-
tanical seeds, plants and herbs; or sporos for sowing seed, and it
is figuratively applied to the word of God.

In the Genesis reference to the woman, the Lord God foretold
that her seed would bruise the head of the serpent, and the ser-
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pent himself would bruise the heel of the seed of the woman.
But the serpent was Satan--- “that old serpent, called the Devil,
and Satan, which deceiveth the whole world.” The significant
phrases that old serpent and which deceiveth the whole world
identifies him with the being of Eden that deceived Eve, the
woman: “For Adam was first formed, then Eve. And Adam was
not deceived, but the woman being deceived was in transgres-
sion.” (I Timothy 2:13-14) The seed of the woman was one, in
the similar comparison of Paul in Galatians 3:16, not seeds as of
many but as of one, which is Christ -- by the same analogy her
seed was not as seeds, it was limited to one, and that one was
Christ.

Fourth: The Bruising: “It shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt
bruise his heel.”

The prophecy of the Lord God himself in Genesis 3:15 is two-
fold: first, the reference to Satan bruising the heel of her seed
pointed to Calvary and the Crucifixion second, the reference to
her seed bruising the serpent’s head signifies the crushing of Sa-
tan, this seed was to overcome, to conquer, to crush the head
of Satan, and it pointed to the Resurrection of Christ. This meta-
phor of bruising Satan is applied by the apostle Paul in Romans
16:20 to the overcoming and conquering of Satan personified in
Nero, the persecuting Emperor: “And the God of peace shall
bruise Satan under your feet shortly.” The bruising of the heel
of her seed by Satan, the serpent himself, was a forecast of the
Cross, but the crushing of the head of Satan by her seed was in
anticipation of the victory of Christ over Satan in the Resurrec-
tion. ‘That through death he might destroy him that had the
power of death, that is the devil; and deliver them who through
fear of death were all their lifetime subject to bondage” -- “For
this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he might de-
stroy the works of the devil.” (Hebrews 2:14-15; I John 3:8)

These prophecies are one --they culminate in Christ. The seed
of the woman of Genesis 3:15 is linked with the Immanuel of the
virgin of Isaiah 7:14, which is linked with the Emmanuel of
Mary--God with us. And they are all linked with the only be-
gotten Son of John 3:16. The translators of the new versions are
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theological demons --as evil men by their language they reveal
themselves and expose their own character. “For by thy words
thou shalt be justified, and by thy words thou shalt be con-
demned” and “wherefore by their fruits ye shall know them.”



CHAPTER SEVEN

THE THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TRANSLATORS

“BEWARE LEST ANY MAN SPOIL YOU THROUGH PHILOSOPHY AND VAIN

DECEIT. AFTER THE TRADITION OF MEN. AFTER THE RUDIMENTS OF THE

WORLD, AND NOT AFTER CHRIST” -- COLOSSIANS 2 :8.

“AND EVERY SPIRIT THAT CONFESSETH NOT THAT JESUS IS COME I N

THE FLESH IS NOT OF GOD: AND THIS IS THAT SPIRIT OF ANTICHRIST,

WHEREOF YE HAVE HEARD THAT IT SHOULD COME; AND EVEN NOW

ALREADY IS IN TEE WORLD” - -  1  JOHN 4:3.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

THE THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TRANSLATORS

The apologists for the Revised Standard Version and the New
English Bible, and other theological books that have been pub-
lished under the pretext of modem speech translations and ver-
sions, have been wont to say that the dogmatic theology of the
translators does not affect the integrity of the translations -- but
that is not true to the facts concerning the pseudo-versions and
spurious translations now under review, for their theologcal inter-
pretations pervade their versions and are evident on every page
and in every verse of the alterations and changes, omissions and
additions, throughout their translations. The first paragraph in
the Appendix to the Critique of the Revised Standard Version by
Professor 0. T. Allis is a cogent statement bearing on this point:

"A distinguished theologian who was both a prolific writer him-
self and a frequent reviewer of the writings of others -- Dr. B.
B. Warfield of Princeton--once remarked to the writer that he
did not like to review a book unless he knew something about the
author. By this he meant that it is helpful and at times even
necessary to know the author’s general position, the ‘school’ of
thought to which he belongs, in order to understand and appraise
his utterances along any special line or on a particular subject.
Our concern is primarily with the Revised Standard Version. But
it will be of interest to the reader to learn, and he is certainly en-
titled to know, something about the theological viewpoint of the
men who prepared ‘The Most Important Publication of 1946,’ in
order that he may form some idea as to their attitude toward this
great undertaking which was committed to them by the Inter-
national Council of Religious Education.”

235
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The International Council of Religious Education is an or-
ganization that exists for the purpose of implementing the Neo-
Orthodox Movement, or the New Christianity Movement, with
headquarters in Toronto, Ontario, Canada, and branch offices in
London and New York. Its purpose is to convert the English-
speaking world en masse to the modernism of Neo-Orthodoxy--
that is, to create a new face for Christianity, to give the religious
population of Great Britain and the United States of America a
new Christianity.

There are two affiliated organizations with the International
Council, one in England, one in the United States. In England
the affiliate World Council of Churches implements the Neo-
Orthodox Movement through the New English Bible, and in the
United States the National Council of Churches implements this
New Christianity Movement through the Revised Standard Ver-
sion--they are the same school of theologians. It has been al-
leged by informed sources that the National Council of Churches
appropriated an initial one million dollars to commercialize and
market their product under the propaganda slogan -- ‘The Most
Important Publication of 1946” -and they boasted of selling one
million copies the first year of its circulation--they had a prod-
uct to market, and they resorted to every type of high pressure
promotion through the churches, through the preachers, through
the seminaries and the colleges, and through the press, to ac-
complish their end.

It is noteworthy that all of the profits that accrue from the sale
of the Revised Standard Version go into the coffers of the Na-
tional Council of Churches, and every purchase is a contribution
to that ultra--modern organization. That is why this section re-
views the books related to the Revised Standard Version in order
to expose the ultra-modem theology of its translators, for the
reason in this case that preachers of the gospel and the members
of the churches of Christ are “certainly entitled to know” the
character of the translators of this spurious version of the Bible
--“the precious word of God.”

Another thing that our entire brotherhood is entitled to know
is the circumstances of the appointment of Brother H. Leo Boles
to the Advisory Board of the Revision Committee and of his im-
mediate withdrawal from it. In the promotional strategy there
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was a nationwide effort to link the churches of all the major re-
ligious bodies with the new version. In the Introduction booklet
of the Revised Standard Version, by Chairman Luther A. Weigle,
under the heading "The Revision Committee and the Advisory
Board,” this statement appears: ‘With the committee has been as-
sociated an advisory board made up of representatives from each
of the denominations affiliated with the International Council of
Religious Education.” In this list of denominations the following
line is entered: “Churches of Christ: Rev. H. Leo Boles, Nash-
ville, Tenn.” This, of course, was the doing of the Committee, not
of Brother Boles, and he was not representing the Churches of
Christ as a “denomination affiliated with the International Coun-
cil of Religious Education,” for there existed no such affilia-
tion and Brother Boles could not have represented the churches
in such a connection or in any other representative capacity.
Brother Boles, having been president of David Lipscomb Col-
lege, editor of the Gospel Advocate, his name known wherever
“Churches of Christ” were known, as a member of the Advisory
Board was good propaganda for the Revised Standard Version,
and for this purpose alone his membership was solicited. He was
appointed to this Advisory Committee and attended one of its
meetings to observe its character --and one time was enough.
He withdrew himself from it, washed his hands of its appoint-
ment, and never attended another meeting. He had entertained
a slight hope that there could be an opportunity to exercise some
influence for good, but the first meeting disillusioned him com-
pletely --the committees were shot through and through with
modernism and Brother Boles had no more to do with it. But his
name as representative of the Churches of Christ was printed in
the Introduction booklets for both the Old Testament and the
New Testament
These are some
s e c t i o n .

MOFFATT'S

and remains there as a monument to a mistake.
of the reasons for the reviews that comprise this

I.

THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

(By James Moffatt, formerly of Oxford University, England;
later of the Union Theological Seminary, New York; and member
of the translating committee of the Revised Standard Version.)
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The Oxford theologian and modernist introduces his theology
of the New Testament with an expressed desire to present Jesus
in the development of “tradition” as adequate to the needs of the
human soul, hut throughout his treatises the reference to the
Deity of Jesus is studiously avoided.

First: The Theology of the Gospels.

In the Moffatt textbook the theology provides the outline of the
life of Jesus in the accounts of the gospel records which consist
of four categories: (1) The Jewish presuppositions; (2) what
are considered to be extant materials; (3) the sources based on
the synoptic tradition; (4) in the comparison with Paulinism, and
the Johannine interpretation.

The phrasing of this four-point introduction to the Gospels,
its manner of expression and verbal form, are indicative of the
theological modernism of the Moffatt school of Higher Criticism
that is developed in his Theology of the New Testament.

Second: The Terminology on Paul.
As it was said to Peter when he was warming his hands at the

devil’s fire near Pilate’s Hall, during the trial of his Lord, “Surely
thou art one of them: for thou art a Galilean, and thy speech
agreeth thereto,"  in Mark’s words; and in Matthew’s words, “for
thy speech betrayeth thee"--- so it is with Moffatt and his theo-
logical colleagues, they speak and write the language of modern-
ism.

After the use of the term "Paulinism" too many times to count,
with “Paul’s theology” running a close race, the following ter-
minology pervades his pages: ( 1) The Pauline theologumenon
--which is something akin to a curriculum for a theologue, which
is their name for a theological student! (2) The Pauline influ-
ence; (3) the Pauline environment; (4) the Pauline view; (5)
the Pauline soteriology --meaning Paul’s teaching on salvation;
(6) the Pauline tendency; (7) the Pauline ideas; (8) the Pauline
circle; (9) the Pauline language; ( 10) the Pauline antithesis --
the contrary elements of Paul’s teaching; ( 11) the Pauline move-
ment; (12) the Pauline thought --Paulinism in all of the epistles
--ad infinitum and ad nauseam!
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Third: The Terminology on John.
In the same style of estimating the writings of Plato and Aris-

totle and Socrates, theologian Moffatt appraises the thinking of
Paul, and in the same vein he writes of John in the nomencla-
ture of the Johannine Gospel in the following terminology: ( 1)
the Johannine view; (2) the Johannine theology; (3) the Johan-
nine conceptions; (4) the Johannine stories; (5) the Johannine
Christ; (6) the Johannine interpretation; (7) the Johannine theo-
logumenon; (8) the Johannine form; (9) the Johannine use and
usage; ( 10) the Johnannine fashion; ( 11) the Johannine sayings;
(12) the Johannine equivalent for the Lukan story; (13) the
Johannine pragmatism. In this manner of narration, the over-use
of even their own theological phraseology, such as Matthean,
Markan, Lukan, and Petrine, along with their Paulinism and Jo-
hanninism, is a display of pompous ostentation, and it connotes
their concept of the New Testament hooks and their handling of
them on the basis of historical human documents.

Fourth: The Terminology of the Synoptic Gospels:
These translating modernists who wear the insignia of Higher

Criticism employ a theological jargon, a professional dialect, a
common cant, characteristic of their community of critics, and
the writers of the divine record have been made the objects of
this peculiar nomenclature. The same pattern of speech applied
to Paul, Peter and John is imposed on Matthew, Mark and Luke
in the following Moffatt stereotyped phrases: (1) the synoptic
tradition (Matthew, Mark, Luke); (2) the traditions of Mat-
thew; the Matthean theology; the Matthean version and context
differing from other synoptics; (3) the theology of Mark; the
Markan logion; and the Christology of Mark; (4) the Lukan tra-
dition, and Luke’s theology. The very language of these transla-
tors betrays their theology, that they are dealing with the gospel
books as human, historical (or unhistorical) documents, not as
the inspired word of God. No man who believes that Matthew,
Mark, Luke, John and Paul were inspired men could employ the
verbalism of these theologians. And when we hear and read these
theological phrases in the language of our own professors and
preachers, we know their company -- "their speech betrayeth
them.”
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Fifth: The Moffatt Theology.
(1) Paul’s theology is a theory of religion, standing on the level

of relation to personal faith with theories of aesthetics as in rela-
tion to poetry and as botany to life in the field of human senti-
ments based on the theoretical. (page 2)

(2) The gospels are the “interpretations” of Christ by the writ-
ers. (page 3)

(3) The theology of the gospels is related to the contemporary
conceptions of the world and of God; moulded and colored by
current ideas of the supernatural. (pages 4-9)

(4) The authors of the gospels (anonymous) were acceptable
on the basis that some other great truths of religion have come
from the pens of anonymous writers (page 10). In this respect,
the gospels are on the same plane as the larger part of the Old
Testament -- anonymous. (page 10)

(5) The gospel record reflects only the thoughts of Christ;
and through the idealization of the records, predilections, inade-
quate categories, misconceptions and exaggerations, and through
these refractions, an obscure theology shines through of a figure
(Jesus) less obscure than the theology of biographers. (page 11)

(6) There are perplexing ‘antinomies in Matthew’s theology
(contradiction between two principles) as it differs from his
predecessor (Mark) but his (Matthew’s) Christology is in a less
naive and popular form than Mark’s narrative. (page 13)

(7) The theology of Luke is a variety of interpretations, and
these interpretations of Jesus as the Christ were put in terms of
current thought and were influenced by the current conditions.
(pages 14-15)

(8) The “religious ideas of Jesus and the evangelists” were de-
rived from the comparative religions. (page 17)

(9) The religious system of Paul, labeled “Paulinism,” was
not the theology of the gospels, but a distinctive Pauline move-
ment. (page 19)

(10) The church was molded by tradition; and its conceptions
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in turn molded the gospels, more t h a n  the effect of the gospel
molding the church. (pages 19-20)

(11) The records of the gospels concerning Christ contain
exaggerations. (page 20)

(12) Paul was the first theologian in the church. (page 21)

(13) Matthew’s gospel is a plagiarism of Mark’s gospel, and
Luke also copied Mark. (page 25)

(14) The Synoptic tradition, Matthew, Mark and Luke, are
associated with Johannine stories, and the miracles are a naive
dramatization of belief in an anecdote, or symbolic story, or the
passage of a parable into the form of a miracle. (page 28)

(15) The author of the fourth gospel, John, was a revolution-
ary, like Paul--he was a great thinker and a great reformer, but
in all good faith he was only producing what was common to
himself and his age and he was less conservative than he ima-
gined. (pages 29-30)

(16) It is stated as a fact that within the compass of the gos-
pels there were changes introduced for the sake of doctrine by
later writers. (page 30)

( 17) The Matthew 16:18-19 text -- “The entire Matthean pas-
sage is one of the author’s Jewish-Christian insertions” -the
hypothesis that one if not both verses must be the work of a
second-century editor, who used some apocryphal logion in in-
terest of the Petrine supremacy. (page 32)

(18) There is an equal lack of evidence in support of the con-
tention that ( Matthew 28: 19) originally read as it appears in Mat-
thew’s record of the Great Commision. (page 32)

(19) The conception of the Spirit of God in relation to Jesus
was an evolution of thought process in John’s gospel- rather
than revelation. (page 40)

(20) The gospels (Matthew, Mark, Luke) are referred to as
an eschatological (death, future life, last things) theory-an al-
ternative of which view on “the story of Jesus” would compare
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with the prelude of Wordsworth on the summer dream beside the
sea of Don Quixote. (page 41)

(21) In the traditions of the gospels, the theology of the sy-
noptic gospels is a real and baffling problem. (page 42)

(22) The resurrection, as a transmutation of primitive tradi-
tion, is presented in the gospel which claims that such “spiritual
conceptions” are the larger truth into which the spirit of Christ
had initiated the church - -in modern phraseology, an organic
development of the gospel for which Jesus stood. Moffatt asks,
“How far, and how can this claim be justified?” And adds that it
depends upon a critical estimate of the synoptic tradition, plac-
ing the gospels on the same level with tradition. (page 46)

(23) He states that it is interesting to trace the changes made
by Paul and the Apostolic Church in Christ’s conception of the
kingdom --that Paul and the church changed the concept of
Christ on the Kingdom! (page 65)

(24) Reference is made to “the being of Jesus in God” -- and
that his God is only theoretical. (pages 67, 108)

(25) The antimony (contradiction between two principles each
taken to be true) which occurred in the conception of the King-
dom was due to the difference between the religion of Jesus and
the standpoint of the apostolic churches which deliberately
moulded the tradition of that religion to the current interests and
preconceptions of the day --so the apostle Paul and the churches
changed the traditions of Christ. (page 72)

(26) It is unequivocally asserted that Jesus never called God
the creator--his teaching contains no theories of creation. (page
85)

(27) Jesus shared in the popular belief in angels prominent
in the birth-stories of Matthew and Luke. (page 88)

(28) The distinction between healing miracles and nature mir-
acles were unreal -- the diseases and disorders which Jesus cured
belong to the sphere of nature. (page 93)

(29) There is no requirement on the part of man to render
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honor and glory to God, or to thank him publicly or formally for
his goodness. The theology of the gospels does not know such a
deity; it supersedes the older ideas of God to which such prac-
tices were relevant. (page 103)

(30) Jesus came to realize the meaning of his sonship through
obedience, through prayer and temptation. His sonship in rela-
tion to the Father was a moral and spiritual tie. (pages 112, 114)

(31) According to the gospels, the Sonship of Jesus existed in
a consciousness of his mission--- a messianic consciousness in the
sense of vocation, an inner consciousness of God’s character as his
Father and the Father of men, which is not related to the bap-
tism story. It was a messianic consciousness of service to God, a
vocation in a nearness to God. (pages 114-131)

(32) Referring to the birth-stories --Jesus was practically the
Son of God--as a heavenly being sent by God as his only and
well-beloved Son, but the birth-stories were “the conception of a
messianic consciousness based upon a special consciousness of
Sonship.” The explanations concerning His sonship in the sayings
of Jesus are naive attempts to express the Christian sense of what
was implied in the unique filial consciousness of Jesus. (pages
135-136)

(33) The virgin-birth was presented by Matthew in terms in-
telligible to those who were familiar with the mythology of the
Greek and Roman world, and he chronicles it in a way that is nOt
Jewish. The tradition of the virgin-birth, therefore, embodies an
apostolic interpretation of the divine Sonship of Jesus, which im-
plies what a modem would call a metaphysical relationship
which Jesus never put forward in his teaching. (pages 136-137)

(34) It is asserted that it is more than possible that Jesus
brooded over the prophecies until he felt the consciousness of his
own mission and vocation --and that was the nature and extent
of his Sonship. The prophecy of Isaiah 53 poses the problem of
how the death of Jesus should produce the effect of a ransom
from sin--and the suffering servant was organic to the conscious-
ness of Jesus, and the passage of Isaiah 53 was a supremely sug-
gestive prophecy to him. (pages 144, 145, 149)
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(35) On the power of Jesus to forgive (Mark 2: 10, Matthew
9:1-8, Luke 5:20), it is explained that Jesus meant no more than
to assert if to err is human to forgive is divine -- which Moffatt
says is plausible though he says it blunts the point of the story!
Admitting that the story within itself embodies his right to for-
give “as coordinate elements of his personality,” it has the clas-
sification of "a story” --his view of the healing miracles, as natu-
ral results, is stated on page 93, which commits him to denial of
the miracle healing of these passages in Mark 2, Matthew 9, Luke
5. He says, “Jesus assumes the right of conferring the boon.”
(pages 151, 152)

(36) Hear Moffatt on messiahship of Jesus: “I confess that to
attempt a non-psychological exposition of the Son of man pas-
sages in the gospels, for example, seems to me as promising and
legitimate as it would be to propose a non-philosophic inquiry
into Plato’s allusions to the daemon of Socrates. The rationalizing
and modernising explanations of Jesus have not been due to too
much but too little pyschology.” (pages 175-176)

(37) He claims that the synoptics and Fourth gospel join in
teaching that the sonship of Jesus was only the filial and messian-
ic consciousness, which is the basis on which the special Christol-
ogy of John’s gospel is granted. (page 176)

(38) The attempt is made throughout the treatise to exemplify
a disharmony between “the synoptic gospels” (Matthew, Mark
and Luke) and “the Johannine gospel” (the gospel of John), and
in this designed pattern the Moffatt theology runs true to the
form of the translating committee of the Revised Standard Ver-
sion.

II.

GOODSPEED’S INTRODUCTION TO
THE NEW TESTAMENT

(By Edgar J. Goodspeed of Chicago University, and translator
of the Revised Standard Version.)

It is common knowledge that Chicago University is the hotbed
of the neo-orthodox modernism movement, and of its influence
on the Revised Standard Version through Goodspeed and his
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colleagues. Professor Allis said in his Critique that it should be
entitled ‘The Chicago University Version.” The Goodspeed in-
fluence has been so predominant in the Revised Standard Version
as to be also generally known that his advance theological treat-
ises are substantially the guidelines for the translating committee.
The Goodspeed theology is implemented in three significant
works: How Came the Bible, An Introduction to the New Testa-
ment and his own individual Goodspeed’s Translation of the
New Testament. A condensed review of his initial treatise on
“How the Bible Came” and the more extensive “Introduction to
the New Testament” will be sufficient to expose the Goodspeed
theology.

First: How Came the Bible.
The treatise starts with the assignment of equal rank with the

New Testament epistles to the writings of a group of the ante-
Nicene and the post-Nicene church fathers. It states that the to-
tal number of the accepted canonical New Testament books, re-
garded as the inspired books, are twenty-nine in number, or as
grouped by Josephus, twenty-two in number, grouping the sev-
eral books entitled as first and second epistles as one epistle. But
Goodspeed said that the New Testament books were nearer fifty
than twenty-two, and to arrive at such a figure be has elevated
the writings of a group of “church fathers” to the rank of the
apostolic epistles of the New Testament. (page 74)

On the progress and advances of the English as a literary lan-
guage, Goodspeed disposes as follows: “This progress is to some
extent reflected in the King James Version. It is certainly a stand-
ard piece of English literature, and a treasure of Christian litur-
gy, and it brought tbe heroic period in the history of the English
Bible to a noble conclusion.” Thus the Goodspeed theology re-
gards the Bible as “a standard piece of English literature” adapt-
able to “Christian liturgy” --that is, certain forms and rites in
worship, but he is careful not to rate the New Testament writings
as inspired epistles of the apostles of Christ. But allowing for
his liturgical concept of the New Testament scriptures, in spite
of his theological prejudice, he yielded a timely tribute to the
nobility of the King James Version.

On page 111 Goodspeed makes a common mistake in refer-
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ence to Alexander Campbell asserting that he revised a New
Testament translation. Campbell only published the work of
George Campbell, James Macknight and Philip Doddridge, with
an introduction written by himself. (see Living Oracles, first edi-
tion)

He would classify the prophets as poets and their prophecies
as poems (page 123) --in so doing it is less difficult to dispose
of their prophetic character.

Reference is made to a wealth of new knowledge about the
languages and records (page 124)--but these are not manu-
scripts --only literature, letters, legal documents, and corrupted
scrolls. They have nothing to do with the faithful reproduction
of the Bible text. Nevertheless, these are an admitted source of
the constructed text of the Revised Standard Version.

Complimentary mention is made of the rash of translations
into modem English of Old and New Testament, including the
Apocrypha--- “all aimed at providing the American reader with
more accurate, forceful, and intelligent versions”--and “this
movement is not at an end,” but will continue "to keep the Bible
reader abreast of advancing knowledge.” (page 130) But as these
“fresh translations” are divergent -- none read alike--it can only
confuse “the American reader” and frustrate the average reader,
not knowing which version to accept, or what is really the word
of God--the Bible.

Second: The Goodspeed Introduction
Under the title From the Translators to the Readers, on page

1, translator Goodspeed carries on the same theological cant that
is common to them all in such phrases in reference to the Bible
as (1) the Bible has "greatly served religion;” (2) it has a cer-
tain religious value; (3) it has a “religious usefulness;” (4) it is
“deeply freighted with religious association;” (5) it is a treasure
of “Christian liturgy;” (6) it has in it “values that every man’s
culture will at once acknowledge and approve.” All of these ad-
roitly reserved commendations could be made of books written
by men. It reveals the true Goodspeed attitude toward the Bible,
which is the common viewpoint of his fellow-modernists. They
(with Goodspeed) do not recognize or credit the Bible as the di-
vine revelation of God to man. With them and him the Bible
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only serves religion, and possesses a religious usefulness , has a
religious value, is freighted with a religious association, is a man-
ual for liturgy, and its ethical values will receive the approbation
of culture -- that parlance is the rankest modernism, and while
the point of the shaft is aimed at the King James Version of the
Bible, in all of its subtle overtones and insidious implications it
is a covert attack on the whole Bible as the verbally inspired
Word of God.

Third: The Goodspeed Theology.

From the Preface of Introduction to the New Testament, the
following statements are sifted.

(1) That Paul’s letters had no effect on Christian literature un-
til some anonymous person thought of gathering and collecting
them (vii); that what some antique sentence in revelation may
have meant when first framed does not matter (xi) ; that the New
Testament is the literary precipitate deposited by the Christian
movement ( xiii ) -- so according to Goodspeed theology, the epis-
tles of Paul were just collector’s items!

(2) It is asserted that Paul was an adventist, that he believed
in the immediate return of Jesus in messianic splendor (page
15). Now, if that assertion is true, then Paul was wrong and in-
spiration made a mistake, for after two thousand years from the
date of Paul’s epistles Jesus has not even yet returned. In the sec-
ond Thessalonian epistle, chapter 2, Paul declared with an em-
phasis that the second coming of the Lord was not at hand, and
he knew by inspiration that a second advent would not occur in
his own lifetime, for he warned the Ephesian elders of the apos-
tasies that would develop within the church after his departure,
when they should see his person no more. In like manner also
Peter announced that his own demise was near, and that he
would die the manner of death the Lord had signified to him
while he was with them, forty years before the writing of Peter’s
epistle (2 Peter 1: 14) -- so during the forty years of his apostolic
ministry Peter knew that he must die a natural death and that a
return of the Lord would not occur during his own lifetime. Such
theological assertions may account for the rewriting of the New
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Testament text by these translators to accommodate their the-
ology.

(3) It is suggested that to view Paul’s writings dogmatically
one would assume that “Paul could never alter his position” and
that he “must always and everywhere agree with himself,” but as
“the best and wisest of men shift their ground as the circum-
stances demand,” so did Paul, and his epistles are not to be
viewed “as a textbook on mathematics, or even dogmatics” (page
19), for Paul changed his own views from time to time. Here is
the theology of the Revised Standard Version translators that can-
cels the inspiration of the apostolic epistles and which gives them
the warrant to make whatever alterations in the New Testament
text necessary to agree with their theology.

(4) It is asserted that Paul’s criticism of the conditions in the
Corinthian church was based on what some third party had pur-
veyed to him (page 55) and inasmuch as Paul “partly believed it”
his Corinthian letter was therefore based on gossip instead of in-
spiration! But since Paul believed only a ‘part” of what he had
been informed, it appears that by inspiration he knew what part
of it to believe and what part of it not to believe. But this sort of
talk reveals the true attitude of the Goodspeed theology toward
the apostolic epistles of the New Testament.

(5) On the authorship of the New Testament books, Goodspeed
asserts that Paul did not write all of Romans, perhaps no more
than half of the epistle, nor was all of the part that he composed
written to the Roman church, for the epistle is a general mixture
in its contents; and that Matthew’s name was appropriated to the
Gospel of Matthew by some unknown author (page 130) ; and he
ridicules what he terms the “unknown author of Mark,” saying, “It
is evident that the writer, whoever he was, was not very fortunate
in his opening lines,” and he refers to the “editorial writers who
produced the Gospels of Matthew and Luke” (page 135); and
with nothing short of profanity he avers that “Mark’s idea of the
Spirit entering Jesus at his baptism is too extreme to translate!”
(page 136) A Revised Standard Version, indeed! But it is trans-
lator Goodspeed writing these things in the Introduction to the
New Testament, which offers the guidelines to the Revised Stand-
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ard Version - -and it is that version, produced by the theologians
from whose writings these quotations are here made, that profes-
sors in the Bible departments of our colleges have adopted to re-
place the Bible, to teach to our young people, and our young
preachers. God forbid!

But continuing, Goodspeed writes that the Gospel of Mark was
not written by Mark, but “whoever wrote Mark” merely recorded
the memoirs of Peter (page 135); and he adds that “Mark’s Gos-
pel need not have been written at all,” further asserting that the
author of Mark “colored his material with his own theological
views” (pages 153, 55)) -in this respect the translators of the
new version are in the role of imitating Mark, and in view of
their own translating policies it would seem poor grace for Good-
speed and his colleagues to criticise the “unknown author of
Mark” for “coloring” anything with " h i s  own theological views”
--shades of consistency! Between the theological views of Mark
and Goodspeed, I will choose Mark.

But that is not all-the book of Matthew, it is said, as a posi-
tive statement, without possibility of doubt, “is a revision of
Mark,” it was only “improved and enlarged” (page 144) ; and
“Matthew was not always accurate” (page 162); and "fifteen-six-
teenths” of Mark was reproduced in Matthew’s revision and en-
largement of Mark (page 170); but it is not certain that Matthew
wrote it, and “we call it Matthew only because since the second
century (the date assigned to it) it has been known by that
name” (page 172); further, it is asserted as though it were an
established historical fact, that Luke and Acts were one book,
and that it posed a literary problem, for the writer, who it is as-
serted was not Luke, could have obtained the primitive material
embodied in these books at some late date (page 197). Thus the
authorship and inspiration of Matthew, Mark, Luke and John are
repudiated --according to translator Goodspeed, Matthew is
anonymous, Luke is traditional, and Mark had as well not have
been written at all!

(8) It is claimed that the stories of the feeding of the five thou-
sand, referred to as the multitude, were not consistent, and were
failures of the redactors, who should have mended these and oth-
er matters which they recorded (page 137), because if correctly
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reported there would be no miracle involved in what actually oc-
curred. And in the same vein, Goodspeed criticises the reports of
both Matthew and Luke concerning the miraculous conception of
Mary in the claim that Jesus was the child of the ho ly  spirit, which
he asserts was only the Jewish way of saying that he was sinless
--and he writes holy spirit in the small letters instead of with the
capitals Holy Spirit. Every utterance of these translators breathes
the infidelity of their theology.

(7) In order to invalidate the predictions on the siege and de-
struction of Jerusalem by Jesus in Matthew 24, Mark 13 and Luke
21, Goodspeed descends to the level of a juggler in dealing with
the chronology of Matthew, Mark and Luke, (pages 147-8; 169;
200). In the order of his arrangement Mark was first, not very long
after the Destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70, but it could not
have been before that date, because Mark 13 records the Lord’s
detailed prediction of that event, and Goodspeed does not believe
Jesus did, or even could, predict it; therefore he assumes that the
author of Mark, “whoever he was,” wrote retrospectively; so to
accommodate his theology he sets an indefinite date for Mark, as-
serting without proof that “Mark was written after A.D. 70, but
not very long after”--that is an admission that he does not know,
or else his theology will not permit him to place it where it be-
longs.

Following Mark, Goodspeed asserts without a line of proof that
the book of Matthew was composed by that “unknown author”
about A.D. 80 from what this anonymous writer had heard about
the events connected with the siege and destruction of Jerusalem;
so the reference to these occurrences in Matthew was based on
hearsay.

Last in order of the synoptics was the book of Luke, which he
asserts, and again without proof, was probably composed about
A.D. 90. Matthew is anonymous, Luke is traditional, and Mark
had as well not have been written--they do not know who wrote
what nor when, but it could not have been so done by anyone be-
fore the Destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70, for that would ver-
ify and validate the predictions of Jesus concerning the events
narrated in the three chapters of Matthew, Mark and Luke, and
thus contradict the theology of the translators of the Revised
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Standard Version, for these three records rebut the Goodspeed
theorem. Another thing that offsets the Goodspeed calendar is in
the noteworthy fact that the Holy Spirit descended upon the apos-
tles on the Day of Pentecost in A.D. 33 for the direct inspiration
to guide their teaching. That there should be such a lapse of time
until after A.D. 70 and as late as A.D. 99 to commit these things
to the documentary record is not historically a chronologically
reasonable, for such a failure there could be no explanation.

(8) The authorship of Ephesians is denied by translator Good-
speed, which he supposes to have been written by “collectors” of
some fragmentary letters of Paul at some late date after the death
of Paul, perhaps by the one-time young slave Onesimus, who in
his later years composed the epistles of Ephesians and Colossians.
Translator Goodspeed repudiates the inspiration of the Ephesian
epistle, and other New Testament books, and he theorizes that
they were produced by the hands of admirers and collectors writ-
ing under Paul’s pen name. (pages 228 to 289)

(9) The assertion is made that the epistle of Peter is pseudo-
nymous--both the writers and the recipients unknown. (pages
270-271) The basis for suoh anonymity is that in the case of
Peter, as of Paul, the writers sound like somebody else so they
could not have been Paul and Peter!

A further Goodspeed assumption is that the second epistle of
Peter is an adaptation of Jude, written at the end of the second
century, a hundred years after the death of Peter. (page 349) This
statement, if true, makes the author of second Peter a liar, in that
he claimed to be Peter and was not; and it brands the contents of
the epistle with falsehood as the epistle represents Peter as being
alive and active, not only as an apostle but as a fellow-elder in the
church, at the time it was written. The claim is a plain accommo-
dation of the neo-orthodox movement and is a sample of Revised
Standard Version scholarship.

Along with the second epistle of Peter is an adaptation of Jude
with the assertion that Jude was not an apostle: ‘Who Jude was
we cannot tell.” (page 348) But Jude himself should know, and
he does tell in verse 1: “Jude, the servant of Jesus Christ, and
brother of James.”
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(10) To cap the climax of assertion and assumption, translator
Goodspeed ventures to say that the name of James was or may
have been only suggested as the author of the book bearing his
name, and by suggestion his name was attached to it. (page 293)
Believe that who can, and the one who does can believe anything.

(11) It is asserted again without proof that the epistles of John
were written by an unknown elder, that tradition calls him John,
the elder--but he was not the apostle. (page 316) Furthermore,
translator Goodspeed expresses his opinion that there is little or
no value to second and third John--that they have little or no
meaning, and there is no merit to justify their survival or preser-
vation; he flatly denies the authorship of first John and eliminates
the apostle John as an inspired author of the New Testament.
(pages 320-325)

(12) With assertion upon assertion, he again asserts that the
books of Timothy have a pseudonymity-both the writer and the
recipient unknown--that they were composed A.D. 150, and made
to be scripture probably by a man named Marcion, who wrote
them in Paul’s name and elevated them to the position of scrip-
ture, long after the death of Paul; and the effort is made to iden-
tify their contents with scraps of Paul collected by Marcion.
(pages 338-340)

(13) In the exhibition of his scholarship translator Goodspeed
describes Paul as “a small sized man with thin hair, crooked legs,
hooked nose, eyebrows meeting, but of vigorous physique, and
full of grace.” (page 341) So Paul was just a graceful, bowlegged
Jew. But what does translator Goodspeed know of Paul’s physiog-
nomy?

( 14) The pseudonymity of the “pastoral epistles” is claimed for
Timothy and Titus. Both the author and the recipient are assumed
to be anonymous, therefore a double pseudonymity. (page 341)
Everything with translator Goodspeed is pseudonymous--it is a
favorite Goodspeed phrase.

(15) In the Goodspeed chapter of Introduction to the Revised
Standard Version, page 31, he states that the between-the-Testa-
ments apocryphal books are more than the Old Testament the
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background of the New Testament, and that the apocryphal book
of Wisdom influenced the writings of the apostle John. But the
Apocrypha consists of corrupted books that claim no inspiration.
The word apocrypha means spurious, of doubtful authorship, a
pseudepigrapha--spurious works purporting to emanate from Bib-
lical characters. The word spurious means not proceeding from the
true source; not genuine, counterfeit, false. That is the reason why
the Apocrypha is not admissible on any basis as a part of either
the Old Testament or the New Testament. Yet translator Good-
speed writes that these corrupted and uninspired books of the
Apocrypha are better than the Old Testament as an Introduction
to the New Testament, and that a portion of these spurious and
uninspired writings between the Testaments had a great influence
on the inspired apostle John in the writing of his epistles. This
statement of Goodspeed puts the uninspired Apocrypha in the
epistles of the apostle John but leaves the inspiration of the Holy
Spirit out of them. It is a dreadful example of how far toward the
brink of infidelity modernism has led the translators of the Re-
vised Standard Version, and bow far it may eventually lead the
professors in our own colleges, our preachers, and all others who
have accepted this spurious translation--the neo-orthodox Revised
Standard Version.

The whole effort of the Goodspeed Introduction to the New
Testament is to destroy the authorship of the New Testament, and
to undermine its authenticity, integrity and genuineness. There is
hardly any portion of the New Testament that escapes his emas-
culation, or is left as its claims are made by its writers, to be the
epistles of the apostles of the Lord Jesus Christ. It is a book of
brazen audacity published in the name and under the theological
insignia of scholarship.

III.

WEIGLE’S ENGLISH NEW TESTAMENT

(By Luther A. Weigle, Yale Divinity School, Chairman of the
translating committee of Revised Standard Version.)

The chairman of the translating committee of the Revised
Standard Version, Luther A. Weigle, has written and published,
and caused to be written and published, numerous belabored ef-
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forts to justify the radical revisions and to defend the unwarranted
drastic changes in the translations of the Revised Standard Ver-
sion. Among this rash of pamphlets, booklets, prefaces, essays and
introductions is the one entitled The English New Testament,
published under a copyright that prohibits direct quotations, but
there can be no law against reviewing a published manifesto of
religious teaching or making comments on its contents. The Bible
cannot be copyrighted, and the nature of the copyright put as a
virtual padlock on the Revised Standard Version is tantamount to
a tacit admission that it is not the Bible--it is just another book.
Quite properly copyrights exist for protection of property rights
and ownership and from misappropriation, but it is a new thing
under the sun for a body of men to attempt to bar quotations from
the Bible without the written permission to whomsoever they
would grant it or the arrogance to withhold i t  from whomsoever
they choose not to allow it. Yet the claim made for the new version
is that it is a true translation of the Word of God-and they have
placed themselves in the contemptible position of attempting to
control by legal barriers the free exercise of quoting the Word of
God--a new revised standard version, indeed! It should serve to
incline pious people all the more to a faithful adherence to our
old Bible which we have memorized and which we can quote.
The Revised Standard Version is not the Bible--it is just another
book.

( 1) Translator Weigle asserts that the problem of translating
the Bible today is comparable to the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries (page 9)--but that is not true, for the English language
has not changed during this twentieth century since the Ameri-
can Standard Version of 1901, which served every language pur-
pose that the new version could reasonably or rightfully serve.
There could be no other reason for such a statement than to create
a smoke screen to conceal the theological modernism of the Re-
vised Standard Version.

(2) The chairman translator compliments the superior excel-
lence of the King James Version but reiterates the stereotyped and
worn-out line that its words are obsolete and in nonuse (page 10)
--but if that is true why did not the revisionists replace the me-
dieval words instead of rewriting the text? The answer is that the
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American Standard Version had already accomplished that end,
and the aim of the new translators is to relegate both the King
James Version and the American Standard Version with a c o m -
pletely rewritten new text, a rephrased and reconstructed text, not
merely verbally modern but theologically motivated. Hereby and
therein the Revised Standard Version stands condemned.

(3) It is mentioned as being a singular thing that the demand
for a completely new translation to supersede the two old versions
should originate in England, but be executed in America.( page 11)
But they have avowed that the Revised Standard Version is not
new, but only a revision--in one breath we are told that it is new
and in another that it is not new. However, the answer to the
chairman translator’s enigma is easy-it is because the new En-
glish Bible was in the making and the competitive Revised Stand-
ard Version made haste to beat them to it. The concession of
Chairman Weigle that the Revised Standard Version is wholly
new is correct. Webster classifies the word new as follows: “New
applies to that never until recently known, experienced, manufac-
tured, or the like”--and that definition is a perfect fit for the Re-
vised Standard Version--it is new. (page 103) But in another
place the chairman said that the Revised Standard Version is real-
ly not new! It is new or it is not according to their convenience.

(4) It is said of Tyndale’s version that he was unrelenting in
searching for the right word. (page 62) It is a tragedy that the
Revised Standard Version translators did not possess the honesty
and diligence of Tyndale--for upon the right word depends the
accuracy and integrity of the version. It was said of William Tyn-
dale that he was the finest scholar of his time, and he was praised
by later professors and scholars in London for his “honesty, sin-
cerity, and scrupulous integrity”--a roster of virtues conspicuous
by their absence in the Revised Standard Version. Dr. John Scott
of Northwestern University charged that the Revised Standard
Version translators were guilty of deliberate dishonesty. Tyndale
may not have fully accomplished his high purpose, but he made
the honest, sincere and scrupulous effort to find the right word.

(5) The Revised Standard Version Chairman Weigle repeats
until it becomes monotonous that the justification for the Revised
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Standard Version is the removal of obsolete words and archaisms
--yet in the preponderance of the multiplied passages cited as
examples, the replacements had been made by the American
Standard Version of 1901--and the Revised Standard Version
makes the same changes and claims the credit for it. I refer to
pages 77, 107 to 132 of the Weigle book. The Revised Standard
Version translators claim to “serve” the end of removing the now
meaningless words of the King James--but the American Stand-
ard Version beat them to it, far ahead, for at the beginning of this
century the American Standard Version had served that end.

Nevertheless, if this were the sole purpose of the Revised Stand-
ard Version--and if they had done no more than that, there would
have been no opposition to it; but anyone who knows enough to
talk on the subject knows that the removal of so-called archaisms
is only side-talk and subterfuge--their purpose is stated in plain
words by Chairman Weigle on page 11 of The English New Tes-
tament, where he states that the translators of the Revised Stand-
ard Version did not propose a revision but a wholly new transla-
tion. Here is the confession that the Revised Standard Version is
a rewritten text--a theological text, undeserving of the label of a
revised version of anything.

(6) The duplicity of Chairman Weigle is seen in comparing
references to the King James Version, on one hand praising its
superior, superb excellent quality, but on the other hand heaping
upon it the severest criticism. (pages 10, 82, 85, 117, et al) In
biblical nomenclature this reads: “Out of the same mouth pro-
ceedeth blessing and cursing,” but in common parlance it is offer-
ing sugar in one hand, but throwing acid with the other.

(7) The titular spokesman for the Revised Standard Version
laments that the publishers of the King James Version ceased to
publish the original preface, ‘The Translators to the Readers,”
with the implication that this preface is a self-refuting document
against the King James translators. (page 82) They only acknowl-
edged with humility the human fallibility which is an attribute of
all men, but it in no wise or way reflects on their work. Their hu-
mility may be commended to the Revised Standard Version trans-
lators--and to say the least, nothing it contained can shield the
Revised Standard Version.
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It is pertinent and apropos here to inquire, in this same connec-
tion, why the Revised Standard Version publishers omitted in their
later editions a paragraph in their first Introduction to the New
Testament edition that stated as an objection to the American
Standard Version and earlier versions that they followed an exact,
literal, word-for-word translation of the Greek text in their word
order, as far as possible. (page 102) Now why did they omit this
statement of their first 1946 edition of the New Testament in the
1952 and later editions? It was the highest compliment possible to
pay to the 1901 and earlier translators, but the Revised Standard
Version Introduction of their first edition of 1946 filed it as an ob-
jection, which means their own disavowal of an accurate word
translation. By their own words they have condemned themselves.
But while they are deploring the omission of the centuries-old
Preface from the extant King James Version, it would serve an
end relevant to their version for them to explain the omission of
that paragraph from their own preface.

On page 136 it is stated that the Revised Standard Version
translators intentionally kept some archaic terminology for the
sentimental reasons of the readers. This is a glaring inconsistency
with their wholly new stated policy and claim, and it is obviously
for the purpose of placating the objectors to their mutilations of
the blessed passages-now, is that why they omitted that damag-
ing paragraph from the later editions of their Revised Standard
Version Introduction? It was generally reported that a veritable
upsurge of objections to it bombarded their offices and resounded
within their official chambers. And in the 1952 New Testament
Introduction they omitted it and admitted making other changes
in consideration of what was apparently an avalanche of mail
--thus changing their translation under pressure! (Preface to 1952
edition of Revised Standard Version New Testament.) Faithful
translation, indeed! It gives further ground for Dr. Scott’s charge
of deliberate dishonesty.

Another conclusion is here projected--the admission that the
American Standard Version is a literally exact translation is tanta-
mount to an acknowledgment that there is no need for their whol-
ly new version to any or all who desire the exact words of the
scripture--that is, a truly translated Bible.
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(8) It is said that the Revised Standard Version of 1946 is a re-
vision of t h e  American Standard Version of 1901. (page 101) So
in view of the admissions and acknowledgments made for the
American Standard Version, the Revised Standard Version claims
on page 101 to be a revision of the revision which on pages 1 0 0 -
102 is admitted to be exact. How could a version that is exactly
accurate be revised without rendering it exactly inaccurate?

(9) There was division in the Revised Standard Version trans-
lating committee. At one extremity Professor James H. Ropes,
among the most eminent scholars, defended the King James Ver-
sion even to the extent of expressing the view that the 1881 and
1901 revisions of the King James Version should not have been
published, and he was against another revision such as the Re-
vised Standard Version committee proposed. At the opposite ex-
tremity Professor James Moffatt, the broadest modernist of them
all if there were dimensions in their modernism, promoted the Re-
vised Standard Version and his views prevailed. (pages 102-103)

( 10) On more than one page of this Revised Standard Version
treatise it is claimed that it is new, an altogether wholly n e w
translation (pages 11, 81, 105)--but on page 103 a statement of
modification is made in second paragraph that in a sense the Re-
vised Standard Version is not at all new. Then on same page,
paragraph 3, it claims again to be in all effects new. Chairman
Weigle is wiggling--is the Revised Standard Version new or is it
not new? His answer is “yes and no”-reminding of the perplexed
negro boy who asked: “Ain’t you is, or is you ain’t?*

(11) Of the so-called and supposed catalog of errors in the
King James Version, (pages 85, 92, 107--the purported passages
in error--the criticisms involve differences in grammar, syntax,
accents, punctuation, verbs, adverbs, adjectives, articles, preposi-
tions, odd language, obsolete spelling-not one vital or funda-
mental thing involved, no word of doctrine, no statement of truth,
no truth vitiated. And in the catalog of grammatical differences,
as mentioned by Weigle on page 117, the American Standard
Version removed these objections and left the Revised Standard
Version making much ado over nothing.
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(12) It is asserted that the King James Version is difficult to
understand and the Revised Standard Version is simple enough
for children, accommodating all ages. (pages 118, 121, 122) On
this point B. H. Westcott, of the Westcott & Hort Greek Text,
stated that the average length of words in the King James Bible
is five letters, and Ira M. Price, author of the Ancestry of the Bi-
ble, set the figure of four letters for the average word length of
the old version. Must the Bible be reduced to a downgraded text
for all ages of children and youngsters? That is not even true of
the textbooks for the grades--and even the young would lose re-
spect and reverence for it. It is our duty to educate not only the
young but all others as well up to the level of the Bible rather
than rewriting the Bible down to the level of beginners. But the
Revised Standard Version fails the test of its own dictum, for it
has manifold more long words in it than the King James Version,
because as a translation it has its basis in the Latin, a language of
long words, while the King James Version is based and anchored
to the common Greek, a language of shorter words.

(13) The Revised Standard Version is acclaimed to be the ver-
sion for adaption to public worship. (pages 126, 127, 141) This
is an admission fatal to pure translation--it means that it is a spe-
cially constructed text, for why should there be a Bible for one
special use? There can be no difference in the Bible for privatd
and public purposes; besides, it is the verses of the King James
Version that have been so long memorized, and to substitute the
Revised Standard Version would be a new beginning, only later
to be superseded again by another later version. A strange and
singular purpose that is indeed, for "a wholly new" Bible which
the chairman claims for his Revised Standard Version when it
serves the purpose, but avers that it is not new when the advan-
tage requires it. But even under the accommodation of the cir-
cumstances the claim that it is “a wholly new” version is alone
enough to condemn it. Its newness is what is wrong with it.

(14) The exhortation to the ministers and the solicitation to the
churches to purchase and promote the use of the Revised Stand-
ard Version is cheap commercialism (page 142) ; it is an effort to
brainwash the clergy and the laity, and it is beneath the dignity
of a committee of such reputed distinction. In so doing Chairman
Weigle is peddling a product.
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(15) The effort to produce evidence against the King James
Version is disavowed (page 143) hut a statement with words of
prejudice accompanies the disavowal. They know that the King
James Version stands in their way and that to succeed with the
Revised Standard Version it must be removed and relegated. The
expression of an appreciation for the King James Version as “the
noblest monument of English prose,” while seeking to banish it,
can be considered only as dissimulation; then to condescendingly
say that “we owe to it an incalculable debt,” while contriving to
utterly destroy it, is the ultimate in hypocrisy. All such panegyrics
are for public consumption of the legion of adherents to the King
James Version, with proselyting designs, and it smacks of dema-
gogism.

(16) The closing claim of Chairman Weigle in his book, The
English Bible, is that the translating committee was commissioned
by the churches of America for the making of the Revised Stand-
ard Version --we pause to ask what churches and how many
churches of America percentage-wise, and by what authority?
The National Council of Churches is only an organization with
interdenominational membership, and it is a statistical fact that
it is opposed by more American churches than are affiliated with
it. That is worse than a misrepresentation--it is a plain prevari-
cation.

( 17) The final reference to the Revised Standard Version as be-
ing the Word of God (page 145) in the light of the committee’s
opposition to word translation is paradoxical, and is another ex-
ample of their methods of baiting the public; for the translators
to a man, including Chairman Weigle, deny the authorship and
inspiration of its books and of the Virgin Birth of Jesus Christ,
and with one accord they reduce it to a human book to make it
relevant to our time--the twentieth century.

IV.

BOWIE’S LIFE OF CHRIST

(By James Russell Bowie, Union Theological Seminary, New
York, and translator of the Revised Standard Version.)

The title of the Bowie book is “The Master -- A Life of Jesus
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Christ,” and the following references reveal his concept of Jesus:

(1) The concept of Jesus as incarnate God is an attempt to
translate a spiritual intuition which escapes from forms of phrases
too stiffly pressed. This representation of Jesus resembles gods-
come-down-to-earth, myths of ancient Greece. (pages 12-13)

(2) The genius of Jesus was of poetic characteristics--the gen-
ius of a supreme poet-superior to but comparable to, the genius
quality of all poetic writers (Shakespeare, Shelly, Keats and
Wordsworth). It is in the character and beckonings of poetry
such as in immortal lyrics of Shakespeare, Wordsworth, Shelly
and Keats that Jesus is defined. (pages 20-25)

(3) Mark’s interpretation of Jesus conveyed a reflection of
memories of what Jesus said and did, and of beliefs about him in
that circle which followed him first. (page 30)

(4) Paul’s information was not firsthand as a disciple of Jesus
in his lifetime--he was only in touch with men who had been,
and he knew what they counted vital in the remembered story
of his life. (page 31)

(5) Neither Mark nor Paul refer to circumstances of his birth
(of Jesus). Neither the first historian (Mark) nor the greater of
these earliest missionaries had in mind anything concerning the
birth of Jesus which seemed an essential part of what he wanted
people to know. (page 31)

(6) On dates: Translator Bowie places the date of Matthew
and Luke at A.D. 85--putting Matthew 24 and Luke 13 on de-
struction of Jerusalem A.D. 70 after it occurred! (page 31)

(7) On authorship: Translator Bowie says neither Matthew nor
Luke were written by personal disciples of Jesus--both embody
material from various sources--a plagiarism of Mark composed of
the Jesus sayings gathered in a Christian community, using some
material of their own, a part of which, especially in Luke, was
drawn from traditions current in Caesarea, Antioch and Rome.

(page 31)
(8) On accounts of the birth of Jesus: Translator Bowie says

that the sources in Matthew and Luke are not possible to trace



262 A REVIEW of the N EW VERSIONS

--he (Bowie) related the story of Matthew, chapter 1, and Luke,
chapters 1 and 2, and states that these narratives represented a
later stage of thought and belief about the life of Jesus, and read
not so much like plain history, but like a lyric effort to account
for history; and that by A.D. 85 the influence of Jesus had become
so overwhelming and “unexampled” that no tradition seemed to
be too glowing. So it was easy to worship and sing as they thought
of him--such an angelic annunciation of a kind of birth which the
Greek and heathen world would understand; of adoring Magi fol-
lowing a beacon star; and the evangelists (Matthew and Luke)
believed these traditions, but they were only symbols of spiritual
significance, not of historical fact. (pages 32-33)

(9) There is no valid evidence in the earliest Christian writings
that Jesus thought of himself as being miraculously born . . . the
history begins, not in Bethlehem, but in Nazareth, among neigh-
bors who regarded him as one of themselves. (page 42) Accord-
ing to translator Bowie the prophetic messages on the Bethlehem
birth, applied by both Matthew and Luke to the virgin-born Je-
sus, are not to be accepted as evidence.

(10) Jesus derived his faith from the traditions of his fathers,
and learned to repeat the people’s faith. In the synagogue and
school he gained that mastery of the Old Testament which was to
become so significant for his life and work. (page 40)

(11) The sources of his consciousness of relation to God was
the religious history of his people, which permeated the everyday
thought and life of the Jews. Where these conceptions of Israel’s
God prevailed Jesus was aware of them as soon as he was old
enough to think, and this thinking led him to the belief that his
mission was the salvation of Israel--climaxed by the triumphal
entry--according to traditions of Luke’s gospel. (pages 40-46)

(12) The consciousness of relation to God was an emotion felt
as other men who feel that they know God, but in greater degree
--not intermittent but constant. (pages 49-50)

(13) Jesus is compared with the spirit of Old Testament proph-
ets “in the path breaking power of their own inspiration”--that he
derived his own inspiration from the mood of the Jewish people
in devotion to the past. (pages 51-55)
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(14) Concerning the deliverance of Israel Bowie asserts that
the thought of Jesus was for the national deliverance of Israel
from enslavement, a hope that grew out of the belief that Israel
was a chosen people for whom God had a glorious destiny, and
in the life of Jesus this had become increasingly vivid. (page 58)

(15) Without a scintilla of evidence translator Bowie arbitrarily
asserts that the book of Daniel was written in the period between
the Testaments with the purpose, of course, to disconnect it with
New Testatment fulfillment of its kingdom of Christ prophecies
and other quotations from it in the New Testament. (page 57)

( 16) The source of the thoughts of Jesus about himself was the
environment of Israel’s expectation of a messiah and hope for de-
liverance. On all these types of things Jesus meditated during his
years in Nazareth, and in transfigured moments he beheld a new
meaning for messiah --an imaginary role for himself. (pages 63-
89)

(17) At the baptism of Jesus, the descent of the Holy Spirit in
bodily form was only an inner personal experience, not seen, no
voice heard from heaven; the writers did not mean to indicate
that the people saw and heard anything marvelous; the references
of Matthew, Mark and Luke to Holy Spirit descending in bodily
form of a dove were only a feeling of inner experience. (pages
77-78)

(18) John’s gospel is composed of the preconceptions of his
own, and is not as authentic as earlier records. (page 78)

(19) The narrative of the Temptation is only symbolic--a spir-
itual struggle projected as figures in a drama, the conclusion
makes Jesus his own Tempter in his own doubts of God, and un-
certainty that he was the Son of God. (pages 83-85) His victory
was in the “self-conquest” --so according to Bowie Jesus was
his own devil! The Bowie theology makes the record of the
Temptation a diabolical novel or devilish fiction.

(20) Bowie says that demon possession was only “nervous de-
rangement"--or a sort of “out of mind” condition. So modern
psychiatry can accomplish the miracles of Jesus. This eliminates
the miracles of healing--they were only the result of the influ-
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ence of his presence on the sick person, they were psychological.
(pages 104-105)

(21) The prayers of Jesus were for his own restoration and en-
lightenment--he prayed because “‘power had gone out of him,”
rather than for the comfort of communion with God his Father.

(page 107)

(22) Jesus called God Father, not because of his Deity in rela-
tion to God as the Son of God, but in the sense of God’s father-
hood of all men. (pages 132-133)

(23) The translator Bowie denies the miracle of calming the
sea--Jesus only spoke “Peace” to quiet the disciples’ panic (he
only calmed the disciples!) and later in relating the incident to
Mark, Peter embellished it by saying the winds and the sea
obeyed, but actually it was no more than storms within us being
stilled; there was no physical miracle, only “most Christians have
assumed so!" (pages 138-140)

(24) Mark’s gospel only embodies the recollections of Peter,
who told him from time to time of the things Jesus did and said
of which he (Mark) made a memorandum, but which things he
(Mark) did not know. (page 182)

(25) The records of Matthew and Luke depend on Mark for
their general contents, specifically in respect to the mention of
events and chronology. (page 183)

(26) The miracle of the Demoniac of Gadara is explained as
not a miracle at all--his screaming frightened a herd of hogs, and
they fell over a cliff into the sea; by talking to the mentally dis-
turbed man, Jesus quieted him; the report spread, people came
to see the man sitting clothed and quiet and the hogs dead over
the cliff; later, the incident was embellished and narrated by Mark
as a miracle, but in fact it was not! Bowie says that the disciples
were upset and could not give cool and precise description of
what happened, and he adds, this is the account “as Mark re-
ceived it.” (pages 184-185)

Translator Bowie says that the account would seem to be col-
ored unconsciously by the disciples’ instinctive ideas. In the same
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vein the miracle of healing the daughter of Jairus in the same
chapter are explained on the natural basis.

(27) Also, the feeding of the five thousand (pages 191-193)
was not literal but graphic. On this miracle Bowie quotes mod-
ernist Fosdick that the “Eastern mind” was literalistic, not scien-
tific or philosophical; they were dramatists. Bowie admits that
this is an astonishing account, but states that there are no wit-
nesses to verify it. Unexplained, what happened nobody knows;
as nobody living now was there to cross-examine the witnesses or
who took precise testimony, and nobody can do it now--so here
is a flat denial of the Bowie theology of inspiration of Matthew,
Mark and Luke. Applied to any historical document when the
witnesses were all dead, it would nullify the Declaration of Inde-
pendence and the Constitution of the United States! But Bowie
gives the “probable” explanation: Jesus took the food the disci-
ples had and blessed that; his act was contagious and caused food
to be brought from somewhere not mentioned--but enough to
satisfy the whole multitude (he said “group”). The reference to
the “twelve baskets” was an exaggeration as the story was retold
and enlarged! (pages 191-193)

(28) The miracle of walking on the sea is also very simple,
says translator Bowie: rowing in the dark, contrary winds sud-
denly began to blow; the disciples did not know whether they
were out in the midst of the sea or merely in a strand near the
land; in the darkness they saw Jesus and it appeared as a silhou-
ette that he walked on the water! This made it “look like a mir-
acle," but it was only an optical illusion. (pages 183-194) By
this version translator Bowie makes the disciples look dumb, and
makes Jesus a clown.

(29) The accounts of his mighty works were not miraculous,
they were only “inexplicable to the people,” who misinterpreted
his words and actions. (pages 196-197)

(30) The reference to Jonah was not an indorsement of “any
tale of miracle” but used to illustrate a fact concerning his preach-
ing. (page 197) So some of our professors are saying now of
Matthew’s quotation of Isaiah on the Virgin Birth of Jesus in Mat-
thew 1:22-23.
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(31) The Syro-Phoenician woman’s daughter (Mark 7:25-30)
was only a pathetic mental case of nervous derangement, the sub-
tility of which is not explained, but the results were psychological.
(page 197)

(32) The transfiguration and appearance and disappearance of
Moses and Elijah (Matthew 17; Mark 9; Luke 9) were only ap-
paritions of sudden awakening, visions in the mist of the moun-
tain, and a glow of the moon on the face of Jesus that made it
seem that he was transfigured; a cloud drifted over the peak and
for a moment the disciples felt alone and seemed to hear a voice
from the cloud. (pages 206-208) How much unbelief can a trans-
lator possess?

(33) The blasting of the fig tree is branded as an inconsistency
in a made-up story of Peter to Mark (Matthew 21:19; Mark 11:
13; 14-20, 21), and Bowie adds that this is the same Peter who
“thought” when swine ran over the cliff, that Jesus had sent the
devil into the hogs. (page 242) These explanations are blasphe-
mies.

(34) In reference to Jesus, translator Bowie writes that Jesus
was the Son of God only because the love of God was in him, and
we may all be a son of God as he was for that was the full extent
of his divinity; this understanding of divinity is all that matters.
(pages 260-261)

(35) It is stated that Peter helped Mark write his narrative,
that Peter dictated to Mark, who composed it from his memoran-
dums of Peter’s oral recollections (page 302)

(36) It is written in the Bowie book that the Gospels give vari-
ous traditions in the story of the death of Jesus which became cur-
rent afterward, but they were traditions. (page 304)

(37) The Bowie book discounts the bodily resurrection of Je-
sus, asserting that it was a version of the reanimation of the body,
a mistake which began with the early church in regard to what
happened to the body of Jesus, which was never explained; but
the resurrection was only "spiritual"--the disciples were only
again “in touch” by “‘inner experience” with Jesus, not by the tes-
timony of his resurrected body, but by an awareness of his living
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presence; presence independent of physical law, which comes and
goes mysteriously; what happened to the body of Jesus is un-
known. (pages 313-316) A comparison of the above with Paul on
the resurrection of Christ in I Corinthians 15 is sufficient to brand
this theology of translator Bowie as blatant infidelity.

(36) The only “miracle” that matters in the course of history,
according to Bowie’s theology, is the soul that dared to embody
God--hence Jesus only dared to connect himself with God. It was
only the soul of Jesus that was embodied with God in nearness
to Him, and an inner consciousness of relation to God, the only
thing that matters! (page 322) So translator Bowie declares that
it does not matter whether Jesus was the Son of God or not!

(39) The infant story of Jesus, the rhapsody of angels, the
adoration of the Magi, all these may not be history, according to
translator Bowie, as he conceded that there is a wide gap in
‘Christian theology” that no explanation can bridge (page 326)
--but the gap is in tbe Bowie theology.

(46) The Bowie conclusion is that the effort to prove that Je-
sus was born by a physical miracle is missing the mark--he was
the Son of God only in spirit, and in the world he was only like
God; and when the disciples first knew him there were no theo-
ries about him surrounding his birth and his Deity; all these grew
up in later years (pages 327-328) --so translator Bowie writes it
in his book that in connection with the birth of Jesus there was
nothing miraculous, that his resurrection was not a bodily fact
and that his Deity was traditional! Whew! Let me out for some
fresh air!

But let me pause again and ask: How can the administrations
of our colleges in good faith and clean conscience allow the
professors to adopt a purported version of the Bible manufactured
by such a body of theologians from the materials gathered from
these sources?

V.
OTHER TRANSLATORS OF THE RSV

There were two translating committees for the Revised Stan-
dard Version, one for the Old Testament and one for the New
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Testament. The members of these two committees were not
agreed whether the Revised Standard Version should be labeled
a new version or a new translation, some called it one and some
the other, and some inconsistently referred to it by both terms;
but there is a definitive difference between a version and a trans-
lation and a very important distinction, and some of the best
known and most highly rated scholars of the denominational
world have opposed the Revised Standard Version on the ground
that it is a misnomer, that it is not a version, but a liberal trans-
lation, too loose as a translation to be honestly named a version.

There is one thing, however, upon which the members of both
committees agreed--that is, the ultra-modern theologies that the
so-called Revised Standard Version represents. And a translation
will inevitably and invariably reflect the theology of the transla-
tors, as stated by Professor Allis, at the beginning of this chapter,
in the quotation from B. B. Warfield of Princeton University.

There were twenty-two translators of the Revised Standard
Version, thirteen of the Old Testament and eight of the New
Testament plus the Chairman who served on both committees,
so the usual reference to the number of translators is fourteen
and nine--but Chairman Weigle, of Yale University, was a mem-
ber of both committees, hence the number is thirteen arid eight,
plus the Chairman. All of the translators have participated in the
writing of the Introductions of both Testaments to the Revised
Standard Version. It is not possible to include in this chapter
copious quotations from them all; but having reviewed the theo-
logical books of Moffatt, Goodspeed, Weigle and Bowie, a brief
resume of several of their fellow-translators will serve to show the
unanimity that exists among them in the ultra-modem theological
concepts prevailing in their attitude toward the Bible, and which
controlled their liberal and loose translations of its sacred text.

Whatever the divergence or disagreement on translation or revi-
sion, of the variations among them in the uses of these terms, they
have in common the one thing-the changing of the text--they
are bent on differing with the King James Version and the Amer-
ican Standard Version, and these differences are too far apart for
the Revised Standard Version to be either a revision or a trans-
lation of these older versions. In the words of Chairman Weigle
their so-called version is “a wholly new translation.” For the
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further viewpoints of other translators than Moffatt, Goodspeed,
Weigle, and Bowie, other quotations are submitted for obser-
vation :

Harry M. Orlinsky: An Orthodox Jew, Professor in The Jewish
Institute of Religion, New York. The Professor, as a Jew who does
not believe that “Jesus is Christ” is known for his hostility toward
Christ, Christianity and the New Testament. He repudiates the
word virgin of Isaiah 7: 14 and Matthew 1:22-23, in both the Old
Testament and the New Testament, and charges that the Chris-
tians tampered with the translations of the Hebrew and the
Greek texts and substituted virgin for young woman. He makes
the further accusation that the Christians introduced Christology
into the Septuagint Version, the Greek Old Testament (Intd. to
the Revised Standard Version 0. T. pages 14, 15) ; but Orlinsky
himself assigned to the Septuagint the date of approximately B.
C. 300, yet charges that the Christians introduced Christology into
its prophecies. There is no evidence that the Septuagint Greek
Old Testament in the time of Christ did not read the same way
as when it was first made-so who were these Christians two
hundred fifty or three hundred years B. C?--Christians before
Christ! The truth is: the Jews had accepted and adopted the
same Septuagint Version in the Greek world in which they lived,
due to the Greek language in general use among them; but being
unable to answer the arguments from Isaiah 7:14, and like proph-
ecies, they abandoned the Septuagint, and turning t o  the long
non-existent translation of Aquila, who changed the virgin to a
young woman, and joined in the effort to destroy the Septuagint
Old Testament. Professor Orlinsky also opposes the Syriac Ver-
sion (the oldest direct New Testament version) for its acceptance
of the Christ, charging that it had been “worked over” by some
“Christian group” if it had not actually been originally made by
them (Intd. to the Revised Standard Version O.T. pages 30, 31)
--but Orlinsky is a Jew scholar who harbors bitter hatred for
Christ and Christians, who teaches that Jesus was an imposter
and that his disciples were dupes, and that the Christians were
a dishonest group in that they changed the Septuagint Old Testa-
ment to make it favor the virgin birth of Christ. But the translat-
ing committee of the Revised Standard Version followed the line



270 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

of this Orthodox unbelieving Jew and put him on the committee
as a translator of their new version.

It is pertinent to insert here again the statement of Professor
Oswald T. Allis, replying to the Orlinsky charge that Christians
tampered with the Old Testament Greek text--the Septuagint-
by rendering the Hebrew Almah of Isaiah 7:14 in the Greek Par-
thenos, which can only mean virgin--nothing else. Professor Allis
said: The amazing thing is that he (Orlinsky, the Jew) was asked
to serve on the committee (of RSV translators). The still more
amazing thing is that Dean Weigle (the chairman) and his col-
leagues (the other members of the committee) permitted him to
air this old calumny in their joint Introduction. The more prob-
able explanation is that they were more or less in agreement with
the Jewish interpretation which he (Orlinsky, the Jew) presented
--and Professor Allis added that whatever explanation is made, it
is an unanswerable indictment against the Revised Standard Ver-
sion--to which we add that the truth of the matter could not be
more plainly put.

To believers the sufficient answer to Translator Orlinsky and
the Revised Standard Version is that in the New Testament Jesus
Christ and his apostles, with little exception, quoted the Septua-
gint Old Testament in all of his sayings and their writings, attrib-
uting these quotations to God and the Holy Spirit, therefore an
inspired indorsement of the Septuagint Version. The question is:
Why is Orlinsky, an unbelieving Jew, on the translation com-
mittee of the Revised Standard Version-and why do professors
in our colleges accept it and adopt it?

Willard L Sperry: Of The Harvard University Theological
Department. This Harvard translator charges that the Hebrew
Old Testament text is unreliable and corrupt, that the translators
of the Revised Standard Version were under the temptation to
reconstruct it into a more intelligent text, and he advises that the
prophecies should be preached with reservations by the modern
preacher; and he further makes the indictment that the God of
the Old Testament was vindictive and vengeful, savage and bru-
tal, and not suited to our times (pages 76, 77 of Revised Standard
Version Introduction to the Old Testament)--the Harvard pro-
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fessor and Revised Standard Version translator writes and reads
like Robert G. Ingersoll and Thomas Paine.

Henry J. Cadbury: Of the Harvard University Theological De-
partment. This Harvard translator states that "the Christian
authors”- - t h e New Testament writers--were lacking in grammat-
ical perfection and sentence consistency, therefore the translators
were in their opinion free to deal with these writings in a less
than meticulous manner, and for that reason they were not too
particular in dealing with the writings of the authors of the New
Testament. It is in this tone and way of writing, on and on, with
the air of scholarly superiority, that the translators of the Revised
Standard Version heap. their aspersions on the text of the Bible.
In a treatise entitled, “What Manner Of Man,” Harvard Professor
Cadbury, reeking in his modernism, vents his spleen with the state-
ment that the Messianic consciousness of Jesus (that is, thinking
that he was the Messiah) had caused psychiatrists to doubt his
sanity; and further charged that Jesus was given to overstate-
ments. In another treatise entitled, “The Peril Of Modernizing
Jesus,” the Harvard Translator annunciates two particular points
concerning Jesus: first, that Jesus knew God more intimately than
other men is not supported by the gospel, it was inferred from
later theology concerning Jesus which has caused us to assume
that he was in communication with God; second, that Jesus was
without sin is a later theological assumption. Perhaps, these de-
nials of the Deity of Jesus Christ account for the presence of an
unbelieving Orthodox Jew on their committee as a fellow-
translator!

Fleming James: Of the University Of The South. This theolo-
gian translator of the Revised Standard Version makes a rather
damaging admission: that the writers of the Bible wrote in Bibli-
cal language and that it was necessary for the translators to em-
ploy unbiblical expressions to convey to the readers the Biblical
thoughts of the writers (pages 80, 81, Intd. to New Testament).
Here is the fatal admission of a translator that the Revised Stan-
dard Version is not an exact translation but a liberal paraphrase
of that which “the sacred authors wrote,” according to Translator
James. The translator is telling the truth--that is truly the char-
acter of the Revised Standard Version.
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Frederick C. Grant: Of the Seabury-Western Theological Semi-
nary. Translator Grant writes that the evaluation of an accumula-
tion of ‘hew materials” has had an influence upon the editing and
translating of the New Testament and it had demanded a fresh
revision of the Revised Standard Version (page 38, Intd. to Re-
vised Standard Version New Testament)--that is what Translator
Grant says the Revised Standard Version is, but his fellow-trans-
lators aver that the Revised Standard Version is neither a new
translation nor a revision but a version within itself--which is
right, what is the Revised Standard Version? Continuing on page
38 of the Introduction To The Revised Standard Version New
Testament, the translator ponders the problem of how to appro-
priate these new materials into a new edition of the New Testa-
ment--which means, of course, that the translators must devise
the ways and means for changing the New Testament and still
make it appear to be the New Testament.

Millar Burrows: Of Yale University Theological Department.
Translator Burrows opines that the motive in the making of a
new version is for its adaptation to public and private worship,
to avoid harsh phraseology and use language that will enhance
the spiritual tone in worship--(pages 56, 57, Intd. to Revised
Standard Version Old Testament). This poses some questions:
What is the difference in public and private worship that requires
a distinction in the tone of the scriptures-and how shall the ac-
curacy of translation be preserved in the change of the text to fit
the liturgical forms of the Catechism, the Thirty-nine Articles,
the Confession Of Faith, the Manual, the Discipline, and the
Book Of Common Prayer! But the translators Weigle and James
both refer to the changes in the Revised Standard Version that
make it more adaptable to worship. Men who talk and write of
improving on the words and tone of inspiration are inebriated
with the egotism of theology.

Abdel R. Wentz: Of the Lutheran Theological Seminary,
Gettysburg. This Lutheran translator theorizes that the Bible is
only a record, and a record exists for whatever the record con-
tains but the exact words and phrases are not an important thing;
and in an age of democracy, among democratic people, the Bible
should be put in the language of the people--(pages 64-68 in
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Intd. to Revised Standard Version New Testament). So the Re-
vised Standard Version is a democratic Bible! It is a book con-
structed for a democratic society--well, that should recommend it
to that organization known as Students For Democratic Action--
what a new version, umph! Translator Wentz continues to say that
it is not easy to make Paul and his fellow writers of the New Test-
ament adapt a twentieth century dialect consistent with apostolic
dignity (page 68)--and I should say not, if the college campuses
are the model for the democratic society! What a standard the
Translator Wentz has set up for the Revised Standard Version, the
Bible for a democratic society! In the name of reverence for the
Word of God how can people who believe that the Bible is His
Word accept such an admittedly diverted text. It means no more
and no less than the fact that the Revised Standard Version is a
misnomer. It is not a revision, it is not a standard, it is not a ver-
sion--it is a perversion--and it is not a new translation, it is no
translation.

Translator Wentz continued to explain that the Revised Stan-
dard Version is based on the long process of cumulative experi-
ence (page 68)--and so says Chairman Weigle in the In-
troduction to Understanding The Bible, by Shroyer -- the test
for the Revised Standard Version is not in argument--it is
found in experience; and on page 61 in the Introduction to the
Revised Standard Version New Testament, Translator Bowie
writes that a translation must be judged by the impression it
makes on the people; and on page 62, he refers to the difficulty
encountered in an effort to change its language. On page 60,
Translator Bowie says the translation must be so common that
when it is read aloud the hearer will understand it the first time
by ear, or catch the meaning at first sight. Such a policy of trans-
lation cancels the exhortation to study the scriptures, and it would
reduce the Bible to the story book pattern.

Montgomery J. Shroyer: A translator associate of Chairman
Weigle, author of the treatise entitled Understanding The Scrip-
tures, with sub-title “A Study Manual For Use With The Revised
Standard Version Of The New Testament,” endorsed by the
Translating Committee in the Introduction written by Weigle and
Craig, and enclosed in the official packet of booklets written and
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published by the translators of the Revised Standard Version.
Shroyer says: The Revised Standard Version is new light on
“Christian doctrine” and on “the organization and policy of the
church,” and is also new light on “ethical and religious values”
(page 20)--the only conclusion from which statements is that
the Bible does not afford the new light, and it therefore consti-
tutes a denial that the Bible is an all-sufficient inspired revela-
tion of “the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.”

The Shroyer Manual next generalizes in remarks on the writ-
ings of the apostle Paul, as follows: that Paul was a very humble
man trying to interpret Christ to his generation and that we
should all use the new translation of Paul’s epistle of Romans
in order to enable us to understand the old ideas that the apostle
Paul was trying to express (page 41)--according to this official
Manual, Paul was trying to interpret Christ and he was trying to
express the old ideas, and Shroyer adds that we should not allow
this difficulty of Paul’s to frighten us away from his epistles. (page
41) So the Revised Standard Version translators can do better
than Paul himself to express Paul’s ideas! Take note now that the
inside cover of the Shroyer Manual, under the heading of “A
Recommended Textbook,” the official endorsement of the Manual
is printed. In the Introduction to the Shroyer Manual Chairman
Weigle and Translator Craig state that the Revised Standard
Version is “a new official version of Scripture”--which means it
is authorized by the National Council of Churches, and it is here
cast in its true mold--the official National Council of Churches
Bible. What real Bible believer wants it?

The Shroyer Manual, the recommended Textbook for the Re-
vised Standard Version, states (page 19) that there should he
no real concern over the omission of the last paragraph of the
sixteenth chapter of Mark, for there is no doctrine of faith af-
fected by such an omission. Now, this is the paragraph that in-
cludes the following passage: "Go ye into all the world, and
preach the gospel to every creature. He that believeth and is
baptized shall be saved; but he that helieveth not shall be
damned”--but the Shroyer Manual declares that the omission of
this passage does not affect any doctrine of faith, even though
the faith that saves and the lack of the faith that damns is specifi-
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cally mentioned in this omitted passage. The reason for its omis-
sion is perfectly apparent, a full discussion of which appears in
another section of this book.

In a summing up of the many damaging statements of the
translators of the Revised Standard Version in the booklets of
their official packet, there are scattered admissions throughout
of the accuracy and excellency of the King James Version, but
apparently made for purpose of softening the severity of their
criticisms of it and to placate the adherents of it to hold their
favor and to obtain their patronage--truly they offer sugar with
one hand and throw acid with the other hand.

Clarence T. Craig: On page 15 of the Introduction to the Re-
vised Standard Version of the New Testament, Translator C. T.
Craig inserts the remark that generations of English speaking
people endear the King James Version for its “nobility” of lan-
guage, and that there is no need for him to add to the heap of
praise for it, adding that the King James Version cannot be dis-
lodged from its place of preeminence--but these concessions fol-
low his prejudicially severe and ill-tempered criticisms of it. The
King James Version, we are told, is the preeminent Bible and can-
not be dislodged, but they set themselves as a Committee to the
task of relegating it! They will concede its accuracy and excel-
lency and then proceed to tell us what is wrong with it.

On page 9 of the Introduction booklet Chairman Weigle makes
some reluctant and guarded concessions to the King James Ver-
sion and then proceeds in the attempt to prove the greater worth
and merit of their so-called revision. On page 57, he states that
he and his staff of revisers did not hesitate to use more words
than any of the old versions before it, in order to interpret the
meanings from their own viewpoints. They do not even claim to
translate the inspired writer’s words but rather in their opinion
what the New Testament writer’s actually meant for us to under-
stand--this is the unintended but fatal admission that their trans-
lation is nothing more than a commentary and should receive no
further recognition; but it is not even a good commentary; we
have had far better commentaries on our library shelves before
the Revised Standard Version was born.
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Goodspeed and Weigle: On pages 12 and 13 of Introduction,
Chairman Weigle, the Yale Modernist translator elaborates on
the modem equipment of the translators, consisting of many docu-
ments of personal correspondence, official papers, legal wills and
testaments, business records, court petitions, and the human
activities of everyday life, from which they have purportedly
gained a broader knowledge of and a deeper insight into the dia-
lect of the common people and the language of the time in which
they lived--- so it means that they have reconstructed the Bible
text, and in so doing they are not translators at all, but new
text-makers.

On page 32 the Chicago University translator, E. J. Goodspeed,
joins Chairman Weigle in the evaluation of this discovery of a
supposed veritable literary mine which he classes as deeds, leases,
contracts, legal proceedings, letters, invitations, lists, receipts, ac-
counts--and all sorts of documents “one can think of, and hun-
dreds that one would never have thought of” and from these
sources it is admitted that a new Bible text has been constructed.
On page 13 theologian Goodspeed blandly asserts that the New
Testament style is unsuited to a modem reader, so they propose
a new New Testament, from the new perspective of a recon-
structed text. But in all of this talk of modernizing the Bible, they
recognize the importance of retaining some semblance of the
Scripture text, and they all but bemoan the difficulties that he
in the path of the task to reconstruct the text and yet to preserve
that similarity which is so necessary to the accomplishment of
their own ends in changing it.

In the packet of propaganda booklets by the translators of
the Revised Standard Version it is repeatedly and inconsistently
stated on one hand that the changes in the text involve only
“minor details” that do not affect any “fundamental Christian
doctrine,” but on the other hand their insinuated reference to its
serious mistakes and grave defects are constantly injected. Their
unbelief of the Bible as the inspired Scriptures creeps into every
page of their propaganda booklets and seeps through every sen-
tence they pen.

In one accord and with one voice the translators of the Re-
vised Standard Version repeat the pronouncement that the Bible
is only a ‘record of revelation, and that a record requires no more
than “the substance” of the thing itself, and hence the words are
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secondary and unimportant; and they further pronounce with
the same unanimity that the Bible in part but not in whole con-
tains the Word of God. These statements are misleading and
erroneous. The books written by men may and do contain the
Word of God in the various literary forms in which they make
use of the Scriptures, but these books are not the Word of God --
but the Bible is the Word of God. So it is with revelation, a book
on the subjects of archaeology may contain the revelation of God
in a manner of reference or in an element of subject matter, but
the Bible is the revelation of God, the two are equated--that is,
revelation plus inspiration equals the Bible. “Now we have re-
ceived, not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit which is of God;
that we might know the things that are freely given to us of God.
Which things also we speak, not in words which man’s wisdom
teacheth, but which the Holy Spirit teacheth.” (1 Corinthians
2:12-13) The emphasis of this passage is on things and words-
the thing received by the apostles is revelation, but the word
through which it is communicated to us is inspiration; it is the
divine vehicle of conveyance, the Holy Spirit’s medium of com-
munication. It is thus that revelation plus inspiration equals the
Bible.

The name of the scholar, author and translator Richard Chene-
vix Trench, within these circles around the world since the nine-
teenth century, and his treatise on the Parables and Miracles of
Christ, and other biblical books, have been in the libraries of
many preachers for several generations. The comments of this
eminent scholar and translator on the subjects of Translation and
Inspiration are as relevant and timely as if they had been written
today, and are here in part inserted:

On Translation: “The conscientious task is to take the actual
word of the original and transplant it unchanged, in the trust that
any strangeness will disappear by time and use, and its meaning
acquired by even the unlearned or the unlettered reader--and
that is what actually occurred with the King James Version.”

On the True Version: “Inspiration is not limited to the Hebrew
and the Greek words first communicated to men, but it lives in
whatever words are faithful representation of these words. The
translation must be a perfectly reproduced adequate counterpart
of the original and the copy. When the words fall short of this
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adequacy, when divergence exists between the copy and the ori-
ginal, the copy is less inspired, and to the extent of the divergence
it is not inspired at all.”

These excerpts are taken from the Trench treatises on these sub-
jects before the turn of the nineteenth century and it is good
reading for college professors now. The Revised Standard Version
is the product of translators who belong to the school of theology
which rejects the authenticity and inspiration of the books of
the Bible and they are not qualified to make any kind of a trans-
lation of it, much less a purported revised standard version.

VI

THE DODD THEOLOGY OF THE NEW ENGLISH BIBLE
(C. H. Dodd-Director and translator for the New English Bible)

There are three books by Dodd that are virtual previews of the
New English Bible, with which he was connected as Director
and Translator. Though this version was yet to come when these
particular works were published, the quotations of scripture in
them in most instances are so identified with the phraseology of
this new version as to make his theological views the guidelines
for the version that he sponsored. The spirit of Dodd pervades the
New English Version and it hears the imprint of his theology. His
influence was predominant in its production to the same extent
that Goodspeed’s Introduction To The New Testament controlled
the translation of the Revised Standard Version. The Dodd books
that are so related to the New English Version are; The Meaning
Of Paul For Today (1920); The Bible Today; and, The Authority
Of The Bible (1938-1952). It is the purpose here and now to
abstract the contents of these books in their relation to the the
ology reflected in the New English Bible.

First: The Meaning Of Paul
(1) The preface refers to the gospel as “a gospel” which needs

“a re-interpretation for a new age.” (page 7)

(2) The preface continues to assert that the authorship of sev-
eral New Testament epistles is uncertain and “that no one
now supposes that Paul wrote Hebrews.” (page 8)

That is at the least an uncalled--for statement, and it is untrue,
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for the greatest among the scholars and the best of the com-
mentaries have written detailed evidences to prove that Paul
wrote the Hebrew epistle, including James MacKnight, and the
scholars of the Bible Commentary (the original Speaker’s Com-
mentary), and so many others, that outside the clique of modern-
ists whose united effort is to discredit and disqualify the authen-
ticity and credibility of the Bible books, the preponderance of
the testimony of the scholars and commentaries is the opposite
of the Dodd supposition.

In Apostolic Epistles, the Preface to Hebrews, MacKnight says,
“Although the writer of the epistle to the Hebrews hath in no
part of it introduced his own name, we are certain that the per-
sons to whom it was sent were at no loss to know who he was.
For in three passages of the epistle, as well as by the messengers
who carried it, he made himself known to the Hebrews to be the
apostle Paul”--and he cites 10:34, 13:18, 19; 13:23, for the three
passages which clearly indicate that Paul was its writer.

In The Bible Commentary, in the Introduction to Hebrews, this
scholar of England refers substantially to the same evidences as
MacKnight, and adds: “If now we ask what apostle united in
himself the many diverging qualifications, which alone could
have gained for the epistle so immediate and so wide a circula-
tion, the most obvious answer, certainly is--St. Paul.” These
quotations are only two out of many that could be inserted from
conservative scholars of the highest rank, and commentaries too
numerous to list in this space, that flatly negate the Dodd state
ment that no one now supposes that Paul wrote Hebrews. It is
not to be supposed that Dodd, as an Oxford scholar himself, did
not know the names of the scholars and the titles of the com-
mentaries that refute his statement, and the only conclusion is
that his assertion was prejudicial, if not actually dishonest, in his
effort to lend support and give prestige to the new theology
issuing from this school of modernists--and the purpose of print-
ing these statements here is for an example of the reckless aban-
don of these translators in their dealing with the text of the Bible.

(3) It is asserted that faith in the resurrection of Christ was
only a matter of personal experience, that the denouement of
(the issue of) what he terms “the tangled plot” is not even rele-
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vant; that the illusion of the Resurrection was a romantic melo-
drama of the advocates of it for vindication and vengeance; that
his Galilean followers “asserted that he was alive and apparently
got people to believe this extraordinary statement;” that the
resurrection of Christ is not to be regarded as actual fact, that
the nature of the resurrection is hypothetical and its effects only
a spiritual communion, that it exists only as a personal experience
of the activity of Jesus Christ in one’s life, and concludes that
faith in the Resurrection, as an actual occurrence, is not relevant
to experience and communion with Christ. (pages 14, 23, 103,
5, 6)

In such a theology such passages from Paul as Romans 1:4:
and 10:8-9 have no place in The Meaning Of Paul For Today
and are pushed aside as illusory: “Declared to be the Son of God
with power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the resurrec-
tion from the dead”-‘The word of faith which we preach; that
if thou shalt confess with the mouth the Lord Jesus, and shalt
believe in thine heart that God hath raised him from the dead,
thou shalt he saved.” But according to Dodd such utterances of
Paul were imaginative, such as his claim to be “crucified with
Christ” and that “Christ is alive in me” (from Galatians 2: 19-20),
which were to be classed as hallucination of revenge against his
enemies, the Jews. The repeated use of the word denouement,
meaning the outcome of a plot, indicates his attitude toward the
gospel records, that the resurrection of Jesus is the culmination of
a plot in the delineation of the drama of his life (page 103) which
concerns us only as a drama of ancient history, and that Paul’s
concept of it in his epistles was only the exaggerations of imagin-
ation and hallucination. This theology of Dodd will develop in the
further quotations from The Meaning of Paul For Today, and it
should be kept in mind that the author of this book, C. H. Dodd,
was Director and Translator of the New English Bible.

(4) In his account of Paul’s conversion he related that some-
thing happened on the Damascus road that shook Paul’s nerves
and affected his eyesight; that he was self-conscious of an insig-
nificant personal appearance and that his constant complaints of
infirmities and a thorn in the flesh could have been malarial! In
his further disparagement of Paul, he states that most of his
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epistles are lacking in a systematic and comprehensive line of
thought and are so fragmentary “that we have to reconstruct
Paul’s ideas”; that he only “conceived” what he thought; that
“Paul made mistakes, some bad ones, in the course of the strug-
gle”; that Paul’s answers to the problem of sin in the fifth chapter
of Romans are unsatisfactory--"a question which Paul does not
answer very satisfactorily”; that the purport of Paul’s teaching
on sin was “clumsy metaphysics”; that his teaching on the law was
contradictory; that there was a flaw in his teaching on the sub-
jects of retribution and reward, and that he was himself uncertain
in the things which he taught; and he treats Paul’s teaching, not
as inspired truth, but only as a fragmentary, disconnected and
sometimes incoherent philosophy of thought, and therefore “we
have to reconstruct Paul’s ideas”; (pages 23, 24,25,26,33, 52, 60,
67, 76).

Let it be repeated and let it be remembered that this man
Dodd, who is writing all of these things, is Director and Trans-
lator of the New English Bible.

(5) Concerning what author Dodd calls "the Christology of
Paul,” he makes the following statements: It is a highly specula-
tive structure of thought, of a difficult philosophical vocabulary;
that Jesus only believed that he was Messiah as a result of Mes-
sianic beliefs which had already been fused into certain types of
Jewish thought; that the idea conveyed by John (chapter 1: 1, 14)
that Christ was the Word made flesh was a Logos speculation,
with which Paul’s Christology was not identified; that Paul’s was
a personal experience with an unseen Friend and Leader, whom
he knew only intuitively; that Paul identified Jesus as the Son of
God only as the development of history elevated him to that posi-
tion in the thought movement of humanity through his own hu-
man achievement; that Paul ignored the Gospel records of the
life of Jesus and had little regard for them; he denies that Christ
took the sinner’s place in his death on the cross, and cancels the
doctrine of atonement for sin as being only a comparison of that
which was not real; that to consider the atonement more than a
metaphor is meaningless to us; that the life and work and death
of Christ concerns us only as ancient history with effects that are
confined to corporate humanity; that Jesus was the Son of God
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only in the general principle of sonship in a life of self-dedication
to the Father, and of a new kind of life communicated to man.
(pages 85, 86, 87, 90, 91, 102, 103)

It is observed that translator Dodd indicates that Paul had
very little regard for the Gospels’ account of the life of Christ,
but it is evident that Dodd has even less regard for the inspira-
tion of the epistles of Paul--and such as this is the fountain from
which springs the new versions, which have been recommended
from some sources. and adopted as the Bible, in certain high
places within our great brotherhood. "Doth a fountain send forth
at the same place sweet water and bitter? . . . So can no foun-
tam both yield salt water and fresh.”

(6) In a vague sashay on the resurrection this purveyor of
rank modernism emits a denial of the future resurrection of the
dead, by saying that “Paul’s insistence on the resurrection of the
‘body’ is meant to assert the continuity of individual identity,”
and the idea of a bodily resurrection “would have horrified him.”
(page 57) In thus confessing his disbelief of the resurrection of
the dead, translator Dodd joins the sect of the Sadducees!

The conclusions from The Meaning of Paul for Today is: That
Paul only believed that a divine Person had spoken to him on
the Damascus road, and called him to be his apostle (page 27);
that his teaching concerning Christ implies that the entry of the
Son of God into human history may be regarded as a part of
the general movement of thought during the centuries in the
transition from the tribal and national perceptions to the univer-
sal conception of human history--which is a complicated way of
saying that Paul taught that Jesus Christ was only a man of
human history (page 89); that in somewhat of a concealed form
Paul’s thought is a contribution to the philosophy of religion
(page 53), but in his way of thinking, Paul’s theology on the
whole is very unsatisfactory, and can scarcely be treated in any
sense as a system of theology (page 102); and finally, Paul was
a mystic, but all of his mystical experiences had a personal ob-
ject (page 129).

Some definitions of the terms mystic and mystical are in order
here to ascertain translator Dodd’s classification of the apostle
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Paul. First, a mystic: pertaining to any occult or esoteric reli-
gion; hence, involving arts and practices beyond the scope of un-
derstanding; belonging to the mysterious. Second, mystical: a
spiritual state of contemplation, not apparent to the senses nor
obvious to the intelligence. Third, mysticism: the doctrine that
spiritual truth is attainable through intuition; hence, a vague
speculation.

So that is translator Dodd’s appraisal of the inspired apostle
Paul and his epistles to the churches-Paul was a mystic, and his
mystical experience had a personal object--pshaw!` What a trans-
latorl On page 114 of the translator Dodd’s book, Paul’s doctrine
of justification is equated with personal experience, “a religious
experience,” which the author declares is “complete in itself.”
And Luther Weigle, the chairman of the translating committee
of the Revised Standard Version, has declared in his Introduc-
tions to their Revision that in their interpretations many of their
translations were based on personal experience--that feature of
that version, and the character of its translating committee, has
had previous attention in another section of this chapter. It is
noteworthy, and too significant not to mention, that the testimon-
ial experiences, prayer seances, direct operations of Holy Spirit
influences, and intuitional impressions that are being claimed and
promoted by some visionary youth groups within the churches
undoubtedly have had their origin in the new theology of these
revisionists, and have received impetus from the propaganda
that has characterized these spurious new versions. With such
effects and results, it is time to awaken our people in the churches
all over the nation to an awareness of this critical situation. It is
a clarion call to the preachers of the gospel, to the elders of the
churches, and to the professors in the colleges who have not as
yet been pulled into this veritable vortex of modernism. “Awake
thou that sleepest.”

Second: The Authority of the Bible:

The spirit of the New English Bible breathes through every
chapter of this book, which repudiates the inspiration and the in-
fallibility and the authority of the Bible.

(1) In the preface author Dodd states that he has “not scrupled



284 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

to alter” the versions of the Bible where they appear to him to be
mistaken in comparison with "modern translations”--his reference
is to the King James Bible and American Standard Version, which
he designates as the current Bible, and he has no scruples against
calling anything in it a mistake and changing it if it is contrary to
his own theological beliefs. (Preface, page xiv)

(2) In the first chapter, in which he considers the Bible as val-
uable literature but not authoritative, he states that “the Bible, or
most of it, is great literature to be appreciated aesthetically”--he
italicized the word is as a concession that although the Bible is
not authoritative it is good aesthetic literature (aesthetic: that
which appeals to a sense of taste or appreciation of that which is
beautiful)--and that is “the value of its solemn language for li-
turgical and devotional purposes, but it should not be regarded as
a collection of doctrinal texts but considered as literature in the
full humanist sense. (pages 2, 3)

(3) The authority of the Bible for “all doctrines necessary to
salvation,” or for “the plan of salvation,” is decried and rejected
--thus the Bible as a scheme of redemption or plan of salvation is
openly and boldly belittled and depreciated, and its gospel for sal-
vation destroyed. (pages 9, 10, 11)

This sort of modern theology is being parroted now by various
apologists for the gospel plan of salvation in the glib phrase that
we are “saved by the man, not by a plan.” It is well to observe the
source of this saying which is being repeated like a rote in the im-
itation of the authors of these theological books and the makers of
the new versions.

(4) The evaluation of prophecy is that “the prophets were pio-
neers in a radical reformation of religion belonging to a particular
period of history,” and that it is “a worst of all” mistake to come
under “the influence of prejudice” to believe that the purpose of
prophecy “was to give a forecast of the future,” or to become vic-
timized by the theory that prophecy is “reversed history”-they
should be classified as “quite definitely second-rate.” (pages 11,
12)

Here is a substantiated example of the planned purpose, which
all of the translators of the new versions hold in common, to throw
the Old Testament out of gear with the New Testament in regard
to prophecy and its fulfillment; but that is the relation in which
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they stand and to destroy it means that there is no correlation or
continuity of divine revelation in the Bible as a whole--that very
thing is the planned strategy of these neo-orthodox translators and
their pseudo-versions.

(5) A flat assertion is made that “the old view of the infalli-
bility of the Bible broke down under the successive attacks of
scientific discovery and of historical criticism,” and that the indi-
viduals who composed the books of the Bible simply wrote out of
their own personal accumulative experiences; and that the Bible
“contains a good deal that is simply pernicious;” that the apoca-
lypses of the Old and New Testaments are alike, and “as a whole”
sub-Christian “in tone and outlook,” and therefore “the whole con-
ception of an infallible external authority in any field of thought
is open to criticism.” (pages 13, 14, 15)

The foregoing simply classifies the contents of the Bible with
human literature “in any field of thought,” and the rejection of the
Bible as “an infallible external authority” is intended as a subor-
dination of the Bible to the internal authority of personal reli-
gious experience.

(6) On the nature of the Word of God, it is said, as if his own
word were a fiat, that “not God but Paul is the author of the Epis-
tle to the Romans,” but in some sort of a transferred sense the
epistle of Paul could be considered as a word of God, in the sense
that in some way it imparts to the reader the thought of God to
the extent of the truth it contains. And here the author makes the
statement which is the kernel of his entire thesis: God is not the
author of the Bible, but of the life in which the authors of it par-
take, and of which they tell in such imperfect human words as
they could command . . . it exposes the fallacy of arguing from
the admission that the Bible is the Word of God to the conclusion
that it must possess Cod’s own infallibility. The words of a man
. . . command just that measure of authority which we recognize
in the man himself. Thus the words of the Epistle to the Romans
carry just as much weight as we are prepared to allow to Paul as
a religious teacher. The author then adds that his purpose is to
rid us all of “the chimerical idea” that the Bible is such an ex-
pression of the mind of God that can lay claim to an infallible
authority over other means of ascertaining religious truth. (pages
16, 17)
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Now, the word chimerical means foolish fancy, imaginary, vi-
sionary, fanciful, fantastic--it is the sum of all these terms. a
double dose of all those words, and it represents quite a charge of
sarcasm against that company of scholars, worthy to be thus en-
titled, and not a few in number, who hold to the infallibility of
the Bible as the very word of God. The declarations of translator
Dodd are representative of the view of the committees of both
the New English Bible and the Revised Standard Version--and it
is more than liberalism, it is modernism at its worst.

The Dodd theology that “the authors of the Bible” who wrote
its language “in such imperfect human words as they could com-
mand” is in direct conflict with the claims of Jesus and Paul: Je-
sus said, “Take no thought beforehand what ye shall speak, neith-
er do ye premeditate: but whatsoever shall be given you in that
hour, that speak ye: for it is not ye that speak, but the Holy Spir-
it;” and Paul said, “Which things also we speak, not in the words
which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Spirit teach-
eth.” So “the weight allowed” in these words is: Jesus Christ and
Paul versus Director and Translator Dodd.

(7) With impudence that exhibits the deeper theological preju-
dice, Dodd employs epithets of profanity in his references to the
patriarchs and prophets of the early dispensations of Bible history,
from Moses to Malachi-as a person Moses was a legendary fig-
ure, never lived and left no writings; the patriarch Abraham was
not real, but mythological in character; the prophets were psychic
and their prophecies were hallucinations. (pages 27,45,66,68,70,
74, 108, 113, 114, 118, 127, 128, 142, 143, 184, 186, 284)

For a sampling of the immoderation and imprudence of the au-
thor, much less his theological infidelity, let the reader ponder the
following Dodd pronouncements, on the pages above listed:

First: Moses--He “left us no writings, and we know little of
him with certainty. . . . Tradition calls him Moses, and so may we.
. . . They recognized him as ‘a man of God.’ . . . He was a magi-
cian, a medicine man, whose magic wand wrought wonders of
deliverance and destruction. That was how the people regarded
him. To separate history from legend in the stories of his career
is impossible . . . the settlement of the Hebrews in the land of
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Egypt is a migration--legend--and on and on with that tripe of
translator Dodd’s infidel theology.

Second: Abraham--If he lived at all, his name stands for some
prehistoric tribal chief . . . the call of Abraham is compared to
the migrations of the Semitic tribes, as an irresistible impulse to
adventure. Hear these words of translator Dodd: “In the last gen-
eration people were sorely agitated by the question, Are the stor-
ies about Abraham true? Indeed, did Abraham ever live, or is he
a myth? Critics are still not agreed. Perhaps the name stands for
some real though prehistorical tribal chief. Perhaps it was orig-
inally the name of a deity. Perhaps it is simply the personification
of a clan. We now see that this matters little” (pages 142, 143,
284); but “on the other hand we have the spiritual impulse in
powerful individuals, from the half-mythical Abraham or legend-
ary Moses to Jesus and his followers.” Now let us pause and ask:
Who is saying and writing all of this? and the answer is: translator
Dodd, director of the New English Bible translating committee,
in the same system of theology as Moffatt, Goodspeed, Weigle and
Bowie, whose treatises are a part of this chapter, and who are the
translators of the Revised Standard Version now being adopted
by professors in our own colleges!

Third: The prophets--(1) Isaiah was “a notable example of
imagination . . . that this is direct imaginative experience does not
admit of question. We may readily suppose that the words and
the touch on the lips were actual hallucinations . . . his mind is
so possessed with a sense of God’s majesty that it projects a vi-
sion in which the sensible objects before him are taken up into
an imaginative picture, probably amounting to a visual halluci-
nation.” (pages 74, 79) (2) Jeremiah’s prophesying was psycho-
logical, Dodd says, and that "it is little worthwhile to enquire
whether or not the prophet is here reproducing a series of ‘visual
hallucinations,’ but whatever the psychological mechanism em-
ployed, the result is imaginative writing of a high order.” (page
68) (3) Ezekiel’s prophecies are classed with “the mental proc-
esses of Aeschylus singing the downfall of Persia, or Virgil calling
the roll of the Latin cities before their overthrow by the Trojans,”
and his prophecies were “pure imagination,” but Ezekiel was not
a poet and therefore "the Hebrew must no doubt yield the palm
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to the Greek and the Roman,” for on the whole Ezekiel’s visions
were “obviously inferior imagination in its laboured detail.”
(pages 66, 75)

After these specific examples Dodd then generalizes with his
profane fulminations against the prophets of God by saying that
they were all abnormal and psychopathic, imaginative and hal-
lucinative, and under this “visual hallucination” on the level of
their religious belief they may have become subservient to a sort
of “chauvinism”--the visionary illusions of a vainglorious patriot-
ism. (pages 114, 118)

Through these characterizations of Dodd the reader may re-
ceive the impression that the prophets were all the addicts of an
ancient formula of LSD, but intermittently some of the “trips”
were less illusional than others! The tragedy of the whole thing is
that this generation of young preachers and young people of the
church should become the prey of such profanation of the Word
of God through the translators of the New English Bible and the
Revised Standard Version, along with others of similar perversions.
"O Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust, avoiding
profane and vain babblings, and oppositions of science falsely
so called.” (I Timothy 1:20)

(8) The inspiration of the prophets of God and the apostles of
Christ throughout the Dodd theology is equated with personal re-
ligious experience, as a development “in our world of experience”
(pages 19,20) ; and inspiration does not exist in any specific sense,
but in the spirit of fidelity to truth, and is the same form of in-
spiration that exists in the experts in any field of knowledge, that
it is no more nor less than an inspiration with imagination--so ac-
cording to this equation the prophets and apostles were geniuses
of imagination!--or imaginary geniuses, which? Throughout his
Theology book he writes the word “inspiration” thusly, within the
quotation marks, which means in his view that the Bible has no
verbal or actual inspiration. Scattered through his book on various
forms of inspiration are a string of references to the inspiration of
genius, of intuition, of experience, of experts, ethical and psychic
and imaginative inspiration--all sorts of inspiration except the
Holy Spirit verbal inspiration which Jesus Christ promised to his
apostles and which the Bible claims to possess.
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On the question of inspiration translator Dodd repetitiously re-
verts to what is apparently a favorite phrase--“our world of ex-
perience”--from which assumed premise he writes a chapter on
the evolution of religion in comparison with the theory of the
evolution of man, which he employed with indorsement and ap-
proval in an excursive defense of Darwin, the originator of that
theory. It is no wonder that these translators should be evolution-
ists, for their theology is akin to the philosophy of evolution:
Hear Dodd: “We may fairly assume that all life, not excluding
the life of the spirit of man, is evolutionary in the sense that its
movements and changes are continuous and organic, resulting
from the reaction of an unexplained spontaneity in the living be-
ing to the stimuli of its environment.” (page 245) Thus he talks
the language of evolution, which if he were asked to explain he
would find it as difficult to do as all evolutionists who are in the
same predicament, the impossibility of explaining the incoherency
of their hypotheses.

The course in Comparative Religions in the colleges and uni-
versities is known to be the phase of theology that has been the
pitfall to countless graduate students and teachers who have
tripped over its delusive hurdle into the bleak despair of unbelief
--it is the assumed theorem that the religion of the Bible is the
outgrowth and development of comparative forms of primitive
pagan religions. The Dodd theology yields to this paganized phi-
losophy in its assertive postulation that the religion of the Bible
is a religion of evolution rather than the religion of revelation.
(pages 19,20, 245) There can be no excuse for the appropriation
of a purported new version of the Bible by our professors which
proceeds from and is produced by such a body of modern infidel
theologians, and there is no mitigation for their offense to the
cause and the church of Christ in so doing.

(9) In the Dodd philosophy of Deism the God of the Old Tes-
tament was a tribal deity with a local habitation among the Jews
--and that by human standards he was cruel, capricious, irrita-
ble, unjust and untruthful, in the character of a superhuman tribal
chief; and the God of Mount Sinai who delivered the Decalogue,
the law to Israel, was without tenderness and emotion (pages 98,
105, 108, 158), who made his people subservient to senseless rules
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of tabu. Thus translator Dodd writes in a vein of language that
seems to have been adapted from such infidels as Voltaire, Hobbs,
Ingersoll and Paine.

(10) The translator’s concept of the people of God in the Old
Testament represents God as operating through them on the level
of even a degraded form of chauvinism (a sort of vainglorious
exaggeration of patriotism ), demanding a morality consisting in
an out-of-date system of taboo interdictions (pages 87, 114) ; and
the criticism of the Old Testament God for religious nationalism
(pages 114, 174, 175,207) exhibits either an amazing misconcep-
tion or a deliberate disregard of the purposes of God to be ac-
complished through the nation of Israel. The nationalization of
Israel was the divine means for the fulfillment of the universal end
--and nationalism was God’s own way to the universalism of
Christianity.

( 11) The creation story of Genesis 2 is set aside as a myth, the
crossing of the Red Sea is with brief reference disposed of as a
national legend, and the existence of angels is a concept borrowed
from Persian paganism (pages 108,178,220)--and Dodd declares
that the discarded gods of polytheism is “what angels really are,”
and the Bible account of Jacob’s wrestling with the angel is only
“a very ancient tale.” Thus the contents of the Bible, in the Dodd
theology, have no authentication, and the title of his book, The
Authority of the Bible, actually means that the Bible has no au-
thority whatsoever.

(12) In reference to the New Testament it is classed with the
literature of a movement in the nature of a Grecian cultus, per-
meated with the philosophy of the Stoics in the writings of Paul;
and of Platonism (the influence of Plato), especially in the epistle
of the Hebrews and the Gospel of John; but with the element of
Platonic thought all through the New Testament (pages 199, 200,
201); and the writings of the New Testament authors are only a
part of the records of a contemporary movement, the eschatology
of which is too fantastic to be taken seriously (pages 202-203)--
by which is meant, in the use of the term eschatology, that the
doctrine of last or final things, such as belong to the future life,
resurrection, immortality, future retribution and reward, are all a
fantasy--products of illusory imagination!
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(13) In the chapter on the New Testament as a fulfillment of
the Old Testament, translator Dodd encloses the word fulfillment
in quotation marks--"fulfillment"--signifying his rejection of that
term. He then (true to form with all of his translating fellows in
this school of modernism) proceeds to throw the New Testament
out of gear with the Old Testament by disconnecting the prophe-
cies with any New Testament fulfillment. Translator Dodd, with
a tone of ridicule, states that such a phrase as “it is written” poses
an embarrassment to a modem reader (page 295) ; and all such
examples of prophecies as having fulfillment in Christ were no
more than allusions to events known by the Jews to have occurred
in the early history of Israel. This is a bold and bald denial of
New Testament fulfillment of Old Testament prophecy, and it
‘lets the cat out of the bag,” for it identifies the source of the
sayings that are being heard within the circles of our own college
professors, for I have in my own possession some samples of their
pratings, in the very words of this parlance, in making this same
Dodd argument on the quotation of Isaiah 7: 14 in Matthew 1:22-
23--but this New English Bible translator goes farther than the
denial of the Isaiah-Matthew connection and consistently applies
his dictum to all such prophetic quotations i.e. that there is no
fulflllment of Old Testament prophecy in the New Testament, all
such quotations were either illustrative or imaginative with the
New Testament writers. The question is: How long will it be un-
til our college professors also go all the way?

( 14) Some more astounding samples of the modernism of these
new translators is in the several Dodd statements on pages 215-
219:

First, that John 3:16 is a myth--that the saying, “God so loved
the world that he gave his only begotten Son” is an anthropomor-
phism (only a representation which ascribes human characteris-
tics to gods and deities); that the doctrine of expiation or vicari-
ous sacrifice for the sin of the world is not rational; that the ex-
pression of John 3: 16 was mythological (the belief of a story of
unknown origin), and does not mean that God actually gave a
son and sent him into the world to suffer for the race of man--
such a doctrine, he says, is anthropomorphic and mythological
and, if a reader does not understand what these terms mean, he
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adds for their benefit that the doctrine of expiation is irrational--
but the meaning of it all is that Jesus Christ did not die on the
cross of Calvary for the sins of the world, and the new theology
nullifies the gospel and cancels the New Testament.

Second, that the fifteenth chapter of I Corinthians, which is the
resurrection and immortality chapter of the New Testament, is not
the proof for either the resurrection or immortality. The teaching
of Paul in this chapter, says Dodd, is the outgrowth of a tradi-
tional eschatology (the doctrine of final things belonging to a fu-
ture life), and that it is still subject to speculation.

In the conclusion translator Dodd adds that the claims for these
doctrines were made at the expense of the rationality of God, and
that Paul outgrew his early eschatological fanaticism (pages 215,
218)--but Paul said in this Corinthian chapter (verses 14-19) that
such a denial is vain preaching and a vain faith, and he who so
believes and teaches is “of all men most miserable”--and that is
the verdict of inspiration on the translator Dodd and his miser-
able theology.

( 15) On the subject of the life of Christ, translator Dodd des-
cends to the depths of incredulity and exposes to full view the
skepticism of his theology. On page 226 he asks: Did the story
of Jesus as told in the Gospel records really happen? And on page
229 he makes the complaint that the way in which the Gospels
will coincide and then contradict one another is perplexing, so he
concludes their stories never actually happened. On pages 233 to
239 with an astonishing degree of arrogant assumption he makes
the statements that some of the sayings of Jesus were not true;
that other sayings were relevant only to his day and time; that
other views expressed by Jesus cannot be accepted without vio-
lence to our sense of truth (his own words)--he then adds, “So
much for the teaching of Jesus as a body of reported sayings.”
By now we should begin to become aware of the theological ap-
paratus employed by the makers of the New English Bible and
The Revised Standard Version, and if our professors, forsooth, do
not appear to recognize it or choose to acknowledge it, the faith-
ful preachers of the gospel and the humble members of the
churches can discern its pernicious error and in their fidelity to the
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true and pure and unadulterated word of God they will reject
these spurious translations.

( 16) On the subject of the evolution of religion, the Dodd the-
ology is a negative proposition: that Christianity is not a revealed
religion--hat the idea of evolution which originated as an hy-
pothesis in biology has the same premise in religion; that Chris-
tianity is the result of an evolution of religious thought on the
level with comparative religions; that its founder was relevant
only to his period, and that Christianity was only a stage of reli-
gion relevant to the time and environment of its emergence, sub-
ject to changes, the Bible being only the record of its evolutionary
development (pages 245-268) and it is assumed that this process
continues in the progressive development of Christian thou&
and in the consciousness of Christian experience. (page 283)

Translator Dodd further deposes that there is no Biblical au-
thority that can “lay Christian thought under the dead hand of
the past” and that such an attempt to find “a static finality” and
to enforce such a final authority, as in the cases of the Torah and
the Mishna and the Talmud, has “never succeeded” (page 199)--
for example, says Dodd, after the Torah was completed, the Mish-
na was created to bring it up to date, and the Gemara of the Tal-
mud to bring the Mishna up to date”! And that should not be
confined to periods before the New Testament, he says, for reve-
lation is continuous in a religion of thought and experience. Thus
the Bible is downgraded to the level of the Torah and the Tal-
mud by translator Dodd, and he continues to write it down on
the pages of his book that there is no static “faith once delivered
to the saints” (his own quotation), which is not subject to changes
in a changing world--the Bible faith, he says, was for its time, and
the Bible is not the last word, it is not final (page 300), for it “has
actually grown and developed as any faith which encounters life
and experience in a changing world must develop”--so according
to the Dodd theology, the Bible is not the Iast word in religion,
nor final in revelation. For avowed infidels to deliver their unbe-
lief in such declamations is not unusual, but for theologians who
pose as translators of the Bible text to do so is enigmatical. The
Dodd theology of the evolution of religion is the same formula as
the Darwin theory of the evolution of man--the latter is the de-
nial of direct creation and the former is the denial of direct reve-
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lation--the hypothesis that revelation exists only in the evolution
of thought from age to age and from century to century. That is
the criterion of the translators of the new versions and it is the
background of the apparatus for their translations.

Third: The Bible Today
This title is the third book by director-translator Dodd, the

three of which expose to full view the neo-orthodox theology that
forms the background of the New English Bible and the Revised
Standard Version, and which provides the apparatus for their ar-
bitrary translations.

Listed below are thirty-three profanations of the word of God,
actually too profane to appear in print, but in order to further ex-
pose the source from whence the new versions come, they are
here summarized in the numerical orders of the pages on which
the translator Dodd’s sacrilegious statements are made. Read them
and weep:

(1) That the Bible as a book is in the same class with the Ko-
ran. Commenting on the query, What is the Bible? author Dodd
classifies the Bible with the Koran as a collection of sacred books
containing prose narratives both historical and fictitious, and calls
it a cavalcade of human life through many centuries beginning
with myth and legend, and later emerging into history. (pages 1,
2) That is quite a startling beginning for a supposed Bible book
by a Divinity Professor who is the Director and Translator of the
New English Bible.

(2) That the writer of Hebrews, chapter 11, claims that Moses
and such “splendid savages” of a primitive age as Gideon were
legendary heroes of fictitious stories. (page 4)

(3) That portions of Old Testament writings are folklore, or
documents recorded as a history of primitive culture. (page 5)

(4) That the idea of an authoritative canon of scripture belongs
to the idea of the church threatened with eccentricities of belief;
so the scriptures grew up within the life of the church, rather than
from the inspired teaching at the beginning (pages 6, 8)--which
is of course contrary to the Great Commission of Matthew 28:20
and the apostles’ doctrine of Acts 2:42.



THE THEOLOGY OF THE NEW TRANSLATORS 295

(5) That the difficulties in the Old Testament are patent, and
that there are incongruities and contradictions both in matters of
fact and in spiritual and moral evaluation. (page 10)

(6) That the Bible is regarded as the revelation of God, but its
documents contain many contradictions and incongruities subject
to time and change through centuries of human existence. (page

12)
(7) That the Bible is not a sort of inspired encyclopedia, with

chapter and verse answers to settle questions. (page 13)

(8) That the history of the Bible is of the same stuff as our con-
temporary history; the same stuff as our individual experience of
day-to-day happenings. (page 14)

(9) That the book of Jonah is a myth, and Matthew’s use of the
story has the intention of a myth. (page 17)

(10) That the Bible schema is medieval and there is no such
relation of the Old and New Testaments as the prophecy and ful-
fillment. (pages 19-20)

( 11) That the slogan of “the Bible and the Bible alone” is based
on erroneous ideas of verbal inspiration which sensible people
regard as absurd. (page 22)

(12) That anyone can see that the Old and New Testaments
contain a mass of disparate material. (page 26)

(13) That the Bible is in accord with the course of human
history interpreted on the basis of analogy with biological evolu-
tion. (page 26)

( 14) That God’s order to liquidate the Amalekites was a divine-
ly sanctioned brutality, and that the Bible teaches hate in some
parts and love in other parts; and thus the functions of govern-
ment, attitude toward error, such as “hate every false way,” are
confused with the Bible teaching on love. (page 28)

(15) That the Genesis biblical answer to questions which oc-
cupy modem biologists and geologists are not acceptable to the
scientific mind. (page 39)
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(16) That the record of Genesis is a Hebrew creation story,
written at a time when there were many current stories of crea-
tion; that the story proceeds in vain imagination to evoke the idea
of God who spoke and it was done. (pages 30-31)

(17) That the events of the exile and return were of no more
importance than the political news in the BBC newscast--British
Broadcasting Company--(page 38)--translator Dodd is writing
in England, the land of the New English Bible!

( 18) That the deliverance of Israel in examples such as the de-
feat of Sennacherib was no more miraculous than the military de-
feat of Dunkirk. (pages 39-40)

(19) That the famous thirty-seventh chapter of Ezekiel, pictur-
ing Israel’s restoration from Babylonian exile in the vision of Val-
ley of Dry Bones, was nothing more than imagination. (page 48)

(20) That the book of Isaiah is anonymous; that the author is
unknown and that he did not prophesy the return of Israel from
exile. (page 49)

(21) That the books of the Old Testament are anonymous, au-
thored by writers of later periods than the dates attached to them.
(page 53)

(22) That the Exodus from Egypt is a legend, a story overlaid
with legend, and that the man Moses was legendary, and that the
call and commission of Moses was legendary. (pages 54, 55)

(23) That names given to primeval wanderers--Abraham,
Isaac, Jacob--are traditional stories, handed down from mouth to
mouth, through many generations, and are recorded in the book
of Genesis as legends. (pages 56)

(24) That about everything the Bible says concerning the call
of Abraham is a fable and untrue. (page 57)

(25) That the contents of the Old Testament are a mixed up,
confused pattern of world history. (page 64)

(26) That the dates of the books of Matthew, Mark and Luke
were composed after the Destruction of Jerusalem, as late as the
reign of Domitian, A.D. 96, and Jesus therefore could not have
predicted that event as related in them prior to its occurrence.

page 68)



THE THEOLOGY OF THE NEW T R A N S L A T O R S  297

(27) That the writers of the New Testament copied the ideas of
the Old Testament with deliberate re-application of prophetic
language in order to fabricate the claim for prophecy fulfillment.
(page 76)

(28) That in these days we are embarrassed by alleged miracles
that are recorded as being actually performed by Jesus during his
ministry. (page 77)

(29) That the mental processes of the prophets and of “false
prophets” are not distinguishable-that they are the same--and
that the prophecies were psychological personal experiences.
(page 101)

(30) That the claims of seeing the risen Christ were an en-
counter analogous to the prophetic experiences, and Paul’s meet-
ing with Christ was not real, but a piece of his total experience in
life. (page 103).

(31) That the expression “word of God” is a metaphor and in-
spiration was only an insight. (pages 104, 105)

(32) That the incarnation of Christ, like prophetic experiences,
was an inward psyche-only a mental condition of his life.
(page 110)

(33) That the prologue of creation and the epilogue of the
coming of Christ, as first and last things, are only symbols, and
are not to be considered as a historian knows events; that the Bib-
lical writers made free use of mythology: myth number one, the
story of creation; myth number two, the Genesis story of Adam
and Eve; myth number three, the deluge of Noah; myth number
four, the tower of Babel; and myth number five, the conception
of the Judgment as Doom’s Day. (pages 112-116)

Thus through the tedium of their theological books, full of im-
port to the discredit of the Bible, and precedent to the publica-
tion of their new versions, the translators of the Revised Standard
Version and the New English Bible have heaped contempt on the
Bible, little short of the frother of infidels. With unconscionable
criticisms they have berated the inspired writers of the Bible, and
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the behest of the apostle Paul to Titus (2:5) “that the word of
God be not blasphemed” has been unheeded, as without even the
restraint of subdued expression they have made the Bible the ob-
ject of doubt and disbelief.

Consistent with the truth of the axiom that a stream cannot
rise above its source, it is now time to take up the task in the re-
maining chapters of this book of proving by precept and example
that the new translations are no better than the new theology of
the translators--in order that all who hold the Bible in reverence
may be made aware of their character, and awakened and alerted
to the present threat and future danger posed by them to the
church of Christ and to the cause of Christ--now and in the time
to come.



CHAPTER EIGHT

THE REVISED STANDARD VERSION

‘THROUGH THY PRECEPTS I GET UNDERSTANDING: THEREFORE I HATE
EVERY FALSE WAY” - -  PSALMS 119:104.

“BUT HAVE RENOUNCED THE HIDDEN THINGS OF DISHONESTY, NOT
WALKING IN CRAFTINESS NOR HANDLING THE WORD OF GOD DECEIT-
FULLY; BUT BY MANIFESTATION OF THE TRUTH COMMENDING OURSELVES
TO EVERY MAN’S CONSCIENCE IN THE SIGHT OF GOD”- 2 CORINTHIANS
4 :2.

“LET NO MAN DECEIVE YOU WITH VAIN WORDS’ -- EPHESIANS 5 :6.

“BEWARE LEST ANY MAN SPOIL YOU THROUGH PHILOSOPHY AND VAIN
DECEIT, AFTER THE TRADITION OF MEN. AFTER THE RUDIMENTS OF THE
WORLD. AND NOT AFTER CHRIST” -- COLOSSIANS 2 :8.

“FOR THIS CAUSE ALSO THANK WE GOD WITHOUT CEASING. BECAUSE.
WHEN YE RECEIVED THE WORD OF GOD WHICH YE HEARD OF US, YE
RECEIVED IT NOT AS THE WORD OF MEN, BUT AS IT IS IN TRUTH THE
WORD OF GOD. WHICH WORKETH EFFECTUALLY IN YOU THAT BELIEVE"
-- 1 THESSALONIANS 2 :13.



CHAPTER EIGHT

THE REVISED STANDARD VERSION

In an impassioned plea to retain the ban on the teaching of the
hypothesis of evolution contrary to the Genesis declaration of the
direct creation of man, a member of the legislature of a southern
state appealed to his fellow legislators in the following words:
“These are Christian statutes on our books, and the Christians are
still in control of our state. The enemies of Christianity are chip-
ping away at the Christian religion bit by bit. That is the way
they plan to win.” This legislator is so right-that is the strategy
of the unbelievers to win the battle against Christianity through
the pseudo-science of evolution by way of our public school sys-
tem-but it is no less true that the neo-orthodox revisionists are
“chipping away” at the Bible through the pseudo-versions chunk-
by-chunk, and that is the way they plan to win the battle against
the Book which is the source of Christianity.

I.

The name of the Revised Standard Version is an incorrect des-
ignation and it is inconsistent with its policies of translation.

First, the title New Testament is printed on the back of the cov-
er, as usual, and below the title is also printed Revised Standard
Version-but their “version” eliminates “testament” in all the pas-
sages that contain that term, and it puts “a will” in place of " a
testament.”

But a will is only one feature of the gospel, and a testament is
not in itself a will--a will is a testament, but not every testament
is a will. This action of the translators in taking “testament” out
of the text destroys the title New Testament, and to be consistent
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they would be forced to change the title of the New Testament to
the New Will-but the terms are not co-extensive, because the
word testament is a broader and more inclusive term which con-
notes more than merely a will. Thus in the yen for change the new
translators have done violence to the New Testament--they are
bent on changing the wording of the text verse-by-verse without
regard to distinctions in meaning and teaching, and their methods
in so doing are ruthless.

Second, the translators of the Revised Standard Version are in-
consistent in their own claims concerning it.

This so-called revised standard version purports to be a revi-
sion of the King James and American Standard Versions, but
translators Bowie and Cadbury refer to it as a new translation.
Its representative promoters, who have been its ardent precursors
and heralds, with one voice proclaim a modern translation. But
Chairman Weigle represents it to be a version and a revision of
the previous versions, but elsewhere inconsistently or indifferent-
ly refers to it as a new translation. All who are informed within
the range of the subject know that there is a wide span of differ-
ence between a  revised version and a new translation, and this
Revised Standard Version could not by any “standard” be both.
Curiously, there exists a divergence of opinion even among the
members of the committee in their own references to what the
Revised Standard Version actually is or is entitled to be named--
a revised version or a new translation.

There are many editions that have been entitled new transla-
tions in modem speech--their names are legion, but they are not
versions, and are not so entitled. The first in the field of “modern
speech translations,” and which yet holds the priority as the most
favored of them all, is the 1902-1943 Weymouth Modern Speech
New Testament. Now, the Revised Standard Version is nothing
more than a Johnny-come-lately among these many paraphrased
new translations, but it makes the false claim of being a version,
and seeks adoption as the Bible itself.

The truth of the version issue is that the Revised Standard Ver-
sion is not a revision of the time-honored and time-revered King
James Version nor of the American Standard Version--the very
title Revised Standard Version is erroneous. Furthermore, the title
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page assigns to it the descriptive title “authorized,” yet these new
revisers have registered objection to applying the title “authorized”
to the King James Version, while they attach the sub-title “au-
thorized version” to their own new translation, thus violating their
own dictum by doing what they condemn the translators of the
King James Version for having done. “For wherein thou judgest
another, thou condemnest thyself, for thou that judgeth doest the
same things.”

The pertinency of the question is: Who authorized it? In ref-
erence to the King James Version it merely recorded that it had
been authorized to be read in the churches of England where it
was produced. But in reference to the Revised Standard Version
it means that it is the official version of that ultra-modem, neo-
orthodox organization incorporated as the National Council of
Churches, being authorized only by their council, which amounts
to no authority at all. It is an unreal and undeserved distinction
in the effort to obtain a prestige by false pretenses. Moreover, the
use of the descriptive term Standard is also deceptive. The title
embodies the claim of being a revision of the American Standard
Version, but that designation was only the copyright title of its
publishers, Thomas Nelson & Sons of New York, and it possessed
no further warrant than a trade-name, for actually there has never
been and in fact cannot be such a thing as a standard American
version, for America has no state church and therefore no official
state function to authorize and standardize such a version. At the
most, the title can denote no more than a description of the text
produced and adopted by the committee of translators. Not even
the American Standard Version of 1901 ever was or ever could
become the standard version of Americans. Nor shall the mis-
named Revised Standard Version ever become a standard version
--it is a mistaken title, a misconceived misnomer. And the official
claim to be a revised version is also a false pretense, for it is a
rephrased and reworded and rewritten periphrasis throughout.
It is not a revision of anything, much less a revised version of the
versions it claims to revise. The very title Revised Standard Ver-
sion is not only unfit, but untrue, and all that can be truthfully
said for it is that it is the National Council of Churches version--
it is the official NCC Bible, and under “the pure food and drug
act” should be, as a warning, so labeled!
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The English language has undergone little change since the
Revised Version of 1881, so slight that the difference is scarcely
perceptible; and there has been no change of any significance
since the American Standard Version of 1901. Nevertheless, the
Revised Standard Version makes the audacious pretension of a re-
vision of all these English versions, the result of such a feigned
motivation is the multitudinous altogether unnecessary changes
that were made to accommodate a reconstructed 1946 style of
their own--which means that instead of producing a revised ver-
sion of any other version, these neo-orthodox modernists have
written a Revised Bible.

Considering the admissions and criticisms of the translators,
and the text which their modernism has yielded, it is evident in
all of the premises that the Revised Standard Version committee,
composed of the National Council of Churches neo-orthodox
hand-picked theologians, has presumed an authority to write a
new Bible.

The multiplicity of “new translations” are products of the pre-
sumption of single individuals or groups, or organizations, or so-
cieties, or publishers, who on their own initiative, with no au-
thority other than themselves--hence, the rash of translations and
a veritable babe1 of versions. Since the appearance of the Amer-
ican Standard Version of 1901, there have been not less than fifty
such translations as a conservative estimate, no two of them alike,
therefore forcing upon each translator the laborious task of ren-
dering his own translation in his own peculiar style and phrase-
ology, differing from all the others, and a variation from the Bible
text itself. The majority of this rash of translations has had a
brief tenure, and none of them have had a general acceptance,
and all together they have failed to make a dent on “the grand
old Book.”

The later these revisions and translations and versions the less
worthiness they possess, due in part to the increasing influence of
the theological modernism of the school of Higher Critics upon
these late productions and the resultant impact of the New Chris-
tianity Crusade (the Neo-Orthodox Movement) on the self-ap-
pointed or group-selected or hand-picked translators. Of all these
revisions, the American Standard Version produced from 1885 to
1901, is the only one that obtained or merited respectable accep-
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tance, and it was predicted that the trustworthiness of this version
would speedily gain such general acceptance that would eventu-
ally relegate the King James Version-but the opposite result oc-
curred, it is the American Standard Version that has declined, and
the sales of the King James Version are greater now than the
combined total sales of all other versions. The old version of the
Bible holds the field as the most widely used, far greater in print-
ing and circulation, the common version of all the people who
love and cherish the Bible and so deeply desire to preserve its
sacred language. The excellence of its phraseology and elegance
of style and beauty of diction have never been challenged or de-
nied and can never be surpassed-no version has ever been com-
parable to it, and its accuracy of word-by-word translation has
been approved by the greatest scholars in all the centuries of its
existence, and praised by the literary minds the world over, as
shall be shown in a succeeding section of this book.

In the end of the sixteenth century Wycliff prayed, “0 God,
put it in the heart of the King of England to give us a correct
translation of the Bible into our English tongue.” King James re-
sponded. He was himself a brilliant scholar but he had no part
in the translation that bears his name. Rather, he ordered the se-
lection of fifty-four of England’s highest ranking scholars and put
them under the strictest rules of translation with penalties of cap-
ital punishment for deliberate or intentional mistranslation.’ If the
Revised Standard Version and New English Bible translators were
under such penalty there would have been a mass execution of
translators in this day!

Of the fifty-four selected members of the King James commit-
tee, forty-seven survived to complete their task, the seven other
members having died or resigned during the process of transla-
tion. Yet uninformed or else ill-tempered people lash out against
“that old King James Version” as though King James wrote it! I
would not smear these pages with the indignity of quoting the
sacrilegious remarks that some modem professors and their brain-
washed students have emitted in their carping at the old Bible
with which the battles against error have been fought and which

* A statement verified by H. Leo Boles, President of David
Lipscomb College, in the author’s presence.
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brought the church to our continent--the canting against it is
plain tripe.

Why is the old King James Version the invulnerable Bible?
First, because its word-for-word diction has deepened its roots in
the hearts of Bible readers for centuries. There could be no prac-
tical cause to commit verses of scripture to memory word-for-word
with multiplied various revisions but no common version. The
many variations make the memorizing of the precious passages
impossible. The parents and teachers cannot uniformly teach chil-
dren to memorize the Bible verses, and the preachers cannot ef-
fectively quote the scriptures in their sermons. The language of
the various versions (?) is not of the solemn significance or sac-
red respect to merit the memorizing. The word of God is hal-
lowed: “My heart standeth in awe of thy word,” said the psalm-
ist David, and again, “For thou hast magnified thy word above
all thy name.” The rewritten phraseology of the new versions re-
duce the language of the Bible to such. a common human level as

 to lose the quality that would cause a reverent reader to cherish
committing it to memory.

The new revisionists are a demolition crew. In the destruction
of this unity of scripture they have shattered that fusion of influ-
ence which the inspired words yield within the heart, expressed
by the psalmist --“Thy word have I hid in mine heart” -- and
the loss of this unification of effect in the minds of confused
searchers of the scriptures can only result in a division of senti-
ments equal to the dissension among the Corinthians, who said:
“I am of Paul, and I of Apollos, and I of Cephas.” So the devotees
of the various versions, including preachers in the pulpits, are
saying: I am of Goodspeed, and I am of Moffatt, and I am of
Phillips, and I am of Williams--or the Today’s English Version,
or the New English Bible, or the Revised Standard Version. Time
was when the Bible was mentioned every one knew what it meant
--now nobody knows, but everybody will say, which version? The
Bible thus loses that common bond of the one Book which has
held us all together. The churches of Christ have been a Bible
people always, and the Bible has made us the people that we are,
but the “new bibles” are making a different people of us be-
cause they are different books. “For the mystery of iniquity doth
already work.”
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The particular time in which our lives are cast is a generation
of novelty seekers, and this spirit has created a mania for re-
visions of the Bible which. has produced a multiplicity of so
called translations that plague rather than aid those who still be-
lieve that “all scripture is given by inspiration of God.” But the
“new Bibles” ignore inspiration -- they are commercial books and
are as competitive as commercial products. The evidence of this
fact is provided in the promotional advertising to swell the sales
of each over the other. The emblazoned placard of the Revised
Standard Version was printed in the pretentious catch-phrase --
THE MOST IMPORTANT PUBLICATION OF 1946 -- the
device of the publishers to stampede the sales, for the boastful
claim was not the verdict of any body of literary critics in recom-
mendation of best sellers. To classify a book claiming to be the
Bible in such a category of common commercial competition is
an ignoble act of irreverent men and altogether inconsistent with
the sanctity of tbe inspired scriptures.

In order to warrant their respective versions the differences in
translation must necessarily exist, and these disparities must be
featured as emphasized variations from all other translations,
hence it is not true translation that motivates these falsely so-
called versions, but rather variety and novelty are the essential
features of all the new translations -- “anything to be different”
would be a more significant slogan than “the most important
publication” and far more truthful. Therein lies a basic evil of
these multiple versions --but being novelties they will perish
with the using, ending with interment in the necropolis of pass-
ing fashions, deserving only the fate of fads.

Comparing the renderings of six of these new translations on
one certain passage, the examples of which will be cited herein
later, no two renditions are the same -- six different renderings in
six so-called versions --translation, indeed1 These translators
were not translating the scriptures, they were writing their books.

The deliberate variations of these multiple translations in
divergent renderings of the same passages indicate a planned
policy of competition to gain by their peculiarities a unique dis-
tinction for their versions. This subtility in the various renderings
is characteristic of the late translations, revisions and versions.
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And this is why the eminent scholars, Doctor John Scott, of
Northwestern University Seminary, and Doctor R .  C. Foster, of
the Cincinnati Bible Seminary of the Christian Church, joined in
branding the Revised Standard Version translators with deliberate
dishonesty, supporting their charges with a long list of citations.

With scarcely less scathing criticisms in his treatise on the Re-
vised Standard Versison, Professor Oswald T. Allis, a ranking
Presbyterian scholar, condemned this false version with such
terms as “regrettable” and “misleading” and “confusing” and
“arbitrary” --and capping these and similar phrases with the
over-all indictment that “the version was prepared by liberals,
it is owned by liberals, and they will see to it” that any hope of
ever making it “acceptable to evangelical Christians” will not be
realized. But while these eminent denominational scholars of
wide repute were without respect of person or position exposing
the dogmatic fallacies of the Revised Standard Version, some of
our own professors were recommending it and parroting the
phraseology of the modernist revisers in the class rooms of our
colleges. This fact should jolt the brotherhood out of their com-
placency into the actual reality that modernism has its foot in
the door of the churches through the Bible departments of the
colleges that adopt the Revised Standard Version or allow it to
be adopted. It again interposes the question, what is wrong with
the administration of a college among us, supported and patron-
ized by our people, that will allow it? The stock answer is, “aca-
demic freedom,” but in the teaching of the Bible, the word of
God, there is no such thing as an “academic” or any other “free-
dom” which could mean the liberty of a professor to teach the
theologies he has imbibed from the seminaries of modernism.
Such a policy opens the floodgates to the overwhelming tide of
the New Christianity theology that is sweeping over Christendom
and which will eventually, through professors in the colleges, en-
gulf the churches of Christ -- this is sad but true.

The factual situation simply stated is that the Revised Standard
Version has had influential and financial and political power of
the International Council of Religious Education to support it
and to promote it, together with its American affiliate, The Na-
tional Council Of Churches, and this asset is an armor which



THE REVISED STANDARD VERSION 3 0 9

invests the Revised Standard Version with an advantage over all
other versions and thereby imputes to it the greater danger.

It is a known thing to real scholars throughout the English
world that the majority of the members of the Revised Standard
Version Committee are from Yale and Harvard, Chicago Uni-
versity and the Union Theological Seminary of New York,
all of which are the veritable hotbeds of the neo-orthodox
modernism of the New Christianity movement, and therefore
neither the committee nor the version produced by it is repre-
sentative of what is regarded as the Biblical scholarship of Amer-
ica and England; for they are all of the schools of the Destruc-
tive Critics, and they are modernists of the latest and deepest
dye. The two members of the committee exercising the dominant
influence were Goodspeed and Moffatt, the both of whom
had published individual translations of the New Testament of
their own, concurrent and extant, and they were therefore so
governed by the theologies of their own previous translations as
to have been prejudicially disqualified. The so-called “revisions”
and arbitrary “translations” were controlled by the attitude of
the nine modernists of the New Testament Committee and thir-
teen modernists of the Old Testament Committee (Chairman
Weigle a member of both committees) toward the authority of
the Bible, which in the final analysis of their theological concepts,
as observed in their Introductions, has no authority at all.

II.
The overworked phrase of the Revised Standard Version trans-

lators is their false claim for “accuracy of translation,” a phrase
repeated as an echo from Weigle and Craig, Bowie and Burrows,
Goodspeed and Moffatt, and each translator who contributed to
the pamphlets composing the Jacket of the numerous treatises by
the members of the committee, to justify the arbitrary changes
in the translations of the Revised Standard Version. But their
peculiar language definition of accuracy becomes a tacit admis-
sion of a premeditated and deliberate inaccuracy, for in their
own words they have substituted for translation “what we under-
stand the author to mean” --verily, the Lord’s judgment on
men’s words applies to the utterances of these men: “By thy
words shalt thou be condemned.”
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In the Jacket the claim is made that the Revised Standard
Version is “more accurate in translation than any previous ver-
sion.” Considering the fact that one hundred and forty-eight of
the ripest scholars of England and America -- therefore of the
whole English world --produced the “previous versions,” such
a claim is no less than arrant egoism on the part of the nine
modernists who produced the New Testament of the Revised
Standard Version --and among the other thirteen members of
the Old Testament Committee was Orlinsky, the bitterly hostile
unbelieving Jew who was responsible for taking Jesus Christ out
of the prophecies.

Accuracy of translation is word-by-word transplantation, and
for these neo-orthodox modernists to substitute what they under-
stand the author to mean is not translation -- it is interpretation.
In the theological beliefs, in which they are so entrenched, they
can and they do mistake the meaning. Inspiration must penetrate
words, the true translation consists in transplanting the words,
not what theologians believe to be the meaning. They themselves
differ on the meaning --in the field of these versions there is
a wide disparity, an incompatible divergence of their theological
changes in the text; and even in the different renderings of tbe
Revised Standard Version itself there are irreconcilable incon-
sistencies, multiplied examples of which are exposed by 0. T.
Allis in his treatises on the Revised Standard Version of the Old
and the New Testaments.

Accuracy consists in what the inspired authors of the New
Testament said, not in what a committee of nine ultra-modernist
revisionists, hand-picked by the ultra-modernist organization,
believes that it means. They may “authorize” the writing of
creeds but they can lay no claim for an authority to rewrite the
Bible. Their new bible is just that, and their use of the term
authorized carries no authority higher than its source -- that
organization of modernists, known as The National Council Of
Churches, a council of theologians who do not believe the Bible,
who reject its authenticity and its inspiration, yet manifest the
temerity to entitle what they believe the authors to mean as an
Authorized Version of the Bible. They have put themselves on
record in writing as having rejected the authorship of its books
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and that they do not know the real authors of either the Old
Testament or of the New Testament. They are, indeed, a fancy
set of theologians to interpret to us what they believe the authors
mean while confessing that they do not even know who the
authors are or were!

The objection of these revisers to “the previous versions” is
what they call “an exact word-for-word” translation. This state-
ment inadvertently contains the highest compliment that could
be paid to the previous versions -- what more could be desired
than an exact translation of the Word of God? Anything less than
an exact reproduction is that much less than a translation. So let
it be known to all, trumpeted and proclaimed, that the translators
of the Revised Standard Version by their own words disavowed
the intention to make an exact translation of the Bible -- it is
therefore an admission of the translators that the Revised Stand-
ard Version is not an accurate translation of the Bible. “By thy
words thou shalt be condemned.”

This committee of nine modernists have performed the function
of writing a commentary on the New Testament -- they are com-
mentators and interpreters rather than translators. That this is a
factual statement finds exemplification in the periphrasis so evi-
dent on every page and in almost every verse -- that is, the
paraphrasing of the passages throughout the Revised Standard
Version reconstructed text. It is not a revised text at all -- it is
a rewritten text. The members of this committee were neither
revisers nor translators -- they were new text-makers. This
method in their own phraseology is “free translation,” which
actually means no translation and is a virtual admission of it.

Such periphrasis consists of interpretative emendations and
exegetical additions which are not a part of the original text; it
is a recasting of passages which sever sentences and parts of
sentences from the original text. (For examples: Romans 2:28,
4:12, 16; 5:2; 10:4; I Corinthians 3:4, which with many others
will be submitted with proper analysis later in this section). A
question germane to this inquiry is, what does the Revised
Standard Version Committee mean by accuracy? In his work on
Revision Richard Chenevix Trench writes: “Accuracy is the first
requirement in a version. What the reader wants to know is
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what the author actually said, not what a translator thinks he
meant or ought to have said.” The claim of these new translators
is that the Revised Standard Version is “a more accurate transla-
tion than any previous version,” but they denounce the previous
versions for being "  mechanically exact, literal, word-for-word
translations, which follow the order of the Greek words,” and
they write into the Introduction their objection to such accuracy
--this is a conspicuous contradiction of their claim -- for while
claiming to be more accurate than previous versions, they brand
as a major defect the literal exactness of the other versions.

The criticisms of the old versions is a concession to their super-
iority and the statements concerning them intended for criticism
redound to their praise. No translator or reviser or committee of
revisers can assume a rightful claim for freedom of modern
speech to ignore the inspired words of the Greek originals and
remove them from the text. For the sake of accuracy and integrity
and honesty the function of a translator is not to rewrite the
original, and any procedures based on claims of improvement and
interpretation, of alterations and emendations, must be rejected
as mistranslation and condemned with all the severity of the
words previously quoted from the scholars Scott and Foster --
deliberate dishonesty. The thing which is first and foremost in a
version is accuracy in that degree of mechanical and literal exact-
ness which the Revised Standard Version translators disavowed
and confessedly had no intention of producing in their own
diverted version.

III.

It is in order to put the Revised Standard Version to the test
of gains and losses by their own criterion for judging its merits.
From any viewpoint or standpoint the advantages claimed for it
could exist only in modernized idioms, or updated words and
phrases. The additions and omissions, alterations and interpola-
tions, extend far beyond this assumed innocence in translation
policy, but if the gains and the losses in this pseudo-version are
gauged by the yardstick of its own translators the losses will far
outnumber the gains.
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(1) By the disappearance of words from the text through and
through, page after page, verse by verse, scores upon scores of
deletions, without any indication that the original words had
been omitted. Such forms of lacunae (blank spaces and gaps)
in translation are dishonorable and unpardonable. Millions of
words, thousands of verses, hundreds of phrases, have been com-
pletely removed from the texts and contexts, or have had doubt
cast upon them --and there are millions of people who mourn
their loss. Countless more verses have been needlessly changed,
in compliance with a planned policy, so that quotations long
memorized are relegated to the regions of the antiquated, to make
them sound quaint in modem literary culture, and thus to wean
the young generation away from the veneration that belongs to
the book of inspiration.

(2) By the policy pertaining to Deity which retains the solemn
pronouns thee and thou in reference to God, but which denies
the Deity of Jesus by applying to him the common pronoun you
in the contradistinction with God. The translators have thus
admitted that the common pronoun y o u  if employed in address-
ing God would have the effect of humanizing God, then it fol-
lows, because it must follow, that to apply the common pronoun
to Jesus, as in Matthew 16:16, humanized Jesus. By the same
token addressing God by the common pronoun y o u  in prayer is
degrading to prayer and is repellent to the emotions of partici-
pating petitioners to God the Father in the praying audience. A
leader of public prayer, regardless of his own modernized at-
titude, disregards the depth of reverence for God in the emo-
tions of participating worshippers, when he persists in using the
solemnity of prayer in a display of novelty and innovation in
worship. This is no less true of the translators -- by making a
distinction between the Deity of God the Father and of the Son
Jesus Christ, they have shocked and chilled the millions who
yet believe that God was in Christ and Jesus was himself God
manifest in the flesh, for Jesus said, “believe in God, believe
also in me.”

(3) By the removal of God from Jesus (Romans 9:5; I Timo-
thy 3:16) and the changing of the Son of God to a son of G o d
in several passages, thus casting doubts on the distinctions be-
tween a son of deities and the Son of God; and some translators
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have rendered the phrase a son of the gods -- on the whole the
new translators reject the Virgin Birth and Deity of Jesus Christ,
and this unbelief shows through their translations in many places
and passages.

(4) By the splitting of the word monogenes -- only begotten--
leaving the word only alone in the texts, taking away the word
begotten from all references to Christ, as the means of destroy-
ing the doctrine of the Virgin Birth in all New Testament pas-
sages.

(5) By obliterating the Virgin Birth of Jesus from Isaiah 7:14,
in the misuse of the two words young woman for the one word
virgin, applying the text of Isaiah to an event contemporary with
the prophet himself, in order to disconnect it with the quotation
of Matthew 1:22-23, and thus to sever the prophecy and its
fulfillment in the Virgin Birth of Jesus.

(6) By the retranslation of Matthew 1:25, in reference to the
relations between Joseph and Mary, that he “knew her not till
she had brought forth her firstborn son,” taking the word first-
born out of the text and rewriting it to imply that Joseph was
the father of Jesus.

(7) By substituting the phrase remedy for defilement in place
of the word propitiation, and making redemption a mere release
(the New English Bible), but inconsistently translating these
words one way and then another.

(8) By changing the wording of 2 Timothy 3:16, “all scrip-
ture is given by inspiration of God,” rewriting it to make it
read, every inspired scripture has its use (the New English Bi-
ble), thus eliminating the phrase inspiration of God, and implying
that some of the scriptures may not be inspired at all.

(9) By the removal of the preposition eis (in order to) from
the phrase for righteousness (in order to righteousness) to im-
plement the doctrine of justification by faith only throughout
the fourth chapter of Romans; and the omission of the adjective
that in verse 12, disconnecting it from faith, thus destroying the
specific reference to that faith, which is the main point of the
passage, as definitive of the Abrahamic faith; and the omission
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of the entire phrase for righteousness (meaning in order to
righteousness) in chapter 10:4, rewriting the verse to accom-
modate the theological views of the translators.

(10) By the omission of the two words now and hence in
John 18:36, which are the words upon which are hinged the
meaning of the passage in reference to the kingdom -- its origin
being from heaven, not from hence (here); and its no-postpone-
ment in the word now, its immediate establishment: now is my
kingdom not from hence -- but the passage is emasculated and
its meaning mutilated by the rewritten translation.

( 11) By substituting the word abolish in Matthew 5:17 for
the word destroy, which is in the text, making Jesus say that he
did not abolish the law (in contradiction of Ephesians 2:14; 2
Corinthians 3:7, 11, 13, 14; and Hebrews 10:9-10). If Christ had
destroyed the law he could not have fulfilled it; but having ful-
filled it, he did abolish it, and the change in the translation turns
Matthew 5:17 into a false statement.

(12) By translating the doctrinal word righteousness (which
is a specific word that means justification) by the moral terms
does what is right and does right (Acts 10:34; I John 2:29, 3:7,
10), using the phrases one who does right and one who does not
do right for a translation of righteousness -- and such is done in
the name of a revised standard version!

(13) By not printing in italics supplied words that are not in
the original manuscripts, but necessary to sentence structure, by
the omission of which the new versions conceal these supplied
words to make it appear that they are the original words, or
integral parts of the text, thus making it impossible for the
reader to know if a certain word is supplied or to distinguish
between the original word and the supplied word. In the book
of Romans alone the new translation is too loose and liberal for
the use of italics, the whole text of the new versions would need
to be set in italics!

(14) By spoiling the precious passages and eliminating the
memory verses so long cherished; by the use of slang words and
expressions which are degrading to the inspired word of God; by
instances of an inferior dialect which destroys the majestic
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rhetoric of the Bible, examples of all such to be cited later in
this section.

(15) By reversing the reading of 2 Timothy 1: 12, making it
state the opposite of what Paul said. In the Bible the passage
reads: “For I know whom I have believed, and am persuaded
that he is able to keep that which I have committed unto him
against that day.” The new version reads: “I am sure that he is
able to guard unto that day what he has entrusted to me” -- the
latter reading reverses Paul’s statement completely and teaches
a form of the creedal doctrine of the final preservation of all
the saints or the impossibility of falling away, by placing the
responsibility on God of keeping something he commits to US

rather than our own responsibility in that which we commit to
him. Such tampering with the text is contemptible.

(16) By the shifting of nouns and pronouns without any indi-
cation of making such changes or of the reason for so doing,
changing the personal pronouns, reversing the singular and plur-
al and their relative order, which results in wrong interpreta-
tions of the passages; and by reversal of singular and plural
nouns, and the active and passive voice of verbs, which fre-
quently have a direct bearing on a point of doctrine.

(17) By assuming the prerogative of arbitrary decision when
words are unnecessary, even though the deleted words are in
the original text; and claiming a like prior privilege to eliminate
the prophetic formulas and scriptural usages in such words and
phrases as behold and thus saith the Lord and it came to pass,
all of which were significant in meaning and none of which are
even now obsolete and archaic in special forms and usage. It
shows a yen for rewriting, that the translators were bent on
making changes for the sake of changing.

(18) By the breaking up of sentences, eliminating many con-
junctions and connectives with which many verses begin, dis-
joining them in a fashion that affects the meaning by changing
the sequence of the words that hold the import of the whole
context, and in this dividing and changing of the syntax the text
and context become confused and misconstrued. An example of
such priority in dealing with the text is the entire eighth chapter
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of Romans in which the word for from the Greek conjunction
gar is shifted back and forth, here and there, hither and yon,
at the will or the whim of these re-writers of the New Testament.

(19) By the use of quotation marks, foreign to scripture form,
as a method of interpretation, leaving John 3:16-21 outside the
marks, thereby excluding from the words of Jesus these closing
and climactic verses of his discourse to Nicodemus, thus adding
ambiguity and confusion to mistranslation.

(20) By changing the diction which generations of parents
and children have memorized, under the cloak of avoiding arch-
aism and pleonasm, yet the same and similar euphonious words
and phrases are yet current in both classic and patriotic litera-
ture, such as the Constitution of the United States, the Declara-
tion of Independence and the Gettysburg Address.

(21) By an irregular policy of idiomatic translation the lan-
guage of the scriptures has been inconsistently shifted about
between the extremities of the colloquial and the archaic, adher-
ing uniformly to neither rule of translation.

The term idiom is descriptive of a language peculiar to a
people, a dialect common to a community or a class. During the
twentieth century there have been numerous idiomatic transla-
tions, the first and most conservative was Weymouth’s Modern
Speech New Testament, followed at intervals of a few years
apart by a half-hundred others, such as Moffatt, Goodspeed, Bal-
lentine, Berkeley, Williams, Phillips, and others too many to
mention. Now, the Revised Standard Version rushes into the field
with trumpet-sound and parade as though these translators had
performed something never before accomplished, heard or seen
or known. Like an advertisement posted on a signboard the pre-
cursors of the Revised Standard Version heralded the New Re-
vision as the embodiment of Idiomatic Translation, and it be-
came their slogan as if it were something new under the sun.
But the title page of the Weymouth Modem Speech New Testa-
ment of 1902 reads: “An Idiomatic Translation Into Every Day
English From The Resultant Greek Testament.” But that transla-
tion was never intended to replace the Bible itself, but rather
designed for a supplementary aid to the study of the Bible, as
a commentary in the form of modem English. The actual un-
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varnished fact is that the Revised Standard Version belongs to
the classification of the aforesaid translations -- it is superior to
none of them and inferior to some of them. The tragedy is that
the Revised Standard Version announced the intention to dis-
place the Bible itself and replace it with their inferior Idiomatic
Translation under the misnomer of a revised standard version,
with the ultimate in falsity by professing to be “more accurate
than any previous version” --but a more inaccurate statement
could not have been penned or printed -- and another tragedy
is that some of our professors are helping this pseudo-version to
accomplish this evil work by promoting its acceptance.

The negation of their claim to priority as an Idiomatic Trans-
lation is self-evident in the fact that all of the modern speech
publications profess to be idiomatic, yet no two of them agree,
they are contradictory, leaving the common people to wonder
what an idiom is and what idiomatic means, for in their own
disagreements they themselves seem not to know how to trans-
late an idiom!

In the case of the Revised Standard Version, the translators
shift from one idiomatic expression to another, according to
whim or preference, with an inconsistent and contradictory
juggling of texts which convicts them of being a committee of
unreliable and untrustworthy arbitrary revisionists.

The examples of this juggling of idioms in an effort to give
modern expression to the epistles of Paul, from a poll of their
idiomatic translations of his writings, leaves a decided and clear-
cut impression that Paul expressed himself better than these
modern translators do in their attempt to improve on his lan-
guage in their idiomatic changes.

With all of the errors and evils added, the greater sin lies in
the manipulations of the text to change its vital doctrine. The
claim of the translators that their revisions have not affected any
“fundamental doctrine” is a lie -- a falsehood equal to that of
the false prophet of Bethel who lied to the young prophet of
Judah. The text of I Kings 13:18 says: But he lied unto him --
and that is what these new translators are theologically doing
now --their theology is lying to us.

There are in fact many instances where the changes affect the
truth and are doctrinally wrong. Any substitution of language
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that displaces the original words and replaces them with the
translators’ interpretations is doctrinal, for it involves the vital
doctrine of inspiration. The words of Translator Richard Chene-
vix Trench, of the American Revision Committee, are again
worthy of repetition: “Inspiration is not limited to the Hebrew
and Greek words first communicated to men . . . it lives in what-
ever words are a faithful representation of these words . . . the
translation must be a perfectly reproduced adequate counterpart
of the original and the copy. When words fall short of this
adequacy . . . when divergence exists between the copy and the
original, the copy is less inspired, and to the extent of the
divergence it is not inspired at all.” That was the faith of the
early translators --and what a difference between them and the
late revisers!

The policy of the new translators is the process of making the
Bible into a collection of human documents, and their editorial
revisions of verses and words are in accommodation of their own
theological concepts rather than a true translation of the exact
words of the original documents. This process is consistent with
the committed view of the new version translators whose words
are in the record that the inspiration (if any) of the authors of
the Bible was limited to thought or sense only and that if it
existed at all it did not consist in words -- therefore, they exer-
cise the liberty to put into their own words what they believe
the authors meant to say, or should have said -- subject to inter-
pretation and change at the will of a committee of modem
translators.

IV.

The preceding purview of the range of the Revised Standard
Version revisions exposes to full view a shocking thing -- that
these revisionists are not translators but assumed and self-ap-
pointed Editors of the New Testament. It is impossible in the
extent of this exposition to tabulate the multiple-hundred per-
versions that literally pervade the pages of the Revised Standard
Version New Testament, but more than a hundred chapter and
verse citations are submitted to sustain the averments above and
below enumerated.
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(1) The contradiction which the revisers caused to exist be-
tween the prophet Isaiah and the apostle Matthew in tbe proph-
etic statement of Isaiah 7:14 and the apostolic quotation of Mat-
thew 1:18-22, in reference to the Virgin Birth of Jesus Christ.

The inspired apostle Matthew quoted Isaiah as saying virgin,
but the revisionists erased virgin from Isaiah 7:14 and inserted
young woman, thus creating a conflict between the prophet and
the apostle. The apostle quoted the prophet as saying virgin, but
the revisers retranslated (?) Isaiah and changed the word virgin
to the two words young woman. Now who is right -- the in-
spired apostle of Jesus Christ or the modernist editors of the
Revised Standard Version?

In a lengthy essay a professor labors to prove that Isaiah 7:14
is not a prophecy pointing to Christ, that it has no reference to
the virgin birth of Jesus, and in so doing he attempts to defend
the perverted Revised Standard Version, and takes the modern-
ist line.

The inspired apostle Matthew, in Matthew 1:18-23, quotes
this prophecy and states that it was “spoken of the Lord by the
prophet” foretelling the virgin birth of Jesus, and reciting the
details of the birth of Jesus, the inspired apostle declared that
“all this was done that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of
the Lord by the prophet” --that it might be fulfilled is a phrase
stating the condition of fulfillment, and the virgin birth of Jesus
was therefore necessary to the fulfillment of this prophecy.

It is claimed that the virgin birth of Jesus was only a typical
event, that is, a like or similar thing had occurred in Isaiah’s
time, and that the birth of Jesus was not the fulfillment of
Isaiah’s prophecy, but merely a thing of like character -- which
means in its consequence that the virgin birth of Jesus was not
the first or only thing of its kind, something like it had already
occurred. This view destroys the Bible doctrine of the “only
begotten Son” and it is the rankest modernism. It is further
asserted that the apostle Matthew used Isaiah 7: 14 only as an il-
lustration, and that it only furnished or provided him an argu-
ment for the virgin birth of Jesus -- but if the virgin is not in
Isaiah 7:14 --no virgin birth is there, and neither argument nor
illustration could be deduced or drawn from it.

The background of Isaiah 7:14 prophecy of the virgin birth
of Jesus is in the history of Ephraim (Israel) and Judah. In
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verses 5 to 9 Isaiah prophesied that Ephraim (Israel -- the ten
tribes) would cease in sixty-five years -- which was a mathe-
matical prophecy, and in this exact number of years the ten
tribes (Ephraim, or Israel) ended But Isaiah prophesied that
Judah would continue, for it was through Judah that Judah’s
heir, the Christ, should come into the world -- and the sign of
this would be the virgin-born Son of verse 14. This prophecy of
the Christ continued and has culmination in chapter 9:6-7:
“Unto us a child is born, a Son is given: and the government
shall be upon his shoulder: and his name shall be called Won-
derful, Counsellor, The Mighty Cod, The Everlasting Father,
The Prince of Peace.” If Isaiah 7:14 is not a prophecy of the vir-
gin birth of Jesus, neither is chapter 9:6-7, and there is no proph-
ecy at all of the virgin birth of Jesus --and that is modernism at
its worst.

The sign of Isaiah 7:14 would be that a virgin would bear a
Son, and in chapter 9:6-7 the prophet states that this child would
be born (that is, a human birth), but it would be a Son given
(that is, a miraculous conception), and only the virgin birth of
Jesus could fulfill it. When the Revised Standard Version took
the word virgin out and substituted young woman they de-
stroyed the sign, for there is no sign of anything when a mere
young woman bears a son, that is the function of a young wom-
an, and an old woman could not bear a son -- but when a virgin
should conceive and bear a son, it was indeed a sign of miracu-
lous conception. The translators not only destroyed this prophecy
but made themselves ridiculous in the use of a young woman
as a sign, instead of a virgin.

The prophet further foretold the sex of the child--a son --
a thing which neither mother nor physician can know before
birth.

The article under reference attempts to make a point on the
language of the prophet that this child should eat “butter and
honey” and that before the child should “know” evil or “choose”
good the kings of this prediction would have ceased. It is sur-
prising to me that a man of reputed scholarship in the Bible
Department of “a Christian college” should miss the figurative
and prophetic character of these statements. The saying that
this child should eat butter and honey only signified that though
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a virgin-born son, be would be a human child, physically as any
other child. And the statement that before this child should come
to know evil and choose good means that it was a prophetic
child, and in the prophetic description it means that before
the maturity of the prophecy, before its fulfillment, the exist-
ing kings would cease, but Judah would continue until this
prophecy should be fulfilled in the virgin birth of Judah’s heir.
It is the habit of these modernists to ignore the figurative and
prophetic language of the prophets, for it is their theology that
there is no predictive element in the Old Testament, and
therefore no prophecy pointing to Christ. But what is the
matter with our professors -- what has gone wrong with
them? The answer is the Yale and Harvard, Chicago and New
York Divinity Schools and Theological Seminaries.

We are told that the Hebrew word Almah (virgin) in Is-
aiah 7:14 could be translated young woman. But that word
is used only seven times in the Old Testament, and in this
place only did these translators substitute the term young
woman --why did they not do so in the other six places?
The reason is obvious -- in the other passages the virgin birth
of Jesus was not involved. The word Almah in our Bible was
never translated young woman. The old version (King James)
with forty-seven of England’s greatest scholars translated Is-
aiah 7:14 in the word virgin; the American Standard Version,
of the late nineteenth century, between 1885 and 1901, pro-
duced by 101 of America’s greatest scholars, translated Isaiah
7:14 in the word virgin --that is, one hundred forty-eight of
the greatest scholars of the English world who produced our
old versions, said Almah in Isaiah 7:14 is virgin. But that is
not all -- The Greek Old Testament (called the Septuagint,
for seventy) was produced 250 years B.C. by seventy-two He-
brew scholars who translated the Hebrew Old Testament into
the Greek, because it was the language of the world -- and
they translated Isaiah 7:14 in the word virgin. Now, that adds
up to two hundred twenty of the world’s greatest scholars who
knew the word and translated it right. Then added to this--
the New Testament apostle Matthew, an inspired apostle of
Jesus Christ, states that Isaiah said virgin, as in Matthew 1: 18-
23 he quoted Isaiah 7:14, and said that it was “spoken of the
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Lord by the prophet, saying, a virgin shall conceive.” So that
adds up to two hundred twenty-one, capped and climaxed by
the statement of an inspired apostle, therefore with the seal
of inspiration, that Isaiah said virgin. Now who denies it? A
motley set of neo-orthodox theologians whose avowed purpose
is to destroy the virgin birth of Jesus and whose long range
strategy is the destruction of all predictive elements of proph-
ecy and the integrity of the entire text of the Bible. And this
is what some of our professors are parroting in the Bible De-
partments of our colleges.

The final word is this: The statement of the apostle Mat-
thew in Matthew 1:18-23 is the statement of inspiration, and
it settles the question. To say that the apostle Matthew used
the Isaiah passage only as an illustration, but not as a fulfill-
ment of prophecy, will by the same token throw out and can-
cel every quotation in the New Testament from the Old Testa-
ment prophecies and is a complete surrender of the issue on
predictive prophecy, or the fulfillment of Old Testament
prophecy in the New Testament.

The conclusion is: The Divinity Schools of Yale and Harv-
ard, Chicago University and Union Theological Seminary of
New York et. al., from which our professors have obtained
their Philosophy and Divinity degrees are being represented
in our colleges and their theologies have infiltrated into the
Bible Departments.

The professor’s letter belittles the “ado” over the Isaiah 7:14
prophecy of the virgin birth of Jesus -but it is to the contrary
a prophetic passage of vital importance, drawing the issue
between the inspiration of both the prophet Isaiah and the
apostle Matthew. The effort to minimize it reveals the com-
promising attitude of the professors and alerts us to the latent
and subtle dangers of modernism. The bland claim by the
professors to “believe in the virgin birth,” while denying the
passages that teach it, availeth little, and is reduced to an
empty, meaningless claim.

(For the full discussion of Isaiah 7:14 and Matthew 1:18-
22, turn to chapters three, four and five)

(2) The change in Matthew 1:25 from “her firstborn son,”
in reference to Mary as the virgin mother of Jesus, to “a son,”
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indicating by implication that Mary may not have been a
virgin.

When Joseph obeyed the angel and “took unto him Mary
his wife,” the inspired apostle Matthew declared that ‘he
knew her not till she had brought forth her firstborn son.” On
this passage the comments of Whitney in the Revisers’ Greek
Text are sufficient to show the mistakes in the omissions of
the later versions: “The statement that Mary had brought
forth her firstborn son was in the text long before the doctrine
of her perpetual virginity was originated. If Matthew had
written only the words given in the Revisers’ Text, we cannot
see what possible motive there could be for changing it to the
longer reading of the Received Text. On the contrary, if Mat-
thew wrote the words commonly ascribed to him, it is easy to
see that a believer in the perpetual virginity of Mary might
have been tempted to strike out the word firstborn . . . . The
presence of firstborn would very naturally lead a person who
believed in the doctrine, but who was less scmpulous than
Jerome, to remove the objectionable phrase; for, explain the
word as you will, the evangelist could not, as a historian,
have used it if he had regarded Jesus as the only son born to
Mary . . . By thus speaking, the evangelist shows most clearly
that, as a historian familiar with the facts in the case, he not
only would naturally have written ‘her firstborn son’; but
could hardly have written otherwise. In fact, the very presence
of huios (son), unaccompanied by the article and accepted as
a part of the text, is proof conclusive that the longer reading
is genuine. After having recorded, in verse 21, the words of
the angel to Joseph, ‘she shall bring forth a son’; and again,
after quoting, in verse 23, the prophecy concerning Mary, that
she should bring forth a son’; Matthew could hardly have
gone on in his narrative, and written immediately after, ‘he
knew her not till she had brought forth a son.’ The article
would of necessity have appeared, (if hautau ‘her’ did not),
in connection with huios (son), denoting a reference to the
son already mentioned as promised and predicted . . . . Again,
the presence of ‘firstborn’ is necessary in order to bring out
the evangelist’s idea that Joseph knew not Mary till after the
birth of Jesus. The word ‘till’ does not show this; it
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merely indicates that he had no intercourse with her up to that
time. But the insertion of ‘firstborn’ clearly implies what is
indirectly declared in Matthew 12:46, 13:55-56, Mark 6:3, and
elsewhere, that Mary had other children of whom Joseph was
the father. It is just what might be expected to have been
written by this evangelist. And that it was, the documentary
testimony before us leaves no room for doubting.” (Whitney,
Revisers’ Greek Text, Pages 58-60)

The scholarly author of the Revisers’ Greek Text continues
to show that the omission of firstborn in Matthew 1:25 is at-
tested only by the Sinaitic and Vatican manuscripts of the
fourth century, and one other uncial of the sixth century, two
copies of the Old Latin Version, and the Curetonian Syriac;
but on the other hand the presence of firstborn in the Bible
text of Matthew 1:25 is sustained by fifteen ancient manu-
scripts, nearly all the cursives, the Peshito Syriac, the Old
Latin, the Vulgate, Ethiopic, Armenian and Egyptian versions,
in addition to which the overwhelming conclusive patristic
testimony “of not less than nineteen or twenty of the Fathers,
from the second century downward, testifying in support of
the common reading” -- and Whitney adds, “We know not
what more evidence one could reasonably ask for, whether
from manuscripts or from other sources, than we have in proof
of the genuineness of this reading.” But the advocates of the
revised text that expunges her firstborn son from Matthew
1:25 surmise that the two fourth century codices, one sixth
century codex, two cursives and a few copies, outweigh all
the evidence of several hundred sources that sustain its pres-
ence in the Bible text.

The distinction is clearly made, in Matthew 1:25, between
Jesus as Mary’s firstborn but not Joseph’s son, and other chil-
dren afterward born of Mary of whom Joseph was the father
--and the translators of the late versions have destroyed this
important doctrinal distinction.

(3) The false rendering of Matthew 5:17: ‘Think not that
I am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come
to destroy, but to fulfill.”

The substitution of the word abolish in place of the word
destroy makes Jesus say that he had not come to abolish the
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law -- but he did abolish the law, as plainly affirmed by the
apostle Paul in Ephesians 2:14 and 2 Corinthians 3:7, 11, 13,
16. If the Lord had destroyed the law, he could not have ful-
filled it, but having fulfilled the law he abolished it, he abro-
gated the fulfilled law. The word destroy in Matthew 5:17
is kataluo, but the word abolish is katargeo -- they are not the
same words, and they have different meanings. The word for
destroy from kataluo is used in fourteen passages in the New
Testament, including Matthew 5:17 (as in Matthew 24:2; 26:-
6 1 ;  27:40; M a r k  13:2; 14:58; 15:29; L u k e  21:6, A c t s  5:38,
39; 6:14; Romans 14:20; Galatians 2:18), meaning to come to
nought, to overthrow, as “if it be of men, it will come to
nought, but if it be of God ye cannot overthrow it,” in Acts
5:38-39; and “for meat destroy not the work of God,” as in
Romans 14:20; and “for if I build again the things which I de-
stroyed, I make myself a transgressor,” as in Galatians 2:18. The
word destroy in Matthew 5:17 has the same meaning -- if Jesus
had destroyed the law it could not have been fulfilled, and that
is the clear meaning of the Lord’s statement. But the word abol-
ish from katargeo is used in three passages in the New Testa-
ment: 2 Corinthians 3:13 “to the end of that which is abolished”
in reference to the decalogue; and Ephesians 2:15 “having abol-
ished . . . the law of commandments contained in ordinances” in
reference to the law of Moses; and 2 Timothy 1:10 “who hath
abolished death" in reference to the abolition of the dominion of
death by Jesus Christ through the gospel. This word abolish
means to make void, to make thoroughly inactive, to vanish, to
pass away. To make Matthew 5:17 read that Jesus did not come
to abolish the law is doctrinally wrong -- the New Testament
clearly teaches that he did abolish the law.

(4) The casting out of Matthew 6:13, the doxology of what
has been revered for centuries as The Lord’s Prayer, by breaking
off the concluding words, abruptly discards and throws out the
reasons for every petition contained in the model prayer which
Jesus taught his disciples to say: “For thine is the kingdom, and
the power, and the glory, for ever. Amen.”

The elimination of these sublime words splits verse 13 in half,
ending the prayer abruptly without a conclusion. The doxology is
joined to the final petition of the prayer: “And lead us not into
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temptation, but deliver us from evil: For thine is the kingdom,
and the power, and the glory, for ever, Amen.” The connective
for is conjoined to the prayer as the ground for the petition, and
the breaking up of this concluding verse renders the entire sec-
tion of verses 9 to 13 an incomplete translation, closing the pray-
er without an ending.

In the Reviser's Greek Text, Whitney says: “We prefer quot-
ing the language of Dr. Scrivener to giving any comments of our
own beyond a few introductory remarks.” After two pages of
comments on the manuscript copies that omit and others that
include it, Dr. Scrivener concludes his findings by saying: “Yet
those who are persuaded from the well ascertained affinities
subsisting between them, that A, C, P, or at least two out of the
three, would have preserved a reading sanctioned by the Peshito,
by codices f, k, by Chrysostom, and nearly all of the later docu-
ments, may be excused for regarding the indictment brought
against the last clause of the prayer as hitherto unproven.”
(Page. 71) Prior to these comments which Whitney quotes from
Scrivener's Introduction, Scrivener comments further as follows:
“Versions have much influence on such a question. It is therefore
important to notice that it is found in all the four Syriac, the
Thebaic, the Ethiopic, Armenian, Gothic, Slavonic, Georgian, Er-
penius’ Arabic, the Persic of the Polyglot from Pocoke’s manu-
script, the margin of some Memphitic codices the Old Latin k”
-- and Scrivener adds that in the claim of probability that the
doxology was interpolated from the Liturgies, there is as much
likelihood that it was cast out of Matthew 6:13 to parallel it
with Luke 11:4 --which no scribe, of course, had authority to
do, for there are numerous parallel passages in the four Gospels
where the wording is not identical. It is at this point that Scriven-
er further states that “the Syriac and Thebaic Versions bring up
the existence of the doxology to the second century” and con-
cludes that those who accept the doxology as genuine have cause
for regarding the case the critics have made against the con-
clusion of the Lord’s Prayer as unproven.

Following these comments of Scrivener, Whitney adds: “A
more appropriate or Christlike conclusion of this prayer seems
hardly possible. It embraces in brief the reasons or grounds on
which the preceding petitions are based. For thine is the kingdom
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on behalf of which and in reference to which these requests are
made; thine is the power to answer and make efficient these
requests; and thine the glory in their being answered. The very
fact in itself is, to us, strong internal evidence of its genuineness;
while it is by no means improbable that some early transcriber,
failing to see its appropriateness, or possibly even regarding it a
cumbersome addition, and not finding it appended to Luke 11:4,
omitted it from the text. He may possibly, too, have placed it in
the margin, as a reading in his view more or less if not altogether
questionable. This would readily explain its absence from some,
if not its partial preservation in other manuscripts.”

The fact remains, and has been in each instance sustained,
that "the king’s translators” had before them the many ancient
manuscripts and original copies, and were possessed of the
knowledge of all necessary sources, sufficient for plenary trans-
lation. The claims of the modern text-makers that later discover-
ies have discredited the Bible and require the making of the
new books, under the label of new versions, to relegate and re-
place it, have been weighed in the balances and found wanting.

(5) The alteration of Matthew 10:19 and Mark 13:11 defin-
ing the doctrine of the verbal inspiration of the apostles of Christ
--the deliberate omission of “neither do ye premeditate” from
the words of Jesus in Mark 13:11.

(6) The irreverent and derogative reference to Jesus in Mat-
thew 12:6, 41, 42 and Luke 11:32 as “something.”

The statement of Jesus, “in this place is one greater than the
temple,” referred to himself; and “behold, a greater than Jonah
is here,” and “a greater than Solomon is here,” meant the Christ
had come. But these sacrilegious revisers and editors of our
New Testament render these verses “something greater than
Jonah” - “something greater than Solomon,” thus referring to the
Son of God as something!

(7) The rewriting of Matthew 13:39-43, substituting twice
“the close of the age” in place of “the end of this world” puts the
millennial interpretation on the parable of the tares in the field.
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(8) The rejection of the Deity of Jesus in applying the com-
mon pronoun you in Simon Peter’s confession of Matthew 16:16
(and other passages) in reference to Christ.

In view of the stated policy of the translators to use Thee and
Thou in all references to Deity -- their omission of Thee and
Thou, and the use of the common pronoun you, in reference to
Jesus, is therefore an open renunciation of the Deity of the Jesus,
a disclaimer that he is divine in the sense of the only begotten
Son of God.

(9) The mistranslation of Matthew 19:28, substituting “in the
new world” in place of “the regeneration” has millennial over-
tones and is a slanted interpretation.

The phrase “the regeneration” refers to the present gospel dis-
pensation in which Christ is now on “the throne of his glory,”
and the apostles are occupying the thrones of authority, judging
the whole of spiritual Israel, the church, in the exercise of apos-
tolic authority through their inspired teaching. Regardless of
theological views these revisionists possess no prerogative to
change the words of these passages in order to implement their
interpretations, and the changes are unwarranted.

(10) The omission of “baptized” and “baptism” from Mat-
thew 20:22-23 is a conspicuous example of editorial audacity.

Jesus said: “Are ye able to drink of the cup that I shall drink
of, and to be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with”
in verse 22; and “ye shall drink indeed of my cup, and be bap-
tized with the baptism that I am baptized with” in verse 23. The
Revised Standard Version committee of editors omit completely
the phrases including the references to baptized and baptism.
Jesus, of course, referred to his baptism of suffering in his death
on the cross, as the context clearly implies. The new revisionists
omit these significant parts of these verses without even a mar-
ginal note.

( 11) The insertion of “as a ransom” instead of "a ransom” in
Matthew 20:28.

Jesus said that he came “to give his life a ransom for many” --
his life was a ransom, not as a ransom, not compared with or to
a ransom --the life of Christ was itself a ransom, as in I Timo-
thy 2:6, “who gave himself a ransom for all,” in which passage
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the revisers again reduce the significant and precious declara-
tion to a mere comparison by the use of the term as -- another
example of tampering with these texts.

(12) The omission of Matthew 21:44, in the parable of the
wicked husbandmen, destroys the Lord’s teaching on the termin-
ation of national Israel: “And whosoever shall fall on this stone
shall be broken: but on whomsoever it shall fall, it will grind him
to powder.”

This was the conclusion of the parable of the wicked husband-
men. In the parable God was the lord (owner) of the vineyard;
the Jews were the husbandmen of it; national Israel was God’s
vineyard; the prophets were the servants sent to exhort the na-
tion of Israel to yield the fruits of obedience to God, its lord, or
owner; the son of the parable was Christ, whom God sent after
the Jews had rejected his servants, the prophets; when they
crucified the Christ, they fell upon the stone and were broken,
and when God raised him from the dead the stone fell upon
them and crushed them: And whosoever shall fall upon this
stone shall be broken: but on whomsoever it shall fall it will
grind him to powder. This was the Lord’s final verdict on the
end of the nation of Israel, and its omission precludes the con-
clusion and thus obviates the parable.

(13) The rephrasing of “the abomination of desolation, spoken
of by Daniel the prophet” in Matthew 24:15 adds misquotation
to mistranslation of the prophecy of Daniel concerning the ab-
ominations in the holy place of the temple during the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem.

In the rewriting of it the revisers have changed the words of
Jesus in his reference to the prophecy of Daniel. This passage is
in the Lord’s discourse of Matthew 24 on the siege and destruc-
tion of Jerusalem, reported by Matthew, Mark and Luke, as the
words spoken by Jesus himself. These revisers have the audacity
to assume that they can write it better than Jesus said it, and
in so doing they are guilty of both mistranslation and misquo-
tation.

(14) The deletion of the word new in Matthew 26:28 (also
Mark 14:24) destroys the emphasis on the blood of Christ as the
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seal of the new testament. “For this is my blood of the new testa-
ment, which is shed for many for the remission of sins.”

The substitution of the phrase “poured out” for the word
"shed" weakens the vicarious offering of the blood of the cross.
A pouring or a spilling may be without the purpose to expiate, or
atone. But the blood of Jesus Christ was shed on the cross of
Calvary -- therein is the doctrine of expiation, or atonement for
sin. There are numerous other instances where the changes made
by the revisers minimize. and in some passages eliminate, the doc-
trine of the atoning blood of Jesus Christ.

(15) The change in the wording of Matthew 27:24 eliminates
the word just in Pilate’s reference to Jesus: “I am innocent of
the blood of this just person.”

The revisers delete the phrase “this just person” and put in
its place “this man’s blood.” There is a difference very full of
meaning: the phrase this just person was descriptive of Christ
himself, but this man's blood could have been said of anybody.
The changes in this Revised Standard Version are subtle and its
revisers are ruthless.

(16) The change of the phrase “the Son of God” of Matthew
27:54 (also Mark 15:39),, in reference to Jesus on the cross, to
a  son of God is true to form with these revisers in the policy of
casting subtle reflections on the Deity of Jesus. Significant also
is the dropping of the capital S in Son of God to the lower case s
changed to a son of God and it is indicative of the attitude of
the revisers toward the only begotten Son throughout their vin-
dictive version.

(17) Changing the final words of the Great Commission, in
Matthew 28:20, from “even unto the end of the world” to the
phrase “to the close of the age.”

The phrase “even unto the end of the world” means that the
Great Commission is the final document of salvation. That is
why it is the great commission: It is great because its scope is
not limited, “go ye therefore, and teach all nations”; it is great
because its authority is not Mosaic, “all power is given unto me
in heaven and in earth”; it is great because its baptism is not
Judaic, “baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit”; it is great because its command-
ments are not Sinaitic, “teaching them to observe all things what-
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soever I have commanded you”; it is great because its duration
is not intermediate, but “even unto the end of the world” -- as
long as the world stands the Great Commission remains the con-
stitution of the church, the final document of salvation for all
mankind.

It is a tenet of the millennial school that there will be an age
or dispensation of time to follow the present world or age, and
that the Great Commission will not be the law of that millennial
age, that it is provisional for this age and will be terminated at
“the close of the age,” which will not be the end of the world
but only the close of the age. The Revised Standard Version
gives aid to the millennial heresy, not only in the mistranslation
of the Great Commission, but in numerous passages scattered
throughout their New Testament Version. But the revisers are
inconsistent in their own translation -- for in I Corinthians 1:20
and I Corinthians 2:6 the term world is translated age; but in
II Corinthians 4:4 the same original word is translated world.
Again, in I Timothy 6:17, II Timothy 4:10 and Titus 2:12 the
same word is translated world. But in Galatians 1:4 the same
word is again translated age: “Who gave himself for our sins,
that he might deliver us from this present evil world” -- and the
term world is here translated age -- so according to the revisers
Jesus Christ died not for the world, but for the age!

But in reference to the “end of the world” of Matthew’s Great
Commission, the revisers again show their inconsistency, for in
Hebrews 1:2 the Revised Standard Version reads “through whom
also he created the world” --and this is the same word, the same
world, as Matthew 28:20. Again in Hebrews 11:3 the Revised
Standard Version reads: “By faith we understand that the world
was created by the word of God” -- which is again the same
word for the same world as Matthew 28:20 -- “unto the end of
the world.” So it is patent that these revisers have accommodated
their translations to their yen for change and interpretation.

For some unknown cause, without reason, the revisers dropped
the words “things” and “whatsoever” from the Lord’s com-
mand, “teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have
commanded you” --̀the Lord said all things whatsoever but the
revisers bethought to word the Commission better than the Lord
who gave it! This Great Commission is verbally inclusive of all
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power and all nations and all things for all time (always) -- the
word all is interwoven into its fabric, and its deletions are de-
testable.

( 18) With the beginning of the gospel according to Mark, the
ministry of John is introduced in Mark 1:4 with these words:
“John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the baptism of
repentance for the remission of sins.”

In the place of “did baptize” the revisers substituted the word
appeared, making the text read that John “appeared in the wil-
derness.” Then to the name John the revisers added “the bap-
tizer” --yet only the name John is in the text. But in Matthew
3:1, where Matthew introduces the ministry of John, the revisers
retain “John the Baptist,” according to Matthew’s introduction of
him. Then in Mark 6:14, where the text reads John the Baptist,
the revisers again change it to “John the baptizer”; but in verse
24, where the text reads John the Baptist, the revisers change it
to “John the baptizer,” then in verse 25 the revisers switch back
to John the Baptist. Then in Luke 7:20 John the Baptist, as it
reads in the text, is retained; but in chapter 7:28, where the text
reads John the Baptist, the revisers insert only the name of John,
omitting Baptist. In Mark 1:4, where the text has only John, the
revisers inserted “the baptizer,” but in Luke 7:28, where the text
has John the Baptist, the revisers omit Baptist and insert only
John --thus within the context of a few verses in Mark and Luke
the revisers switched back and forth. What wabbly translation!
These revisers seem unable to decide whether to make it apply to
a part of John’s name or to what he was doing. But the texts of
Matthew, Mark and Luke contain no such inconsistent switch-
ing --throughout the texts it is either John, or John the Baptist.

It is significant that the article the is always put before Bap-
tist -- John the Baptist. He baptized people -- Baptist was not
a part of John’s name, his name was John. The new revisers are
wrong in attempting to make a difference in translation between
“John the Baptist” and “John the baptizer” in their inconsistent
renderings, for in so doing they make Baptist a cognomen as of
a surname or an agnomen in addition to a given name, thus
distinguishing it from baptizer as a descriptive noun -- it is not
only grammatically wrong, it is doctrinally false. The fact is that



334 A REVIEW of the N EW VERSIONS

John the baptist and John the baptizer are identical and the new
revisers have attempted to translate the two terms into a dis-
tinction where there is no difference. Actually and factually,
John the baptist connotes no more than John the dentist, or John
the doctor, or John the preacher, or John the cobbler, or John
the blacksmith, or John the whitesmith, or John the-any-other-
thing that John does --and the use of the term had no other
connotation in the texts that mention it. The new version revisers
have blundered in making a distinction without a difference.

( 19) The announcement of Jesus concerning the kingdom, in
Mark 1:14-15, which he had come into the world to establish
reads as follows: “Now after that John was put in prison, Jesus
came into Galilee, preaching the gospel of the kingdom of God,
and saying, the time is fulfilled, the kingdom of God is at hand.”

In the new version the kingdom is omitted -- instead of “the
gospel of the kingdom of God” the new version omission reads,
“the gospel of God.” But the gospel of the Lord’s announcement
was the kingdom gospel and the phrase “the gospel of God”
with the kingdom omitted robs this first gospel proclamation of
Christ of its peculiarity.

(29) In the first commission of Jesus to the twelve, in Mark
6: 11 Jesus said, ‘Whosoever shall not receive you, nor hear you,
when ye depart, shake off the dust under your feet for a testi-
mony against them. Verily I say unto you, it shall be more
tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrah in the day of judgment, than
for that city.”

Without so much as a marginal notation the new version omits
"it shall be more tolerable for Sodom and Gomorrah in the day
of judgment, than for that city” -- notwithstanding the fact,
according to authority, this part of the passage is in several hun-
dred manuscrips and several thousand copies, and is missing
from only six uncials. There are numerous places in the Revised
Standard Version where whole verses and parts of verses are
dropped out of the text without mention, and the readers of the
new version do not know that such passages were ever there --
they are maladroitly dropped into oblivion.

(21) In Mark 7:9 Jesus said: “Full well ye reject the com-
mandment of God.” The new version editors replace the Lord’s
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words with their own words: ‘You have a fine way of rejecting
the commandment of God.”

Now, anyone who can see through a ladder knows that the
new version words are not the words of Jesus but the inferior
phraseology of the editors of it -- who claim the prerogative to
edit the text and in doing so they exhibit the audacity of assum-
ing to rewrite it better than Jesus said it. There are many ex-
amples of such meddling and tampering with the words of
Christ and of his apostles.

Other examples of the inferior phraseology of these revision
editors are such as Mark 12:24, 27, where the editors put their
own words, “why you are wrong,” in place of the Lord’s words,
“Do ye not therefore err,” and the revisers words, "you are quite
wrong,” in place of the words of Christ, "ye do therefore greatly
err.” If anyone is so indiscernible as to query in mind what dif-
ference it makes --it is just the difference between the words
spoken by Christ as contained in the copies of the original manu-
scripts and the paraphrases of the modem translators of the new
versions. The Revised Standard version is full of the inferiority
of a mediocre and interpolative paraphrasing imposed in the
name of translation latitude.

(22) Within the context of Mark 9:43-48 five verses fall under
the knife of editorial excision.

Verses 43-44: “If thy right hand offend thee, cut it off: it is
better for thee to enter into life maimed, than having two hands
to go into hell, into the fire that never shall be quenched: where
their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched.” In this verse
“go into hell” is changed to “go to hell,” and “the fire that never
shall be quenched” is changed to “the unquenchable fire.” There
is no reason to change into hell and into the fire that never shall
be quenched --the changes weaken the force and emphasis of
the Lord’s statements. Then, after tampering with verse 43, the
following verse is omitted: “Where their worm dieth not and
the fire is not quenched” --this whole verse is cut out, there is
no verse 44 in their revised version, it skips from verse 43 to
verse 45.

Verses 45-46: “And if thy foot offend thee, cut it off: it is better
for thee to enter halt into life, than having two feet to be cast
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into hell, into the fire that never shall be quenched: where their
worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched.” In these verses
the editors make the following changes and omissions: the words
“cast into hell” are changed to “thrown into hell” -- why this
change? The use of the word cast merely indicates an end result
of a course of action, such as in Romans 11:1-2, “bath God cast
away his people? . . . God hath not cast away his people,” but
thrown expresses the temper of abrupt and sudden action. The
revision does not improve the Lord’s words -- why change
them? But after the tampering with verse 45, and rewording it,
the last phrase of it is omitted: “into the fire that never shall be
quenched” --this entire statement of verse 45 is cut out. And
the following verse 46, which reads, “where their worm dieth not,
and the fire is not quenched” is dropped from the text -- it is
cut out, there is no verse 46 in their revised version.

Verses 47-48: “And if thine eye offend thee, pluck it out: it is
better for thee to enter into the kingdom of God with one eye,
than having two eyes to be cast into hell fire: where their worm
dieth not, and the fire is not quenched.” In verse 47 the word
“fire” is cut out, and instead of “cast into hell fire,” as it is in
the text, the revisers changed it to “thrown into hell,” cutting
out the “hell fire.” So in this context of six verses the original
phrases are modified by changes and two entire verses out of
the six --verses 44 and 46 --are cut out on no other basis than
the editorial preference and opinions of the revisers, for there
has been no denial that the omitted verses, phrases and clauses
are all in the manuscripts. The inclusion in the Bible of these
cut-out portions admittedly has the authority of the original
manuscript copies and ancient versions. The assigned reason for
their exclusion is that the statements of the preceding verses are
similar to, and of verses 44 and 46 identical with, the concluding
verse 48, and therefore it was considered unnecessary to include
the verses and parts of verses expunged from the passages above
it. What a flimsy excuse for the emasculation of the preceding
verses! It is sacrilegious --a stealing of things that belong to the
sacred text, and robbing these passages of the words that are
admittedly the words of Jesus, according to the manuscripts --
it is therefore equal to desecration.

In the premises of their exclusion of these verses -- that the
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statements contained in them are identical with the concluding
verse 48 -the words “eternal life” should be omitted from John
3: 15 because the adjoining verse 16 repeats it. “That whosoever
believeth in him should not perish, but have eternal life. For
God so loved the world, that he gave his only begotten Son,
that whosoever believeth in him should not perish, but have ever-
lasting life.” The Revised Standard Version puts “eternal life”
in both of these verses, one after the other, but according to their
own dictum they should have omitted verse 15 because its
statement on eternal life is identical with verse 16. Verily, “the
legs of the lame are not equal,” and “0 consistency, thou art a
jewel"!

The casual reading of Mark 9:43-48 will show that the repeti-
tions concerning hell, “where their worm dieth not, and the fire is
not quenched” and “the fire that never shall be quenched” are
intentionally repeated to accompany each of the references to
the hand, the foot and the eye -- the emphasis being put on the
three physical instruments for sinning by repetition, which is the
reason for the emphatic repetition of the end or result. The
translators of the Bible knew this, and they knew that the manu-
scripts and copies contained it, and for that reason they retained
it. But the fact that no marginal denial is made that these repe-
titions are in the original text is further proof that the revisers
have not followed the manuscripts, but have rather gratified
their own opinions and sense of propriety in the sweeping exer-
cise of editorial scissors --of which slashing process there are
multiplied examples.

The policy of the translators of the King James Version to
print in italics the words and phrases not in the Greek text has
its bearing on these verses, for none of the words in these verses
being in italics is evidence that they were in the early manuscripts
and copies. The concordances of Young and Bagster and Ber-
ry’s Interlinear do not include words not in the Greek text, but
all of the words and phrases in Mark 9:43-48 which are omitted
in the late versions are included in these references. The words
quenched and unquenchable occur five times in the text of six
verses and are derived from asbestos twice and thrice from sben-
numi; and the word worm occurs three times from skolex -- and
Young, Bagster and Berry agree in so including and listing these
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words within the phrases employed in the Mark 9:43-48 verses,
which the new revisers have omitted. It is evident that in defer-
ence to the twin codices of the fourth century -- the Vatican and
the Sinaitic -- the modern revisers have ignored and disregarded
the preponderance of manuscripts and authorities in the hand
of the translators of the Bible text before these later copies were
known, and they would have us abandon the Bible and take their
new versions. It is our preference not to do so.

(23) In Mark 13:11 Jesus put a special emphasis on the verbal
inspiration imparted to his apostles in the charge given to them
that they should not “take thought beforehand” nor even to “pre-
meditate” their words.

The revision editors, without even a marginal note, dropped
the command “neither do ye premeditate” out of the passage.
The words of Mark 13:11 are the Lord’s prohibition to his
apostles not to premeditate their words: “But when they shall
lead you, and deliver you up, take no thought beforehand what
ye shall speak, neither do ye premeditate: but whatsoever shall
be given you in that hour, that speak ye: for it is not ye that
speak, but the Holy Spirit.” The Lord’s prohibition to the
apostles contains two statements: “take no thought beforehand”
and “neither do ye premeditate.” The revision editors change
the first command to “do not be anxious” and cut out the entire
second prohibition “neither do ye premeditate.” One who has
applied due thought and premeditation to his words may be so
assured in mind of his words as not to be anxious, but the com-
mand of Jesus prohibited premeditation. It is the indisputable
and undeniable proof of the verbal inspiration of the apostles of
Christ and to cast this prohibition out and throw it away emas-
culates the words of Jesus and deprives the passage of the com-
plete emphasis it contains on verbal inspiration -- the literal in-
spiration of the oral and written Word. It is this doctrine of the
verbal inspiration of the scriptures that these modern revisers
unanimously deny and have employed every undermining meth-
od to destroy throughout their version and revisions.

(24) In Mark’s account of the predictions of Jesus in Mark
13: 14 concerning the destruction of Jerusalem and the profana-
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tion and demolition of the temple reference was made to “the
abomination of desolation, spoken by Daniel the prophet.”

The words of Daniel are identical in the three passages of his
prophecy on the destruction of Jerusalem -- Daniel 9:27; 11:31;
12:11. But these revisers are so bent on changing the text that
they rephrase the Lord’s own quotation of the prophecy by omit-
ting the word abomination, which is in all three of the Daniel
passages, and they cut out of Mark’s account of the words of
Jesus his reference to the prophecy -- “‘spoken by Daniel the
prophet” --with editorial scissors they cut out “spoken by Dan-
iel the prophet” and throw it away.

The omission of the word abomination further exemplifies their
yen for unnecessary revision. It is the strong Bible term to ex-
press the wrath of God. It is used one hundred and sixty times
plus in the Old Testament, and nine times in the New Testament.
The definition of the word abomination, in our language and as
used in the scriptures, applies to things worthy of abhorrence,
that which is loathesome. The word sacrilege is not a synonym
for the stronger word abomination or abominable. The word
sacrilege occurs one time only in the New Testament, in Romans
2:22: ‘Thou that abbhorrest idols, dost thou commit sacrilege?”
--and in this place the revisers take the word sacrilege out and
substitute, “do you rob temples?” So these revisers take out that
word in the Romans 2:22, the one place where it occurs, and put
it in Mark 13:14 where it does not occur. It is another example,
out of several hundred, of their inconsistency. Better were they
named switcherooers than revisers!

The “abomination of desolation” in Mark 1 3 : 1 4  as in Matthew
24: 15, refers to the symbols of heathenism which were raised in
the temple, “where they ought not to be,” during the destruction
of Jerusalem. The pious and devoted orthodox Jews revered the
temple as holy. When the Romans conquered the beloved city
and entered the holy temple, they demolished the sacred sym-
bols and emblems of the Jews and raised instead the standards of
Romanism and symbols of paganism. This was the abomination
“spoken of by Daniel the prophet” in his prophecy on the de-
struction of Jerusalem, and it admits of no misquotation to
satisfy the obsession for rewriting the Word of God.
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(25) Another instance of an omission that drops out an entire
verse is in Mark’s account of the crucifixion in Mark 15:27-28:
“And with him they crucified two thieves, the one on his right
hand, and the other on his left. And the Scripture was fulfilled,
which saith, and he was numbered with the transgressors.”

The revision editors omitted verse 28, “And the Scripture was
fulfilled, which saith, And he was numbered with the transgres-
sors” -- they skipped from verse 27 to verse 29, omitted verse
28 entirely, dropping it out of the text. It is admitted that the
ancient manuscripts and earlier versions and older copies con-
tained this verse, which is a word-for-word quotation of Isaiah
53:12 and affirms the fulfillment of it. The translators of the
Bible, the generally known and accepted King James Bible, knew
the many manuscripts, the vast number of copies and the numer-
ous authorities --they possessed all the evidence necessary to
translation; they were closer to these manuscripts and copies and
had far greater respect for them than the modernists of the new
versions, and verse 28 belongs between verses 27 and 29 where
they put it, in fulfillment of the sublime fifty-third chapter of
Isaiah, the grand prophecy on the crucifixion of Christ. It is an
ignoble work for modem revisionists to deprive the Bible of these
indispensable passages -- it is the castration of vital organs of
the inspired scriptures.

(26) In their process of maiming the Bible text, the last para-
graph of the book of Mark -- Mark 16:9-20 -- which contains
Mark’s account of the Great Commission, has been removed
from the text and reduced to a footnote, which is the prelude to
the eventual elimination of the footnote in future editions and its
final obliteration.

The words of Jesus, according to Mark, are familiar to all who
know the gospel terms for salvation: “And he said unto them, Go
ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every creature.
He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that
believeth not shall be damned.” From the fifteenth century, dur-
ing the entire history of the English Bible, these words of Jesus
have been an integral part of Mark’s record of the Great Com-
mission delivered by Christ to his disciples before his ascension
to heaven --and this gospel commission of Christ to his disciples
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is in all of the manuscripts from which our English Bible was
first translated. But in order to destroy this gospel commission,
these self-anointed editors of the New Testament text -- the so-
called translators of the Revised Standard Version--have ejected
from the text the last paragraph of Mark’s gospel, chapter 16,
verses 9-20, thereby causing the chapter to end with verse 8, and
therefore leaving Mark’s account incomplete and suspended mid-
air, for it is admitted, and yielded by the concession, that the
gospel of Mark did not end at verse 8 with the abrupt and in-
complete statement “for they were afraid.” But rather than ca-
pitulate to the authority of the Commission of Mark 16:15-16, a
spurious pseudo-anonymous fragment from unknown scribes has
been substituted to replace it, although no authentic and author-
itative version of the many centuries ventured to omit it, and
thus to leave the gospel of Mark an uncompleted work, and to
conclude the book of Mark without an ending.

The pretext for the rejection of Mark 16:9-20 is that this end-
ing of Mark is missing from the two fourth century manuscripts
-- Vaticanus and Sinaitic -- and these artful editors inserted the
misleading footnote that “some texts and versions add” the pas-
sage of Mark 16:9-20,, while the truth is in the fact known to the
critics themselves that the passage is in all of the more than five
hundred manuscripts, except the two, and it is in all of the more
than two thousand manuscript copies, without exception, missing
from none. Yet these maneuvering modern editors insert the de-
ceptive note that “some texts and versions add” this passage!
Some texts, indeed! This delusive footnote, fitted to deceive, is
the same example of deliberate dishonesty charged against these
same translators by Doctor John Scott, of Northwestern Univers-
ity, in his reference to the mistranslation of the passage of Luke
1:3, next to be considered in the order of this examination of
multiplied perverted passages.

In his 400-page treatise entitled The Last Twelue Verses Of
Mark (1871) one of England’s greatest scholars of the nineteenth
century, whose credentials of scholarship and qualifications of
criticism were acknowledged by the scholars of both England
and America -- John W. Burgon, Fellow of Oriel College, Ox-
ford-who spent many years in personal examination of the
manuscripts, and who therefore writes with firsthand information
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and testimony, bears solemn witness that the fourth century
Vatican and Sinaitic manuscripts were not independent manu-
scripts but were scribal transcriptions from older manuscripts,
and exhibit many omissions and numerous mutilations by the
scribes and copyists, and Burgon adds: “What other alternative
will be left us but to reject their testimony in respect to Mark
16:9-20 with something like indignation; and to acquiesce in the
belief of universal Christendom for eighteen hundred years
(from 1871) that these twelve verses are just as much entitled
to our unhesitating acceptance as any other twelve verses in the
Gospel which can be named.” In the pages to follow a summary
of the firsthand evidential testimony of the scholar John W.
Burgon in defense of the Mark 16 passage will be submitted,
with the causes and circumstances of its omission, or why it is
missing from the two reputed manuscripts.

Introducing the argument of his treatise with an impressive
and confident pledge, England’s scholar Burgon says: “It shall
be my endeavor in the ensuing pages to show . . . That manu-
script evidence is so overwhelming in their favour that no room
is left for doubt or suspicion: --That there is not so much as
one of the Fathers, early or late, who gives it as his opinion that
these verses are spurious: -- and, That the argument derived
from internal considerations proves on inquiry to be baseless and
unsubstantial as a dream.” And we add, that any competent
reader of his treatise cannot but consent that scholar Burgon
fulfilled his preliminary pledge.

But waiting for the opportune insertion of the Burgon sum-
mary, the mention of some important observations and salient
facts is in order:

1. The Mark passage is in all of the manuscripts, with the
exception of the two documents claiming to be fourth century
manuscripts; and the passage is in all of the copies of the other
manuscripts, with no exception.

2. The forty-seven translators of the King James Bible had
knowledge of all the existing manuscripts and essential sources,
and they included the passage in its place at the end of Mark.

3. The one-hundred-one American translators, with all of the
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later evidence in hand, having access to all of the so-called
“later sources” available to them, were unwilling to reject the
passage but retained it without question or hesitation, without
misgiving or doubt.

On pages 189-90 of his “Companion To The Greek Testament
And English Version,” published in 1883, Philip Schaff, president
of the 101 American committee, wrote that he regarded “the
conclusion as historically authentic and true” on the evidence
that “the section is found in most of the uncial and all of the
cursive manuscripts, in most of the ancient versions, in all exist-
ing Greek and Syriac lectionaries as far as examined; and Ire-
naeus, who is a much older witness than any of our existing
manuscripts, quotes verse 19 as a part of the Gospel of Mark. A
strong intrinsic argument for the genuineness is also derived
from the extreme improbability, we may say impossibility, that
the evangelist should have intentionally closed his Gospel with
‘for they were afraid.’ " A fellow member of the early revision
committee, Alexander Roberts, in his treatise entitled “Compan-
ion To The Revised Version Of The English New Testament,”
published in 1881, wrote on page 83, in reference to this last
twelve verses section of Mark, that “it is inserted, without the
slightest misgiving, as an appendix to that gospel in the Revised
Version.”

Appropriately here may be added to the testimony of Eng-
land’s scholars the conclusions of our own J. W. McGarvey, who
was rated by the editor of the London Times as among the
greatest scholars of the world in the field of Evidences and the
defense of tbe Bible against the Higher Criticism of the nine-
teenth century. At the end of his own Commentary On Matthew
And Mark, after a lengthy defense of the last twelve verses of
Mark, McGarvey writes his conclusion in these words: “Our final
conclusion is, that the passage in question is authentic in all its
details, and that there is no reason to doubt that it was written
by the same hand which indited the preceding parts of this
narrative. The objections which have been raised against it are
better calculated to shake our confidence in Biblical Criticism
than in the genuineness of this inestimable portion of the Word
of God.”
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4. The quotations from this last section of Mark in the writings
of the earlier and later “church fathers,” beginning as early as
the second century, amasses preponderant evidence for the
authenticity and genuineness of these last verses of Mark.

There is an imposing list of these names with an array of quo-
tations, beginning with Irenaeus and Tatian of the second cen-
tury, next to the apostolic period, both of whom quote from the
last paragraph of Mark and attribute their quotations to Mark.
A lengthy list of these “fathers” and their quotations will be
submitted later.

5. A fact full of import is that there are many other gaps and
breaks in the texts of the two manuscripts, in which the last
twelve verses of Mark are not found, on which so much emphasis
is put --in both the Vatican and Sinaitic the omission of words,
phrases, verses, half verses, and sometimes several verses.

For instance, the end of John -- John 21:25 -- is missing from
these same manuscripts, but the ending of the Gospel of John
has not been ripped out, and no one ever reads or hears about
this missing passage. It is pertinent to inquire, why reject the
end of Mark but retain the end of John when it is missing from
the same manuscripts in which the end of Mark is missing?
Perhaps, true to form, the answer will ignore the question with
their usual --it is not scholarly1 Howbeit, it is a relevant ques-
tion. On page 116 of Schaff’s Companion To The Greek Testa-
ment And The English Version, he states that in these same
manuscripts there are gaps and breaks in the texts of Hebrews
and other epistles, but these portions have not been cast out.
Again the question: Why remove the last twelve verses of Mark
on the sole authority of two doubtful manuscripts but retain oth-
er portions of both the Gospels and the Epistles that are missing
from the same incomplete manuscripts? That is a good question,
and it has a very pertinent point.

6. There are sundry answers to the question of why these vers-
es and portions of scripture are missing from these two publi-
cized manuscripts apart from several hundred others.

It can be accounted for on known instances of scribal incom-
petence, the errors of copyists, of incomplete transcriptions, of
motivated mutilations, and of a lost leaf of fragile fragment --



THE REVISED STANDARD VERSION 345

after all, the fragile leaves of the Sinaitic manuscript were dis-
covered by Tischendorf in a wastebasket of a monastery at Mt.
Sinai. On this point Edward F. Hill, of Yale and Harvard,
remarked in his Introduction to Dean Burgon's Last Twelve vers-
es of Mark that it is more reasonable to believe that the true
New Testament scriptures have been preserved in the great
majority of the hundreds of the New Testament manuscripts
than to presume that the genuine text is scarcely existent
except in manuscript Vaticanus, which is now under lock and
key in the library of the pope of Rome, and the Sinaitic of still
later discovery.

7. The many missing parts and portions of the Vatican and
Sinaitic manuscripts bear a two-fold testimony: first, that these
manuscripts were either mutilated or were not complete or frag-
ments were lost from their fragile leaves; second, that the trans-
lators of the Revised Standard Version and others of the late
new versions are inconsistent in that they do not apply the same
rule to the missing verses in other parts of the manuscripts as
they have applied to the concluding last twelve verses of Mark
and are, therefore, guilty of a prejudicial and arbitrary policy
of translation. Some noteworthy samples of important passages
mutilated, lost or otherwise and in other ways missing from these
two glorified fourth century manuscripts--the Vatican and the
Sinaitic--are partially listed below.

When it is claimed that Codex Sinaiticus is complete, that it
includes the whole of the New Testament, it refers to having all
of the New Testament books, for it is a known fact that there
are gaps in its text; and among the many omissions of Codex
Vaticanus, the epistle of Hebrews breaks at chapter 9:14, omit-
ting not only the remaining verses 15 through 28 of that chapter,
but all of the following chapters -- 10 through 13--  that is, the
Hebrew epistle ends at chapter 9:14 in the Vatican manuscript.
In his Companion To The Greek New Testament And The Eng-
lish Version, pages 103-5, Philip Schaff states that Codex Sinai-
ticus has “the whole of the New Testament,” but on page 104 it
is referred to as “the most complete” of any of the codices, and
on page 425 it is noted that the Sinaitic joins the Vatican in the
controversial omission of John 7:53 through John 8:11, by the
exclusion of twelve important verses from the text of John. In
the body of these comments is the further admission by Schaff
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of conflicts between the Sinaitic and the Vatican involving cor-
rections and emendations by unknown hands of various scribes.

In his Ancestry Of The English Bible, Ira M. Price, of the
University of Chicago, states on pages 146, 147 that the Sinaitic
codex was “the nearest complete” but was corrected and modi-
fied by several later writers. In his book, Our Bible And The
Ancient Manuscripts, author Frederic C. Kenyon, rated as the
highest authority on manuscripts, states on page 127 that “in
the omission of the last twelve verses of Mark the Sinaitic and
the Vatican stand alone against all other extant manuscripts,”
and he adds on page 128 that “in respect to the agreement of
the Sinaitic and the Vatican one curious fact should, however,
be noticed, namely, that several pages of the Sinaitic codex
were actually written by the scribe who wrote the Vatican
codex.” This evidence corroborates the charges of scholar John
W. Burgon, of England, that the Sinaitic is a mixed manuscript,
and in his treatise in defense of the last twelve verses of Mark,
on pages 147-69 he cites the proof that the two codices, the
Sinaitic and the Vatican, are both full of omissions and interpo-
lations. In reference to the conflicts existing in these two codices,
on page 156 Burgon writes: “It is easier to find two consecutive
verses in which the two manuscripts differ, the one from the
other, than two consecutive verses in which they entirely agree”
-- and he adds: “Should I be thought unreasonable if I confess
that these perpetual inconsistencies between codices Vaticanus
and Sinaiticus -- grave inconsistencies, and occasionally even
gross one--altogether destroy my confidence in either?”

These are the two manuscripts--the Vatican and the Sinaitic
--which in the words of Kenyon ‘stand alone against all other
extant manuscripts” in the exclusion of Mark 16:9-20. It is to
exhibit the sheer inconsistency of retaining other passages that
are omitted in one or the other, or both, of these two codices
while excluding the last twelve verses of Mark, that a limited
number of citations are here listed:

Mark 1:1: “The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the
Son of God” --here in the first verse of Mark, in which he
introduces “the gospel of Jesus Christ,” the divine designation
the Son of God is missing from the Vatican manuscript; so it
has the unenvied distinction of omitting both the beginning and
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the ending of “the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God,” ac-
cording to Mark. But the editors of the new versions disregarded
the absence of the Son of God in verse 1, and inserted it, but
prejudicially follow the same manuscript in the omission of the
last verses of Mark--but there is an unmistakable relation of
the beginning of Mark, “the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of
God,” and the ending of Mark, “go ye into all the world, and
preach the gospel to every creature”--why retain the first but
reject the last when both are missing from the same two manu-
scripts.

John 21:25: “And there are also many other things which Jesus
did, the which, if they should be written every one, I suppose
that even the world itself could not contain the books that should
be written. Amen.” This ending of John is missing from that
codice, the Sinaitic, that failed to include the ending of Mark.
Why do the new version editors include the missing John ending
but exclude the missing Mark ending? In a familiar phrase,
“that’s a good question’?

John 9:38: “And he said, Lord, I believe, and he worshipped
him.” This confession of the blind man is missing from the twin
codices from which the last verses of Mark are missing -- but
they disregard the omission of the blind man’s confession and
insert it because the other manuscripts contain it, yet they reject
the last verses of Mark because of their omission from these two
codices although the other manuscripts contain them also.

Luke 6:1: Both the Vatican and Sinaitic omit this verse on
the plucking of corn on the Sabbath by Jesus and his disciples.

Luke 22:43:44: “‘And there appeared an angel unto him from
heaven, strengthening him. And being in an agony, he prayed
more earnestly: and his sweat was as it were great drops of blood
falling down to the ground.” This passage which describes the
agony of Jesus in Gethsemane is missing from the Vatican
manuscript that leaves out the last verses of Mark, but the Re-
vised Standard Version committee of editors keep this Gethsem-
ane passage because it is in the other manuscripts, but they cast
out Mark 16:9-20, although it is in all of the other manuscripts
also and, therefore, stands on exactly the same ground.

Luke 23:34: "Then said Jesus, Father, forgive them; for they
know not what they do. And they parted his garments and cast
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lots.” This prayer of Jesus on the cross is missing from the
Vaticanus that holds the peculiar favor of the new version re-
visionists, yet they retain the Lord’s prayer on the cross for his
executioners in the Luke passage but reject his commission for
salvation of all the world in the Mark passage, albeit the pas-
sages are alike missing from the one manuscript but alike pres-
ent in several hundred others. Consistency, where art thou?

John 19:33-34: “But when they came to Jesus, and saw that
he was dead already, they brake not his legs: but one of the
soldiers with a spear pierced his side, and forthwith came there
out blood and water.” Added to various omissions of the new
version translators’ twin pet codices, here is an example of mutil-
ation: In the two manuscripts the piercing of the Saviour’s side
in John 19:34 after he was dead is transferred to Matthew 27
and placed between verses 49 and 50, thus having the piercing of
his side to occur before he was dead. This is a corruption of the
inspired text which the learned Scrivener branded as “unques-
tionably false,” which is an understatement--it is in reality
a depravation of the sacred account of the death of the Son of
God on the cross. Again the new version revisers ignored this
blunder of their favorite codices and placed the piercing of the
Lord’s side at John 19:34, as in all of the other manuscripts, but
the pertinent point is this: If the Vatican and Sinaitic manu-
scripts are shown to have these numerous omissions and mis-
takes, why make these two codices the standard of judgment on
the passage of Mark 16:9-20 against all of the five hundred
manuscripts and two thousand copies, besides the ancient ver-
sions, patristic quotations and ecclesiastical writings combined,
which contain the Mark 16 passage. Has not someone said,
“Verily, it doth blind the eyes of the wise”?

Ephesians 1:1: “Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ by the will
of God, to the saints which are at Ephesus, and to the faithful
in Christ Jesus.” In the omission of this first verse of Paul’s
epistle to the Ephesians the Vatican and Sinaitic manuscripts
stand alone --all the other manuscripts contain it -- by its
omission the two codices have left a blank space at the begin-
ning of the Ephesian letter, just as they left a blank space at the
end of Mark’s gospel --the salutation of Paul to the Ephesians
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is blank and the address of the people to whom he is sending
his letter is blank --a blank introduction and a blank address.
Again the Biblical Critics of the new versions include Ephesians
1:1 in their translation, in disregard of its omission in the Vatican
and Sinaitic codices which they exalt and extol, and they very
energetically invent explanations for its omission from both of
these codices, but they accept no explanation at all for the ab-
sence of Mark 16:9-20 in the same two manuscripts. Surely, this
is enough to shake all confidence in the honesty of translators
who pursue such an editorial course.

Hebrews 9:14: “How much more shall the blood of Christ,
who through the eternal Spirit offered himself without spot to
God, purge your conscience from dead works to serve the living
God.” In his Companion To The Greek Testament And The
English Version, Philip Schaff confirms that in the Vatican Codex
the epistle of Hebrews breaks off at chapter 9:14 -- but do the
modern revisers reject the remainder of the Hebrew epistle be-
cause it is missing from their prized Vatican manuscript? By no
manner or means, for the remainder of the epistle is verified by
its presence in the other manuscripts; but they reject the re-
mainder of Mark because in the same Vatican and Sinaitic manu-
scripts the Gospel of Mark breaks off at chapter 16:8, omitting
the last twelve verses, which are also in all the other manuscripts.
Why the preference and the reverence for these two codices
over the five hundred manuscripts and the two thousand copies?
Why attach such primacy to a pair of fourth century manu-
scripts, the oldest of which was discovered within the precincts
of Pope Nicholas V, having been incompletely and imperfectly
collated and delivered to the pope who ordered it put under lock
and key in the Vatican Library. Stored in the seclusion of the
Vatican it was kept from public knowledge by the papal author-
ities until the middle of the nineteenth century and the fragile
fragments of the other codice, the Sinaitic, were later retrieved
by the eminent German scholar Tischendorf from a waste-paper
basket in the monastery at Mount Sinai and put together in
portions at intervals covering a period of years--and certain
sources would have all of us to believe that we really did not
possess the Bible before these twin codices were discovered. But
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as many as five hundred manuscripts and two thousand copies
had given us the Bible before Vaticanus and Sinaiticus
were known, and we will pit the many against the two for the
integrity of an authentic and genuine text and the faithful trans-
lation of the Word of God.

The passages submitted above are a few samplings out of
many examples that reveal the arbitrary procedures of the Re-
vised Standard Version translators and to expose their dishonest
dealing with the last twelve verses of Mark, which contain the
words of the Great Commission of Christ -- “go ye into all the
world, and preach the gospel to every creature; he that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall
be damned” -which McGarvey's comments described as “this
inestimable portion of the word of God.”

It is completely incredible and utterly inconceivable that all
the manuscripts from which our Bible was translated before the
nineteenth century should at once become unreliable; that two
previously unknown parchments, disfigured with corrections,
emendations and interpolations by the hand of unknown scribes,
should be the sanctums in which to repose the Oracles of God and
the instruments by which to disclose the secret of the Scriptures
which the Spirit of God originally inspired; that a couple of dis-
carded codices, one of which was delivered to Pope Nicholas
V, and put under lock and key in the Vatican Library at Rome,
and the other discovered in the convent of Mount Sinai, with brok-
en and mutilated leaves and missing sections, should be the stand-
ard by which to form a set pattern to remodel the Bible by the
translating committee of a misnomer entitled The Revised Stand-
ard Version; and furthermore, that the hundreds of tested and
tried manuscripts of many centuries, thumbed and worn by
transcribers and translators, must now bow out, give place, and
retreat from the field, to allow the new bible to take over all
Christendom, with all of its accommodation to the modernism
of the new theology. It deserves to be rejected, and it will come
to nought, for as all adherents of the Bible believe, the Word
of God shall not fail, for “the grass withereth, and the flower
thereof falleth away: but the word of the Lord endureth for-
ever” and “forever, 0 Lord, thy word is settled in heaven.”
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8. The testimony of Dean John W. Burgon, Oxford’s conserva-
tive scholar of the nineteenth century, to both the authenticity
and genuineness of the last twelve verses of Mark, was accepted
by all scholars of like conservatism as final.

In reference to Dean Burgon's work, entitled The Last Twelve
Verses Of Mark, Philip Schaff acknowledged in his book, Com-
panion To The Greek Testament And The English Version
( 1883), that "Burgon is the author of the most elaborate vindica-
tion of the genuineness of the last twelve verses of the Gospel
according to Mark” (page 293) ; and he further asserted that
a strong intrinsic argument for the genuineness is also derived
from the extreme improbability (we may say impossibility) that
the evangelist should have intentionally closed his Gospel with
‘for they were afraid’; verse 8” (page 199).

In the comments on the last verses of Mark in Scrivener's
Introduction To The New Testament, the renowned and re-
spected Textual Critic, F. H. Scrivener, was emphatic in his
endorsement of Dean Burgon's defense of these verses in these
words : “In chapter I we engaged to defend the authenticity of
this long and important passage, and that without the slightest
misgiving (p.7). Dean Burgon's brilliant monograph, The Last
Twelve Verses Of The Gospel Of Mark (1871) has thrown a
stream of light upon the controversy, nor does the joyous tone of
his book misbecome one who is conscious of having triumphant-
ly maintained a cause which is very precious to him. We may
fairly say that his conclusions have in no essential point been
shaken by the elaborate and very able counter-plea of Dr. Hort
. . . Out of all the great manuscripts, the two oldest (Vaticanus
and Sinaiticus) stand alone in omitting verse 9:20. Codex Vati-
canus, however, betrays consciousness on the scribe’s part that
something is left out, inasmuch as after verse 8, a whole column
is left perfectly blank --the only blank one in the whole vol-
ume.” (The italics quoted).

Another distinguished Textual Critic, contemporary with Dean
Burgon, was Christopher Wordsworth, author of the recognized
scholarly dual volume commentary on the New Testament, who
recommended “without hesitation” Burgon's defense of the Mark
16 passage. On page 154 of his New Testament Commentary
(1872 edition) Wordsworth said: “To those who lay stress on
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this argument let me commend a careful perusal of Chapter IX
(pages 136-190) of J. W. Burgon's masterly vindication of the
genuineness of these twelve verses (Oxford 1871)."

Another contemporary of Dean Burgon, an eminent scholar of
England, was Canon F. C. Cooke, Editor of the original Speak-
er’s Bible Commentary, the production of which was approved
with funds appropriated by the English parliament for its publi-
cation. After emphasizing that the attestation of Irenaeus in the
second century to the credibility of the Mark passage “ought to
suffice to raise the question far above the range of controversy,”
this scholar of highest rank added this recommendation: “For
these and other points I would simply refer to the unanswered
and unanswerable arguments of Dean Burgon in his palmary
work, and to the decisive judgment of Dr. Scrivener, who with-
out any hesitation maintains the authenticity of the whole pas-
sage.” (Page 308, Speaker’s Bible Commentary by F. C. Cooke).

The foregoing quotations are but a few excerpts from the
many unstinted endorsements the contemporary scholars of Eng-
land were willing to commit to print for all time to come of the
“unanswered and unanswerable arguments” of John W. Burgon
the scholar of Oxford, Alumni of Oriel, Dean of Chichester, in
the exhaustive work which Schaff and Scrivener classified as a
vindication of the genuineness of the last twelve verses of Mark.

9. The author of the uncommon and extraordinary volume
The Last Twelve Verses Of Mark, Dean Burgon, qualifies as
an authority on the manuscripts in that through his sheer inde-
fatigable effort in world travel and research he had the distinc-
tion of personally examining with scrutiny the mass of manu-
scripts, versions, lectionaries, scholia, patristic citations, and
writings of the early fathers, bearing on the credibility of the
Mark passage --with the exception of one important scholion
in Moscow to which he could not obtain access; but he engaged
a trusted friend to search for it, who through much effort and
determination found it and forwarded a copy of the rare and
much-desired scholion to Burgon in time for him to include it as
a Postscript in the Appendix to his book -- it was a document of
incomparable importance in the final confirmation of all his
averments relative to the Mark 16 passage.
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10. In addition to this enormous accumulation of evidence
proving that the ending of Mark is authentic and trustworthy,
Dean Burgon printed a facsimile of the space left for the twelve
verses in Codex Vaticanus --the older of the two codices upon
which the critics rely for the omission of the twelve-verse ending
of Mark --it is the proof mentioned by Scrivener “that some-
thing is left out, inasmuch as after verse 8 a whole column is
left blank --the only blank one in the whole volume” -- and
the twelve verses fit the space. It is proof that the scribes knew
that the book of Mark did not end at verse 8. This fact demolish-
es the treatment to which the ending of Mark has been sub-
mitted by hostile critics.

The Burgon testimony is firsthand and invulnerable, and it is
the Waterloo of the modernists on the battleground of Mark 16.

11. The new version modernists claim that "the style and
phraseology" of Mark 16:9-20 are not characteristic of Mark --
not the same as the "diction and construction" throughout the
book of Mark --and it is therefore the dicta of the critics that
Mark did not write the last twelve verses.

But the manner of expression in all of the features of Mark
16:9-20, compared with Mark 1:9-20 -- the same number of
verses --are so much the same in “terms of expression” that the
same rule must be applied to both, and to reject the twelve vers-
es of the last chapter will require the rejection of the twelve
verses of the first chapter --which means that the critics have
cut Mark off at both ends!

Concerning this “unsupported dicta” of the critics, Burgon
says: “Examining the statements one by one, contesting the
ground inch by inch . . . I altogether deny the validity of the
inference which has been drawn from ‘style’ and ‘the phrase-
ology’ and ‘the diction’ of the rejected section (page 219) --
and in the comparison of the two sections of chapter one and
chapter sixteen, he adds: “Between Mark 16:9-20 and Mark 1:9-
20 I profess myself unable to discern any real difference in
style,” and Dean Burgon proceeds to parallel the two sections,
stating that the comparison may be alike exhibited in the Greek
and in the English --and he turns the tables against the Critics.
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12. It is the claim of the new version revisers that the purport
of ancient Scholia yields unfavorable indications concerning the
authenticity of Mark 16:9-20.

The term scholion, or scholium, a rare word seldom used, sim-
ply means a marginal annotation, or note, subjoined to a text by
a scribe; and the plural form of the word is scholia, which de-
notes a series of such notations. It is claimed by the school of
Higher Critics which discredits Mark 16:9-20 that in various co-
dices certain notes, or scholia, are subjoined to the text, thus
indicating the absence of the last twelve verses of Mark. After
personal scrutiny of these codices, Dean Burgon delivers an
emphatic denial of the accuracy of such assertions by the critics,
stating that they have taken secondhand information blindfold,
while he himself, having personally examined the entire range
of the Scholia, avers that no such inferences exist, and that the
deductions of the critics are “a tissue of mistakes” (page 200);
and he devoted a chapter of twenty pages in refutation of the
false claims of the hostile critics concerning the Scholia.

13. The school of Higher Criticism, better known as the De-
structive Critics, write copiously of “The Catenae On Mark” --
meaning a chain, or connected series, of dissertations which are
classified by the Destructive Critics as external testimony against
the genuineness of the last twelve verses of Mark.

After a personal examination of each catena, one by one, Dean
Burgon censures the critics for displaying “worn-out objections
and worthless arguments furbished up afresh, and paraded be-
fore an impatient generation and an unlearned age, whenever
the writings of the Apostles or Evangelists are to be assailed, or
the Faith of the Church of Christ is to be unsettled and under-
mined.” (Page 215) Stating that these expositions on the
Catenae ‘exhaust the subject,” he adds: “If the reader will have
the goodness to refer back to page 39, he will perceive that I
have now disposed of every witness whom I originally under-
took to examine. He will also in fairness admit that there has
not been elicited one particle of evidence, from first to last,
which renders it in the slightest degree probable that the Gospel
of Mark, as it originally came from the bands of its inspired
Author, was either an imperfect or an unfinished work.”
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It was these strictures on the critics concerning which Canon
F. C. Cooke commented in his hook and commentary by his ref-
erence to “the unanswered and unanswerable arguments” of
Dean Burgon -- and which Wordsworth called “Burgon’s mas-
terly vindication of the genuineness of these twelve verses.”
Behooves it not that our own professors should take notice? Their
adoption and recommendation of the new bibles is a clear indi-
cation of one of two things, if not the both of them: a lack of the
knowledge and awareness of their character, and-or an evidence
of the acceptance of the modernism of the new versions.

14. In order to offset the statement of fact that “Mark 16:9-20
is contained in every manuscript in the world except two” -- the
fourth century codices Vaticanus and Sinaiticus -- it is claimed
that there is a third manuscript that omits the Mark passage.

It is an eighth or ninth century Parisian uncial designated as
Codex L. After he had personally scrutinized this manuscript in
the Library of Paris, Dean Burgon rated it as a botched codice
of an incompetent scribe who assayed to copy portions of Codex
Vaticanus, and with evidences that this scribe had before him
copies of several other manuscripts, but he was too unlearned to
know what to include and what to exclude from the copies which
he struggled to simulate, and Burgon found Codex L to be com-
pletely unreliable and without authority.

On page 203 of his book, The Last Twelve Verses Of Mark,
Dean Burgon describes Codex L as “the work of an ignorant
foreign copyist who probably wrote with several manuscripts
before him; but who is found to have been wholly incompetent
to determine which reading to adopt and which to reject." He
then notices that this unknown scribe, in his omission of Mark
16:9-20, “interrupts himself at the end of verse 8” to insert the
words: “Something to this effect is met with,” and there he sub-
stituted in the place of the Great Commission the following
interpolation: “All that was commanded them they immediately
rehearsed to Peter and the rest. And after these things from East
even unto West, did Jesus Himself send forth by their means the
holy and incorruptible message of eternal salvation."

This suffix sounds more like the bungling of imposter Joseph
Smith in the Book Of Mormon or his so-called Inspired Transla-



356 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

tion than of any resemblance to the language of any of the Gos-
pel accounts; and it was this suffix that Scrivener branded “the
wretched supplement derived from Codex L,” to replace the
twelve verses at the end of Mark. Scrivener then repeats that
‘but of all the great manuscripts the two oldest (Vaticanus and
Sinaitic) stand alone in omitting verses 9-20 altogether. Codex
Vaticanus, however, betrays consciousness on the scribe’s part
that something is left out, inasmuch as after verse 8, a whole
column is left blank --the only blank one in the whole volume."
(pages 497-8). And Dean Burgon on page 204 calls this suffix
“a worthless supplement,” and stated that “it was evidently the
production of someone who desired to remedy the conspicuous
incompleteness of his own copy of Mark’s Gospel, but who had
imbibed so little of the spirit of the Evangelical narrative that he
could not in the least imitate the Evangelist’s (Mark’s) manner.”
He then added that “not Mark’s Gospel, but Codex L is the
sufferer,” from such a spurious supplement.

It must be remembered that Dean Burgon personally examined
with scrutiny this Codex L in the Library of Paris, and in a final
word he writes: “I pass on, with the single remark that I am
utterly at a loss to understand on what principle Codex L -- a
solitary manuscript of the eighth or ninth century which exhibits
an exceedingly vicious text ---is to be thought entitled to so
much respectful attention on the present occasion, rebuked as
it is for the fallacious evidence it bears concerning the last
twelve verses of the second Gospel by all the seventeen remain-
ing uncials (three of which are from three hundred to four hun-
dred years more ancient than itself) and by every cursive of the
Gospels in existence. Quite certain at least is it that not the
faintest additional probability is established by Coder L that
Mark’s Gospel, when it left the hands of its inspired Author,
was in a mutilated condition. The copyist shows that he was as
well acquainted as his neighbors with our actual concluding
verses: while he betrays his own incapacity by seeming to view
with equal favor the worthless alternative which he deliberately
transcribes as well, and to which he gives the foremost place.
Not Mark’s Gospel, but Codex L is the sufferer by this appeal.”
(Page 204).
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These are the words of authority, and from firsthand testi-
mony, from the scholar who had personally scrutinized with
utmost diligence these codices. And both the Revised Standard
Version and The New English Bible fall under the scathing con-
demnation of his words, for the latter substitutes this “worthless
supplement” for the last twelve verses of Mark, and puts it in
the text; while the former excludes the end of Mark from its
text, reducing it to a footnote and inserts in the footnote on the
same level with verses 9-20 that “wretched supplement derived
from Codex L.” (Scrivener, page 207). In so doing the new text-
makers who have manipulated the text to accommodate these
new versions have deliberately ignored the evidence that dispos-
es of the whole question in a single sentence: The last twelve
verses of Mark are contained in evey Codex in existence except
two -- the Vatican and the Sinaitic of the fourth century. With
such a preponderant array of evidence a question pushes up:
What verdict shall be passed on the professors in the Bible De-
partments of our colleges who are imposing these vicious versions
on the students in their classes -- what has gone wrong with
the professors in our colleges? A victimized and betrayed broth-
erhood should demand a reckoning.

15. A final attestation to the authenticity and genuineness of
the twelve verses with which the book of Mark ends, thereby
bearing witness to the inspiration of Mark 16:9-20, is the testi-
mony of the Lectionaries.

The word lection is defined: A reading, a variation in the
text, or a selection especially of Scripture read in divine (religi-
ous) service; and the derivative term lectionary is defined: a
book or list of lections for divine (religious) service. It means
that portions of Scripture were selected as lessons for reading in
the public service or assembly. That this practice existed among
the Jews in their synagogues is clearly seen in the passage of
Luke 4:16-20: “And he came to Nazareth, where he had been
brought up: and, as his custom was, he went into the synagogue
on the sabbath day, and stood up for to read. And there was
delivered unto him the book of the prophet Isaiah. And when
he had opened the book, he found the place where it was writ-
ten . . . and he closed the book, and gave it again to the minis-
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ter, and sat down.” Another similar instance occurred with Paul
in Acts 13:15, 27: "And after the reading of the law and the
prophets, the rulers of the synagogue sent unto them, saying, Ye
men and brethren, if ye have any word of exhortation for the
people, say on” (verse 15); and, “Because they knew him not,
nor the voices of the prophets which are read every sabbath
day" (verse 27). That such a practice existed among the Jews
in their synagogues therefore admits of no doubt or denial, and
it is of historical record in the writings of the “church fathers”
that this reading of certain fixed portions of the Scriptures be-
fore the congregation was an established practice of the post-
apostolic churches.

It has been proved that these Lectionaries are older than any
existing manuscripts of the Gospels that are extant. The examina-
tion of these ancient Lectionaries by Dean Burgon yields his
firsthand testimony that the last twelve verses of Mark were in
the earliest of these Lectionaries and were made conspicuous by
being marked for special reading on what was designated “As-
cension Day.” And Dean Burgon adds to this testimony the
remark that the place these verses occupied in the lections, as
found in the Lectionaries, is decisive, for it is more than the
testimony of one patristic writer, or of a single “church father”
it represents a united testimony of the post-apostolic churches
that Mark 16:9-20 is a part of Mark’s Gospel, and that it is the
section with which it ends.

It should be noted, and must be observed, that these public
lections (lessons) were set aside with markings by the reader,
where to begin and where to end the lection selected to read.
At the end of certain readings in the Lectionaries is found the
Greek words TE TELOS -- meaning, THE END. And because
these words are found at the end of verse 8, of chapter 16, the
modem translators of the new versions have seized upon this
TE TELOS and perverted it into meaning the end of Mark,
when in fact it was a marking to indicate the end of that lection
or selection for the reading. The proof of the truth of this state-
ment is in the fact that other lections, or readings in the Lection-
aries, begin with verse 9 and include the last twelve verses,
which Burgon proves was the customary reading for Ascension
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Day, because verse 9 introduces the reading with the Resurrec-
tion, and verses 19-20 concludes it with the Ascension.

A significant parallel is found in Mark 9:9 where TELOS
occurs at verse 9, indicating the end of the lection reading in
the account of the Transfiguration. The same indication in the
markings of TELOS is found in Mark 15:41 in reference to the
women who had followed Jesus and ministered unto him -- and
this particular reading ended there, the next verse 42 being the
beginning of another account concerning Joseph of Arimathea
requesting the body of Jesus for burial. It is plain that TELOS
at Mark 9:9 and 15:41 in the Lectionaries only indicated the
end of a reading, not the end of Mark. If TELOS at these verses
did not mean that Mark ended at these verses, why do these
critics of Mark 16:9-20 make TELOS at verse 8 mean the end
of Mark at verse 8? According to their ipse dixit the book of
Mark ended in at least three places before its end! Such a course
is not complimentary to the consistency of these modern trans-
lators nor does it commend their honesty.

Another example is found in the first chapter of Revelation,
where TE TELOS occurs in the Lectionaries at chapter 1:8:
"I am Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the ending, saith
the Lord, which is, and which was, and which is to come, the
Almighty.” By the same argument of the translators for the
ending of Mark at chapter 16:8, they must end Revelation at
chapter 1:8 --ending it at the eighth verse after its beginning!
Any one who can see through a ladder, even a Ph.D. college
professor in a Bible Department, ought to be able to see that
TELOS scattered through the Lectionaries only meant the end
of a certain reading, and so marked by the reader for his con-
venience. We know, and are well aware, that TE TELOS at
Mark 16:8 means THE END -- but the end of what? It signified
only the end of the lection, or the reading, not the end of the
book of Mark, and this is attested by the fact that other lections
listed in the Lectionaries begin with verse 9 and include the
twelve verses.

On page 308 of Burgon's “masterly vindication of the genuine-
ness of these last verses” (Wordsworth’s Commentary), Dean
Burgon applied his efforts to the examination of the codices in
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their use of the TELOS markings, and this is what he wrote:
“In order to ascertain this, I proceeded to inspect every copy of
the Gospels in the Imperial Library of Paris; and devoted seven-
ty hours exactly with unflagging delight to the task. The success
of the experiment astonished me.” On page 319, he writes:
“During eighteen weeks after Easter the only parts of Mark’s
Gospel publicly read were (a) the last thirteen (Ch. 15:43 - -
16:8), and (b) “the last twelve" (ch. 16:9-20) uerses. Can it be
deemed a strange thing that it should have been found indis-
pensable to mark, with altogether exceptional emphasis to make
it unmistakably plain where the former Lection came to an end,
and where the latter Lection began?” And on page 322, referring
to the critics who do, and who would, omit the last twelve vers-
es of Mark, claiming that Mark ends at verse 8, of them he says:
‘They have failed to perceive that TELOS in that place is only
a liturgical sign the same with which (in its contracted form)
they are sufficiently familiar; and that it serves no other purpose
whatever, but to mark that there a famous Ecclesiastical Lection
comes to an end.”

But it should be observed that as "a liturgical sign" marked
the end of the public reading on occasions in some of the services
at Mark 16:8, it is also true that verses 9-20 -- the last twelve
verses -- were set aside and marked for the same ‘liturgical”
reading on occasions of festivals, especially on Ascension Day.
This is a historical fact, attested by Dean Burgon in this sum-
mary: “Into this Lectionary then -- so universal in its extent,
so consistent in its witness, so apostolic in its antiquity -- ‘the
last twelve verses of the Gospel according to Mark from the.
very first are found to have won for themselves not only an en-
trance, a lodgment, an established place; but the place of highest
honor -- an audience on two of the church’s chiefest festivals.”
Here is the voice of scholarship and authority -- and, disregard-
ing some of his “liturgical” language, Dean Burgon's firsthand
testimony is of inestimable value. On the scholarship and histori-
cal levels it is decisive, and his arguments, avers Canon F. C.
Cooke, as previously quoted, are unanswered and unanswerable,
along with the Textual Critic F. H. Scrivener who without any
hesitation maintains the authenticity of the whole passage.
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The conclusion therefore of the disquisition on the lections is:
that the Lectionaries furnish positive testimony that “The Last
Twelve Verses Of Mark” were in the original copies and are not
spurious but genuine.

A full summary of ‘Dean John W. Burgon's “Last Twelve Vers-
es Of Mark” is inserted in the Appendix to this book, along with
R. C. Foster’s “Battle Of The Versions,” for these men write the
language of scholarship in defense of these verses which J. W.
McGarvey named “this inestimable portion of the word of God,”
and these treatises are invaluable as information for preachers
young and older, in this day of doubt, who are without these
sources and who have been and are being beguiled into an ac-
ceptance of, or an acquiescence to, the ipse dixit of the transla-
tors of the so-called modern versions.

The conclusion reiterated is: The preponderant overwhelming
evidence disposes of the argument in a single short sentence:
The twelve verses at the end of Mark are found in every copy
of the Gospels in existence with the exception of the two fourth
century Vatican and Sinaitic codices -- and their absence has
been accounted for on the grounds of omissions or mutilations,
a lost leaf or a missing fragment, the inadvertence or the incom-
petence of scribes and copyists, and numerous other causes --
but the unyielding fact that the ending of Mark, as the Bible
contains it, is verified by all of the other hundreds of codices is
solid proof that it is the word of God and belongs in the Bible.

In the Revisers’ Greek Text, after Whitney devotes six pages
in defense of the genuineness of Mark 16:9-20, he pens this con-
clusion: “Nothing short of absolute servile deference to the
negative testimony of Sinaitic and Vatican can lead any candid
inquirer after the truth to set aside the all but unanimous testi-
mony of antiquity, and regard these twelve verses spurious.”
(Page 259, Vol. I)

In the omission of the last section of Mark, which includes the
Great Commission of Christ to his chosen apostles, the translators
of the Revised Standard Version have done what the ancient
manuscripts and versions did not do and what the one hundred
forty-eight translators of the King James and American Standard
versions were not willing to do. The question persists: where
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does that put tbe administrations of our colleges that have
adopted the Revised Standard Version? -- and what has gone
wrong with our professors? Tbe answer is only in the echo of
the question.

( 27 ) The rewriting of Luke 1:3 exemplifies the improbity of
the translating committee of the Revised Standard Version.

Tbe reason assigned by Luke for his own “declaration of those
things which are most surely believed among us,” along with
the others who had “delivered them unto us,” is stated in verse
3: “It seemed good to me also, having had perfect understand-
ing of all things from the very first, to write unto thee in order,
most excellent Theophilus.” It should be observed that the words
of Luke, “it seemed good to me also,” qualifies him as an eye-
witness along with the others who had “set forth in order” the
declaration of the “all things” of Luke’s account. This positive
declaration by Luke is that he had perfect understanding of all
things from the very first. The action of the revisers in the re-
writing of Luke 1:3 is dishonorable. In place of the per fec t
understanding of all things, the revisers put followed all things
closely, and in place of Luke’s statement from the very first
these rewriters put for some time past. The statement “having
had perfect understanding of all things” is Luke’s claim of in-
spiration: but the substitution of “having followed all things
closely” is no more than any uninspired historian might claim.
And Luke’s statement “from the very first” is the declaration of
firsthand information, while the substituted phrase “for some
time past” destroys Luke’s credentials of firsthand testimony,
which he affirmed both in the word also and in the phrase from
the very first.

It is not necessary for one to be rated as a scholar in order to
know and see the difference between perfect understanding and
following something closely. Ordinary intelligence enables any-
one to follow things closely, but perfect understanding requires
inspiration; nor does it require scholarship to observe the dif-
ference between the phrases “from the very first” and “for some
time past” --the difference is in the inspiration of Luke’s ac-
count and the improbity of the revisionists. It is this rendition of
Luke 1:3 that brought forth the strong language of Doctor John
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Scott, of the Northwestern University theological department,
who charged in his Classical Weekly that the translators of the
Revised Standard Version were guilty of deliberate dishonesty
in this unwarranted change in the wording of this text.

(28) The diversion of Mary’s statement to the angel in Luke
1:34, “I know not a man,” implements by way of suggestion or
implication the theology of the translators denying the virgin
birth of Jesus.

In verse 31 the angel Gabriel said to Mary: “And, behold,
thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and bring forth a son, and
shalt call his name JESUS.” Knowing within her own self that
there was no natural cause of conception, Mary said to the
angel, in verse 34: “How shall this be, seeing I know not a man?”
In accommodation to their theology in the denial of the virgin
birth of Jesus Christ these translators have exhibited both, their
disbelief of the doctrine of the virgin birth and their disregard
for the text of God’s word. The flagrant mistranslation of verse
34 reads: “How can this be, since I have no husband?” Why
that question, when Mary or anyone else knows how such a thing
can and does occur with young girls and women who have no
husbands. What a difference in the truthful affirmation of Mary,
“I know not a man,” and the deliberate mistranslation of the
revisers, “I have no husband”! Every mature person, old or
young, knows the difference. There are benevolent institutions
everywhere in our society established for the benefit of unfor-
tunate maidens who have committed the tragic mistake of bear-
ing a child out of wedlock -- every one of them could say, “I
have no husband,” but not one of them could say, “I know not
a man.” The crime of this m&translation is a sin against Mary
and a blasphemy of her virgin-born Son, the Lord Jesus Christ,
for these translators every one believe that Joseph was the father
of Jesus, that he was conceived out of wedlock, and they have
changed the statement of Mary to the angel Gabriel to accom-
modate this infidel theology.

(29) A further example of the theological modernism and
infidelity of these translators is glaring in their change of the
name Joseph to the phrase his father in the reference to Mary
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as the mother of Jesus but with the clear distinction that Joseph
was not his father, in the passage of Luke 2:33.

The verse reads: "And Joseph and his mother marvelled at
those things which were spoken of him.” The perversion of this
plain passage changes “Joseph and his mother” to “his father
and his mother” thus placing Joseph on the same level as the
father of Jesus with Mary as his mother. The phraseology of the
statement “Joseph and his mother” is clearly distinctive and
distinguishing --it distinguishes between, relationship of Joseph
and of Mary in that Mary was his mother (the mother of Jesus)
but in the text it was simply Joseph (not his father) -- hence,
as the passage reads: Joseph and his mother. Thus again the
perverting revisionists have by implication translated into this
passage their denial of the deity of Jesus Christ -- this they do
in every subtle way at every opportunity.

(30) The substitution of the word “posterity” and “descend-
ants” for the Bible word “seed” in Luke 1:55, which substitu-
tion is the established policy of the revisers throughout the New
Testament text in the many references to the seed of Abraham
and of David.

At the close of the Song Of Mary -- Luke 1:46-55 -- Mary
exultingly said: “As he spoke to our fathers, to Abraham and to
his seed forever.” The word seed is the significant Bible word, 
and the words posterity and descendants do not convey its mean-
ing. Ishmael was a descendant of Abraham -- but not his seed.
In Galatians 3:16, the apostle Paul said: “Now to Abraham and
his seed were the promises made. He saith not, And to seeds,
as of many; but as of one, And to thy seed, which is Christ.” It
is a plain truth that all Bible students should know, even the
casual reader, that the distinctive word seed has a specific mean-
ing which the general terms descendants, posterity and offspring
do not connote. In Galatians 3:26-29 the apostle declares that
all who are baptized into Christ, Jew or Gentile, are “Abraham’s
seed, and heirs according to the promise.” In Romans 1:3 the
apostle writes “concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, which
was made of the seed of David,” as the apostle Peter also de-
clared to the Jews in Acts 2:30 in the sermon on Pentecost,
proving that the seed of David in “the fruit of his loins” inheres
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in Jesus Christ. Further exposure of the mutilations of these
passages by the translators of the Revised Standard Version in
casting out the seed of Abraham and the seed of David through-
out the New Testament will be made as the strictures of this
treatise arrive at the passages.

(31) The changes made by the revisers -- Luke 11:20; 16: 16;
17:20; 19:12 --concerning the time for the establishment of
the kingdom is a perversion of the kingdom teaching of Christ
in the Pentecost pointers of his kingdom sayings.

In reply to the charge of certain Jews that his power to cast
out devils proceeded from Beelzebub, Jesus said: “But if I with
the finger of God cast out devils, no doubt the kingdom of God
is come upon you.” The revisers changed the present tense of
the verb is come to the past tense has come. Jesus had an-
nounced that the kingdom was at hand, and where Luke states
in 11:20 that the kingdom of God is come upon you, Matthew
states in the parallel passage of 12:28 that the kingdom of God
is come unto you. Consistent with the announcement that the
kingdom was at hand the statements of Matthew and Luke sim-
ply meant that the kingdom was in the process or preparation of
its establishment, not its existence at that time. But by changing
the tenses of the verbs in both passages to has come the revisers
make Jesus say that the kingdom had been established and was
in existence -- hence a pre-pentecost kingdom, which is doctrin-
ally wrong. The reply of Jesus to the Jews -- “no doubt the
kingdom of God is come upon you" -- means only that the
miracle of casting out the devils was the final proof of his power
over the demon world and removed all doubt that his kingdom
was at hand, or in the process of preparation, as he had repeat-
edly announced. The change to the past tense has come is un-
warranted and has within it the implications of false teaching
concerning the kingdom question.

The Lord’s statement in Luke 16:16 reads: ‘The law and the
prophets were until John: since that time the kingdom of God
is preached, and every man presseth into it.” The revisers put
the word then for since that time and have everyone entering
the kingdom violently before its establishment. The phrase until
John does not mean until John came or appeared, but rather
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until John’s regime was ended -- and John’s baptism ended at
the cross, it did not extend beyond the cross as seen in the state-
ment of Peter in Acts 10:37 and in the case of the twelve of
Acts 19:1-5. So the phrase since that time means since the time
of John, that is, since the cross or after the cross. In the sermon
to Cornelius in Acts 10, Peter mentioned after John’s baptism --
which simply meant after the cross of Christ. Then the statement
of Luke 16:16, “since that time the kingdom of God is preached,
and every man presseth into it,” can only mean that after the
cross when John’s order had ended the kingdom was established
and all men pressed into it under the preaching of the Great
Commission: “Go ye therefore and teach all nations;” “go ye into
all the world and preach the gospel to every creature;” -- and
that is the way the kingdom of God is preached, and it is how
every man presses into it or enters it. It is the policy of the re-
visers throughout the New Testament text to change the tenses
and modes of verbs, even the persons of pronouns, to accom-
modate their theological motives, and in so doing their revisions
are spoliations of many verses of the scriptures.

The next of these three kingdom verses is Luke 19:12: “A
certain nobleman went into a far country to receive for himself
a kingdom, and to return.” The meaning of the parable is simple
and easy to understand: Christ is the nobleman, going into the
far country is his ascension to heaven, to receive a kingdom after
his ascension to heaven, and to return for the reckoning with his
servants who were commanded to occupy the kingdom (verse
13) until his return to judge them. The parable clearly teaches
that the time of his kingdom reign is the period (dispensation)
between his ascension to heaven and his return or second com-
ing, at which time (when he returns) the judgment occurs. But
the rewording of this parable by the revisers substitutes “kingly
power” for the kingdom with the implications by the use of the
adverb then with his return that the “kingly power” will not be
exercised until the time of his return. The parable teaches the
opposite. The application of the parable is that Christ received
the kingdom upon his ascension and accession to the heavenly
throne, and his citizens occupy the kingdom now -- between
his going away and his return -- and verses 15-27 are descrip-
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tive of the day of judgment at his return. The parable does not
represent that Christ will receive the kingdom when he returns--
he went away to receive it, and he did receive it; and he will
return for the judgment of the citizens who occupy it now and
of all “which would not that I should reign over them” (verses
14, 27). The substitution of kingly power for the kingdom of
Christ all through the text of the Revised Standard Version is
mistranslation, and implications of the future exercise of it is mis-
interpretation, and is false doctrine.

A further glaring example of such false translation is in Luke
23:42, where Luke records the words of the thief in his plea to
Jesus: “Lord, remember me when thou comest into thy kingdom”
--the revisers changed this verse to read, “Jesus, remember me
when you come in your kingly power.” It is evident that the
thief had heard the announcement of the kingdom which was
at hand and the statement concerning Christ coming into his
kingdom was related to its establishment -- but the twist given
to this statement by the revisers in the phrase when y o u  come in
your kingly power is an entirely different statement and does
not have the same meaning. Jesus did come into his kingdom,
and the Bible does not teach that he is yet to come in kingly
power. The changes the revisers have made in these passages
are unwarranted, unreliable, untruthful and unscriptural.

(32) The omissions of verses and parts of verses in the last
three chapters of Luke eliminate important passages which
have in them the highest doctrinal overtones.

In the institution of the Lord’s supper, as recorded in Luke
22:20, Jesus said, “This cup is the new testament in my blood,
which is shed for you” --the Revised Standard Version skips
from verse 19 to 21 and omits verse 20 entirely.

The one passage in the New Testament that mentions Calvary
is Luke 23:33: “And when they were come to the place which
is called Calvary, there they crucified him, and the malefactors,
one on the right hand, and the other on the left.” The new ver-
sions take the word Calvary out of this blessed passage; and
while it is true that the American Standard Version replaces
Calvary with The Skull, in his Bible Dictionary, Philip Schaff,
the president of the American Committee, in description of the
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place called Calvary states that, though it was not a mount, it
was an elevation rising outside the city where the Lord was
crucified; and other authorities describe it as a knoll which
could be viewed looking across the city from all directions.

In the Speaker’s Bible Commentary, in the note on Calvary,
at the end of the twenty-seventh chapter of Matthew (page 199)
Canon F. C. Cooke defines Golgotha to be “a place of a skull,
equivalent to Calvary, or Calvaria, from calva." He states that
the site is questioned by the generality of modern critics, but
adds that “the evidence in support of the traditional site is strong
and appears conclusive.” In further comments (page 191) Canon
Cooke refers to the mound, and quotes with approval the descrip-
tion of the mount by Professor Willis: ‘The rock of Calvary still
stands up fifteen feet above the pavement. It appears likely that
in its original state this rock was a part of a little swell of ground
that jutted out from the slope of Sepulchre Street, and probably
always formed a somewhat abrupt brow on the west and south
sides; for the southwest brow of the rock has just sufficient eleva-
tion to raise the wretched sufferers above the gazing crowd that
would naturally arrange itself below and upon the sloping side
opposite, which formed a kind of natural theatre with respect
to the brow of Calvary.” In his approval, Canon Cooke com-
mented that the full proof of the rediscovery of the true site is
due to Professor Willis, and to emphasize the finality of the
evidence, he makes reference to a scholar who belonged to the
group of modem critics “adverse to traditional views” but who
found it necessary to concede to the conclusive evidence of
Professor Willis in reference to Calvary: “The work in which
Furrer records his aquiescence belongs to a school specially
adverse to traditional views.”

So, according to the conclusive evidence there was the rock
of Calvary, and the brow of Calvary, which stood fifteen feet
above the pavement, an abrupt brow with sufficient elevation
to raise the victims of crucifixion above the gazing crowd -- but
the modern critics assert that no such mount existed, that there
was no Calvary, and to accommodate their new. theology the
modern versions have removed Calvary from Luke 23:33: “And
when they were come to the place, which is called Calvary,
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there they crucified him, and the malefactors, one on the right
hand, and the other on the left.” That is where “they crucified
my Lord" --and “the King’s translators” of the Bible were pos-
sessed of hundreds of manuscripts and copies and all the neces-
sary documentary evidences to furnish them with ample knowl-
edge to transmit the words of Luke, the inspired writer: And
when they were come to the place which is called Calvary.

There is a deep meaning in all of this to all of us -- it is the
long range strategy of the New Christianity movement to take
away the blood. The recent Today’s English Version, of the Am-
erican Bible Society, propagandized as the Good News For
Modern Man has taken the word blood out of sixteen passages
that make direct reference to the blood of Christ -- and there
is the insidious propaganda to purge our songs of the blood and
our hymns of Calvary, and thus to revise our songbooks as they
revised the Bible. According to these revisions some of our great-
est songs must go: “On Calvary,” and “The Fountain Filled
With Blood,” and “Washed In The Blood” -- all such songs are
revised out. In a succeeding chapter of this book these blood
verses will receive special attention, but reference to them here
could not be by-passed. There is no time or place now for com-
placency --in the words of Jeremiah to Israel: "Is it nothing to
you, all ye that pass by?”

It seems equivocal to claim that there was no mount Calvary
when “the place which is called Calvary” was admittedly a ris-
ing elevation, an abrupt brow, a rock standing up fifteen feet
above the pavement, which could be viewed by the populace
across the city from any quarter or section. The translators of
the Bible had ample reason to call this place Calvary. But let it
be repeated in resounding overtones that if this precious word
is to be eliminated from the Bible, it will automatically delete it
from our hymns, and every Calvary song must at once be dis-
carded and abandoned. Look into the songbooks and see the
number of the most precious songs of the deepest sentiments of
worship that must be cast out. In the words of Israel’s Joshua,
“as for me and my house” -- speaking for myself -- we will go
along with the ancient authorities that put Calvary in Luke
23:33, and with “that old King James Version” which reads:
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“and when they were come to the place which is called Calvary,
there they crucified him.”

Turning to the last chapter of Luke, there are multiple omis-
sions --among them is Luke 24:6: “He is not here, but is risen.”
These were the words of the angels -- "two men who stood by
them in shining garments” --by the empty tomb, who asked the
fearful women, “why seek ye the living among the dead?”
(verse 5), and the angels added, “He is not here, but is risen”
(verse 6) -- this declaration of the angels is the punch line of
the whole verse, the cardinal truth of the whole narrative, which
the older and later versions include, but which the new transla-
tors of their own will omit.

The historically important and biographically significant Luke
24:12 is among the omissions: ‘Then arose Peter, and ran unto
the sepulchre; and stooping down, he beheld the linen clothes
laid by themselves, and departed, wondering in himself at that
which was come to pass.” In the Revisers' Greek Text, Whitney
states that this verse is among the group of verses in the twenty-
fourth chapter of Luke which are omitted by only a few authori-
ties “notorious for their depraved readings,” while it is in “the
rest of the uncials, all the cursives, and a number of the Fath-
ers,” and he adds that “the evidence of their genuineness is too
strong to admit of a doubt.” Pursuing their own will and way,
in disregard of authenticated facts, the new revisers cast out the
entire passage of Luke 24:12.

The omission of the word “today” in Luke 24:21, replacing it
with “it is now,” may appear to be a minor deletion and an
unimportant substitution -- but Luke 24 is the day chapter
which admits of no tampering, as its four connected day verses
involve with special emphasis the resurrection day. With verse
1, the first day of the week is introduced; in verse 13, it is that
same day; in verse 21, it is today and the third day; and in verse
46, it is the conclusion that it behooved Christ to rise from the
dead the third day. Connecting these verses -- the first day, the
same day, today and the third day were all one day -- that is,
the first day of the week --and verse 46 declares that Christ
arose from the dead the third day, therefore, the first day of
the week is the resurrection day, some claims to the contrary
notwithstanding.
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In all of these verses the word day is the same word semeron,
according to Young, Bagster, Berry, Whitney and the Received
Text. Replacing the word today with a phrase which may be
manipulated to mean something else less definite cannot with
honesty be called translation. On this passage Whitney adds:
“Today makes this the third day from which (reckoning back-
ward) these things occurred . . . It (that is, semeron, ‘today’)
is used in its common, well-known meaning of bringing, leading
to, and hence bringing about, constituting, making” - thus the
today of Luke 24 brings about, constitutes and makes the third
day: “Thus it is written, and thus it behooved Christ to suffer,
and to rise from the dead the third day.”

Taking the word today out of verse 21 breaks the connection
of the day verses of the twenty-fourth chapter of Luke, and in
this instance, as in a few other places, the American Standard
Version fails to improve, but rather weakens, the text and con-
text of the passages revised. The more we read the old version,
which we all know as the Bible, in comparison with the new
versions, the more we are impressed with its exactness and its
accuracy, and the deeper our respect and reverence for it.

In the closing section of this last chapter of Luke there are
too many omissions in the Revised Standard Version to be ig-
nored or not to be mentioned. The beatitude “peace be unto
you” is left out of verse 36; The statement of verse 40, “and
when he had thus spoken, he showed them his hands and his
feet” is omitted, and verse 40 is dropped out, disappears entire-
ly, and the text skips from verse 39 to verse 41, as though there
was never a verse 40; with reference to the ascension, in verse
51, the important culminating declaration “he was parted from
them, and carried up into heaven” is cut to pieces by cutting out
the exalting proclamation that he was “carried up into heaven”;
and in verse 52 “and they worshipped him, and returned to
Jerusalem with great joy,” the revisers scissors were again used
to cut out the sublime expression of reverence “and they wor-
shipped him” - these profound words aglow with the beauty
of devotion and adoration beyond all utterance are ruthlessly
ripped from the climactic conclusion of Luke’s gospel narration
and thrown away. It is hard, indeed, to understand the minds
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and motives of theological men who will so tamper with the
words of the Bible, and there are no allowances to be made for it.

(33) The deletion of begotten from John 1:14,  18 and 3:16
is only half translation of the compound two-word term mono-
genes in these texts and limits the meaning of these verses that
bear on the doctrine of the deity of Christ through the virgin
birth of Jesus.

In these verses and other passages containing “the only begot-
ten Son” and “his only begotten Son” the scissors of the Revised
Standard Version editors cut out half the word mono-genes and
leave it half translated, by reducing the phrase to “the only Son”
or “his only Son.” This change is a mutilation of all these pas-
sages in two ways: first, the word only does not translate mono-
genes, for mono means only and genes means begotten and the
word monogenes cannot be fully translated into the English with-
out two English words - only and begotten - hence only be-
gotten; second, it is a multilation because it is made to state an
untruth - Jesus was not the only son of God, for all men are
the offspring of God, of whose spirit God is father, and who are
therefore sons of God and are so called in many references in
the scriptures. But “the only begotten Son” in reference to Jesus
in John 3:16, as in reference to Isaac in Hebrews 11:17 imparts
the miraculous element of divine intervention. The Hebrew pas-
sage reads: “By faith Abraham, when he was tied, offered up
Isaac: and he that had received the promises offered up his only
begotten son.” The new revisers take “begotten” out of this pas-
sage and make it read “offered up his only son” - but Isaac
was not Abraham’s only son, for Abraham had Ishmael and other
sons - but in Hebrews 11:17 Isaac was Abraham’s only begot-
ten son in its meaning of the divine intervention in the birth of
Isaac, and Jesus in John 3:16 was God’s only begotten Son in its
meaning of the miraculous element of the virgin birth.

In Whitney’s Revisers’ Greek Text ( 1892) this recognized and
reputable scholar defended “only begotten” (page 12, Vol. 2)
stating that it was “vouched for by Mss. Sinaiticus, Vaticanus
and Ephraemi firsthand” and refers the reader to the defense of
“only begotten” by Ezra Abbott and F. H. Scrivener, who were
two of the greatest among the scholars. He referred further to
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the marginal rendering of John 1:18 as the only begotten Son,
which would compare with 1 Timothy 3:16 in a very significant
reference to the Deity of Christ: “God was manifest in the flesh.”
If there were any justification for the omission of “the only be-
gotten Son” from the several passages in which these words
occur with emphatic reference to the virgin birth and deity of
Jesus, the one hundred forty-eight eminent translators of the
King James and American Standard versions would have ex-
cluded it -- but with one voice they so translated it. But it is a
thing of common knowledge that the translators of the Revised
Standard Version reject the doctrine of the virgin birth of Jesus,
and they therefore had a theological motive for the omission of
the phrase which beyond all cavil teaches it. Why our own pro-
fessors go along with it remains an enigma to all of us who feel
the shock of the modernism infiltrating the colleges and churches
through these spurious versions.

In a previous section of this book, entitled “The Only Be-
gotten Son,” the full discussionn of the original term mono-
genes-only begotten is included, and for further reference and
application to the verses of John 1:14, 18; 3:16 the reader may
turn back to that chapter.

(34) The changes and omissions in the rewriting of the Lord’s
discourse to Nicodemus alter the meaning of the verses and are
vitiating to the truth.

In verse 5, the preposition into is omitted from the statement
in reference to the new birth: “he cannot enter into the kingdom
of God.” It is the important Greek preposition eis -- into -- it is
in the Greek text, and the English translation, and the new re-
visers are without prerogative to assume that it is unimportant
and leave it out.

In verse 8, the Lord’s statement “so is everyone that is born
of the Spirit” is changed to "so it is with every one who is born
of the Spirit.” There is a difference in the meaning of the two
statements. The words of Jesus had shifted from the birth itself,
of verses 3 and 5, to the one that is born of verse 8. The birth of
the flesh --“that which is born of the flesh is flesh” -- referred
to fleshly Israelism, which Nicodemus believed would give him
entrance into the kingdom of the Messiah. The birth of the
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Spirit -- “that which is born of the Spirit is spirit” -- referred
to the inner man, not the flesh, but the spirit of man, which is
born of the Spirit of God. In verse 8 reference is made to the
wind, the invisible element of the physical creation as an illus-
tration of the invisible man -- the inner man -- that is the sub-
ject of the new birth. Jesus did not say so it is with every one --
the words it and with are not there. The pronoun it is derived
from a half dozen original words, and the preposition with from
a dozen Greek prepositions, depending on the connotations --
but neither it nor with, in any of the original terms, is in John
3:8 .  The interpolations change the meaning of the verse, for,
so it is with every one who is born of the Spirit makes the new
birth like the wind, something mystical and mystified -- Jesus
did not say so it is with, he said, so is every one -- so is the one,
the invisible, inner man, that is born of the Spirit. The phrase
“so it is with” is the theology of the revisers, not the words of
the scripture.

Verse 16 (John 3:16), the capstone of the Lord’s discourse,
is not included in his words. The Revised Standard Version
translators adopted the policy of enclosing the sayings of Jesus in
quotation marks, which has never been scripture form -- but
the revisers ended the discourse of Jesus to Nicodemus with
verse 15, leaving John 3:16 outside the quotation marks. So
according to the revision Jesus did not say: “For God so loved
the world, that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever
believeth in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.”
Verse 15 reads: “That whosoever believeth in him should not
perish, but have eternal life,” and verse 16 begins with the con-
nective “for,” so does verse 17, and the connectives “and,” “for,”
and “but” in the following verses join them all together as a
part of the Lord’s discourse, which ends with verse 21, as all
careful readers have observed and know, and as the wording of
verse 22 indicates. But in leaving verse 16 outside the quotation
marks, ending the Lord’s discourse at verse 15, the new revisers
have eliminated the Golden Text from sayings of Jesus.

A reminder is also in order here that the word begotten is
culled out of “his only begotten Son,” as in 1:14, I8 -- and there
are numerous other examples of the treatment to which this
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chapter of the Lord’s discourse has been subjected by these
editors of the sacred text.

(35) The exclusion of the twelve verses from the text of John
7:53 -- 8:1-11, the case of “the woman taken in adultery,” al-
though all the scholars of all previous versions retain it, exempli-
fies the independent and arbitrary excision policy of the revisers.

The point and issue pertaining to the authenticity and integrity
of what the critics designate the pericope of the woman taken
in adultery was settled centuries ago, but after having held its
place in the Bible text for nineteen hundred years the modem
critics now attempt to dislodge it. But Philip Schaff, president
of the American Revision Committee, observed its presence in
numerous manuscripts and conceded that “it is eminently Christ-
like” and that “the Christian world will never lose it.” (Com-
panion To The Greek New Testament And The English Version,
page 188) That observation naturally raises the question: Why
not leave it unmolested where it is put and where it belongs --
why create the confusion by tampering with it? It is worthy of
note that the American Standard Version does retain it in John
8:1-11. Also, Alexander Roberts, fellow-member with Schaff on
the American Committee, quotes Jerome in the fourth century
as testifying that in his day it was ‘in many manuscripts in both
Greek and Latin,” and that Augustine, of the same period,
affirms that “some weak in faith or enemies of the true faith”
had expunged it from their copies of the New Testament; also,
from Eusebius it is known that Papias, who lived in the early
part of the second century was familiar with it -- and finally,
like Philip Schaff, Alexander Roberts concludes that “it breathes
the spirit of Christ” and “if not of John, it is a true narrative
which descended to us from the apostolic age.” (Companion To
The Revised Version And The English New Testament, page 63)
So, again, why the meddling and the tampering of critics in an
effort to expunge it. The one hundred forty-eight agreed that it
should be retained in the text.

As in the case of the last twelve verses of Mark (16:9-20),
which contains the resurrection announcement and the great
commission, Dean John Burgon, the Trojan defender of the
authorized text of the King James Version and champion of
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conservative scholarship versus destructive higher criticism, res-
cues this sacred section in the teaching of Jesus from the scissor-
happy editors of modern versions.

First, he establishes the fact that the twelve verses including
the case of the woman taken in adultery occupied the same
position which they now occupy in John’s account from the earli-
est period to which evidence concerning the Four Gospels
reaches -- that is, through the ancient Latin version of John’s
Gospel, the disputed passage reaches back to the second century,
and its authenticity is established by Jerome’s Vulgate as a mat-
ter of fact; and he cites a dozen other “Fathers” by name and
date who did not hesitate to retain it in their copies and to
freely refer to it and comment on it. This Latin evidence is as
conclusive as if it had been written in Greek, for their knowledge
of it was derived through translation from the Greek.

Second, he establishes the fact that the Lectionaries (the pub-
lic readings) of the churches in assembled capacity solemnly in-
cluded the narrative as an integral part of John’s Gospel in its
“traditional place” -- John 8:1-11. The question posed is, how
did it get there? Dean Burgon then cites indisputable evidence
of this early ecclesiastical use of these twelve verses as lections,
or readings, in the assemblies of the early churches. The omis-
sion of these verses from numerous later manuscripts and copies
is explained on the basis that many lections (readings) ended at
John 7:52, and did not include the twelve verses of John 7:52--
8:1-11, and were on that ground excluded. But such a circum-
stance does not exclude it from John’s Gospel, for it is obvious
that the narrative of the woman taken in adultery is a break in
the Lord’s discourse on “that great day of the feast,” beginning
at chapter 7:37 and resumed at chapter 8:12 -- and to avoid this
break these twelve verses were omitted from the public lections.

Third, the question of why there should be such a break in
the Lord’s discourse beginning with 7:37 and resumed in 8:12--
which the critics regard as proof that the narrative is an inter-
polation is answered by Dean Burgon It finds its explanation in
the context itself. Chapter 7:37 states that the last day of the
feast of the tabernacles was in its end: “in the last day, that great
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day of the feast, Jesus stood and cried, saying, If any man thirst,
let him come unto me and drink.” The crowd was divided “so
there was division among the people because of him” (verse 43),
and he barely escaped violence by his enemies. The next day,
“very early in the morning” (chapter 8:2), Jesus returned to the
temple “and taught the people.” But there was an interruption.
While he was engaged in this teaching a rabble element, led by
scribes and Pharisees, interrupted his discourse by the foul exhi-
bition of the unfortunate woman taken in adultery. The interrup-
tion was of short duration, for her accusers took silent departure
--and the Lord resumed his teaching (verse 12) which had
been disrupted by the woman’s accusers. For the revisers to
forcibly wrench this moving incident from the account of the
Lord’s ministry of mercy and moral teaching exhibits the disas-
trous treatment other passages of the sacred scriptures have re-
ceived at the bar of modern Destructive Higher Criticism; and
it displays an offensive irreverence for “the holy scriptures,” with
the assumption that the books of the Bible, like any and all
modern books, are subject to improvement and recension, addi-
tion, omission and retraction from one edition to another. To all
who believe that God by the Holy Spirit is the Author, such a
policy is reprehensible and repulsive.

For a full learned and scholarly treatise in defense of John
8:1-11, “The Woman Taken In Adultery,” by Dean John W.
Burgon, is recommended.

(36) The changes made in a cluster of the John passages
represent the reckless translation running through the whole of
the New Testament.

In 3:21 the truth is changed to “what is true” -- but in 8:32,
Jesus said, “ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you
free.” The phrase “what is true” is not a definition of the truth--
the word truth or the truth is specific, but “‘what is true” may be
generalized to apply to anything. The revisers removed doeth
truth in 3:21, but retained know the truth in 8:32, although it is
the same original word aletheia in both passages -- thus to sub-
stitute a phrase for the one word truth in 3:21, but retain it in
8:32 in the one word truth is a sample of the inconsistent trans-
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lation characteristic of this version throughout the New Testa-
ment.

In chapter 5:30, the words of Jesus, “I can of mine own self
do nothing,” are changed to “I can do nothing on my own
authority” --the word authority is substituted for the word self,
and the change denies the authority of Christ on earth and con-
tradicts the statement of the apostle Matthew in chapter 7:29
that “he taught them as one having authority,” ( also Mark 1:22).
The words self and authority are no: the same words and do not
convey the same meaning -- the word self in this verse is derived
from emautou (mine own, of myself), but authority is the word
exousia, as in Matthew 7: 29 --“he spake as one having author-
ity.” Jesus affirms in Matthew 9:6 and Luke 4 :32  and 5:24 that
he had exousia (power, authority) on earth; and in John 5:27,
Jesus states that he had “authority to execute judgment also,
because he is the Son of man” -- but the revisers take out the
word self (from emautou) which is in John 5:30 and put in
authority (from exousia) which is not in John 5:30, making it thus
to contradict these other passages -- and they call that trans-
lation!

In 6:69 the confession of Peter, ‘Thou art that Christ, the Son
of the living God,” is changed to “you are the Holy One of
God” -- yet this language is the same phrase, in the same words,
as in Matthew 16: 16, ‘Thou art the Christ, the Son of the liv-
ing God” --and these phrases are identical in the original --
according to Bagster, Young and Berry. In identical language
the two confessions of Peter -- Matthew 16:16 and John 6:69 --
are parallel and to translate them differently is inexplicable.

In 8:39, the words of Jesus to the Jews concerning the chil-
dren of Abraham, “if ye were Abraham’s children, ye would do
the works of Abraham” -- the verse is changed to "you would
do what Abraham did.” Jesus did not admonish the Jews to do
what Abraham did --which would have been both wrong and
impossible for them to do. The “works” of Abraham in Romans
4:1-12 and James 2:21-23 are connected with the statement that
Abraham believed God, and the obedience of faith was counted
(reckoned, verse 9) -- imputed -- unto him for, eis, in order to
righteousness. To the Jews Paul applied it to obedience to the
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gospel --“walk in the steps of that faith of our father Abraham”
-- the faith that obeys God. Having Jesus to exhort the Jews to
do what Abraham did not only mistranslates the passage, it spoils
the language and ruins the teaching of John 8:39 and all other
related verses.

In 14:1 the word mansions is a term of grandeur -- “in my
Father’s house are many mansions” -- but its blessedness is
marred by the substitution of the belittling word rooms -- and
the Yale’s University chairman of the translating committee ridi-
cul ed the idea of having mansions in a house. The chairman ap-
peared to think that the Father’s house meant a residence with
a street address! The term house designates a dynasty, domain
or habitation. The Old Testament is replete with such uses of the
word as the house of Jacob (Isaiah 2:5); the house of Israel
(Jeremiah 31:31, 33; Hebrews 8:8-10; Isaiah 63:7); the house of
Joseph (2 Samuel 19:20); the house of David (Isaiah 7 :13  -
22:22, 23); the house of Saul (2 Samuel 3:8-10). In this last
reference it is declared that God had sworn to David “to trans-
late the kingdom from the house of Saul, and to set up the
throne of David over Israel and over Judah,” and the prophetic
verses of Isaiah 22:22-23 foretell the One upon whose shoulder
God would lay “the key of the house of David,” and that he
should be "a glorious throne to his father’s house.” So it would
seem that if the father’s house of this prophecy could have a
glorious throne in it, the Father’s house of John 14:2 could have
majestic mansions in it.

In the European dynasty realm there is the house of Bruns-
wick, the house of Este, the house of Hanover, the house of
Hohenzollern --- which means the respective royal domains. The
house of God is God’s entire habitation, the whole domain of
God --who will say there are no mansions there? But if the
Chairman of the translating committee insists that there can be
no literal mansions, by the same token there is no literal house,
so God has no house. But if we are to choose between a literal
house and a literal mansion, then let them omit the house and
leave us the mansions! The casual reader should know that the
Father’s house is the whole domain of his glorious habitation,
and the many mansions are descriptive of its majestic grandeur.
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To substitute rooms is demoting and degrading to a precious
verse -it breathes a spirit of irreverence in translators who
would so unnecessarily tamper with a precious text.

(37) The substitution of the term Counselor in the place of
Comforter in the Lord’s commitments to his apostles in John
14, 15, 16, is erroneous in the translation and the teaching.

The word for Comforter in four passages is from Parakletos,
used only four times -- John 14:16, 26; 15:26; 16:7 -- and is
equated with inspiration. In 14:26 Jesus said: “But the Comfort-
er, which is the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my
name, he shall teach you all things, and bring all things to your
remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto you.” Then, in 15:26,
Jesus said: : “But when the Comforter is come . . . even the
Spirit of truth,” and in 16:13 he said, “Howbeit when he, the
Spirit of truth, is come, he shall guide you into all truth.” It is
readily and easily seen from these verses the Holy Spirit is the
Spirit of truth, and the Comforter is thus equated with revela-
tion, and that means inspiration, which was, as we shall show,
the promise of Holy Spirit baptism to the apostles.

But the word counselor is used three times only in the New
Testament, twice from bouleutes (Mark 15:43; 23:50) referring
to the honorable office of senator, and once from sumboulos
(Romans 11:34) in reference to man presuming to advise God,
in the sense of advice. The word counselor does not come from
parakletos anywhere in the text and cannot replace the proper
noun Comforter which, according to the Young and Bagster
Concordances and Berry’s Interlinear, does come from Parakletos
--the Paraclete, the Comforter. Obviously, the words are not the
same, and the connotations are not the same, for the word coun-
selor indicates an advisory function, but the Comforter was not
advisory --it was inspiration, a special promise to the apostles
alone, fulfilled in the baptism of the Holy Spirit.

The word counselor has the advisory import, but Jesus said of
the Comforter -- the Paraclete “which is the Holy Spirit” ( 14:26)
and “even the Spirit of truth” ( 15:26). In all of the four verses
the Comforter, the Paraclete, the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of truth
or revelation, are equations --complete, plenary, verbal inspira-
tion.
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Luke’s record (24:49) of the Lord’s commission conveys the
same promise of inspiration: “‘And, behold, I send the promise
of my Father upon you: but tarry ye in the city of Jerusalem,
until ye be endued with power from on high.” The word endued
(or the old word embued) is from enduo which, according to
Young means to be clothed with, hence: “But tarry ye in the
city, until ye be clothed with power from on high” -- and it
was the promise for which Jesus commanded the apostles to
wait in Acts 1:4,, “and being assembled with them he com-
manded them that they should not depart from Jerusalem, but
wait for the promise of the Father,” fulfilled when on Pentecost
they were “baptized with the Holy Spirit” (verses 5, 8). This
clothing with power was the baptism with the Spirit, and this
promise was the promise of the Comforter--the Paraclete
(Parakletos), which meant the complete verbal inspiration in
the apostles of Christ. The word counselor does not have the
same origin, it is not the same word, it is a lesser term, and it
limits the meaning of the Lord’s promise of the Comforter to his
apostles.

The twofold function of the Comforter was first, to bring to
the remembrance of the apostles all things whatsoever that
Christ had said to them ( 14:26); and second, to guide them into
all truth concerning the things which he had not revealed to
them ( 16:12-13 --the reminding office and the revealing office
of the Comforter. The apostles were to be forever the teachers
of the world, not for their own time, but for all time to come,
and it was imperative that there should be no error and no mis-
take in the communication of his words or revelation of truth --
therefore Jesus charged their memories with infallible recollec-
tion and their minds with infallible inspiration, and that was the
Comforter-Paraclete. The word counselor does not express it, and
it is another example of revisionists changing the text for the
mere sake of making it different -- and in so doing they are not
translators but emendators.

(38) The omission of one in the phrase “one in us” -- John
17:21 --takes away the unity, the oneness, of the apostles in
the relation to God and Christ and is more than a slight disregard
for the doctrine of this apostolic passage.



382 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

The passage of John 17:21 reads: ‘That they all may be one;
as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be
one in us.” The word also connects the oneness of the apostles
in God and Christ with the oneness of God and Christ -- that
they also may be one in us --so, the one had as well be omit-
ted in reference to God and Christ as to disregard it in reference
to the apostles in their apostolic relation to God and Christ. The
original reading according to Berry’s Interlinear is: that also they
may be in us one -- en hemin heis -- or the literal original, in us
one may be.

In the Revisers’ Greek Text, Whitney states that the Author-
ized Text of the King James Version is overwhelmingly sup
ported by the old manuscripts -- even the Codex Sinaiticus, to
which the revisers themselves attach so much importance and
to which they assign so much priority when it accommodates
their purpose --by all the cursives, the Old Latin, the Vulgate,
the Peshito, the Jerusalem, Syriac Version, and by an array of
the early Fathers --Clement, Origen, Eusebius, Athanasius, Ba-
sil, Cyril, and many others --which represent a preponderant
mass of documentary support. The King James translators of
our Bible had access to this phalanx of manuscript and patristic
evidence; they knew what they were translating, and their fidel-
ity to the originals cannot be set aside by later translators of
theological bias and revision mania. It is true that the Revised
Standard Version is not alone in this omission, but it is never-
theless difficult to understand why any translator or body of
revisers would omit one from the apostolic phrase one in us, from
John 17:21, in the light of its deep doctrinal meaning and signi-
ficance.

(39) The mutilation of John 18:36 by the substitution of
“kingship” for “kingdom,” and the omission of “now” and
“hence” bearing on the immediacy and source of the kingdom
of Christ, under the paraphernalia of translators, is gross per-
version.

The first perversion is evident in the substitutions of the word
“kingship” for “kingdom.” The words king and kingdom are the
Bible words for the reign of Jesus Christ. There is no such word
as kingship in the New Testament text. The translators of the
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new version have coined a word of their own invention, but it is
a dilution of the absolute word kingdom and it falls short of its
meaning and significance. The coined word kingship does not
convey the full import or connotation of "the kingdom of Christ
and God” (Ephesians 5:4), and there should be no tampering
with these special New Testament words. The word kingdom is
basilia, and there is only one word for it in the New Testament
--the word kingdom. The word king is basilus, and there is only
one word for it in the New Testament -- the word king. The
word reign is basiluo, and there is only one word for it in the
New Testament -- the word reign. These three words are related
New Testament terms applied to the reign of Christ the King
in his kingdom --and the word “kingship” is not in any text,
Greek or English; it is not a Bible word but an invented word,
a Revised Standard Version word, demoting Jesus Christ to a
mere government office-holder, and there can be no reason or
warrant for such a change.

The second perversion in John 18:36 is the elimination of now
and hence which express the immediacy, origin, nature and
source of the reign of Christ the King in his kingdom. These
key words are taken out, discarded and thrown away, putting
nothing in their place, as though these words were never there.
The word "now" is nun (for time) in the New Testament Greek
text; and the word hence is entuthen (from here) in the New
Testament Greek text -- by what authority are these words cast
out? They contain a definite doctrinal import, bearing on the
postponement of the kingdom theory, which assumes that after
Jesus announced the kingdom at hand, because of the rejection
of the Jews it was postponed, and will not be accomplished until
his return. This theory asserts that Jesus had determined to
postpone the announced kingdom when he introduced the para-
bles (Matthew 13), and when he declared his intention to estab-
lish the church (Matthew 16) -- but in Pilate’s hall, in the
shadow of the cross, only a few hours from his crucifixion, Jesus
said: “But now is my kingdom not from hence” --it was still
at hand and immediate, and if the kingdom was postponed, its
postponement occurred between Pilate’s hall and the cross. The
word hence meant from here, a kingdom not from here; it is
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here but is not from here. These words refute the false theory
of kingdom postponement. In the revised and rewritten forms,
multiplied passages applied to the refutation of various denomin-
ational erroneous doctrines cannot be employed with the same
force as previously applied, and these changes can hardly be
considered apart from the theological motives of the modern
translators. There is no possible improvement to be made in
changing the statement of Jesus to Pilate from now is my king-
dom not from hence to a rewritten form which omits the words
that convey its verbal meaning and doctrinal import, and which
ruins a majestic, royal passage.

(40) There are further diversions of the text in the repeated
removal of words such as delivered (replaced by handed over) ;
omitting the phrases “to this end” and “for this cause” in verse
37 (replacing these strong textual phrases with weakened less
definite and less forceful abbreviated “for this”); and, in 19:5,
changing the exclamation of Pilate, Behold the man, the judicial
indication of the majestic innocence of Jesus, to the belittling
phrase ‘here is the man” --what a depreciation! Then, in 20:22-
23, changing whosoever sins ye remit to “if” -- all of which are
examples of the terminology of the revisers in their own text-
making, in wanton disregard for the word integrity of the Bible
text. The omissions of words display the want of connection
between sentences embodying thoughts and meanings closely
united, which the rewriting destroys, and there are several hun-
dred examples of such additions, omissions, alterations, substitu-
tions and modifications throughout the Four Gospels, and parti-
cularly the Gospel of John, of which the instances herein listed
are but a few.  It breathes the spirit of arrogance that the
Revised Standard Version translators regarded themselves more
able to convey John’s meaning and to express it in a better way
than the inspired apostle himself, in the utter lack of discern-
ment of the superiority of the original words over their own.
Indeed, the words of the apostle Paul are apropos: “Which things
we speak, not in words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which
the Holy Spirit teacheth.” But the modern revisers treat the New
Testament as though it were merely a book subject to editing
and deleting and changing from one edition to another as they
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would in the writing of an ordinary book. The result is, the more
we read the text of the Revised Standard Version, the greater
is our admiration and the deeper our reverence for the Bible
they seek to relegate.

V.

We now pass to the many diversions and perversions of the
Revised Standard Version in the Acts of the apostles of our Lord
Jesus Christ.

(41) The Acts of the Apostles is introduced with the words of
verses 1 to 3: “The former treatise have I made, 0 Theophilus,
of all that Jesus began both to do and to teach, until the day in
which he was taken up, after that he through the Holy Spirit
had given commandments unto the apostles whom he had chos-
en: to whom also he showed himself alive after his passion by
many infallible proofs, being seen of them forty days, and speak-
ing of the things pertaining to the kingdom of God.”

The Revised Standard Version begins its useless tampering by
substituting “the first book” for Luke’s “former treatise,” of
verse 1; and by the omission of the important words -- the
things pertaining to the kingdom of God, of verse 3 -- as if the
phrase “the things pertaining to” were never there. Both the
change of verse 1 and the omission of verse 3 are wrong, for the
former treatise would not necessarily have been the first book,
and to “speak of the kingdom” is one thing but to teach the
things pertaining to the kingdom of God is something more --
the phrase is an ah-comprehensive repetition and embodiment of
the things of the great commission concerning which Jesus in-
structed the twelve during the forty days interval with them.
The question pushes in: why are these revisionists so eager to
substitute their own words for the words of Luke in verse I,
and to omit the heart of Luke’s statement in verse 3? If we
should waive the notation of basic essentials omitted, it remains
that the changes clarify nothing, simplify nothing, enhance the
quality of nothing, and therefore can serve only to satisfy the
hankering of a committee of modernists to rewrite the text of the
New Testament. Thus begins their corrupting changes in the
gospel record of the Acts of the Apostles -- the book of Acts.
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(42) The omission of ordained to be of chapter 1:22, in refer-
ence to the choosing of Matthias by the Lord himself to fill the
place made vacant by Judas, and the substitution of enrolled for
numbered in verse 26, overlook the elements foreordained by
prophecy and ordained by fulfillment in “this ministry and apos-
tleship” of Matthias, and the significance of “numbered with
the eleven apostles.”

The word ordain here is from ginomai and is used to denote
and define a special direct act, as indicated in the following pas-
sages: John 1:3-10, “all things were made (ginomai) by him,”
and “without him was not any thing made that was made,” and
“the world was made by him”; John 1:14, “the Word was made
flesh, and dwelt among us”; Romans 1:3, “concerning his Son
Jesus Christ our Lord, which was made (ginomai) of the seed of
David”; Galatians 4:4, “but when the fullness of time was come,
God sent forth his Son, made of a woman, made under the law”;
Ephesians 3:7, “whereof I (Paul) was made (ginomai) a minis-
ter”; Hebrews 6:20, of Christ, “even Jesus, made (ginomai ) a
high priest for ever after the order of Melchisedec,” and in Acts
1: 22, Matthias -- whom the Lord “had chosen” (verse 24) --
was ordained to be (ginomai) “numbered with the eleven apos-
tles,” and thus ordained to be an apostle by the direct interven-
tion of Christ who had himself originally chosen the twelve,
verse 24: “‘And they prayed, and said, Thou, Lord, which know-
est the hearts of all men, show whether of these two thou has
chosen.”

It is true that the word ginomai has been translated become
42 times, and be done 62 times, and be made 69 times, and
come to pass 82 times, and in the word be alone 249 times, and
in several less significant terms another 71 times -- of this we
are well aware, and that is why the translators of the King James
Bible knew what they were translating: that ordain expresses a
special sense of become, an act above the one so ordained. One
may become something of himself, but the word made (from
ginomai) in the foregoing citations is the equivalent of create
(as in John 1:3, 10, 14; Romans 1:3; Galatians 4:4; et. al.) And
the King’s translators knew that the word become does not meet
the requirements of ginomai in Acts 1:22 in connection with the
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prophecy of verse 20, which foreordained that which in verse 22
was ginomai, which in fulfillment was ordained to be. The Auth-
orized King James Version is true to the use of the word in this
passage -- the translators knew the necessary distinction this
instance required --they knew what they were translating and
they knew what they were doing.

(43) In a like laxity of regard for the text of 1:26 the word
enrolled is substituted for numbered with the eleven apostles.
An enrollment indicates a registration, or a census. But there is
a specific meaning to the phrase numbered with the eleven apos-
tles in its relation to a certain number, following the statement
of verse 22 that “one be ordained to be a witness with us” --
the twelve. In Mark 3:14 it is recorded that Jesus “ordained
twelve, that they should be with him, and that he might send
them forth to preach.” Verses 20 to 26, of this first chapter of
Acts, relate the fulfillment of the prophecies of Psalms 69:25,
109 :8  to “let another take” the place of Judas in the apostolate
--and numbered with the eleven of verse 26 equals the twelve,
and has that definite meaning in relation to the “this ministry
and apostleship from which Judas by transgression fell” of verse
25. The word enroll does not express the inspired meaning of
numbered in this passage. And here we may ask, why do the
Revised Standard Version translators retain the word numbered
in 1:17 but reject it in 1:26? The answer is an unexplained in-
consistency which appears in multiplied places throughout an
inconsistent version by which nothing is accomplished except to
satisfy the compulsion for change and revision.

(44) The erasure from Acts 2:30 of the whole phrase in Dav-
id’s reference to Christ “that of the fruit of his loins, according
to the flesh, he would raise up Christ to sit on his throne” and
the deletions and additions of words and phrases throughout the
second chapter of Acts exemplifies the egocentric disregard of
the revision committee for the wording of the original text of the
inspired scriptures.

The second chapter of Acts, Revised Standard Version style,
begins with their distortions of the text. The word fully is omit-
ted in the opening statement “when the day of Pentecost was
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fully come”; and cloven is deleted from “there appeared unto
them cloven tongues” (parting tongues); and “sat upon each of
them” is replaced with the revisers “distributing and resting” --
with continuous subtractions and additions -- taking out words
in the text and adding words that are not in the text. In verse 6
bewildered is put for confounded, though the meaning is not the
same and the latter term is correct; and in verse 10 visitors is
put in the place of strangers. This last word stranger has a var-
iety of significations in the scriptures, as follows: first, one who
resided in a foreign country which is not the land of his nativity
(Genesis 23:4) ; second, a permanent dweller who was nominally
a citizen but without franchise to exercise the powers of office
(Deuteronomy 17:15); third, one who was not of the common-
wealth of the Jews (Isaiah 14:1, Ephesians 2:12); fourth, one
who was not a member of the household or royal family (Num-
bers 16:40, Matthew 17:25); fifth, one who has been cast out or
disregarded (Isaiah 62:8); sixth, the believers of the dispersion
who were scattered in foreign lands throughout the whole world
(I Peter 1:1, 2:11);; and Jews banished from other countries who
had returned to Palestine for asylum were also called strangers
(Speaker’s Bible Commentary) -- but the word for stranger
occurs 21 times in the New Testament and is not one time trans-
lated visitor. The word visitor is not the biblical meaning or use
of the term stranger and to interchange these terms is careless
inaccuracy in translation. True translation requires word by word
exactness, and honest translators will pursue it.

A further example of ineptitude in translation occurs in verse
17 where the apostle Peter refers to the prophecy of Joel, “it
shall come to pass, saith God, I will pour out of my Spirit upon
all flesh” -- the revisers omit "of "  and have Peter to say pour
out my Spirit, and they repeat this inexactness in verse 18. There
is a difference in saying my Spirit and of my Spirit. If it be said
that the Old Testament passage reads pour out my Spirit, let it
be further said that Peter quoted from the Greek Old Testament
and the word apo -- of --is in the New Testament Greek text,
and by ignoring it and changing Peter’s quotation the revisers
have presumed to correct an inspired apostle!

A climax of assumptive editorial prerogative is in 2:30 by the
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omission of the entire clause, that of the fruit of his loins accord-
ing to the flesh he would raise up Christ, in the apostle Peter’s
reference to David and Christ. The whole passage referring to
David’s prophecy concerning Christ reads: “Therefore being a
prophet, and knowing that God had sworn with an oath to him,
that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh, he would
raise up Christ to sit on his throne.” This revised standard version
(?) deletes “raise up Christ to sit on his throne” and inserts “set
one of his descendants on his throne,” thus removing Christ from
the words of Peter in this verse and expunging entirely the in-
spired words that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh,
he would raise up Christ to sit on his throne. This is the manner
in which the editorial scissors of a committee of modernists are
applied to the Pentecost speech of an inspired apostle!

(45) The elimination of the atoning term remission, replacing
it with the term forgiveness throughout the Revised Standard
text --as in Acts 2:38 -- removes from ten New Testament
passages the one word that is full of atonement for sin and de-
prives the New Testament of a significantly inspired word.

The familiar phrase of Acts 2:38 -- eis aphesis hamartia --
remission of sins -- occurs in the following passages:

Matthew 26:28: "For this is my blood of the new covenant,
which is shed for many for the remission of sins."

Mark 1:4: “John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the
baptism of repentance for the remission of sins.”

Luke 1:77: “To give knowledge of salvation unto his people
by the remission of their sins.”

Luke 3:3: “And he came into all the country about Jordan,
preaching the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins.”

Luke 24:47: “And that repentance and remission of sins should
be preached in his name among all nations, beginning at Jeru-
salem.”

Acts 2:38: “Then Peter said unto them, Repent, and be bap-
tized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remis-
sion of sins.”

Acts 10:43: “To him give all the prophets witness, that through
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his name whosoever believeth in him shall receive remission
of sins.

In addition to the foregoing passages which contain the phrase
for the remission of sins the word remission occurs in Romans
3:25, Hebrews 9:22 and 10: 18, and the word remit and remitted
occur in John 20:23.

The words forgive, forgave, forgiven and forgiveness are alto-
gether recurrent several dozen times in the New Testament, but
that fact only lends emphasis to the fewer occurrences of remis-
sion. There is a reason for this: first, both the Greek and the
English have remission; second, man may forgive, as we forgive
one another, but only God can grant remission of sin -- the
word remission is full of atonement for sin -- “without the
shedding of blood there is no remission” -- and by no manner of
means should it be expunged from the verses in which it occurs.
Here is a pertinent question: why expunge it, why replace it,
what is wrong with it -- what is accomplished by such exercise
of the theological editorial blue pencil? If it is claimed that
uniformity in the text is the reason, since the word forgiveness
occurs in the New Testament only six times and remission oc-
curs twelve times, why not let the lesser yield to the greater in
number and replace forgiveness with remission? The answer to
that question is that neither term should be expunged because
the New Testament contains both of them. And the purpose of the
revisers is not uniformity, for there is no such policy maintained
in the Revised Standard Version, which switches back and forth
with an irregular bandying of words in so many other passages.
The reason for the multiplied changes and variations lies first in
the arrogant independence of a modem translating committee
which assumes editorial license and prerogative that no set of the-
ologians can rightfully possess, and second in the theological pre-
judices against the verbal inspiration of the Scriptures, spawned in
the incubus and developed in the incubator of the New Theology
which aspires to rule all Christendom today.

The word remission, in all of its meaning, is as old as the Bible,
as holy as the blood of Jesus, and as full of atonement as his
death on the cross, and it can never be revised out of the new
testament of Jesus Christ.
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(46) The excision of the church from Acts 2:47 is vitiating to
the first mention of the church as a present existing thing in the
argument for the establishment of the church on Pentecost.

The passage reads: "And the Lord added to the church daily
such as should be saved." The argument for the Pentecost church
is: it was the first time that Christ was proclaimed the Son of
God and the Saviour of the world; it was the first time the Holy
Spirit performed the function of conversion through the preach-
ing of the gospel; it was the first time that the law of pardon
was announced unto all men for all time -- and it was the first
mention of the church as an existing thing, an established institu-
tion. But the revisions substitute such phrases and terms as their
number, or their group, or added to them, for the original phrase
the church.

The word church is translated from the Greek noun ekklesia,
and it occurs 115 times in the New Testament -- 112 times in
the word church, varying 3 times only in reference to an as-
sembly. In Acts 2:47 the Greek article the (te) is attached to
church --te ekklesia --the church; and 60 times out of the 112
where church is mentioned the article accompanies the word --
the church. But their is a pronoun in the possessive case for
they, and the word number is not ekklesia -- hence, their num-
ber of the Revised Standard Version is a calculated mistransla-
tion, there is no such phraseology in the Greek text.

In the Revisers' Greek Text, Whitney criticises the original
Revised Version for the substitution of them for the church, and
it is obvious that the pronoun them cannot be a translation of
the noun ekklesia or the phrase te ekklesia -- the church. With
all of its merit and generally charged literal accuracy, the Amer-
ican Standard revisers deviated from the path of true translation
in this passage, as it does in a limited number of instances. The
translators of the King James Version had before them the suf-
ficient manuscript evidence for the correct translation of te ek-
klesia in the English term the church.

In his comments on Acts 2:47, Whitney mentions changes that
were made by certain copyists to make verse 47 correspond with
verse 41 which reads “them,” and later revisions favored the
changed copies. But unto them of verse 41 is in italics in both
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the American Standard and King James versions, indicating that
the pronoun is not in the Greek text -- so verse 41 reads “the
same day there were added about three thousand souls,” and
verse 47 specifies to what they were added -- the church. In his
concluding comments Whitney says: “But some critics or copyist,
afterwards finding that in verse 41 there is no church spoken
of, or in which the work was going on, and considering that
the reading here ought in this respect to correspond with that,
omitted ‘to the church,’ or ‘in the church,’ as superfluous or
unmeaning. Hence the reading adopted by the Revisers. The
true reading, however, has been preserved in documents, which,
though mainly of later date than some of the others, contain what
is evidently an older text, and the genuine text.” And so it is.

The doctrinal truth of Acts 2:47 simply stated is: that verses
41 and 47 equate the baptized, the added and the saved with
the church, as being simultaneous in occurrence with the remis-
sion of sins of verse 38 --and to cast off the church in the con-
cluding verse 47 is to discard a vital doctrine. So we will stick
with the King James Version and the one hundred twelve ekkle-
sia verses in our New Testament. But we anticipate that future
revisions of the existing revised versions will take church out
of the New Testament entirely, for that propaganda is already
at work.

(47) The revision of Acts 3:21 which changes the times of
restitution of all things --referring to the gospel dispensation --
to the time for establishing all things -- referring it to a future
time instead of the present gospel age -- is a mutilation of the
text and the context of the apostle Peter’s second sermon of the
third chapter of Acts.

The passage reads: “Repent ye therefore, and be converted,
that your sins may be blotted out, when the times of refresh-
ing shall come from the presence of the Lord; and he shall send
Jesus Christ, which before was preached unto you: whom the
heaven must receive until the times of restitution of all things,
which Cod hath spoken by the mouth of all his holy prophets
since the world began.”

The revision rephrases "he shall send Jesus Christ which was
before preached unto you” to read “that he may send the Christ
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appointed for you, Jesus” --and changes the times of restitution
(present) to the time for establishing (future), thus making the
text concede to the theory of millennialism.

In the first sermon of the second chapter of Acts the apostle
Peter referred to the last days foretold by the prophet Joel and
said this is that which was spoken by the prophet -- showing
that the last days meant the gospel dispensation which began on
Pentecost. In the second sermon of the third chapter of Acts the
apostle referred to the times of restitution of which the prophets
had spoken and equated the times with the last days, both of
which were fulfilled in the gospel dispensation now in process.
In changing the times of to the time for, changing the plural form
to the singular, the revision yields to a future time for fulfillment
with the millennial slant.

It is meet to mention here the random irregularity and cus-
tomary inconsistency with which the revision editors apparently
make a ploy of shifting words like a game of chess -- for in verse
19 the phrase times of refreshing (referring to the same period)
is retained unchanged, but in verse 21 the same word times is
changed to connote a future time instead of the present times.

An analysis of the context of the Acts 3:21 context will exhibit
how far the text-makers of the Revised Standard Version can
veer away from true translation.

1. The “things” of verse 18 and the “times” of verse 21 are
all embraced in the events of the gospel dispensation"‘Which
God before had showed by the mouth of the prophets" and
which “he hath so fulfilled.” The term "hath fulfilled" is past
tense and shows that “those things” belonged to something al-
ready come to pass. The word "so" indicates how “‘those things”
had been fulfilled by the coming of Christ into the world by his
suffering, his incarnation and death, and by his resurrection and
ascension to heaven. (Verse 18)

2. Moses referred to these “times” when he spoke of the proph-
et that God would raise up -- Jesus Christ. (Verse 22)

3. All the prophets "foretold of these days”--the days of this
One of whom Moses spoke, the Lord Jesus Christ. So “these
days" and "the times" refer to the same period -- the gospel
dispensation. (Verse 24)
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4. These “days” and these “things” are the same as included
in the promise to Abraham: “And in thy seed shall all the kin-
dreds of the earth be blessed” -- and Paul specifically states
(Galatians 3:8) that this promise has been fulfilled in the gos-
pel dispensation; and Peter specifically states that God fulfilled
all these things which had been thus foretold when he “‘raised
up his Son Jesus” and “sent him to bless you, in turning you
away from your iniquities.” (Verses 25, 26)

5. Therefore, the heaven must receive (retain) Christ until
the times of restitution have been completed. The passage does
not state that heaven will retain Christ until the times of resti-
tution begin --nor does it read “until the time for establishing,”
as the Revised Standard Version puts it -- but the passage plain-
ly states that Christ will stay in heaven until the times are com-
pleted, that is, from the beginning of the times of restitution (or
restoration) until the completion of the times, from the beginning
to the end of the times. It follows, therefore, that “the times of
restitution” are in process now, and embrace the gospel dispen-
sation --and the text-makers of the Revised Standard Version
have mutilated the third chapter of Acts.

Examples of other perverted passages in the chapter are: (1)
In verse 4 where John’s words to the lame man, “look on us”
are changed to the coarse expression look at us! (2) In verse 12

where “power or holiness” in reference to the apostles Peter
and John is changed to “power and piety” -- but piety is not
holiness and such rhetorical alliteration does not belong to the
literary form of the scripture texts. (3) In verses 22 and 23
where the inferior phrase ‘listen to” is put in place of "him
shall ye hear” and “every soul, which will not hear that prophet.”
Besides the inferiority, listen to is not the meaning of hearing
that prophet -- Jesus Christ. It means receiving, believing and
obeying his words. “Him shall ye hear” means much more than
merely listening to something. (4) In verse 24 foretold is changed
to proclaimed, and no one should need a dictionary to know the
difference. (5) Finally, in verse 25 the seed of Abraham is
changed to posterity, and again the revisionists switch from
descendants in other verses to posterity, and they shift back and
forth from descendants to posterity without regard to uniformity
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in translation, --but neither the descendants nor the posterity
of Abraham is the seed of Abraham. The posterity of Abraham
would embrace all his descendants, including Ishmael -- but
the seed of Abraham is specific, like the seed of David, and
means Christ. “Now to Abraham and his seed were the promises
made. He saith not, And to seeds, as of many; but as of one.
And to thy seed, which is Christ” (Galatians 3: 16). The Bible
word is seed. So ad infinitum -- without limit -- the Revised
Standard Version text-makers butcher the book of Acts.

(48) The recensions and omissions and rephrasing in all of
the chapters of Acts in recording the incidents of apostolic
preaching and the conversions constitute a fictitious and erron-
eous text.

The instances of such rewriting of the book of Acts are too
numerous to include in this critique, but some notable speci-
mens are here submitted:

1. In chapter 4:24 the words of the prayer of the disciples are
misquoted. The verse reads: ‘They lifted up their voice to God
with one accord, and said, Lord thou art God” -- the revisers
changed “Lord, thou art God” to “Sovereign Lord.” There are
lords many among men, and kings. of the earth are sovereign
lords, but Lord, thou art God could be addressed only to God
--what purpose could there be in changing it?

2. In chapter 5:31 the reference to Christ exalted “to be a
Prince and a Saviour” -- the divine title Prince is changed to
Leader --do these revisionists not know the difference between
a Prince and a Leader? There are three passages that entitle
Christ as Prince --Acts 3:15, Acts 5:31, Revelation 1:5 -- but
the revisionists translate the three references in three different
words of their own making, which in the order of the verses are
put, author, leader and ruler. But there was an inspired reason
to apply the title Prince to Jesus in these three passages: “the
Prince of life” (Acts 3:15), “a Prince and a Saviour” (Acts
5:31), and “the Prince of the kings of the earth” (Revelation
1:5). Seven hundred years before the coming of the Christ into
the world the prophet Isaiah entitled him The Prince of Peace--
“For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given . . . and his
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name shall he called Wonderful, Counsellor, The Mighty God,
The Everlasting Father, The Prince of Peace,” and the majesty
of this title is carried into these New Testament passages, and
nothing short of irreverence belittles this designation with de-
scriptive titles less majestic.

3. The misquotation by the revisionists of the words of Moses
to Israel, quoted by Stephen in Acts 7:37, is a sample of the re-
writing of his address. Referring to Moses, Stephen said: “This
is that Moses, which said unto the children of Israel, A prophet
shall the Lord God raise up unto you of your brethren, like unto
me; him shall ye hear.” The revisers substituted “as he raised
up me” for “like unto me,” which are phrases with different
meaning --and they left out the important statement him shall
ye hear entirely, dropped it into oblivion as though Moses never
said it, or that it was never in this text.

4. The change of Peter’s words to Simon the Sorcerer in Acts
8:22, “if perhaps the thought of thine heart may be forgiven
thee,” to the revisers words “if possible the intent of your heart
may be forgiven,” implies the impossibility of forgiveness as
though the sin of Simon was unpardonable. That is not true, and
it is glaring mistranslation. The phrase “if perhaps” does not
mean “if possible.” The word perhaps is a conditional or con-
cessive clause which means as may be the case. So again these
revision editors write their own words into the divine text.

5. The account of the conversion of the eunuch of Ethiopia is
written in story book form by the revisers and the well known
scriptural words “he preached unto him Jesus” are replaced by
the phrase ‘he told him the good news of Jesus.” But in verse
5 of the same chapter it is reported that “Philip went down to
the city of Samaria and preached Christ unto them” -- and in
this verse the revisers retained virtually the same words by
rendering it “proclaimed to them the Christ.” The question arises
again, why the inconsistency of retaining in verse 5 that Philip
preached the Christ to the Samaritans but changing that he
preached unto him Jesus to a mere story book style, “he told
him the good news of Jesus,” if not for the purpose to take out
of the Bible the familiar and blessed words and phrases which
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have been loved and revered, and which have made the Bible
the Book that it is.

6. The confession of the eunuch, in verse 37, before he was
baptized is also stricken from the account of his conversion. The
text of verses 35 to 37 reads: ‘Then Philip opened his mouth,
and began at the same scripture, and preached unto him Jesus.
And as they went on their way, they came unto a certain water:
and the eunuch said, See, here is water; what doth hinder me
to be baptized? And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine
heart, thou mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that
Jesus Christ is the Son of God.” The omission of the eunuch’s
confession, “I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God,”
leaves Philip’s question to the eunuch unanswered and suspends
the passage in mid-air. The omission of this gospel confession in
1991, by the tranlators of the American Standard Version, has
never been generally approved or accepted; for no gospel preach-
er, even among the ones who adopted the American Standard
Version, has ever been willing to discard this confession or to
discontinue to “take the confession” prior to baptism. The evan-
gelist Philip asked a question, and an answer is implied: What
did he say, if not the words of verse 37? The translators of the
King James Version had manuscript authority for its inclusion,
and the new versions lack certain authority for its exclusion.

Notwithstanding the transfer of verse 37 to the margin by the
American Standard Version, Philip Schaff, president of the
American Committee, admits that “the baptismal confession
came in from very ancient use” and that “it supplies Philip’s
answer to the eunuch’s question”; and he makes mention that
“it appears in the Western sources, Greek, Latin and Armenian,
and in some good cursives”; and he states that Erasmus trans-
ferred it from the margin of his Greek Manuscript with the nota-
tion that it “had been omitted by the carelessness of scribes”;
and Schaff joins the American Revisers in the marginal note that
“some ancient authorities insert wholly or in part verse 37” (page
191-2, Companion To The Greek New Testament) ; and his fel-
low-member of the American Committee, Alexander Roberts,
(page 8 of Companion To The Revised Version) yields to the
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admission that the confession of verse 37 is “found in many
manuscripts” --so the question is, why was the verse excluded
from the text? The reason must be theological.

In the Revisers Greek Text, Whitney observes that the passage
was quoted by Irenaeus in the second century and that it was
known to Irenaeus, Cyprian, Jerome and Augustine before the
seventh century manuscripts in which it later appeared existed--
and that it is therefore as old as the second century at least
(page 95, 6) --and Whitney adds, “we should be slow to
pronounce it positively spurious.”

In the original Speaker’s Bible Commentary, F. C. Cooke com-
ments that Irenaeus, who was two hundred years older than any
existing manuscript, quoted the passage in his readings, and so
did Cyprian, and Augustine did not question its genuineness --
so why should the confession of Acts 8:37 be omitted? Again, the
fidelity of the translators of the King James Bible to faithful
translation is exemplified and its accuracy verified -- and the
confession of Acts 8:37, or in equivalent form, is prerequisite
to baptism.

7. The accounts of the conversion of Saul of Tarsus in the Re-
vised Standard Version style, chapter 9 and 22, are garbled and
diverted. The words of Jesus to Saul, “it is hard for thee to kick
against the pricks (goads) ,"” in 9:5, are cut out; and the descrip-
tion of Saul’s fear in the words of verse 6, “and he trembling and
astonished” are cut out; and Saul’s question, “Lord, what wilt
thou have me to do?” is cut out; and that part of the Lord’s
answer, “it shall be told thee what thou must do,” is cut out,
and the emphatic must do is replaced with “what you are to do”!
That is the Revised Standard Version way of cutting the must
out of the Lord’s answer to Saul’s question. This question per-
sists: why change the Lord’s words -- unless the revision editors
presume to say it better than the Lord himself and the inspired
recorder of his words. In similar editorial assumption the word
receive is replaced with the word regain in the restoration of
Saul’s sight in verses 12, 17, 18. But they are not the same. A
thing is regained by human means and effort, but Saul received
his sight --the losing and receiving was by divine intervention,
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which is incompatible with the theology of these modernists of
the new theology who account for all of the miraculous inci-
dents recorded in the New Testament on the basis of natural
causes and effects. Ananias was sent to lay hands on Saul “that
he might receive his sight” --all three of the verses which men-
tion it have the right word receive -- and the substitution of
regain is distortion, for receive does not mean regain, and it cer-
tainly conveys a difference in the significance of the direct im-
parting of sight to Saul by divine intervention through the laying
on of hands. All of this is but a sample of the use of the scissors
by the Revised Standard Version committee of editors.

8. The account of Acts 22 is Paul’s own recounting of the
details of his conversion, parallel with the account of chapter 9,
and to change the words of Paul or to omit his words is to per-
vert the apostle’s own narrative. This is exactly what these garbl-
ing revisers have done in assuming to rewrite it better than the
inspired apostle said it. In verse 9 the words “and they were
afraid,” in reference to the fear of the men who accompanied
Saul, are for no sort of reason left out; and in verse 16 “the name
of the Lord” is left out; and in similar fashion words and phrases
are changed, omitted and rewritten in a juggling and jumbling
manner to the extent that the whole account of Paul’s conversion
in his own words has been revamped by the Revised Standard
Version --and the more their socalled revision is compared with
the Bible accounts of the conversion of Saul of Tarsus, the more
the inferiority of their editorial paraphrasing is exposed.

9. The accounts of the conversion of Cornelius in chapters 10
and 11 have been treated with the same scissor-cutting proce-
dure. The words of the angel to Cornelius which form the last
part of verse 6, “he shall tell thee what thou oughtest to do,”
are cut off; and in the corresponding verse in the apostle Peter’s
account of 11:14 the words of the angel, “who shall tell thee
words, whereby thou and all thy house shall be saved” are re-
phrased. But the emphasis of this long familiar passage is on
the words of Peter to Cornelius necessary to his obedience, and
they are generalized out of the text in disregard for the words
that the apostle Peter said the angel said to Cornelius. In verse
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51, changing the words in certain prophecy quotations, thus mis-
quoting the prophets, and rewording the whole chapter with
words and phrases not in the Bible. The fifteenth chapter is re-
written and paraphrased; and in verse 16 “the tabernacle of
David” is changed to dwelling, although the word tabernacle
is in the prophecy quoted (Amos 9:11), which refers to the
royal line of David, restored in Christ and perpetuated in the
church, composed of the residue of men, both Jews and Gentiles;
and verse 34 is omitted entirely, simply dropped out of the text of
chapter 15.

12. Chapter 17 begins with Paul’s preaching in Thessalonica,
and verse 2 states that Paul for “three sabbath days reasoned
with them out of the scriptures” -- but the Revised Standard
Version changed it to “for three weeks he argued with them”!
In chapter 18:4 where it is said that Paul “reasoned in the
synagogue : the rewriters of it again put it “argued” -- so ac-
cordingly we should henceforth read Isaiah 1:18: Come now,
and let us argue together, saith the Lord! The point here is in
the ever-present question, why should a committee of editors
want to tamper with the text of the scriptures and alter its
phraseology -- why?

The blunder of the revisers on Acts 17:28 boomeranged with
such force that they switched back to the words of the text. In
this passage the apostle Paul said to the Athenian Areopagus:
“For in him we live, and move, and have our being.” In the
first edition (1946) of the Revised Standard Version this pas-
sage was changed to read: “In him we live and move and are” --
substituting are for being. This change met with such protest
from various sources that in the second edition (1952) the revis-
ers switched back to the reading of the text: In whom we live,
and move, and have our being -- they changed it, and under
pressure changed it again! And in the same passage they changed
the wording of the poet which the apostle quoted -- as a literary
principle, garbling a quotation or misquoting an author is as
unethical a thing a writer can do, yet the Revised Standard Ver-
sion does that thing throughout their spurious translation. The
apostle Paul’s sermon on Mars’ Hill is rewritten and meaningless-
ly changed from its beginning to its ending.
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13. Other instances of diverting the text in chapter 19 are,
verse 4 where Christ is left, out, and instead of “Christ Jesus,”
the revision editors put merely “Jesus”; and in verse 11, where
reference is made to “special miracles” the editors insert “extra-
ordinary miracles’ -- but all miracles are extra-ordinary, and this
use of the word special indicated the particular kind of miracles
performed by Paul necessary to the people and the circumstances.

14. The inspired eloquence of the apostle Paul’s addresses
which are recorded in several chapters of Acts are marred by
clumsy paraphrasing. His address at Miletus, chapter 20, to the
elders of the Ephesian church is full of unwarranted alterations
and substitutions. In chapter 24, Tertullus, Paul’s prosecutor,
worded his own speech, as reported by Luke, better than the
revision editors reworded it. In verse 24 the faith is changed to
“faith,” but the faith has a specific meaning; and in verse 25 the
doctrinal word righteousness is changed to “justice” -- and that
is not the meaning of the gospel word righteousness at all, when
Paul preached righteousness to Felix, he preached the gospel of
Romans 1:16-17, not mere justice. The Holy Spirit in Luke word-
ed the apostle Paul’s address before Governor Felix far better
than the modem editors have reworded it.

The intelligent statement that Paul “reasoned of righteousness,
temperance, and judgment to come” is changed to ‘argued about.”
The word reason is far the better term and much more consistent
with Paul’s manner of teaching the Jews and the Gentiles con-
cerning the Christ, as stated in chapter 17:2: “And Paul, as his
manner was, went in unto them, and three sabbath days reasoned
with them out of the scripture.” Paul did not argue with the
Roman Governor Felix -- the apostle of Christ reasoned before
the governor on the great gospel theme of righteousness and its
related terms. There can be no reason for changing the words
reason, reasoned and reasoning in the scripture text to argue,
argued and arguing-and it belittles the description of Paul’s
manner of teaching the people, high and low, concerning Jesus
Christ and the gospel. It is one more of many hundred examples
of ruining precious verses of inspired scripture.
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15. On the contents of chapter 26, it is deplorable that the
inspired elegance of Paul’s address before King Agrippa should
be impaired in the reconstruction by the destructive critics of the
Revised Standard Version editorial committee. And the ultimate
in the work of despoiling these passages is the climatic exclama-
tion of Agrippa in verse 28: “Then Agrippa said unto Paul, Al-
most thou persuadest me to be a Christian.” The Revised Stand-
ard Version interpolation reads: “In a short time you think to
make me a Christian” -- but the name Christian is the only word
of that interpolation which is in the Bible text of Acts 26:28.

16. The whole context from chapter 25:13 through chapter
26:32 leads to the conclusion that King Agrippa’s spontaneous
expression in the words “almost thou persuadest me to be a
Christian” was an exclamation of conviction. (1) The king’s ex-
pressed desire to hear Paul indicates his personal interest in “the
man” and ‘his cause” --chapter 25:14, 22. (2) The statement
of the apostle that he was happy to plead his cause before the
king, “especially because I know thee to be expert in all customs
and questions which are among the Jews,” was a further indica-
tion of Agrippa’s interest in Paul’s cause -- chapter 26:2-3. (3)
The apostle did not think it was incredible in the king’s mind
that God should raise Jesus from the dead -- chapter 26:8. (4)
The apostle’s question, “King Agrippa, believest thou the proph-
ets?” and his answer to his own question, “I know that thou
believest,” is evidence that Paul knew that Agrippa believed
what he was saying -- 26:26-28 -- for the apostle said “the king
knoweth of these things,” and Paul said he knew that Agrippa
believed. The inspired apostle was not playing to the galleries
nor putting on a grandstand act -- Paul knew that Agrippa be-
lieved, he plainly and positively said so. (5) At this climax the
king acknowledged the impact of the apostle’s plea: “Then
Agrippa said unto Paul, Almost thou persuadest me to be a
Christian” --26:28. The declaration is emphatic, no plainer
statement of fact could have been evinced. (6) Finally, the
apostle’s full acceptance of the king’s  persuasion of mind,
at face value, forbids any effort to attribute irony or insinuate
scorn to the king’s averment: “And Paul said, I would to God,



404 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

that not only thou, but also all that hear me this day, were both
almost and altogether such as I am” -- 26:29. The whole context
vindicates the declaration of King Agrippa as a spontaneous, but
sincere, exclamation of conviction: Almost thou persuadest me to
be a Christian. No committee of translators can honestly exercise
editorial license to change the words and rewrite the text in
accommodation to their theological interpretations, The rendering
of the Revised Standard Version, “In a short time you think to
make me a Christian,” is not a translation of the words of King
Agrippa and their substitutions of “whether short or long” is not
a translation of the apostle Paul’s words, “whether almost or
altogether” --but exhibits the difference between truthful trans-
lation and travesty.

Commenting on “almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian”
in the Revisers' Greek Text, Whitney observes: “The common
reading to be (“almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian”) is
supported by E, H, L, P (manuscripts), most cursives, the Vul-
gate, the Peshito and Philoxenian Syriac versions, Cyril of Jeru-
salem, Chrysostom, and Theodoret . . . Without the word Chris-
tian Agrippa’s answer would imply that he did not believe the
prophets till persuaded to do it by Paul. This, however, was not
his meaning. He simply did not previously regard the prophecies
as applying to Jesus. Hence, he employs Christian, admitting that
Paul had made a strong argument, and had in a measure per-
suaded him that the prophecies did have reference to Jesus,
whom the Jews had crucified.” And Tischendorf inserts the note
that the old manuscript readings should not be disregarded --
but the Revised Standard Version disregards all safeguards to
faithful and truthful translation and rewrites the entire text of
the New Testament by their own rules of modem theology.

17. Continuing through the last chapters of Acts, the deletions,
omissions and interpolations demonstrate that the revisers were
writing their own book, in complete disregard for the Bible text.
And they even ventured to change the words of an Old Testa-
ment quotation in chapter 28:26-27, as they did in Acts 17:28,
where they diverted the words of Paul’s quotation from a heathen
poet --all of this without any apparent compunction.
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18. The order of words in 28:26 has been unnecessarily re-
arranged apparently for no other reason than to confuse it by
making it read differently from the old text; and verse 29 is
omitted, skipped, dropped out of the text, leaving a skip between
verses 28 and 30, with the flimsy footnote that “some ancient
authorities add verse 29” --what ancient authorities add it, and
what sources omit it? This verse is the conclusion of verse 28 and
belongs with it: “And when he had said these words, the Jews
departed, and had great reasoning among themselves” -- it states
the effect and impact of the final words of Paul on the Jews in
Rome. The old translators had before them the manuscripts which
include it when they translated it. They did not put the words
of verse 29 there or cast doubt upon it.

With the closing of The Acts of the Apostles the conclusion
is that throughout the book of Acts there are words, phrases,
sentences and verses left out of the text, and with only the
Revised Standard Version they would never have been known to
have ever been in the Bible.

VI.

The rephrasing of the scripture texts in all the apostolic epistles
exhibits multiplied examples of slanted interpretations, doctrinal
aberrations and theological perversions. This policy of paraphra-
sis is displayed in such a multiplication of passages, chapter after
chapter, verse by verse exemplifications, that even a mention of
them all is not within the limits of this work -- but a sufficient
number of notable instances are catalogued to demonstrate, to all
whose ears and eyes are not closed, the pernicious character of
the Revised Standard Version as the pseudo-version that it is.

(49) Romans l:l-6 in the pseudo-version starts Paul’s letter
to the saints at Rome with the usual mistranslations, misleading
changes, substitutions and omissions of its arbitrary tribunal of
rewriters. In the clause “called to be an apostle” in verse 1, the
phrase to be in both the Authorized and American Standard
Versions is printed in italics to indicate that to be is supplied and
not in the original text. But the Revised Standard Version makes
no such indication and includes to be, not in italics, but as of the
original. The observant student can see that the word called in
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verse 1 is neither a verb nor a participle -- it is a verbal adjec-
tive, and the meaning is that Paul was a called apostle of Jesus
Christ, not self-appointed or having assumed the office according
to the propaganda of the Judaizers who sought to destroy his
apostolic credentials and discredit his divinely constituted apos-
tleship. By the honest use of italics to indicate supplied words
the Bible translators allow for such an explanation of the pas-
sage, but in the failure to make such an indication the new
translators are guilty of dishonesty by the inclusion of words not
in the original without any indication that they were supplied --
and this is their policy throughout the Revised Standard Version.

In the phrase “separated unto the gospel of God,” of verse 1,
the revisers missed the meaning by changing “separated” to “set
apart,” for there is a difference. Paul was separated from Juda-
ism and all of its relations unto (eis, in order to) God’s gospel --
the gospel which came from God, not from himself. The word
separated in this passage is not the same word from which “set
apart” is derived. It is the word apharizo and is used seven times
only in the New Testament, as in Matthew 25:32, “he shall separ-
ate them one from another, as a shepherd divideth his sheep
from the goats,” and Luke 6:22, “when men shall hate you, and
when they shall separate you from their company.” The phrase
“set apart “is not derived from apharizo -- its general use is
hagiazo (sanctify), used 26 times in the verb form, and 5 times
in the noun hagiasmos (sanctification). Paul was apharizo, bor-
dered off, severed, separated from Judaism and all of its rela-
tions. In substituting “set apart’ for separate, the new revisers
limited the meaning and missed the point -- which raises the
question, why change it anyway, there could be no advantage
gained from any viewpoint, but in the rewriting of it they missed
the meaning of the apostle’s statement,

The omission of “Jesus Christ our Lord” from verse 3, is
inexcusable; and the substitution of “descended from David” for
“the seed of David” is a doctrinal error--the difference should
be obvious to any one who is familiar with the Bible word seed
as applied to Jesus Christ; the connotation is not the same.

The substitution of "designated" for "declared" in the phrase
of verse 4, “and declared to be the Son of God with power,” is
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erroneous and destructive of truth-designated and declared
are two different words with meanings as different as the words,
and there can be no warrant for this change in the words of this
divine declaration by his “resurrection from the dead” that he is
the Son of God --the truth of this proposition: declared the
Son of God by the resurrection from the dead -- is weakened to
the degree of ruination by the substitution of “designated.” In
verse 5 “for (eis) obedience” is changed to the bunglesome “bring
about”; and “for his name” is expanded to “for the sake of his
name” --words that are not in any authorized text; and the
phrase “among all nations is changed to “all the Gentiles” --
notwithstanding, the word nations in verse 5 is the same word
ethnos for nations in the great commission of Matthew 28:19,
“Go ye therefore, and teach all nations.” Why translate it “all
nations” in Matthew 28: 19, but “all the Gentiles” in Romans 1:5,
seeing it is the same ethnos - -the same word. The change of the
word in this passage if applied to Matthew 28:19 would limit
the great commission to the Gentiles! The premillennialist has
attempted to restrict the word nations to the Gentiles, and now
these new text-makers are doing it -- they are ruinators and
bunglers of the Bible text.

In verse 6 we read: “Among whom are ye also the called of
Jesus Christ.” In this passage the called of Jesus Christ is changed
to “including yourselves who are called to belong to Jesus Christ”!
In addition to the interpolation of words not in the text, these
revisers here change the syntax by substituting the verb for the
noun. In the phrase the called the word called is a noun. But in
the clause “who are called to belong to” the word “called” is a
verb --" are called” is a verbal phrase, a predicate, but the called
in verse 6 is a substantive, the subject of the verb are, by trans-

position it reads: the called ye are. The apostle’s statement was,
and the meaning is, that among all the nations they were the
called of Jesus Christ. The makers of the Revised Standard Ver-
sion ruined the meaning of this passage. So in their version,
Romans begins with arbitrary mistranslation which characterizes

it throughout.
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(50) Romans 1: 16-17 is the preeminent passage of the Roman
letter and is the basis of Paul’s argument for “the gospel of
Christ” instead of the law of Moses. But in the apostle’s state-
ment, “I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ,” the new re-
visers omit “of Christ.” And in the adjoining clause, “for it is
the power of God unto salvation,” the connective for, which
states the reason why Paul was not ashamed of the gospel of
Christ, is without reason omitted. The apostle’s statement to
every one that believeth means the one who believes the gospel
of Christ; but it is changed to “every one who has faith,” which
is a different sentence entirely, substituting the noun for the
verb, and destroying the understood objkect of believeth--that
is, what is believed --the gospel of Christ. There are other
changes in the rewriting of this important passage which mar its
meaning and tear apart its import.

Another instance is in Paul’s statement that the gospel of Christ
reveals the righteousness of God “from faith to faith.” The term
“righteousness of God” is not an attribute of God and does not
have reference to God’s character. In chapter 10:3 the apostle
said the Jews were ignorant of God’s righteousness, did not sub-
mit to it, and went about to establish their own righteousness.
But the Jews were not ignorant that God is righteous -- they
knew that God is a righteous being; so the righteousness of God
is something of which the Jews were ignorant and to which they
did not submit. The word righteousness here and elsewhere in
Romans means justification, and the Jews were ignorant of how
God makes man righteous, how God makes sinners just, how
God forgives sinners, and thus makes sinners righteous -- the
gospel plan for justification. This righteousness proceeds from
faith, not from the law (of Moses), and it is revealed in the
gospel to induce faith in the hearer--hence from faith to faith.
The preposition to is eis --in order to; and it indicates that Paul
preached to the Jews that justification is from faith (not from
their law) in order to faith in them, to produce faith or induce
faith in the hearer. The meaning of Paul’s statement concern-
ing the gospel of Christ, “for therein is the righteousness of God
revealed from faith to faith,” is weakened and marred if not
demolished by the rewriting of Romans 1:16-17. Why this great
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passage could not have been let alone as it reads is an enigma
that appears in the multitude of changes made by the makers
of the new version.

(51) Romans 1: 18-32 is a vivid description with intense words
of the appalling degradation of the heathen world. The Revised
Standard Version tones down the narration of the depth of
that depravity with words less degrading in character. In verse
19, “that which may be known of God is manifest in them”
is changed to “is plain to them” with a difference in meaning
that a casual reader could observe at a glance. In verse 20 the
Godhead is changed to deity in the lower case little d, demoting
God to the level of deities. In verse 21 the word glorified in refer-
ence to God is changed to honor -- men are honored, but only
God is glorified. In verse 25 “who changed the truth of God into
a lie” is replaced with “exchanged the truth about God” --
which is neither what Paul said nor what his words meant. The
truth of God is far more inclusive than “about God.” In verse
26 the term “vile affection” is toned down to “dishonorable,” a
much weaker, compromising term. In verse 28 “they did not like
to retain God in their knowledge” is changed to “they did not
see fit to acknowledge God”--the heathen world once knew God,
but did not retain God in their knowledge. Here is an example
of ruining a passage of scripture. And in this same verse the
word reprobate is toned down to base -- they are not synony-
mous. The word reprobate is adokimos and is in the New Testa-
ment six times (Romans 1:28; 2 Corinthians 13:5, 6, 7; 2 Timo-
thy 3:8; Titus 1:16) and a comparison of these verses is sufficient
to prove that base is not a synonym for reprobate -- the word
reprobate means rejected, and rejecting God in their minds, they
were reprobate, rejected. Here another passage is ruined by the
yen of the translators for revision.

(52) Romans 2:5-10 disconnects the subject and the predicate
and separates the verb “render” from its objects of verses 8 and
9. In the text, verses 5 to 11 are one sentence, broken up into
three sentences by the Revised Standard Version, destroying the
several objects of the one verb render: “Who will render to every
man according to his works”: ( 1) to them who seek for the
things mentioned, God will render eternal life; (2) to them



410 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

that obey not the truth God will render indignation and wrath,
tribulation and anguish. Tbe Revised Standard Version breaks
this sentence structure and deprives the verb render of its five
named objects. The same thing is done to verses 12 to 16. The
statement of verse 12 “judged by the law” is connected with “in
the day” of verse 16, and verses 13 to 15 are within the parenthe-
sis between verses 12 and 16. Omitting the parenthesis for direct
connection it reads: “And as many as have sinned in the law
shall be judged by the law . . . in the day when God shall judge
the secrets of men by Jesus Christ according to my gospel.” In
the rewriting and rearrangement the revisers destroy this pas-
sage. In the same manner verses 28 and 29 are complicated by
paraphrase, reworded by terms not of scripture parlance, such as
“external and physical” and “a matter of the heart” -- whose
words are these? They are the words of men who are not
translating the Bible, but writing a book of their own making.

(53) Romans 3:1-2 begins with the substitution of “to begin
with” for Paul’s word chiefly --that is some definition of chief-
ly! In verse 10 the entire quotation from the Old Testament is
rewritten in words not in the prophetic language at all and there-
fore adds misquotation to mistranslation. Honest men would not
misquote the writings of other men as the Revised Standard Ver-
sion misquotes the writings of the prophets. In verse 22 “by faith
of Jesus Christ” is changed to “faith in Jesus Christ” -- the
faith of Christ is the gospel, but faith in Christ is belief, the
faith of the believer, and the distinction is doctrinal.

(54) In verse 27 the apostle’s reference to the law of faith is
changed to the “principle” of faith. This word law is from nomos
and occurs nearly two hundred times in the New Testament, and
it is nowhere translated “principle.” Law is not principle and
principle is not law. A principle may be an opinion or assump-
tion on which views and beliefs are based or derived, an attitude
that exercises a directing influence on behaviour, a code of ethics
or conduct --but that is not law. Faith is a mental act, of the
mind and the heart, and one had as well say the principle of
thought, or thinking; or the principle of knowledge, or knowing;
as to say the principle of faith, or believing. The New Testament
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mentions the law of God, the law of Christ, the law of the mind,
the law of sin -- all from the same word nomos, and the Revised
Standard Version retained the word law in all of these passages,
but changed the law of faith in Romans 3:27 to the principle of
faith --why? The passage clearly contrasts the law and the
gospel -- the law of Moses was the law of works, but the gospel
is the law of faith, the plan which embodies the whole system
of faith. The purpose of the revisers in changing the law of faith
to the principle of faith is to do away with the New Testament
doctrine that faith is systematized into a law, and that voids the
doctrine of justification by faith alone which the revisers attempt
to implement by mistranslation.

(55) It is for this purpose also that in verse 30 justification
by faith is changed to “the ground of their faith,” and through
faith is changed to “because of their faith” -- what translation!
The whole context, of course, is a contrast between the Mosaic
system of works and the gospel system of faith. The Jews con-
tended that the Gentiles could not be saved without circum-
cision --“except ye be circumcised after the manner of Moses,
ye cannot be saved.” The apostle’s answer was that the Jews
who had circumcision in the flesh were not justified by circum-
cision, but by faith; and the Gentiles who had no circumcision
in the flesh were justified through faith -- that is, completed
through faith without circumcision being added to it. These texts
have been manipulated by the revisers to serve the false doctrine
of justification by faith alone.

(56) Romans 4, verses 1 to 25, the entire chapter is accom-
modated to the doctrine of justification by faith alone. The text
states that “Abraham believed God, and it was counted unto
him for righteousness” --the preposition for is eis, which means
in order to; but the Revised Standard Version changes it to read
that Abraham’s faith was counted as righteousness. There is a
breadth of difference between as and in order to. In verses 10 to
12 the revisers treat us to a commentary instead of translation.
The apostle said that Abraham is the father not of the circum-
cision only, but of all “who also walk in the steps of that faith
of our father Abraham.” In the commentary on it the revisers
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interpolated “follow the example of the faith which our Father
Abraham had,” instead of “walk in the steps of that faith.” The
statement of Paul is connected with Abraham believed God:
when God called him to leave his country and kindred and go
to an unknown land, he believed God and went; when God
promised Isaac to him through Sarah who was barren and him-
self past age, his own body “as good as dead,” he believed God
and waited for the promised son; when Isaac was a lad God
commanded Abraham to offer up Isaac, the son of promise, he
believed God and obeyed the command -- and verse I2 reads,
“walk in the steps of that faith of our father Abraham” -- that
faith, the faith that believed God. The text does not say walk in
the steps of Abraham nor in the steps of Abraham’s faith--it
says walk in the steps of that faith, the faith that believed God.
The meaning of the entire passage turns on the two words
that faith.

In verse 16 “of faith” is changed to “that is why it depends
on faith"--seven words for two, and they call it translation!
In the same verse such phrases as “adherents of the law,” not in
the scripture text, are interpolated. And in verse 25 “put to
death” is inserted for “delivered” -- there is a difference be-
tween put and delivered, the malefactors were put to death,
but Jesus was delivered by Pilate after his acquittal, and Paul’s
words, “delivered for our offenses,” convey the doctrine of
atonement in terms that should not be changed; words that
mean the innocent for the guilty, the sinless for the sinner,
“delivered for our offenses, and was raised again for our justifi-
cation.” The Revised Standard Version rewrites Romans 4 and
ruins it.

(57 ) Romans 5:1-6--in verse 1 “being” is changed to “since”
and in verse 2, the words “by faith into this grace” are omitted,
and “hope of glory” is changed to “sharing”; verse 3 substitutes
“character” for experience -- a new definition for character, in-
deed! In verse 5, ‘hope maketh not ashamed’ is changed to “does
not disappoint us”; in verse 6 “in due time Christ died” is
changed to “at the right time” -- but due time is the fulness of
time, of Galatians 4:6, the time connected with God’s prophetic
word. Why such changing of the words and the writing of com-
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ments and juggling of the text? In that fashion the paraphrasing
of the latter part of the chapter -- verses 15-21 -- reads like an
English composition or a literary essay instead of translation.

(56) In the rewriting of Romans 6 -- verses 1 to 6 have some
notable examples: the word planted is changed to “united” --
but planted of verse 5 belongs with buried by baptism of verse
4, and the change destroys the parallel in the metaphor of com-
parison. In verse 7 is dead and is freed are present tenses, but
the first is changed to has died and the second is left in the
present is freed --why this mixing of tenses? The phrase is dead
denotes a state, a present state, not past, and belongs with the
present result is freed. In changing these passages the revisers
are tampering with doctrine. In verses 19-23 the translators (?)
insert “I am speaking in human terms because of your natural
limitations”! (Now, whose words are those-they are not in the
Bible) --and in verse 21 fruit is changed to “the return you
get,” reducing the text to a sales talk!

(59) Romans 7:1-3 is a bungling of the text, changing the
word married in verse 3 to live with, leaving the implication
that there is a difference between the woman living with another
man while her husband is alive and being married to another
man, as though one of these conditions would constitute adultery
but the other would not make her an adulteress -- is not adultery
to marry another man, but is adultery to live with another man
--pshaw! In verse 6, the word spirit is made to mean Spirit, or
Holy Spirit, when a novice in exegesis should know that “new-
ness of spirit” refers to the new life of the spirit of the person,
into which he is raised by baptism, in comparison with the
“newness of life” of the preceding chapter 6:4 -- a continuation
of the same argument on dead to sin, raised into “newness of
life” and “newness of spirit.” The “oldness of the letter” was
the Mosaic code, the old law, which could not impart the new-
ness of spirit. Dealing in their interpretations the translators
went wrong in their translation. From verses 8 to 25 the trans-
lators fulfill their announced intention to put into their own
words what they think the scriptures mean -- and thereby pro-
duce a commentary on the seventh chapter of Romans instead
of a translated version.
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(60) Romans 8 to 11 --in the rewriting of these chapters --
eighth, ninth, tenth,, eleventh -- there are many examples of
garbling, of mistranslating, interpretation, false theology and
wrong teaching which are confusing and bewildering to readers
familiar with the Bible language, impressing them with a con-
sciousness that they are not reading scriptural words -- the word
of God. Only a few citations can be submitted here to show the
liberties assumed by the Revised Standard Version translators in
the gross mishandling of the sacred scriptures.

1. The three laws of 8:1-4 are first, the law of the spirit of
life -- the gospel; second, the law of sin and death -- the rule
of sin; third, the law --the law of Moses. The apostle states
that the gospel makes us free, delivers us, from the rule of sin,
and that is what the law of Moses could not do. If “the law of
sin and death” mentioned here is the law of Moses, as often
said, Paul would be saying that the law of Moses could not
make one free from the law of Moses. So the law of sin, which
results in death, is the rule of sin, and the law (of Moses) could
not deliver one from its dominion -- and God sent his Son to
do what the law could not do, “that the righteousness of the
law might be fulfilled in us” --that is, the righteousness (justi-
fication) that the law sought but could not obtain is accom-
plished by the gospel. The righteousness of this passage, as in
1:16-17 --10:3, means justification, forgiveness, but the Revised
Standard Version omits the important word righteousness and
interpolates the phrase “the just requirement of the law” -- and
that is not translating, it is commenting. In this manner ad in-
finitum whole chapters are changed from the scriptural words
to the parlance of the revisers.

2. In 8:9-10 Paul equates the body with the flesh in contrast
with the spirit, but the revisers changed it to “our bodies and
your spirits,” but in verse 13 they inconsistently retain the body.
The word bodies and spirits, substituted by the revisers, alter the
meaning and significance of the apostle’s statements.

3. In Romans 8 the term Spirit is employed in several senses --
the human spirit, one'ss disposition or mind, the spirit of the serv-
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ant or slave, the spirit of the son or sonship versus slavery or
servants, the spirit or mind of Christ, the Spirit of God and the
Holy Spirit. The revisers confuse these various uses of the word,
in some places making the Spirit an experiential influence and in
others mistaking the human spirit or spirit of the person for the
Holy Spirit. An example of this mistaken use is in verses 26, 27
which are here reserved for later comment.

4. In 8:18-25 the “creature” and the “creation” are translated
to mean the future condition and state of the material earth,
which is the basis of the arguments of both the Universalists and
the Premillennialists. How could the material earth be subject to
“the glorious liberty of the children of God,” since the scriptures
teach that it will be destroyed, and the new heaven and earth
will not be this mundane sphere. (For explanation, of this pas-
sage the reader is referred to the Commentary on Romans, by
R. L. Whiteside)

5. In 8:28 the revisers change the two words all things to the
one word everything, and render the passage to mean that every-
thing that happens to one is for his good if he loves God! The
“all things” of Romans 8:28 are the same “all things” of Ephes-
ians 1: 10-11: “that in the dispensation of the fulness of times he
might gather together in one all things in Christ.” Romans 8:28
reads: “All things work together for good to them that love God,
to them who are the called according to his purpose.” Here the
apostle equates “them that love God” with “the called according
to his purpose.” The Ephesian passage has the phrase “after
the counsel of his will” --so both passages refer to God’s plan of
redemption, and there is no difference in “gathered together” in
the Ephesian passage and “work together” in the Roman pas-
sage. The all things of the old dispensation were gathered togeth-
er in one complete whole in Christ according to the Ephesian
passage, and all things pertaining to man’s redemption work
together for the good of the called according to the gospel. But
the revisers omit the called, change the noun to a verb, and
change all things to everything! The rendering of the Revised
Standard Version is a mistranslation of the text and a misapplica-
tion of its meaning.
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8. In 8:27 the revisers change the pronoun he to the proper
noun Spirit, making it mean the Holy Spirit, which is not true.
The verse reads: “And he that searcheth the hearts knoweth the
mind of the Spirit, because he maketh intercession for the saints
according to the will of God.” The pronouns he in the two refer-
ences in the verse are the same he -- he that searches the heart
is the same he that makes intercession for us. But the revisers
changed the second he to mean the Holy Spirit, whereas it refers
to Christ our intercessor. It is an unwarranted change, no matter
what they may think it means, for the text does not have the
word Spirit in that place in the passage. The “Spirit” of this pas-
sage that makes intercession with groans that cannot be uttered
is the human spirit.

The context of the two verses indicates clearly that the groan-
ing is done by the spirit of the one who is praying. The word
groanings indicates yearning --our own spirit groans with yearn-
ing which we cannot utter, which we cannot make vocal, or
put into words: “For we know not what we should pray for as
we ought,” but Christ our intercessor who searches the heart and
knows the mind of the spirit (the spirit of the one who is pray-
ing) “maketh intercession for the saints according to the will of
God.” To make the spirit here mean the Holy Spirit would have
the Holy Spirit searching his own mind; and to make it mean
that God knows the mind of the Holy Spirit could have no point,
for the Holy Spirit is equivalent to the Spirit of God. It would
amount to saying that God knows his own mind.

The entire context is based on the initial statement: “for we
know not what we should pray for as we ought.” The “infirmity”
mentioned is the inability of the mind to put into words our
yearnings and our own spirit “helpeth our infirmities” by making
intercession through the groanings, and Christ who searches the
heart and knows the mind of the one who is praying -- who
knows the yearnings and the desires which the spirit of the sup-
plicant is unable to express --he (Christ, our mediator) bears
the intercession of our own spirit to God “because he maketh
intercession for the saints according to the will of God.” There
is but one divine Intercessor, one Mediator -- Jesus Christ, not
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the Holy Spirit --therefore, the revisers were wrong in changing
the pronoun he in verse 27 to the proper noun Spirit for the text
does not so read, and it is misinterpretation added to mistransla-
tion.

Worthy of space here is the commentary of Alexander Camp-
bell on Romans 8:26-27 in the Millennial Harbinger, Volume 1,
page 111. In answer to the question, does the Holy Spirit inter-
cede for Christians, he submits a critical analysis of the eighth
chapter of Romans, in reply to a published criticism of the
Campbell lecture on the whole chapter, as the means of proving
that the Spirit in verses 26-27 refers not to Holy Spirit but to the
human spirit --our own spirit. Under the original caption,
Christianos And The Eighth Chapter Of Romans, the synopsis
is here reprinted in full:

CHRISTIANOS AND THE EIGHTH CHARTER
( By Alexander Campbell )

OF ROMANS

A writer in the Religious Herald, signed "Christianos" has tak-
en a prodigious alarm, and vows that he will sound an alarm on
some holy mountain in the plains of the Bowling Green. And
what is the alarm? He sees, or thinks he sees, “some attempts to
banish the persuasion of a divine operation upon the soul of
man” --"a sentiment which ought to make every Christian shud-
der” --“and other items of grievous import”; such as man’s
ability to obey the gospel, the identity of baptism and being
born of water and the Spirit, what he calls regeneration. He sees,
or thinks he sees, other monsters squinting at a rejection of the
atonement. All these he sees like a race of giants springing from
the stones Deucalion threw over his shoulder. Such spectres haunt
the imagination of this timorous unknown Christianos.

I sincerely pity every man who is the subject of such periodi-
cal paroxisms. Whether to recommend a shower bath, or an
electrifying machine, I know not; but I presume something is
necessary to give a healthy tone to his nervous system. To have
cured the good Richard Baxter of the hydrophobia, and the mild
Christianos of such spasmodic affections, perhaps may be equal-
ly beyond the skill of the medical and spiritual faculty.
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This fit was brought on by hearing me lecture upon the eighth
chapter of the Romans, in the Bowling Green, Caroline county,
Va. in January last. Had I known that such a nervous hearer was
in the congregation, I might, have been more cautious. But my
ignorance, I hope, will excuse me. We shall, however, examine
into the cause. It is this: I gave a view of the 26th verse which
did not accord with the philosophy of Christianos. And such is,
or appears to be, the temperament of Christianos, that, if a fav-
orite text is not applied as he has been wont to apply it, the
church is in danger! The essential doctrine is denied! His confi-
dence is gone. His eye is jaundiced. “He sickens by the very
means of health.” With him “a divine operation upon the soul”
is the life’s blood of Christianity. My discourse in the Bowling
Green was to declare for practical purposes a divine operation
upon the bodies of the saints. Now I teach both a divine opera-
tion by moral means upon the soul, a n d  a physical operation upon
the bodies of the saints. This is a fair statement of the case. I
know of but two kinds of power in the universe. The one is
moral, and the other physical. The minds of Christians is the
subject of the former, and their bodies will be the subject of the
latter. I make the statement for the benefit of Christianos and
all who have drunk out of the human fountains of theology. The
Spirit of God, clothed in the gospel institution, is the operator in
the one case; and that same agent which raised to life again the
dead body of Jesus and gave it immortality, will exhibit itself in
the other.

But these admirers of Fuller and Gill, these adorers of St.
Andrews and St. John, are alarmed if a single text is not applied
according to their direction. So entrammelled are their minds
with the cords of their system, they never can progress farther
than the spider whose walks are measured by the thread he
weaves out of his own bowels.

I selected the 8th chapter of Romans, from the 17th verse to
the end, as a proper subject from which to enforce with exhorta-
tions this most consoling hope, that our bodies shall be the sub-
ject of a divine and supernatural operation. I shall, for the sake
of some who have solicited it, and for the sake of others who
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have misrepresented that discourse, and especially with a view
to relieve Christianos, give a very condensed view of that branch
of my discourse based on that section of the 8th chapter. Premis-
ing here what I said there, that, in the views given of the 26th
verse, I had no authority nor countenance from any of the living,
nor from any of the writers on that epistle now dead, that I
know of. I gave it as resting solely upon my own judgment, and
therefore wished all to examine it with caution and candor.

The following is an outline given of the whole section: All
Christians are heirs of God and joint heirs with Christ in the
future and eternal inheritance. If, therefore, we hold fast our
begun confidence unshaken to the end; if persecutions and bodi-
ly afflictions cause us not to apostatize; if, in one word, we suffer
with Christ, we shall be glorified with him at the resurrection.
To patience and perseverance, therefore, I exhort, because of
the certainty and the magnitude of the glory to be revealed in us
and upon our bodies when the Lord comes.

So high, argues he, are my conceptions of the glory to be
displayed at the resurrection, that I do not reckon the sufferings
of this present time, in their most complicated and appalling
form, as worthy to be compared with that glory which shall be
revealed in our persons at the resurrection. The most earnest
desire and longing expectation of mankind, of the sensitive crea-
tion, waits for nothing, anticipates nothing more desirable, more
transporting, than the full development of the saints in their
glorified bodies as the sons of God. We are not yet revealed in
person as the sons of God. The world knoweth us not; we know
not the beauty and majesty of our immortal bodies; but we know
that we shall be like the Son of God in personal beauty and
glory. To decay, corruption, and worms, or to vanity, this crea-
tion, these mortal bodies of ours have been subjected; not, how-
ever, as a voluntary agent subjects himself to a master; but by
him we are subjected to this vanity or corruption, in hope; yes, to
a hope that this very creation, these mortal bodies of ours shall
be freed from the slavery of this corruption that they may en-
joy the glorious freedom from corruption which belongs to them
who are children of God.
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For we know that this whole creation is groaning together, and
even till now are all in pain, as a woman in travail. Nay, even
they who have the firstfruits of the Spirit, even we ourselves,
are groaning within ourselves, waiting for an adoption -- I
mean, the redemption of our bodies from the dominion of mor-
tality. For to this hope we have escaped, and by it we are sus-
tained. But remember it is hope, and not enjoyment; for hope
attained is not hope; for what a man enjoys he does not hope for.
But, beloved, if we hope for these glorified bodies, let us pa-
tiently wait for them. ‘Tis to a patient endurance of afflictions
in these mortal bodies I exhort you.

Now if we exercise this patience in our corporeal sufferings,
the spirit helps us sustain these bodily infirmities; for we do not
know when oppressed with bodily pains and infirmities, what
we should pray for as suitable to our condition. I, Paul, when
groaning under these infirmities, have repeatedly prayed to be
delivered from some trials, but the Lord did not deliver me as I
expected, or as I prayed, but in a way which I did not expect.
I say, then, the spirit itself speaks for us to God; it intercedes for
our deliverance by groans which cannot be expressed in words.
For although our spirit groans under these bodily afflictions and
infirmities, and cannot give utterance to its own desires; yet when
patiently bearing these trials, its groans have a meaning which
is understood. Yes, he who searches the heart knows what these
groans mean, He knows the bent of the spirit; he knows that it
desires deliverance for the saints according to the will of God.
And although we may not understand the design or the utility
of these afflictions which make our spirits groan, we know that
all things are working together for good to them who Iove God,
to them who are according to previous purpose, are now actually
called. For those who love God, whom he before approved, even
these he marked out beforehand to be a form the same as that of
the image of his Son; that, as they had borne the image of
Adam the first, so exactly they shall wear the image of Adam the
second; so that the only difference between him and his joint-
heirs, between the Son and the children of God, will be, that
he is the firstborn from the dead; and they, the children, the
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second birth of the resurrection. And permit me to add, that
those whom he predestinated, or before marked out to be of a
like form and glory with his Son, he has now actually called and
acquitted them; he has pardoned them, and glorified them with
the title, rank and spirit of sons of God. So that we are now the
sons of God, though not revealed as such. We know, then, breth-
ren, that when this earthly house of our tabernacle is dissolved,
we have a building of God, a house not made with hands, etern-
al in the heavens. For in this creation we groan in the earnest
expectation and desire to clothe ourselves with that house of
ours, that heavenly habitation; and surely, having that on, we
shall not be found naked. For, indeed, we who are in this dwell-
ing do groan, being loaded with a burden, for which we do not
wish to unclothe ourselves, but to be clothed with immortality,
that what is mortal may be swallowed up of life. (I Corinthians
5:1 -- This passage very much justifies this view of Romans 8).

What, then, can we say to these things? God being for us, who
can be against us? He who spared not his own Son, but delivered
him up for us all, how can it be that he will withhold less favors
from us! Will he not, with this inestimable gift, freely give us
all things! Who shall lodge an accusation against them whom
God has chosen? God who acquits them! No. Who shall con-
demn them? Christ who died for them! Rather, indeed, who is
raised up for them, placed at the right hand of God, and who
intercedes for us! Who, then, shall separate us from the love of
Christ which burns within us? That love which we have for him,
who shall extinguish it? Shall tribulation, bodily distress, persecu-
tion, famine, nakedness, peril, or the sword of our enemies? True,
indeed, to these we are exposed; for so a prophet foretold -- “for
his sake we are killed all the day long, we are accounted as
sheep for the slaughter.” We, indeed, in all these bodily suffer-
ings, are more than conquerors through him who first loved us,
and called us into his kingdom and glory. Though I thus expos-
tulate with you, brethren, I am persuaded that neither bodily
sufferings, nor persecutions; nay, not death itself, nor the promise
of this life, nor angels, principalities, nor powers on earth, nor
things present, nor future; nor height, nor depth, nor any other
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created being, shall be able to separate us from loving God, from
the love of him which is produced in us through Jesus Christ
our Lord.

Such was the view given of this passage. This was the cause
of the alarm! Now, candid reader, I ask you, is there not a unity,
a correspondence, a perfect compatibility in this whole section
with that one object avowed in the introduction; with that posi-
tion which gave rise to it, viz. -- “If we suffer with him, that so
we may be glorified together with him.” Does he not declare the
grand purpose of God to be, to conform the saints in their bodies
hereafter, as in their minds now, to the image of his Son? Has
he not promised to change our humble bodies into a form like
to his own glorious body, according to that strong working by
which he is able to subdue all things to himself? And is this not
the hope from which the Apostle exhorts to patience under bodi-
ly sufferings?

But we differed from Matthew Henry, from John Wesley, and
from John Gill. The former argued the restoration of the brutal
creation from this passage. And the latter, with a hundred others,
made the spirit of man, in verse 26th, the Spirit of God; or
rather, the spirit of patience the Spirit of God “in his official
character.” Christianos sees through his green glasses some
squinting here against a divine operation upon the soul! For
my part, I have no squinting, in right or left eye. I have no sys-
tem to squint to, nor any to squint against. I wish to look straight
forward to the infallible guide. And this way of interpreting
scripture to aid a system is most obnoxious to my aversion, be-
cause I think it is profaning the oracle of God, and destructive
to all true piety.

It is true that I have given a meaning to the 26th verse which
is not fashionable; but I hope that none will reject it on that
account, until they examine the passage and compare it with the
reference alluded to in it. I do not here give the arguments, nor
the criticisms by which this view is supported. I simply present
the view itself. And I ask, is it either immoral or irreligious in its
tendency? Nay, is it not most moral and religious, most practical
in its tendency? But I make no bond of union, no term of com-
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munion, no condition of fellowship in the adoption or rejection
of it. I have no such intolerant spirit. I offer it as favor to those
who seek for instruction. If they tell me they cannot receive it,
I feel no indignation. If they acquiesce in it, I feel no complacen-
cy in them unless their lips and lives agree. But if Christianos
denounces me on this account, let him prove that he is not in-
tolerant as a Pope, and let him give us a connected view of the
whole passage.

I will suggest to him the following hints in approving or con-
demning according to his superior judgment: --

1. There is no adjunct or epithet attached to the term spirit,
in t h e  26th verse, which would authorize the conclusion that the
Spirit of God is referred to.

2. To represent the Spirit of God as interceding for the saints,
is incompatible with any office or work assigned to the Spirit in
any passage in the Old or New Testament. He cannot furnish a
sentence in all the volumes of revelation that looks like it.

3. Paul, in this context, represents the Lord Jesus as interced-
ing for us. QUERY. --Does the Holy Spirit and the Saviour sus-
tain the same office?

4. Why should the Spirit of God use groans which cannot be
expressed in words? Does this weakness belong to that Divine
Agent?

5. In some versions, in Thomson’s, and in the King’s transla-
tion, it reads, “He or it makes intercession for the saints accord-
ing to the will of God.” Is it admissible to say that the Spirit of
God, in this or any given case, makes intercession for the saints
according to the will of God, or according to God? The Spirit of
God, acting according to the will of God, in any one case, im-
plies an incongruity for which there is no analogy in the book
of God.

6. If I were to make this matter plain to a child, I would ask
what propriety in saying that these groans were examined in the
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heart and understood in the heart by God, if the Spirit of God
uttered these groans himself?

An inattention to the Hebraisms in Paul’s style, and in the
style of the New Testament, has given rise to some difficulties.
Why a man’s spirit could speak for himself or intercede for him-
self, or how the first person and the third person can be applied
indiscriminately to the same being, at the same time, is a puzzle
to some. But to those who study the style of the New Testament
such usages will not appear strange. “Jesus rejoiced in spirit”;
“shall I come to you in the spirit of meekness?“; “Lord Jesus re-
ceive my spirit”; “I will pray with the spirit”; “Paul was pressed
in spirit”; “I go bound in spirit”; ‘be renewed in the spirit of
your mind.” The pronoun I represents the whole person; but
how often in all languages is the body and the spirit personified
and distinguished from one another, so that I represents the one,
and you and it the other? The love of God, denotes both our
love to him, and sometimes his love to us. I know, said Jesus,
that you have not the love of God in you. This is the love of God,
that we keep his commandments. Keep yourselves in the l o v e  of
God --are instances of the former. In this was the love of God
manifested. Hereby perceive we the love of God -- are examples
of the latter. In Romans 8:39, it must mean our love to God,
because afflictions and persecutions could not cause the love of
God towards us to abate; but they might be supposed to lessen
our love of God. These hints I suggest to him, or to any other
person, who may take a different view of this passage.

To conclude. What a consolation to Christians, that, when
groaning under afflictions, and unable how to express them-
selves, not knowing what to ask, their groans, which they cannot
turn into language, have a meaning which God understands and
regards. A patient spirit sustains infirmity, lightens the weight of
persecution, and has a language more eloquent than the voice of
words, and prays more effectually than any form of expression
which the most fruitful imagination could invent. -- Alexander
Campbell.
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This treatise on The Eighth Chapter Of Romans was a master-
piece of Alexander Campbell in 1830, and now one hundred
forty years later it is timely, and especially beneficial for teachers
and preachers in our own brotherhood who have mistaken the
spirit of Romans 8:26 to be the Holy Spirit, and have thereby
caused confusion and misunderstanding concerning the mission
and medium of the Holy Spirit. This Campbell dissertation is
recommended to them for study and assimilation.

(61) Continuing the exposures of perversions in Romans 9
through 11-in 9:3, the apostle said, “I could wish that myself
were accursed from Christ for my brethren, my kinsmen accord-
ing to the flesh.” For the one word accursed, the revisers put the
phrase “accursed and cut off” -- why the phrase when the text
has only the one word? In verse 3 the word race is substituted for
flesh, but in verse 5, the same word for flesh is retained and the
word race inserted extra, so that both words are in verse 5, in
the face of the fact that the word flesh is the one word in the
text. And in verse 5, where the apostle makes the sublime declar-
ation that “of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who
is over all, God blessed forever” -- the pen-happy revisers
changed it to “God who is over all be blessed forever.” The
declaration of Paul is thus changed. The passage clearly states
that concerning the flesh Christ is over all and God blessed for-
ever: it is Christ who is God blessed forever1 In verse 8 the chil-
dren of promise counted for the seed is changed to "as descen-
dants,” and that is not the same for the connotation of the seed
in these passages is specific, while the word “descendants” is
general --not all the descendants of Abraham are the seed (see
Galatians 3:16). The word seed is the Bible word and to substi-
tute descendants is wrong in both translation and teaching. In
verse 16, the apostle states that election is not “of him” (man)
but “of God,” meaning of course that God is its author and
source, not man --but the text-changers insert “it depends not
upon man’s will or exertion,” thus making it unconditional! The
election is not of man, to be sure -- it is of God -- but it does
depend on man’s will, the exercise of it, and upon his exertion,
being of the right character to obtain it. So here again and ad
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infinitum is exemplified the erroneous teaching, the doctrinal er-
rors of the pseudo-version.

(62) In verses 19-33 the apostle uses the analogy of the potter
and the clay to teach that not the Jews only but the Gentiles also
could be clay in the potter’s hand to be formed into righteous-
ness or justification; although the potter had power over the clay,
the subjects by their own volition became the right or wrong kind
of clay for the molding, and the right clay resulted in “the right-
eousness of faith,” which is justicication by the gospel, not by
the law -- but the revisionists in verse 31 change the law (of
Moses) to “based on law”; and in verse 32 the works of the law
is changed to “based on works” -- leaving out of the law they
changed the text to based on works, and put a period at works!
In so doing they make the usual mistake of denominational
theologians in their opposition to “salvation by works” -- that is,
the failure to distinguish the difference between works and
works of the law, the law of Moses. Leaving out “of the law”
in verse 32 could not have been less than deliberate. And the
rewording of chapter 9 lends favor to the doctrine of uncondi-
tional election and reprobation.

The quotation from Isaiah on the salvation of the remnant, that
the Lord would “finish the work” and “a short work will the
Lord make” is changed to “the Lord will execute his sentence
upon the earth with rigor and dispatch”--a sentence the words
of which the prophet did not use at all -- and the chapter closes
rewording another quotation of the prophet Isaiah, thus adding
deliberate misquotation to flagrant mistranslation.

(63) In Romans 10 the following deletions are made: in verse
4 the whole phrase “for righteousness to every one that be-
lieveth,” the doctrinal heart of the passage, is omitted. The pas-
sage reads “for Christ is the end of the law for righteousness to
every one that believeth" --meaning that Christ accomplished
the end, the purpose, which the law had but could not itself
accomplish. In the phrase for righteousness, the preposition for
is eis --in order to --so Christ accomplished the end of the law
in order to righteousness. By the omission of the whole phrase
the vital doctrine of the text is vitiated.
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(64) The familiar verse of 10:10, “For with the heart man
believeth unto righteousness; and with the mouth confession is
made unto salvation,” is mutilated by the omissions of believeth
unto righteousness and with the mouth confession is made unto
salvation --so the translationists assumed they were able to re-
write the statement of this great passage better than the apostle
himself wrote it to the Romans, for they changed the prepositions
pronouns and adverbs!

(65) In 10:15 the glad phrase preach the gospel of peace is
changed to the less significant “preach good news.” The procla-
mation of “the gospel of peace” consists of the well-known, im-
portant, definitive words gospel of peace, and simply “good
news” is not an adequate translation.

(66) In 10:17 the word of God is omitted and replaced with
“what is heard.” This passage is known to all who quote the
scriptures: “So then faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the
word of God” -- and it is the conclusion from verse 16, “but they
have not all obeyed the gospel” -- so faith comes by hearing the
word of God, the gospel, and the less specific term “what is
heard” is not what the apostle said and is not a translation of
what he wrote in Romans 10:17, and we have witnessed another
ruination of a great gospel passage. The apostle’s phrase “the
word of God” refers to the quotations from the prophets -- “the
scripture saith” and “for Isaiah saith”--that is the word of God
spoken by the prophets. The revisers confuse the apostle’s state-
ments.

(67) In chapter 11 the apostle mentions the blindness in part
which happened to Israel and explained that when the fulness of
the Gentiles took place this blindness or hardness would be com-
plete. But the new revisers have reworded the text to read “part
of Israel” were hardened until the fulness of the Gentiles, after
which all Israel would be restored. The text teaches that the
blindness was partial --it was the hardness that was in part --
until the fulness of the Gentiles, then the blindness or hardness
of Israel would be complete. But the apostle had described
through chapters 10 and 11 how the remnant would be saved by
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their acceptance of the gospel -- and in 11:26 he concluded by
saying, “so all Israel shall be saved.” The word so is an adverb
of manner and shall is a verb of conditional futurity, so upon the
same conditions and in the same manner as the remnant all of Is-
rael should be saved, if they were to be saved at all. It was
therefore individual to every Israelite, and was not national. But
the Revised Standard Version translators changed the conditional
verb shall to the unconditional verb will and made it read that
all Israel will be saved, and by so doing the passage is made to
teach the restoration of national Israel, which is the false doctrine
of premillennialism. But Romans 11:26 only states the conditions
upon which all of Israel, like the remnant, should be saved --
and the revisionists have changed these verses to implement false
doctrine.

(68) The paraphrasis of Chapter 13 falls far short of improve-
ment in text and is a bold example of the inferiority of language
throughout the chapter.

(69) In chapter 14:1 the apostle exhorted them concerning the
eating of meats: “Him that is weak in faith receive ye, but not
to doubtful disputations” --that one whose faith was weak on
the question should not be received in a patronizing manner with
attitude of reluctance, as holding him in doubt -- but the new
revisers changed the rendering to “disputes over opinions,” or
disputing with him over opinions. That is not the point of the
passage --it refers to the manner of receiving the weak brother,
not belittling him with reluctance, in a patronizing attitude, but
to hold him in full reception with all other members. The change
made instead of interpretation here is a misinterpretation of the
passage and its import.

(70) Compare chapter 14:9 with the new version. The text
reads: “For to this end Christ both died, and rose, and revived,
that he might be Lord both of the living and the dead.” The new
version omits and rose, and revived, shortening the verse to “died
and lived again” --why leave out the words and rose, and re-
vived? The elimination is unwarranted -- there is a difference --
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“rose and revived” means more than “lived.” But why these
omissions and deletions that limit meanings?

(71) Further examples of tampering with the text are scattered
through chapters 15 and 16. The beatitude of verses 5 and 6 is
so reworded with added terms and phrases that destroy beauty
and simplicity --the beauty of the beatitudes is marred wherev-
er these changes occur. Verse 17 is a sample of poor revision in
changing the apostle’s use of the word glory to the word “proud.”
In verse 21 the words of the prophet are changed in the quota-
tion; and in verse 29 of the gospel is deleted from the apostle’s
statement, “I shall come in the fulness of the blessing of the
gospel of Christ” -- the change destroys the phrase the gospel of
Christ, the blessings of which were the apostle’s reference, the
blessings of the gospel of Christ. What reason could there be to
rewrite a verse of such import and meaning? And in the bene-
diction of verse 33 the word now is dropped -- “Now the Cod of
peace be with you all” --why eliminate now, the first word of
the benediction, it belongs there.

In 16:1 the word servant is replaced with "deaconess," which
implies an office and is not consistent with Titus 1 and 1 Timothy
3. The one hundred forty-eight translators of the King James
and American Standard versions were not willing to so translate it.
The word is used in its simple sense, as is so often the case, as
of the word angel, and does not designate an office.

In 16:17 Paul’s exhortation to mark them which cause divisions
is changed to “take note,” which is quite a modification of the
apostolic command; and cause divisions and offences is changed
to “create dissensions and difficulties” -- substituting “create”
for cause, words that do not have the same meaning; and sub-
stituting “opposition” for contrary to the doctrine.

In verses 25-26 the Bible expression since the world began is
changed to “long ages,” quite a difference, indeed! And to the
words made known to all nations is added “through the prophetic
writings,” with a juggling of textual phrases that clouds the
meaning of the text, The application of the passage is to the
preaching of the gospel to all nations for the obedience of faith
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and has reference to the great commission. This gospel plan
called the mystery, was kept secret since the world began, but
now is made known through the preaching of it under the com-
mission to all nations. The revisers interpolate their comments on
the passage into the text and call it translation.

The apostolic doxology of the Roman epistle is 16:27: ‘To God
only wise, be glory through Jesus Christ forever.” The elegance
of this benedictory language should not be altered In later and
more recent versions it is changed from God only wise to “only
wise God,” and if it is claimed that there is not a doctrinal es-
sential point involved in transposing the word wise, there is
nevertheless a point, and a very interesting and strong point. In
the phrase God only wise, the word wise is a noun, while in “the
only wise God” wise is an adjective -- in the revisions the noun
is changed to an adjective and it does make a difference in the
particular meaning. We are aware that it is used both ways in
two passages, Romans 16:27, and Jude 25 which reads “only
wise God,” but this fact is the proof that there are two points
emphasized in the noun and adjective forms which should not
be obliterated. The use of the adjective form “only wise God”
is in contrast with heathen gods which were dumb gods, not wise
gods; but the use of the noun form God only wise means the
Being who is only wise, infinitely wise, without limitation. The
adjective form and the noun form are not synonymous in mean-
ing and the distinction should not be eliminated by modern
translation. We are not unaware that the Revised Standard Ver-
sion follows the rendering of the American Standard Version in
this instance, but this fact provides an example in proof that the
Authorized (King James) Version is the superior version in de-
tails of technical accuracy, with elegance of style and beauty of
diction combined. There is a decided tendency in all of the mod-
ern versions to leave no part of our New Testament unchanged.

(72) Beginning with Corinthians, chapter 1:2 mentions “them
that are sanctified in Christ Jesus” which the revisers rendered
"to those consecrated” in the first edition of the Revised Stand-
ard Version (1946), but six years later (1952) in the second
edition they switched their translation back to sanctified, on the
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ground of many protests from many sources against the change
they had made in this test --so they switched! If sanctified is
the right word why did they change it to “consecrated,” and if
sanctified is not the right word why did they switch back to it
under protest? The Chairman of the translating committee vol-
unteered the information that there were about two hundred
changes in their translations in the six years between the first and
second editions -- how can such translators (?) be trusted?

(73) In chapter 2:2 the apostle stated that he was “determined
not to know anything among you, save Jesus Christ, and him
crucified.” The revised version changes determined to “decided”
and has the apostle to say that he decided what to preach --
but the Holy Spirit decided what the inspired apostle was com-
missioned to preach, and Paul determined to preach what the
Holy Spirit decided!

(74) In 2:10 the apostle states that "the Spirit searcheth all
things,” referring to “the things which God prepared,” of verse
9, and “the things of God,” of verse 11. But the revised version
put the word “what” for things in verse 9, and changed things
in verse 10 to “everything,” and the revisers have the Holy Spirit
searching everything! But in verse 13 the apostle defined the
things which the Spirit searched and revealed: “Which things
also we speak, not in words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but
which the Holy Spirit teacheth." The Spirit searcheth a l l  things
pertaining to revelation, the things of God which these verses
mention -- the Spirit does not search “everything” in the material
world, but the things God hath revealed unto us b y  his Spirit,
as stated in the passage itself -- the a l l  things of God’s plan
for the redemption and salvation of man.

(75) In 2: 14 is one of the most important passages of the
Corinthian epistle: “But the natural man receiveth not the things
of the Spirit of Cod: for they are foolishness unto him: neither
can he know them, because they are spiritually discerned.” The
context of both chapter 1 and chapter 2 makes it clear that the
natural man is the man of natural knowledge and wisdom which
is compared and contrasted with divine revelation throughout
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the first and second chapters -- and this man of natural knowl-
edge cannot receive the things of revelation through his natural
channels of knowledge, neither can he know them through natur-
al means. The chemist is a natural man who can ascertain things
of that classification through his laboratory experiments, but he
cannot receive the things of revelation through his chemical pro-
cesses. The geologist is a natural man who can ascertain things
that belong to geology in the earth and the rocks, strata laid
upon strata, but he cannot receive the things of revelation through
his drill. The astronomer is a natural man who can peer through
his telescope into the heavens and ascertain things astronomical
and astrophysical, but he cannot receive through his telescope
the things that belong to revelation. All scientists are natural
men, but they cannot ascertain through scientific research “the
things of the Spirit of God . . . because they are spiritually
discerned"--they were necessarily revealed by the Holy Spirit
through the inspired apostles, as stated in verses 10-13.

Now, for complete mutilation of a scriptural text read the
Revised Standard Version on verse 14. The natural man is
changed to “unspiritual man” -- the unregenerated man; and
cannot know is changed to “not able to understand.” But Paul
did not say the natural man cannot understand these spiritual
things --the apostle said that the natural man cannot know
them, that is, through the channels of his natural knowledge, be
cause they must be revealed; but having been revealed he can
and does understand divine revelation -- the things of God, re-
vealed by the Holy Spirit through the word of God, for Paul said
in the conclusion of verse 16, but we (apostles) have the mind of
Christ, that is, the knowledge of Christ through inspiration.

In the perversion of this preeminent passage the revisers have
reverted to the old threadbare theology that the alien sinner with
his unregenerated nature of original sin and natural depravity
cannot understand spiritual things -- and this perversive theory
was the soil that seeded the basic theology of the twin doctrines
of the immediate operation of the Holy Spirit to regenerate the
natural man so that he can understand the things of the Spirit!
And the Revised Standard Version has implemented this wrong
theology in the rewritten text of 1 Corinthians 2:14.
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(76) In chapter 5:1 reference is made to the case of incest,
the man who had his father’s wife, and Paul said: “It is reported
commonly that there is fornication among you, and such fornica-
tion as is not so much named among the Gentiles” -- and here
the revisers struck out fornication and put in the word “immoral-
ity.” Obviously, fornication is a specific act, but the term "im-
morality” is general, and not all immorality is fornication. The
word for fornication is porneia and is consistently translated for-
nication twenty-six times in the Bible text; and to commit forni-
cation is porneuo, a form of the same word, is so translated seven
times; and ekporneuo one time (Jude 7) ; and pornos, another
form of the same word for fornicator five times -- so altogether
thirty-nine times this word is consistently translated fornication
in the Bible. But the same word is translated six different ways
by the new revisers: immorality, 13 times; unchastity, five times;
impure passion, 2 times; fornication, 6 times; and three words
unrighteous, fornication, wickedness (Romans 1:29) combined
by the new revisers into the one phrase “all manner of wicked-
ness”! Thusly, out of thirty-nine verses in which porneiu, the
word for fornication, occurs, it is so translated only six times!
Everywhere else it is changed to tone down the word according
to the fancy of the new translators. In the book of Revelation
alone the word porneia occurs seven times, but only three
times is it so translated-- according to the new revisers, the
fornication -- porneia -- of Jezebel (2:21) was immorality; the
fornication -- porneia --of Babylon (14:8-18:3) was impure
passion; but the fornication --porneia -- of the kings and of
the woman ( 17:2, 4 --19:2) was only fornication!

Translation? Umph!

(77) The passage in chapter 7:36 concerning instructions to
the father of virgin daughters is perverted by the new translators,
changing the virgin from the father’s daughter to another man
to whom the virgin is betrothed, advising him to be free in his
behaviour, which would allow sexual satisfaction "if his passions
are strong,” to do “what he will,” and “he does not sin” in such
pre-marital relations. The text, of course, refers to the behaviour
of the father toward his virgin daughter “past the flower of her
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age” in reference to his permission for her to marry against ex-
pediency “for the present distress” -- he does not sin in giving
the virgin daughter permission to marry. The rendition of the
Revised Standard Version is perversity at its worst and would be
a delectable proof-text for the “new morality” propagandists.

(78) In chapter 7, verses 6,12,25, Paul mentions his speaking
“by permission” and “to the rest speak I, not the Lord” and "my
judgment.” The new translators take inspiration out of Paul’s
teaching in these instances by the inserting in verse 25 “I give
my opinion,” in the place of my judgment. The reference is not
to Paul’s personal judgment or opinion, but to his inspired judg-
ment. Compare Acts 15:19 where the apostle James handed down
an apostolic decision in the words this is my sentence -- but it
was not his personal sentence or decree, rather his inspired sen-
tence. And in Ephesians 3:4 Paul said whereby, when ye read,
ye may understand my knowledge in the mystery of Christ” --
but this was not Paul’s personal knowledge, rather his inspired
knowledge. So in 1 Corinthians 7:25 the apostle’s reference to
my judgment does not mean his personal judgment, rather his in-
spired judgment; and the permission of verse 6, was the permis-
sion of the Holy Spirit --inspiration; and to the rest speak I, not
the Lord, of verse 12, was likewise inspired instruction, advice
and admonition. Jesus had said to his apostles that he had not
told them all things because the time had not come for some
things to be revealed (John 16:12-13) and that these things were
reserved for the Holy Spirit to afterward reveal. Consistent with
the Lord’s promise the apostle stated in verse 12 I say not the
Lord -- that is, he was saying by inspiration things which had
not been included in the Lord’s own teaching -- but the apostle
declared his inspiration by adding in his conclusion: I have the
Spirit of God -- verse 49 --and that covers the permission of
verse 6, the I say of verse 12, and my judgment of verse 25.

(79) In chapter 9:27 the apostle said: Lest that by any means,
when I have preached to others, I myself should be a castaway.
The revisers render castaway “disqualified” -- but this word
"castaway" is adokimos, and is the same word for reprobate in
six other passages as follows: Romans 1:28, God gave them over
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to a reprobate mind; 2 Corinthians 13:5,6,7, except ye be repro-
bates --we are not reprobates --we be as reprobates; 2 Timo-
thy 3:8, reprobate concerning the faith; Titus 1:16, disobedient,
and to every good work reprobate. So Paul declared that if he
did not bring his own body into subjection, after preaching the
gospel to others, he himself could be a castaway or be reprobate--
by translating the word “disqualified” the translaters were evi-
dently attempting to circumvent the possibility of apostasy.

(80) The revised language of chapter 13 is inferior to the Bible
text throughout: as examples, the revisers substitute the word
“wrong” for iniquity the word “right” for truth; and mutilate
verses 8-10 in reference to the perfect and complete revelation in
contrast with that which was in part while it was in process; and
in verses 11-13 the new version misinterprets the entire argument
of the apostle on the infant and mature state of the church, the
provisional and the permanent order -- the miraculous, which
was the temporary, and complete revelation, which was the perm-
anent --and thus destroys the connection of chapter 13 with the
preceding and succeeding chapters 12 and 14 on the temporary
and provisional exercise of the miraculous endowments, desig-
nated spiritual gifts, all of which have failed, have ceased, have
vanished away, and are therefore no longer in force or within
the possibility of exercise.

(81) The great statement of Paul in 15:1 is: Moreover breth-
ren, I declare unto you the gospel which I preached unto you --
but the new translators change declare to “remind” and insert
“in what terms I preached,” and that in the name of translation!
What translation! And such examples run throughout the fif-
teenth chapter.

(82) In chapter 15:29 the new translators miss the meaning of
“baptized for the dead” by changing it to ‘baptized on behalf
of the dead” and thus translate Mormonism into the text that
living persons were baptized for dead acquaintances or loved
ones. The Roman Catholic Church teaches the doctrine of bap-
tism for the dead contrary to the conditions of pardon stated in
the New Testament, based on obedience to the gospel. Claiming
that “baptized for the dead” is a precept for the Roman ordin-
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ance, their application of it is a plain perversion, and it is no less
a perversion that the Revised Standard Version should retranslate
the passage to impart that meaning. The apostle’s reference was
to the martyrs who had died for believing and attesting the resur-
rection of the dead. They were immersed in sufferings for this
belief and testimony. Furthermore, the Corinthians and Paul
were in the constant danger of death for the same cause. The
next verses say: “Why stand we in jeopardy every hour?” . . .
“I die daily” --- he lived daily in threat of death; and “what
advantage is it if the dead rise not?” The context shows clearly
that the apostle refers here to the element of suffering as a bap-
tism of suffering, not to the element of water baptism at all. It is
the same baptism mentioned by Jesus in Luke 12:50, where Jesus
said, “I have a baptism to be baptized with; and how am I
straightened until it be accomplished,” referring to his suffering
on the cross. In the same sense Paul asks the Corinthians, What
shall they do who like Jesus are baptized in these sufferings, if
there is no resurrection of the dead; what is the gain, and what
are the inducements to such a baptism of suffering. That the
Revised Standard Version should so retranslate this text to lend
sanction to the doctrines of Mormonism and Catholicism, for
“baptism on behalf of the dead” places a grim emphasis on the
importance of adherence to the Bible versus the modem versions.

(83) In the last chapter, 16:2, the revisers change Paul’s word
order in reference to the first day of the week contribution to
“direct,” and “lay by him in store” is changed to “put something
aside and save” -- but in the 1952 edition they rewrite their
own rendering to “store up” --how can we trust their version if
they cannot trust their own translation?

(84) And in the apostle’s final admonition to the Corinthians
in this first epistle, he said: “Watch ye, stand fast in the faith”
--and here the revisers take out the significant term the faith
and put in the phrase your faith. Why change the definite article
the to the personal pronoun “your”? There is a breadth of dif-
ference between the faith and “your faith.” The passage con-
nects in meaning and teaching with Jude 3, “earnestly contend
for the faith.” Why change it? The only answer is, if they did not
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rewrite these verses in the Bible their book could not be a “re-
vised standard version”!

(85) Second Corinthians is a mixture of misinterpretation and
mistranslation. Chapter 3 is full of examples. In verse 3 Paul
stated that the Corinthian church was declared to be “the epistle
of Christ ministered by us, written not with ink, but with the
Spirit of the living God.” The revisers changed epistle of Christ
to “a letter from Christ” -- but the metaphor is that the Corinth-
ian church was itself figuratively the epistle of Christ, and the
declaration ministered by us meant that it, the Corinthian church,
was established by Paul; and written not with ink, but with the
Spirit, not in tables of stone (the decalogue) but tables of the
heart, referred to how Paul established the Corinthian church by
preaching the gospel to them: “I have begotten you through the
gospel” and “I declare unto you the gospel which I preached
unto you” --this is how Paul established the church, figuratively
speaking, as the spiritual epistle of Christ, and how it was min-
istered not with ink but with the Spirit through the gospel --
and by this analysis Paul exemplified his apostolic credentials in
answer to the Judaizers who sought to discredit him -- the
Corinthian church was itself the proof of his inspired apostleship.
The revisers missed the meaning completely, and in the rewriting
of it they make the apostle Paul a postman “delivering” to the
Corinthians a letter "from" Christ -- it is a glaring misinter-
pretation.

In verse 6, contrasting the legal code of the decalogue with
the spiritual character of the new covenant, the apostle said:
“Who made us able ministers of the new testament; not of the
letter, but of the spirit: for the letter killeth, but the spirit giveth
life.” In this passage these “standard” revisers are exegetically
amateurish in making spirit mean the Spirit, or the Holy Spirit,
when the context is plain that spirit refers to the spiritual charac-
ter of the new covenant. By comparison, the same meaning of
the word spirit is exemplified in Romans 2:29: “For he is not a
Jew, which is one outwardly; neither is that circumcision which
is outward in the flesh; but he is a Jew, which is one inwardly,
and circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit, and not in the
letter.” In both these passages the phrase “in the spirit” is in
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contrast with the outward character of the old covenant and the
inward character of the new covenant, and theologians who do
not possess this knowledge are not capable of retranslating the
text of the New Testament. (For further examples of this inward
use of the word spirit compare John 4:24, in spirit and in truth,
and Romans 7:6, in newness of spirit, and numerous other pas-
sages ) .

In the same chapter 3, from verse 7 through 14, in reference
to the abrogation of the Mosaic law, represented by the deca-
logue which was written and engraven on tables of stone, which
Paul said was to be done away and is abolished and is done away
in Christ, the Revised Standard Version takes out “done away”
in verse 7, and “abolished” in verse 13, and “is done away in
Christ,” verse 14 --and the revisers rewrite the text to mean
only the “veil” was lifted from the eyes of the Jewish mind! The
chapter clearly affirms the abolition of the ministration of death
which was written and engraven on tables of stone--the Old
Covenant --and the revisers have clobbered the entire chapter
of 2 Corinthians 3.

(86) The apostolic admonition of 6:14, “be ye not unequally
yoked together with unbelievers,” is mistranslated by “be not
mismated,” and misapplied to the marriage of members of the
church to non-members of the church. If this injunction has any
reference at all to the marriage relation it predicates a direct
contradiction in the apostolic teaching to the Corinthians, for in
the seventh chapter of the first epistle he instructs the believers to
remain in that partnership with the unbelievers and maintain the
marriage bond. So the second epistle would contradict the first.
In the first the apostle urged them not to separate, and in sub-
stance said be yoked; but in the second he said, be not yoked.
That the passage refers to the affiliation of Christianity with
heathenism, and not to social or matrimonial partnerships, is evi-
dent from a contextual study of the verses and their environment:
(1) In verse 14 the word unequally means incongruous and car-
ries the idea of that which is heterogeneous. There are different
yokes for various species of animals in the physical world, and
the same is true in the spiritual realm. Heathenism is regarded
here by the apostle as a yoke, and it is not of the same species as
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Christianity. Nothing could be more heterogeneous to Christian-
ity than heathenism. The two could not be mingled. The mem-
bers of the Corinthian church had come out of heathenism in
obedience to the gospel which Paul had preached in Corinth, but
many of them entertained the notion that they could continue
their participations with the idolatrous feasts of the heathen
temple. To do so threatened Christianity with a religious amal-
gamation with heathenism and would associate the church as the
temple of God with the temple of idols. In thus mixing Chris-
tianity with heathenism the church would lose its unadulterated
qualities. Second, to prevent this result the apostle enforced his
prohibition against it by successive questions on the essential
incongruities and oppositions of the two yokes: verse 15, “what
concord hath Christ with Belial, or what part hath he that be-
lieveth with an infidel?” In these two questions the heads of two
realms were represented --Christ and Belial, in turn represent-
ing the two elements of light and darkness between which there
could be no communion, no fellowship, no harmony, no concord
but only absolute discord. Next. in verse 16, “and what agree-
ment hath the temple of God with idols, for ye are the temple of
the living God.” Any concord between the temple of God and
the temple of Belial in Corinth would be a contradiction between
the worship of God and the adoration of idols. In the history of
the temple of God it had been profaned more than once by the
introduction into it of the idols of Baal; and now the church in
Corinth was threatened with the profanation of being brought in-
to collective fellowship with idol worship. So, regardless of the
inexpediency or the mistake in some cases and circumstances of
the marriage of members of the church to non-members, it is a
misuse of this passage to so apply it, for there is no law against
it, and the interpolation of the word “mismate” by the revisers
is not translating, it is commenting.

(87) In chapter 10:4-5, the apostle answers the carnal methods
of opposition that the Judaizers employed against him, by say-
ing: “For though we walk in the flesh, we do not war after the
flesh: (for the weapons of our warfare are not carnal, but mighty
through God to the pulling down of strong holds).” The revisers
missed the point of this passage by changing “we walk in the
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flesh” to “we live in the world,” and “we do not war after the
flesh” to “we are not carrying on a worldly war.” The whole
background of the passage is the opposition of the Judaizers who
were seeking to discredit the apostle Paul, and they were using
the carnal weapons of slander and deceit and falsehood -- their
carnal weapons were words, carnal words -- and Paul’s reply
was that our weapons -- his weapons of defense -- were not
such as the Judaizers, he would not reply to them in kind, he
would not stoop to their carnal level or methods. There is no
reference to the implements of war between nations on the
battlefield except in the military imagery of the apostle’s mighty
attack on the strong holds of Judaism. The revisionists missed
the contextual meaning of this passage and mistranslated it.

(88) In chapter 11:5-6 Paul said: “For I suppose I was not a
whit behind the very chiefest apostles, but though I be rude in
speech, yet not in knowledge.” The revisers change not a whit
behind to “inferior,” which is not correct; and chiefest to “super-
lative,” which is an exaggeration; and they changed rude in
speech to “unskilled in speaking” -- which charges an inspired
apostle with being unskilled! Paul was rude in speech only in the
sense that he did not employ what the Greeks considered the
excellence of their philosophy and literature, as “and I, brethren,
when I came unto you, came not with excellency of speech.” (I
Cor. 2:1) The Greeks regarded their Grecian literature and
their philosophers as the paragon of all excellence -- Paul did
not cater to it, did not adopt its empty eloquence, but he was
not “unskilled,” and such a charge is no less than a reflection
on the inspiration of the apostle Paul. One of the definitions of
rude is forcefulness and abruptness, and the translators could
have more worthily supplied them, if substitute they must, but
there is no end to their tampering with the text.

(89) Chapters 11-12 are a wholesale verse by verse poor
paraphrasing and in some instances mean mutilation, capping the
climax with making Paul say in 11:23, “I am talking like a mad-
man,” and that certainly is not a translation of anything Paul said.

(90) In the last chapter (of this second epistle), 13:5, the
important New Testament term the faith is again changed to
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“your faith,” notwithstanding that the definite article the, from
the Greek article te, is in the Greek and English texts. In verse
6, the one word reprobates is translated (?) with a phrase “fail
to meet the test”! (For comparisons on the use of the word
reprobate refer to the comments on I Corinthians 9:27) Here is
the example of the employment of a whole phrase to translate
one word, and in other places different terms and phrases for
the same word. It is accumulated evidence of disregard for the
integrity, authenticity and genuineness of the text of the inspired
word of God.

(91) Samplings of inconsistent translation in the Galatian
epistle are numerous, a few are outstanding, one of which is
chapter 1:4: “Who gave himself for our sins, that he might de-
liver us from this present evil world.” The revision reads “this
present evil age” --but in 2 Timothy 4:10 where Paul said
“Demas forsook me having loved this present world,” the revis-
ers retained “this present world” -- so in Galatians 1:4 it is
“this present age” but the same phrase in 2 Timothy 4:10 is
“this present world”1 And according to the revised version of
Galatians 1:4, Jesus Christ died only for an age! But the incon-
sistency of the translators is apparent in that the phrase this pres-
ent world is changed in the first passage but the same phrase is
retained in the second passage. The word world from the Greek
term aion is used 28 times in the New Testament and in 16
verses it is accompanied with the adjective this-- “this world.”
In six of these passages the revisers retain this world and this
present world, which word in the atonement passage of Galatians
they changed to “this present age.” But note the six other pas-
sages where the revisers retain “this world”:

Luke 16:8: “The children of this world are in their own gener-
ation wiser than the children of light.”

Romans 12:2: “And be not conformed to this world.”
2 Corinthians 4:4: “In whom the god of this world hath blinded

the minds of them which believe not.”
1 Timothy 6:17:: “Charge them that are rich in this world,

that they be not highminded.”
2 Timothy 4:10:: “For Demas hath forsaken me, having loved

this present world.”
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Titus 2:12: “Teaching us that, denying ungodliness and world-
ly lusts, we should live soberly, righteously, and godly, in this
present world.”

In six passages the New Testament reading this world is re-
tained by the revisers, but in ten other passages the same phrase
is changed at their own will. For instance, the glaring inconsist-
ency in Luke 16:8 and Luke 20:34: in the first passage, 16:8,
the revisers render it according to the text, “the children (sons)
of this world;” but in the second passage, 20:34, they changed it
to “the children (sons) of this age.” Out of twenty-eight passages,
six are translated consistently and twenty-two are changed to
read several different ways to suit the fancy of the revisers, as
in Ephesians 6:12, the darkness of this world is changed to “this
present darkness” --with the insertion of the word “present”
which is not in the passage at all. These examples in evidence of
the utter unreliability of the new revisionists are too numerous
to enumerate.

(92) The important doctrinal passage of chapter 2:16 reads:
“Knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the law,
but by the faith of Jesus Christ, even we have believed in Jesus
Christ, that we might be justified by the faith of Christ, and not
by the works of the law.” In this distinctive passage the phrase
the faith of Christ is repeated for emphasis -- it is employed
twice, first, “the faith of Jesus Christ,” second, “the faith of
Christ" --but the new revisers take these two phrases out, and
put in their places “faith in Christ.” The apostle Paul here de-
clared that we have “believed in Jesus Christ” in order to be
justified by “the faith of Christ” in contrast with justification by
the law of Moses --and the faith of Christ is emphasis on the
gospel system, not mere faith in Christ -- the text says that we
believe the faith. There are many examples of the juggling of
phrases in the new versions but none more erroneous than the
muddling of this doctrinal passage.

(93) Other faith passages in the Galatian epistle that have
been bungled are 3:2 -- 3:22 -- 3:8-9. In 3:2 it reads, “received
ye the Spirit by the works of the law, or by the hearing of faith?”
-it is changed to “hearing with faith,” a change of the same
perversive character as in 2:16. In verse 3:22 it reads, “that the
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promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be given to them that
believe.” Again, the change is made from faith of Christ to “faith
in Christ,” resulting in disjoining the verb believe from the
faith of Christ, which is the thing believed -- that is, believe the
faith.

(94) Another instance of sheer mistranslation in the Galatian
epistle is chapter 4:3. The text reads: “Even so we, when we
were children, were in bondage under the elements of the world.”
The Revised Standard Version reads, "we were slaves to the
elemental spirits of the universe.” The revisers boast of simplifi-
cation in their modem translation, but here is an example of in-
coherency --“elemental spirits of the universe”! Besides its
obscurity not a word of it is in either the Greek or the English
text. Verses 1 to 5 describe the Jews “under the law.” The illus-
tration is drawn from the position of an heir who is yet a child,
which in legal terms means a minor. It is a continuation of the
preceding verses of 3:24, 25: “Wherefore the law was our school-
master to bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified by
faith. But after that faith is come, we are no longer under a
schoolmaster.” The law was the schoolmaster, a tutor, a peda-
gogue. The pedagogue was a child teacher, an instructor and
attendant of children. Chapter 4:2 refers to it as being “under
tutors and governors” --tutors of the child, governors of the
property. Now the law was the pedagogue under which the Jews
were minors, or heirs apparent (verses 1, 2) in relation to the
gospel dispensation --“but before faith came, we were kept
under the law, shut up unto the faith which should afterwards
be revealed . . . but after that faith is come, we are no longer
under a schoolmaster” (3:23, 25) -- so the tutor is no longer
needed, and being no longer under the law the pedagogue no
longer exists. But during the dispensation of the law they “were
under the elements of the world” -- that is, the Jewish world.
The law of Moses, the Jewish religion, Judaism, were the “ele-
ments” because they had the relation of rudiments to full revela-
tion in the gospel dispensation. So, “when the fulness of time
was come, God sent forth his Son, made of woman, made under
the law, to redeem them that were under the law” -- the law
had done its elementary work, had fulfilled its rudimentary
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purpose, and the time had come for the gospel dispensation. How
far astray can the modem translators go? They have a civil right
to their theological views hut they have no moral right to change
the text of the Bible.

(95) In the comparison of the epistles of Ephesians, Philip-
pians and Colossians, with the Revised Standard Version and
the Bible, the casual reader will see a complicated reconstructed
text throughout. Only a few citations, as typical examples of the
pattern of so-called revision, can be summarily included here:

In Ephesians 1:8 the apostle said that grace “hath abounded
toward us,” and “abound” is changed to “lavished upon” --
but the word abound means abundant, whereas the word lavish
denotes extravagance. Its synonym is “squander,” and surely God
has not squandered his grace! What is wrong with the word
abound --it is a good word in reference to the grace of God,
but “lavish” is not,

In verse 12 the verb should be is changed to “destined and ap-
pointed to live,” inserted into a complication of diverted words
and phrases. In 3:2 the word “assuming” is put for if and “per-
ceive my insight” is put for “understand my knowledge” --
which means inspired knowledge, his revelation, not human
knowledge or insight.

In verse 3:9 “the fellowship of the mystery” is changed to “the
plan of the mystery” --but the mystery is the plan, that is the
meaning of the word mystery, and the text-changers had as well
rendered it the plan of the plan, or the mystery of the mystery!

In the 3:21 reference to the church, “unto him be glory in the
church by Jesus Christ throughout all ages, world without end,”
the phrase “to all generations” supplants throughout all ages, and
world without end is replaced with “forever and ever” -- which
is a complete deviation from the Greek words of the text, and
the teaching that the church is final in God’s plan for the world,
and that it will be here as long as the world stands --- but the
term “forever and ever” is nowhere descriptive of the church,
and the revised rendition is erroneous.

In 4:12 the apostle explained that the special endowments
imparted to various persons in the church were for the perfecting
and edifying of the church while revelation was in process, “till
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we all come in the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of
the Son of God, unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the
stature of the fulness of Christ” -that is, the “spiritual gifts,”
the special endowments, would prevail only until the church
through complete revelation was perfected. But the revisers
changed the significant word perfecting to “equipment,” and
disconnected the argument of the context in reference to the
provisional order of miraculous endowments and the permanent
order of perfected and completed revelation.

In 5:32 the apostle enclosed the syllabus on the church in the
Ephesian epistle with the conclusion that the church is the great
mystery -- the divine plan -- and made the plain statement,
“This is a great mystery: but I speak concerning Christ and the
church.” The rewriting revisers changed this plain statement to
" I  take it to mean”! Paul did not take it to mean anything, he
said exactly what the great mystery is -- the great plan is Christ
and the church, and the two cannot be separated in the divine
plan, they are one, so the church is God’s plan of salvation.

(96) A sampling of citations in the Philippian epistle are as
follows:

The statement of Paul in 1:17, “I am set for the defense of
the gospel,” is changed to “I am put here”! The word “put”
could hardly connote the meaning of set in the concept of this
passage. Besides the inferiority of the language, verses 15, 16, 17
are disarranged and transposed into broken up parts which de-
stroy the consecutive arrangement of the verses -- parts of one
verse being inserted into a verse above or below it, resulting in
a mixup almost equal, in printer’s vocabulary, to pied (mixed )
type. In the disarrangement of these verses by the revisers each
verse loses its original identity, and it would be impossible to so
quote them.

The reference to the incarnation and humiliation of Jesus in
2:8, the apostle mentioned his death in the words “even the
death of the cross,” but the revisers changed the death of the
cross, every word of which phrase has significance, to “death on
the cross,” a phrase which loses the significance--the thieves
died on the cross but the atonement of Christ is couched in the
words of the cross, with the article the before death -- the death
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of t h e  cross, which is specific and significant, and tampering with
it is not excusable.

Another instance of inferiority is in 3:2 where Paul’s warning
"beware of the dogs” is changed to an exclamation “Look out
for the dogs”! It is an example of ruining the language and
literary quality of the scriptures; besides, the warning word
beware is not archaic, obsolete or rare -- it is good modern us-
age, for in my own travels I frequently see a sign on certain
premises: Beware, a  b a d  dog! and I always observe it and keep
distance! There were men of that character concerning whom
Paul warned the Philippians in a usual phrase which every one
understands and which needs no meddling hand of revisers bent
on changing the language of the scriptures.

Further example of unnecessary change is in 3:5 where Paul
mentioned his fleshly relation: circumcised the eighth day, of
the stock of Israel, an Hebrew of the Hebrews; as touching the
law a Pharisee -- the word “people” is put in place of the
word stock, without reason, for “stock of Israel” is joined with
“tribe of Benjamin” and there is a difference in connotation and
emphasis -- why change it?

Again, in verse 6, Paul’s reference to “the righteousness which
is in the law” is changed to “under the law” which but “under the
law” means subject to the dispensation, but in the law means
what is in it, what it contains. Why change it?

A repetition of mistranslation in vital doctrine appears again in
3:9 where “the faith of Christ” is changed to “faith in Christ,”
and “by faith” is changed to the phrase “depends on faith,”
the words of which are not found in any text. And for belittling.
changes and inferior language, chapter 4, in comparison of the
Revised Standard Version with the Bible text, is a contrast be-
tween inferiority and superiority in translation -- the Bible which
we have long possessed is superior and brings response to the
reading of it which is wholly lacking and absent in the new
versions, the impressions of which are just the reading of a book.

(97) The epistle of Colossians begins with omissions and con-
sists of a rewritten text throughout, deviating in parts and places
to the extent of not being in cognition with the language of the
apostle. A sample of omissions that runs through the entire epistle,
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which would perhaps be unnoticeable to a reader without com-
paring the revised text with the apostle’s words, is in the erasure
of the Lord Jesus Christ  from Paul’s benedictory salutation to
the Colossians, Paul said: “Grace be unto you, and peace from
God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.” The revision erases
“and the Lord Jesus Christ” from this verse, thereby breaking
the connection in the apostle’s use of “God the Father of our
Lord Jesus Christ” in the following verse. There is no conceiv-
able reason for breaking up the sentence of verse 2, leaving out
a blessed part of it --“and the Lord Jesus Christ.” But the
Colossian epistle in the Revised Standard Version is full of these
omissions.

(98) An important New Testament passage is 1:13-14: ‘Who
hath delivered us from the power of darkness, and hath trans-
lated us into the kingdom of his dear Son: in whom we have
redemption through his blood, even the forgiveness of sins.” In
verse 13, the word translated  is changed to “transferred” -- but
translated  is a word of special character which is used only four
times in the New Testament, three times as a past tense verb, and
once as a noun; the three uses other than Colossians 1:13 are in
the one verse of Hebrews 11:5 concerning Enoch: “By faith
Enoch was translated  that he should not see death; and was not
found because God translated him:  for before his translation he
had this testimony, that he pleased God.” In this verse these in-
consistent revisers did not change the word to “transferred” as
in Colossians 1:13, they changed it to “taken up” and “taken” --
but in all four of these New Testament passages the word trans-
lated stems from the same original word, and is consistently so
translated in the New Testament; yet the revisers changed the
word so that it does not read the same way in these respective
passages. A student should know that the mere word “transfer”
does not have the inherent quality or character that inheres in
the word translated, pertaining to persons, especially with regard
to the change in character of persons who are subjects of en-
trance into the kingdom. But the question pushes up: Why the
inconsistencies in the shifting about of these words, or why
change them at all?

From verse 14 a precious phrase through his blood has been
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cast out without even a marginal note; and this omission is not
minimized by the fact that the American Standard Version, with-
out marginal note, dropped the same phrase from this text; it is
one of the few instances in which that generally acceptable
version is subject to criticism, for “through his blood” is word-
for-word in the interlinear, and it was evidently in the manu-
scripts which produced our Bible -- and there is no explanation,
not even a marginal note, for expunging it by the later versions
that have done so.

(99) In 2:8 the passage is much obscured by changing “‘after
the rudiments of the world” to the vague phrase “according to
the elemental spirits of the universe” -- but this version boasts
of simplification! In Galatians 4:3 “in bondage under the ele-
ments of the world” referred to the rudiments of Judaism, as the
connection of chapter 3:24-29 very clearly shows. So in Colos-
sians 2:8 “after the rudiments of the world” refers to the ele-
ments or rudiments of heathenism. This statement is repeated in
verse 20, and is again changed to “the elemental spirits of the
universe,” which is the climax of obscurity and vagueness. In
warning the Colossians against the influence of heathenism the
apostle condemned the character of pagan philosophy by expos-
ing its elements or rudiments: (1) it was traditional, therefore
lacking in truth in its whole system; (2) it was human, and
therefore without divine authority; (3) it was material, and there-
fore devoid of spirituality; (4) its philosophy contained the rudi-
ments of false religion, the essence of paganism, and was there-
fore not after Christ, the  opposite of Christianity. For this reason
the apostle exhorted the Christians in Colosse to avoid these
pagan superstitions completely, in the series of injunctions de-
scending from the highest to the lowest, to touch not, taste not,
handle not-- for to participate in any degree in the superstitions
of heathen philosophy could only result in spiritual corruption.
Now what light does the mysterious phrase “elemental spirits of
the universe” shed on this passage? Simplification, indeed! It is
mystification instead. The depth, breadth and height of the pas-
sage are sufficiently expressed in the New Testament words,
without the interpolations and substitutions of sophisticated mod-
ernist revisers.
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(100) In the text of 2:9 the revisers change the Godhead to
“deity” --with a little d! Comment on this offence to God, Christ
and the Holy Spirit is unnecessary. Pagan gods were designated
deities --to lower the Godhead to that term is profanation of
the Godhead in the environment of this text.

(101) The verses of 2:14-16 read: “Blotting out the handwrit-
ing of ordinances that was against us, which was contrary to us,
and took it out of the way, nailing it to the cross . . . let no man
therefore judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect of an
holyday, or of the new moon, or of the sabbath days.” In this
passage the revisers omit the identifying phrase “the handwriting
of ordinances.” But reference is made to that which in 2 Corinth-
ians 3:7 is designated “written and engraven in stones,” thus
identifying both of these passages as the decalogue, or the old
covenant, affirmed in both passages as that which is done away
and nailed to the c ross. By the omission of “the handwriting of
ordinances” the revisionists break this connection. In verse 16, the
revisers change the sabbath to a sabbath. It should be noted that
in the text the word days is in italics, and through the honesty
of the reliable translators we are thus informed that days is not
in t h e  original manuscripts, but is supplied. The passage there-
fore reads: “Let no man judge you . . . in respect of an holyday,
or of the new moon, or of the sabbath” -- showing clearly that
reference is made to the seventh day sabbath. But changing the
to a would apply the passage generally to all sabbaths, when the
reference is specifically to the seventh day sabbath -- the sab-
bath. This is further indicated by reference to the annual festi-
vals, Pentecost and the Passover; and the monthly observance of
the new moon; and the weekly sabbath -- hence, the annual,
the monthly  and the weekly  ordinances were taken out of the
way and nailed to the cross -- which means that the whole
Mosaic law, represented by the decalogue, was abrogated. The
changes and omissions of the revisers break up the argument of
the apostle on the complete annulment of the entire old covenant.

It has been argued that Colossians 2:14 does not have refer-
ence to the old covenant because the apostle was writing to a
Gentile church and referred to ordinances against them, and they
(the Gentiles) having never been under the old covenant ordin-
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ances, the passage therefore could not have had reference to the
law of Moses. But it should be observed that the passage does
not read “against them” but against us, and that included the
Jews, for Paul was himself a Jew, and he said us. The law separ-
ated the Jew and the Gentile, and as a separating partition was
against them both. Furthermore, the Corinthian and Ephesian
epistles were written to Gentiles; and Ephesians 2:14 declares that
Christ “hath broken down the middle wall of partition between
us, having abolished in his flesh the enmity, even the law of com-
mandments contained in ordinances”; and to the Corinthian
church the apostles declared that the covenant which was “writ-
ten and engraven in stones” ( the decalogue), representing the
old covenant, was done away. So the three passages, 2 Corinth-
ians 3:7, Ephesians 2:14, and Colossians 2:14 refer to the same
ordinances of the Mosaic law and together affirm the abolition
of the old covenant. We shall not surrender this argument nor
yield to the changes the modem versions attempt to force
upon us.

(102) The reference in 3:14 to charity, or love, as “the bond
of perfectness” is changed to “love which binds everything to-
gether in perfect harmony”! But love could not bind everything
into harmony for there are the many things incompatible with
love which could never become harmonious with it -- and this
impossible statement of the revisers ruins the language of the
passage.

( 103) The rewriting of 3:16 changes the grammar of the text
and shifts the sentence structure in a rephrasing that changes the
subjects and predicates. The passage reads: “Let the word of
Christ dwell in you richly in all wisdom; teaching and admonish-
ing one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing
with grace in your hearts to the Lord.” The verse begins with
the imperative verb let ,  followed by participials "teaching and
admonishing” and “singing,” as the commands to be obeyed. The
rearrangement of the sentence with the repeated use of the word
as, which is not in the text, eliminates the participles and by
changing the structure of the sentence they destroy the relation
of the subjects, predicates and objects. In changing the word
grace --“singing with grace in your hearts to the Lord” -- to
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“thankfulness,” they missed the meaning of “grace,” which does
not mean gratitude, but rather true devotion coming from God.
The revisers spoiled the passage by changing its words.

(104) In 3:17 the apostle exhorts us in the words: “whatso-
ever ye do in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord
Jesus.” The revisers changed the word all to “everything,” which
is obviously wrong, for all included only all things mentioned in
the above verses, not everything, for everything cannot be done
in the name of the Lord --another sample of many examples of
unnecessary rewriting.

(105) The two Thessalonian epistles are marked with changes
which alter the vital teaching and result in the loss of the original
identity of the text. A few signal examples, which serve to show
the evil in them all, are all that the limit of these pages permit.

In the first epistle 1:3 the apostle complimented the Thes-
salonians in these words: “Remembering without ceasing your
work of faith, and labor of love, and patience of hope in our
Lord Jesus Christ, in the sight of God and our Father.” The pen-
happy hand of the revisers replaced the serene word patience
with the term “steadfastness,” which is a word of lesser depth.
In the midst of conditions which tested their fidelity, the Thes-
salonians, laboring with devotion, maintained the inward attitude
marked by utter calm and tranquility, an inner quality of serenity
that outward steadfastness does not express. The words of this
text, “work of faith, and labor of love, and patience of hope” are
classed with the beatitudes of the New Testament, and the un-
necessary change mars its devotional effect.

(106) Concerning the source of the gospel which Paul
preached, the apostle said, “for our gospel came not unto you in
word only, hut also in power, and in the Holy Spirit, and in
much assurance.” The revision meddlers with the text changed
in much assurance  to “with full conviction” -- but the apostle’s
use of the word assurance here does not refer to conviction, but
to the evidence that his gospel was of God by the inspiration of
the Holy Spirit, and in much assurance  meant that it was at-
tested by the miraculous manifestations, or the miracles, attend-
ing the preaching of it by Paul and the other apostles. In med-
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dling with the language of this gospel passage of I Thessalonians
1 : 5  the revisers ruined it.

(107) In 2:1 Paul mentioned the “entrance in unto you” in
reference to the entering into them of the gospel which he had
preached to them, and the revisers changed entrance to "our
visit to you,” as though Paul had made a personal call! The pas-
sage means that the entrance of the gospel into them had not
been in vain because of the fruit it had borne.

(108) In 3:2 when the Thessalonians needed their faith
strengthened, and Paul sent Timothy, he said: “to establish you,
and to comfort you concerning your faith.” The rewritten version
combines parts of two verses and omits “comfort you concerning
your faith."The original passage contains two things: first, “es-
tablish you;” second, “comfort you concerning your faith.” The
revision retains “establish” in rewritten form, but eliminates
“comfort you concerning your faith,” which is a downright arbi-
trary omission. The comfort of faith to the Thessalonians was the
proof of faith: that the faith which they bad accepted and which
dwelt in them was without doubt of divine origin -- and the
comfort was derived from knowing that it was grounded firm
and true to inspired revelation. The elimination from this pas-
sage of “the comfort concerning your faith” omits part of the
word of God to the Thessalonians.

(109) One of the most repulsive changes that could be made
by these revisers is chapter 4:3-4: “For this is the will of God,
even your sanctification, that ye should abstain from fornication:
that every one of you should know how to possess his vessel, in
sanctification and honour; not in the lust of concupiscence, even
as the Gentiles which know not God.”

Without regard for either Greek or English, common sense or
reason, this passage is made to read that each man should know
how to take a wife for himself. The reference, as any average
reader should be able to observe, is to the sexual immorality and
degradation of the heathen world, with the exhortation for a
man to exercise control of his passion in a heathen society that
openly and without restraint engaged in illicit sexuality. The
substitution of “wife” for a man’s “vessel” is indeed a degrading
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concept of a woman’s status in marriage. If the apostle had
meant wife in this passage, he could have said wife in the proper
use and relation of the term, and the character of this exhortation
would have required it. But the apostle exhorted the man to con-
trol “his vessel” -- that is, his own vessel -- a chaste reference
to the generative organ of the man’s body. Clearly, it means as
MacKnight comments, “his own body”--not polluting his own
body in the vile whoredom of heathenism. If this is not true, but
to the contrary the reference is to the man’s wife, since the
exhortation of the apostle is addressed “every one of you” --
that is, all of the men of the church, including the bachelors
(all unmarried men), the apostle’s exhortation would have con-
stituted a command for every man to “take a wife,” and thus to
enjoin marriage upon all the men in the church --- “every one of
you” --so according to these revisers all the bachelors were
commanded to marry! This is just another obnoxious specimen
of tampering with the text of the Scriptures.

The Revised Standard Version translators appear to specialize
on perversions of the wife passages--another instance is 1 Tim-
othy 3:2 and Titus 1:6, which state that the bishop (elder)
“must be blameless, the husband of one wife.” This clear state-
ment is changed to “married only once.” Obviously, if after the
death of a first wife an elder marries a second time he would
nevertheless be the husband of one wife. The change to “mar-
ried only once” nullifies the divine law that death dissolves the
marriage bond and allows the second marriage. This is the God-
ordained law to all, but according to the “revised version” this
privilege that God’s law affords to all others is withheld from
an elder of the church--he must be “married only once"! Any-
one able to read intelligently can see the inconsistency of such a
rendition with the law of marriage. The translation (?) of the
Thessalonian and Timothy-Titus passages exemplify the arbi-
trary attitude of the translators. How reckless can translators get?

(110) At the start of Hebrews the revisers begin writing a
commentary on the epistle, omitting words, phrases and verses
which are in the text, injecting phrases and adding words that
are not in the text, with both mistranslation and misinterpreta-
tion in which they miss the meaning and divert the text. The



454 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

Hebrew epistle begins with the sublime but simple declaration:
“God, who at sundry times and in divers manners spake in time
past unto the fathers by the prophets, hath in these last days
spoken unto us by his Son.” In an altogether unnecessary and
unwarranted change the Revised Standard Version editors
changed this inspired epistolary introduction to the deleted and
incomplete phrase: “In many and various ways.” A casual scruti-
ny of the inspired apostle’s statement will be sufficient to show
that the changes are lacking in translation and fall short of the
meaning. The textual phrase sundry times refers to various parts
and portions in which revelation was progressive, limited and
partial, in the old dispensation, from one prophet to another,
from Abraham to Moses, and Moses to Malachi. The other phrase
in the text, divers manners, refers to the many methods employed
in the communication of divine revelation -- oral, symbolic, typi-
cal, legal and prophetic, including moral and ceremonial law,
which the mercy of God devised as divine expedients to keep
Israel in the path of obedience and favor with God. These were
the divers manners or many methods which God through the
prophets employed in the system of types and figures -- but not
so with the gospel; no addition in the after-times is or ever will
be made in parts or portions, for the gospel spoken by Christ
and his apostles is full and complete, in one manner only -- the
plain language of inspiration in the New Testament. The omis-
sions and deletions which alter and limit the meanings continue
on every page through every chapter in the epistle of the Revised
Standard Version.

In verse 3 “the express image of his person” is changed to “the
very stamp of his nature” -- but all men bear the stamp of God’s
nature by the immanence of the soul in creation, but only Christ
is “the express image of his person (substance), the exact image
of his substance, distinguished from all other beings, as in Colos-
sians 1:15: “Who is the image of the invisible God.” In the
same verse “the brightness of his glory” is changed to “reflects
the glory of God,” which makes Christ only a reflector of God’s
glory, when in this declaration he possesses the uncreated glory
of the Godhead in self-manifestation-the exact impress, express
image of the substance of God, the effulgence of the glory of
God, distinguished from and above all other beings, angels or
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men: “And we beheld his glory, the glory of the only begotten
of the Father” (John 1:14). The word “reflect,” substituted by
the revisers, is too weak and is not a translation of this majes-
tic verse.

(111) Continuing this exalted description of the Son, in verse
4, the apostle said: “Being made so much better than the angels,
as he hath by inheritance obtained a more excellent name than
they.” The revisers omitted the phrase “by inheritance” from
this verse --and substituted an entirely rewritten verse. The
name which inhered in the Son was obtained by inheritance, a
sole and perpetual possession, an indefeasible title better than
angels, not capable of being voided, annulled or undone. Derived
from Son of God it was inherited in his being “the only begotten
of the Father,” and the words by inheritance define a relation to
God which is exclusive of angels or men. There is the sense of
being sons of God by creation, new birth or adoption, but only
Christ obtained by inheritance the name of Hebrews 1:4 as the
Son of God, “the only begotten of the Father.” It is inconceivable
that a set of theological revisers could contrive to throw “by
inheritance” out of this magnificent declaration and to thus de-
prive it of its full significance and do irreparable damage to the
entire text.

(112) In verse 9 the quotation from Psalms 45:7 “therefore
God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness
above thy fellows” is changed to read “has anointed thee with
the oil of gladness beyond thy comrades” -- Comrades! Did the
alleged communists on that revision committee do that to this
text?

(113) In 2:12 the word “sing” is omitted from “in the midst of
the church will I sing praise unto thee.” It is in the text, the
lexicons, the interlinears and the concordances -- and it is in
both the Greek Old Testament (the LXX -- Septuagint ) and the
Greek New Testament text in which the Greek Old Testament
was quoted by the inspired writer. Thus to deny it would be a
denial of the inspiration of the New Testament quotation--and
it is in both the Authorized King James and the American Stand-
ard Versions. But the revisers “exercised the liberty” in their
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policy of inclusions and exclusions of words and phrases to
omit it.

(114) Another example of freedom to add words is in 4:7
where “as it is said” is replaced by “in words already quoted”
--we may ask, whose words were these? they are not in the
text. Also, in 5:10 the scriptural words “called of God,” in refer-
ence to the priesthood of Christ, is changed to “being desig-
nated”; and in 7:4, in reference to the greatness of Melchizedek,
the scriptural statement “now consider how great this man was”
is changed to “See how great he is!” -- reducing the text to the
first grade child level. These are but a few of many examples
of ruining the quality of the Bible language and of corrupting
its text.

(115) The changes made by the revisers in chapter 6:1-6 are
a commentary in the name of translation -- and are a complete
misfire on the meaning of the passage. The exhortation to leave
“the principles of the doctrine of Christ” refers to Judaism, the
Mosaic law, as rudimentary to the gospel of Christ, as in Gala-
tians 3:24 to 4:5, and “let us go on unto perfection” refers to
the new covenant; the falling away of those who had been once
enlightened by the gospel had reference to a return to Judaism
and the Mosaic law; the impossibility of renewing the ones who
thus apostatized to Judaism meant that the altars of the Mosaic
system were dead altars, obsolete and nullified, and therefore had
no power or efficacy to renew unto repentance as when they
were in force, but now being dead altars it was impossible for
these altars to annually renew them -- abandoning the new cov-
enant and going back to the old sacrificial system, they could not
again find what the old altars provided, but as stated in 13:10
our altar is now in Christ. The elements of the Mosaic system
were (1) repentance from dead works -- the dead sacrifices of
the law; (2) faith toward God -- because Christ had not come;
(3) the doctrine of baptisms -- plural, the divers washings of
the law; (4) the laying on of hands -- the priestly and propheti-
cal ceremonies of the law; (5) the resurrection of the dead --
reviving the dead ordinances of the Mosaic system; (6) eternal
judgment --because there was no actual forgiveness of sin, but
a continuing judgment through the whole of that dispensation,
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as the word eternal (aionios) means all of the period to which
it refers. The exhortation “leaving the principles of the doctrine
of Christ (Mosaic system), let us go on unto perfection (the new
covenant)” was the apostle’s counteraction of the activities of
the Judaizers in their efforts to sabotage the new covenant and
induce the Jewish Christians to return to Judaism. The rewording
of this passage (6:1-6) in the rewritten text of the revisers
indicates that they seemed not to know what the passage teaches,
and they had best left it like it reads in the New Testament.

(116) The beatitude of chapter 7:25 is marred by inferiority.
The blessed passage reads: “Wherefore he is able also to save
them to the uttermost tbat come unto God by him, seeing he ever
liveth to make intercession for them.” The revisers replace
wherefore with “consequently,” omit the adverb also entirely,
and change come unto God to “draw near,” and for ever liveth
they substitute “always lives” -- and thus mar the beauty and
sublimity of a precious memory verse of the New Testament.

(117) In 9:6 the revisers changed "accomplishing the service"
to “performing ritual duties” --which is denominational aeedal
parlance; and in 9: 16 the word “involved” is added to “for where
a testament is,” and “established” is put instead of “must”; and
again, the adverb “also” is omitted. On the abolition of the first
covenant, in 10:9, the revisers changed “taketh away the first”
to “abolishes,” but in Matthew 5:17 they changed the words of
Christ to make him say “think not that I am come to abolish the
law” --and thus their own version makes the apostle in Hebrews
10:9 contradict the Lord in Matthew 5:17! (See comments on
Matthew 5:17) The revisers apparently were unaware of or did
not regard the warnings of both testaments: “Thou shalt not add
thereto, nor diminish from it” and “if any man shall add unto
these things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are writ-
ten in this book: and if any man shall take away from the words
of the book of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of
the book of life,” Throughout their revision the makers of the
Revised Standard Version text have committed this sin against
the word of God, and they have made themselves subject to the
anathema pronounced.
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(118) In the familiar and much quoted passage of 10:25 the
phrase “not forsaking the assembling of ourselves together” is
changed to “not neglecting to meet together” -- but the words
forsake and neglect are not the same and do not connote the
same meaning. To “forsake” means to abandon, but to “neglect”
means to be careless. Different forms of the words come from
various Greek terms, but they have the same connotations. One
has not forsaken a thing until it is renounced, abandoned. But
one may neglect a duty in a careless omission, or the occasional
disregard. The context of the 10:25 passage has the foreground
and background of the two-fold threat posed against the Jewish
Christians: the activities of the Judaizers striving to induce them
to abandon the new covenant, and the intimidation of the threat
of the Neroan persecution. Verses 26 to 31 describe the dangers
of apostasy to Judaism in which altars there remained no sacri-
fice for sin, and the return to the Mosaic system would be to re-
nounce the knowledge of the truth in the new covenant, which
is to trod under foot the Son of God and count his blood of the
new covenant unholy, and to do despite to the spirit of grace --
the spirit of the new covenant. That is the foreground. Verses 31
to 39 are descriptive of the impending persecution with the strong
exhortation of verse 39 not to “draw back unto perdition” under
its pressures, as some of verse 25 who had forsaken the assembly
of the first day of the week -- the institution of which in the
observance of the Lord’s Supper stood for the essence of the new
covenant --had habitually done. And the approaching day of
the persecution made accentuated exhortation imperative that
the rest should not abandon the legislated assembly of the first
day of the week as the ones mentioned in verse 25 had done.
The revision of Hebrews 10:25 by the text-makers of the Revised
Standard Version is not consistent with the context of the pas-
sage --and to further show the disregard of these editors for the
text, in verse 34, “for ye had compassion of me in my bonds” is
changed to “you had compassion on the prisoners.” Now, com-
passion on the prisoners would be plural and general, but com-
passion on me is personal and specific, and doubtless referred
to Paul, after having himself persecuted the church they never-
theless had compassion on him in his imprisonment. It is this
unworthy treatment of the New Testament text that makes this
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Revised Standard Version so obnoxious to all who have deep
reverence for the sacred scriptures.

(119) Chapter 11:3 contains the statement “so that things
which are seen were not made of things which do appear.” The
revisers in reverse translation changed were not made to “was
made” and which do appear to “which do not appear.” In like
fashion verse 7 is altered: “By faith Noah, being warned of God
of things not seen as yet, moved with fear, prepared an ark for
the saving of his house.” The change-happy revisers omitted
moved with fear and substituted ‘took heed,” a phrase which
does not bear the same significance -- the word moved means
an inward motivation and with fear means regard or reverence,
but “took heed” does not incorporate either inward quality, and
it is a false rendering. In verse 17, the apostle refers to Isaac as
Abraham’s “only begotten son” -- in this verse the word son is
in italics, indicating that it is not in the original text, but “begot-
ten” is in the original, a part of the Greek word “monogenes”
(only begotten) --but the revisers retain the word son without
italics, which is not in the original, but omit the word begotten,
which is in the original, so according to the revisionists the origin-
al would read “by faith Abraham . . . offered up his only"! Now
Isaac was not Abraham’s only son -- he had other sons -- but he
was Abraham’s “only begotten” son with reference to the cir-
cumstances of his birth -- barren Sarah was ninety, and Abraham
one hundred years old “his own body now dead” ( Romans 4: 19),
by nature too old to father a child -- but with miraculous inter-
vention God rejuvenated the loins of Abraham and removed the
barrenness of Sarah’s womb, and Isaac was born -- Abraham’s
“only begotten son.” Taking the word begotten out of John 3:16
and Hebrews 11:17 is a sample of the tampering with all these
“only begotten” texts in order to rid the scriptures of the virgin
birth of Jesus Christ and related passages. (For further discus-
sion of the term only begotten, refer to chapter 6, entitled The
Only Begotten Son)

(120) Chapter 12 of Hebrews is punctuated with the same
character of omissions, deletions, additions and mistranslations,
a sampling of which is 12:17 concerning Esau who, after selling
his birthright, sought repentance, or a change of mind, in his
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father Isaac in reference to the birthright blessing: “For ye know
that afterward, when he would have inherited the blessing, he
was rejected: for he found no place of repentance, though he
sought it carefully with tears.” From the entire story and its
context it is obvious that Esau was seeking repentance, not in
himself, but a change of mind in his father to rescind the birth-
right blessing conferred upon Jacob and to bestow it on him. But
the revision editors misinterpret the passage and its entire con-
text by changing it to read that Esau “found no chance to repent”
-- it is a manifest mistranslation. In the same chapter, verse
23, the apostle mentions that we have not now come to the old
mount Sinai, but “unto mount Zion, and unto the city of the
living God, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumerable
company of angels to the general assembly and church of the
firstborn” -- here the tampering editors inserted “angels in festal
gathering.” Where did they get this theological parlance? The
word “festal” relates to a feast -- what feast were these angels
observing? Pshaw!

(121) The admonitions of Hebrews 13, the closing chapter,
are not left to read “as it is written” by the meddling revision
editors. Verse 7 reads: “Remember them which have the rule
over you, who have spoken unto you the word of God: whose
faith follow.” The reference, of course, is to the inspired men
from whom the word of God proceeded and who delivered the
faith, as in Jude 3. But these muddlers of revision changed the
reference from the inspired men who delivered the faith and
interpolate “our leaders” with the further interpolation “imitate
their faith” --any person not looking the other way can see
that such as this is tampering with the text and is not translation.
In verse 15 reference is made to “the sacrifice of praise to God
continually, that is, the fruit of our lips giving thanks to his
name.” Rewriting this verse “acknowledge his name” is put
instead of “giving thanks to his name” -- which is not only a
needless, useless change, but insufficient in its meaning, for
acknowledgment may be made without giving thanks, so the
terms are not equal. The benediction of verse 20-21 reads: “Now
the God of peace, that brought again from the dead our Lord
Jesus, that great shepherd of the sheep, through the blood of



the everlasting covenant, make you perfect in every good work
to do his will, working that which is wellpleasing in his sight,
through Jesus Christ; to whom be glory for ever and ever. Amen.”
In the rewriting of this invocation of blessings the words “make
you perfect in every good work to do his will” is changed to
the inferior interpolated phraseology “equip you with everything
good” --I suppose that would mean, all accessories! So they
are not content to leave alone the blessed beatitudes and benedic-
tions of the scriptures.

(122) In the first chapter of James, verse 7 is omitted and
verse 8 is a rewritten combination of two verses; in verse 9
“boast” is improperly put in the place of “rejoice”; in verse 11
“fade away in his ways” is changed to “in the midst of his pur-
suits”; in verse 15 “when lust hath conceived, it bringeth forth
sin” is changed to “‘gives birth”; and “shadow of turning” is
replaced with “due to change"; in verse 21, the phrase “super-
fluity of naughtiness” is revamped into “rank growth” (?) --
whatever that could mean; in verse 25, “the perfect law of liber-
ty” is rewritten into the repetitious phrase “the perfect law, the
law of liberty,” which is an interpolative repetition; and in verse
26, “unspotted from the world,” the good word “unspotted” is
changed to “unstained” which is altogether unnecessary.

(123) True to this form, in the second chapter the editors are
just talking instead of translating. In verse 3 they insert “have a
seat here, please” --the response to which, according to their
policy and parlance, should have been, “thank you very much"!
Verse 17 states: "even so faith, if it hath not works, is dead, being
alone"--but the editors cut out “being alone,” thus omitting
the reason why faith without works is dead, as stated by the
apostle. In verse 20 "you foolish fellow” is put in place of “0
vain man.” In verse 22 the significant statement of “how faith
wrought with his works” is put in the comment “that faith was
active with his works,” and in verse 23 in reference to Abraham’s
faith being “reckoned unto him for righteousness” -- (for, eis,
in order to righteousness) -- the revisers changed for to as and
have Abraham’s faith reckoned to him “as righteousness,” which
has an altogether different meaning. (For comments, see the
parallel passage of Romans 4:3,9 in that section of this treatise),
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(124) This type fo commentary continues into chapter 3, and
in verse 2 the statement “for in many things we offend all” is
changed to “we all make many mistakes” -- that is a new defini-
tion of offend, besides not being the language of the scripture
text. The word “offend” means to cause to sin; but a mistake
may not be sin or cause one to sin -- the revisers language is
too common and is not the words of the Holy Spirit. This com-
mon talk of the revision editors continues through all the chap-
ters, reaching a final example in chapter 5:16: “The effectual
fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth much.” In this pas-
sage the important words “effectual” and “fervent” are omitted--
“the effectual fervent prayer,” and “availeth much,” are changed
to “has great power in its effects.” These specimens are a suffi-
cient number, out of many dozens of others, to exemplify that
the editors of the Revised Standard Version were merely writing
a commentary on the epistle of James, and a poor commentary
it is!

(125) At the start of the first epistle of Peter, verse 1, the
apostle referred to the Christians among the Jews of the dis-
persion as the “elect according to the foreknowledge o f  God,”
and here the text-changers write “chosen and destined,” which
limits the sense. In verse 9, the apostle said, “receiving the end
of your faith, even the salvation of your souls” -- that is, the
purpose or design of faith is salvation. Here the changers sub-
stituted “outcome” for “end.” In comparison with other passages
having the same use of the word “end” the revisers switch back
and forth in the juggling of words: 1. “Now the end of the com-
mandment is charity out of a pure heart” (1 Timothy 1:5) --
here the revisers put “the aim” for “the end”; 2. “Ye have heard
of the patience of Job, and have seen the end of the Lord” (James
5:11) -- that is, the purpose, or design, of the Lord in the
experiences of Job --and here the revisers put “purpose” in the
place of “end”; 3. “Christ is the end of the law for righteous-
ness” (Romans 10:4) -- that is, Christ accomplished the purpose
which the law itself could not fulfill “in order to righteousness"--
and here the revisionists retained the word “end” but omitted
entirely the important phrase “in order to righteousness.” So in
four passages where the word “end” is used in the same sense,
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having the same meaning, the new text-makers translate them
in four different words, which is a manifest disregard for the
purity and uniformity of the text, for these passages do not have
the different words and the word “end’ means the same thing
in all of them. Such inconsistency is a method of mistranslation
designed to demolish the harmony of parallel passages and
destroy familiar quotation of well-known and long cherished
verses of scripture. It is a planned and long-range strategy to
change the text of the Bible.

( 126) In chapter 2:1 the good phrase “desire the sincere milk
of the word” is abandoned for “the pure spiritual milk’ --
omitting “of the word’; in verse 13, in reference to civil authority
the apostle exhorted members of the church to submit to every
“ordinance of man” and the revisers change it to read “to every
human institution” --anyone who can see through a ladder can
observe at a glance the error and evil of that substitution -- it
puts approval and endorsement on “every human institution”!
In 3:15 “sanctify the Lord God in your hearts” is changed to
“in your hearts reverence Christ as Lord” -- why put “reverence”
in place of “sanctify” when the words have different meanings.
The word sanctify means to set apart -- set apart Christ in your
hearts -- but reverence is another word of different meaning.
It will be remembered that in this 1946 edition of the Revised
Standard Version the revisers struck out “sanctify” but in the
1952 edition, under pressure of criticism, they reinstated it,
making editions of their own version read two ways.

In verses 3:18-21 the new version applies the preaching “to
the spirits in prison” to Christ in the hadean world offering a
second chance to those “who formerly did not obey,” but the
obvious application of the passage is to the spirit in Noah preach-
ing to the “spirits in prison” -- the ante-deluvians who were
under condemnation -- “while the ark was a preparing”; and
the apostle’s declaration that “baptism doth also now save us” is
changed to “now saves you,” thus changing the persons of the
pronouns from the first person (us, which included the writer)
to the second person (you, which excluded the writer) -- some
revision! A new translation, indeed! Chapter 4 continues the
revamping of the text, and a final example of erroneous revision
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of the first epistle of Peter is verse 9 of chapter 5: “Whom resist
stedfast in the faith” -- here the definite article the precedes
faith, it is the faith, as in Jude 3, “earnestly contend for the
faith” -- but the new text-makers change “the faith” to “your
faith” in 1 Peter 5:9, yet retain “the faith” in Jude 3, another
example o f  loose translation out of dozens on every page.. It
should not require an argument to show the difference between
the faith and “your faith’ --the former means the gospel in
divine revelation, and the latter could mean anything.

(127) The second epistle of Peter begins with the mutilation
of the first verse: "to them that have obtained like precious
faith"--eliminating the word “like precious,” the revisers had
the audacity to substitute “a faith of equal standing.” In verses
20-21, the last two verses chapter 1, “knowing this first” is
changed to “you must understand this”; and in the sentence “no
prophecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation,” the
article the is omitted before the word scripture, and “of any
private interpretation” is changed to “a matter of one’s own
interpretation”; and in the sentence “for the prophecy came not
in old time by the will of man,” the phrase “in old time” is
omitted and “the will of man” is changed to the “impulse” of
man. It should be apparent to all that “no prophecy of the scrip-
ture is of any private interpretation” refers to the inspiration of
the prophets, but changing it to “a matter of one’s own interpre-
tation” would have a present application, and is wrong; and
leaving out “in old time” -- the old dispensation -- and putting
in its place “ever” reverses the meaning of the apostle’s state-
ment concerning the prophets of the Old Testament.

(128) In chapter 2, verse 4, the apostle declares that “God
spared not the angels when they sinned, but cast them down to
hell, and delivered them into chains of darkness.” Revising this
statement the editors omit “chains of darkness” and substitute
“committed them to pits of nether gloom” -- and let it be remem-
bered that this version claims to simplify the language of the New
Testament! In verse 17 “to whom the mist of darkness is reserved
forever” has been changed to “the nether gloom of darkness has
been reserved,” omitting the word “forever’ as though it were
not there --and substituting the phrase “nether gloom” which
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translates nothing and simplifies nothing. From verse 11 through
verse 23, the end of the chapter, the readers of the Revised
Standard Version are treated to the shifting back and forth be-
tween the language of the scripture text and the words, phrases
and sentences of its editors, to the degree of complete confusion
in identifying the original text of the scriptures.

(129) The omissions and changes in the first epistle of John
begin with the first chapter, where they are numerous. In verse
7 “Christ” is omitted from “the blood of Jesus Christ.” In verse 2,
of chapter 2, the word propitiation in "he is the propitiation for
our sins” is changed to “expiation,” but these words do not mean
the same, and according to Young’s Analytical Concordance the
word “expiation” is not in the scriptures at all, and propitiation
occurs only three times, and it has a deeper meaning than expia-
tion, in that propitiation has the meaning of satisfaction in final
degree -- complete satisfaction. The sacrifices of the law were
expiations but not propitiation -- only through the atonement of
Jesus Christ is there propitiation for sin -- the complete satisfac-
tion for sin. The question is: why could the revision editors not
let these precious passages alone.

Continuing in chapter 2, in verse 12 in the statement “your
sins are forgiven you for his name’s sake” --- for an unknown
reason the editors put it “for his sake,” and threw “name’s” out
the window! In verse 20 the apostle stated concerning those who
were anointed with the unction from the Holy One: “ye know
all things” --but the revisers changed it to “you all know,” and
what a change! In verse 25, the apostle said: “And this is the
promise that he has promised us” -- and the revisers put “what”
in place of the word “promise.” In the last verse of chapter 2,
verse 29, the apostle said: “Ye know that every one that doeth
righteousness is born of him” -- but dropping the word righteous-
ness the revisionists change it to “every one who does right”; but
merely doing right is not righteousness -- doing righteousness
referred to obedience to the gospel as a necessary condition of
being born of God. We could not expect the modernists of the
Revised Standard Version to concede that point. In chapter 3,
verse 10, the apostle said: “Whosoever doeth not righteousness
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is not of God,” and here the editors put it: “no one who does
not do right.”

(130) Continuing into chapter 4, verse 3 reads: “And every
spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh
is not of God.” And here the shocking omission is the casting
out of this passage the word Christ and the phrase is come in
the flesh. The Revised Standard Version reads: “And every
spirit that does not confess Jesus is not of God” -- but it leaves
out that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh -- they reject the virgin
birth and incarnation of Jesus Christ.

(131) In chapter 5, verses 6 through 18, we find the splitting
and combination of passages, the omission of various words and
entire phrases. In verse 16, “a sin unto death” and “a sin not unto
death” are translated as “a mortal sin” and “sin which is not
mortal” --and they make the passage read like the venial and
mortal sins of the Roman Catholic liturgy.

In verse 18 the text reads: “We know that whosoever is born
of God sinneth not; but he that is begotten of God keepeth him-
self, and that wicked one toucheth him not.” The new version
editors take “himself” -- keepeth himself -- out of this verse,
print “he” with the capital H, making it refer to Christ, and
changed is begotten to was begotten, and then rendered the pas-
sage: “but He who was born of God keeps him” -- that is, the
rendering makes it mean that Christ keeps the one born of God
instead of the one born of God keeping himself. And if the
editors did not intend that He, with the capital H, applies to
Christ, then the rendering means that another who was born of
God keeps the other who is born of God, rather than the one who
is born keeping himself. The way it reads in the New Testament
is simple and plain, but the new version has simplified it into
confusion!

In verse 19 the apostle said: "We know that we are of God,
and the whole world lieth in wickedness” -- not willing to let
this passage say what the apostle John wrote, the revisers changed
it to “the whole world is in the power of the evil one.” That
translation contradicts the passages in the New Testament that
we have been delivered from the power of Satan (Colossians
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1:13; Hebrews 2:14-15; James 4:7 -- no one is in Satan’s power,
he who serves him is a willing servant.

(132) In second John 8, the apostle said: “Look to yourselves,
that we lose not those things which we have wrought, but that
we receive a full reward.” In the rewriting of this apostolic
admonition the revising editors change the pronouns “we” of
the first person to the pronouns “you” of the second person, and
thereby miss the meaning of the passage. The exhortation, “Look
to yourselves” applied to the ones addressed -- but “that we
lose not those things which we have wrought” referred to the
work of the apostles, and “that we receive a full reward” re-
ferred to the fruit of their apostolic labor. But the revisionists
have translated their interpretation into their version, making it
read: “Look to yourselves, that you may not lose what you have
worked for, but may win a full reward” -- thus they change the
pronouns and leave the pronoun out of the last sentence -- they
rewrote the verse to make it say what they wanted it to mean.

In verse 10 the apostle said: “If there come any unto you, and
bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house, neither
bid him God speed” --and the revisers changed “God speed”
to “any greeting”; and the next verse reads, “for he that biddeth
him God speed is a partaker of his evil deeds” -- and the revisers
changed it to “he who greets him” -- so ad infinitum, in the
words of the prophet “precept upon precept, line upon line,
here a little, and there a little” they have “broken, and snared,
and taken” in the mutilation of these epistles of the New Testa-
ment.

(133) In the first verse of Jude the revisers omit the phrase
“sanctified by God the Father” and rewrite the passage with
deletions that spoil the salutation of Jude. The text-changers
switch back and forth in this one chapter epistle to and from
Jude’s language to their own verbosity and wherever they adhere
to the original words we are impressed with the fact that the
nearer the style and words to the New Testament text, the better;
and the contrast shows the weakness of the pseudo-version.

(134) The book of Revelation does not pose either the oppor-
tunity or the inducement for mistranslation that is offered in the
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gospel records and the apostolic epistles. Nevertheless the mark
of the modernist revisionists is discernible throughout its pages.
Beginning with John’s introduction the editors show their
hand. Chapter 1, verse 1, reads: “The revelation of Jesus Christ,
which God gave unto him, to show unto his servants things
which must shortly come to pass; and he sent and signified it by
his angel unto his servant John” -- in the place of signified it
the revisers put “made it known.” But many things may be made
known which are not signified. The word “signify” is from sem-
aino and means to manifest in signs, to set forth in signs, and the
word in verse 1 indicates the method of making the things known
which were so shortly to come to pass -- the code language of
Revelation. Again, the ever present question: why change the
words of the scripture text? Ending the Revelation in chapter 22,
in verse 17, the revisers omit the grand words “whosoever will”
from the invitation of the Spirit and the Bride. Between the
introduction of chapter 1, verse 1, and the conclusion of chapter
22, verse 17, the marks of modernism punctuate its pages in
changes, omissions, deletions, additions of words and phrases
interpolated by the translating committee of the Revised Stand-
ard Version. It is expected of theologians and commentators to
clobber the socalled millennial 20th chapter, but there is no
conceivable motive for other deviations in the text of Revelation
except in a deliberately planned change in the text of the Bible
and the destruction of its genuineness and integrity.

The world-known publishers, Thomas Nelson & Sons, were for
long years the publishers of the American Standard Bible. When
the Revised Standard Version appeared on the market, its offi-
cials considered it the Bible of the future; and they almost com-
pletely stopped publishing their line of King James and American
Standard (1901) Bibles. After a flash in the pan with the new
version capturing what was said to be twenty-six percent (26% )
of the American Bible market, the sales tumbled down in a
drastic slump, and the company almost went out of business.
The remnant were said to be purchased by the Royal Publishers,
of Nashville, Tennessee, and the company reportedly is making a
comeback by publishing the King James and American Standard
Bibles.
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The World Publishing Company, of Cleveland, Ohio, has for
many years been one of the world’s largest Bible publishers and
printers. During the 1960's the company officials were reported
to have concentrated on the Revised Standard Version, allowing
its King James line to deteriorate, which resulted in financial and
managerial difficulties that precipitated the sale to the Times-
Mirror Company of Los Angeles, and allegedly with new man-
agement an effort is yet being made to save the company. The
Revised Standard Version apparently did not prove profitable
for World Publishers, and its sales are now said to have declined
to 10% of the Bible market--a potential that prompts the
question: what effect will such a contingency bear on students,
especially young preachers in Bible Departments, who through
college years have known and studied only the Revised Standard
Version and adopted it as the Bible, to later find that they are
the victims of the propaganda for a declining version, a false
Bible. We feel sorry for them, and my heart goes out to the
young preachers who are being so victimized.

The appraisal of the eminent scholar, 0. T. Allis, befits the
conculsion of this review of the Revised Standard Version: “RSV
has the great advantage over any private version, in that it has
the powerful backing of the International Council Of Religious
Education. A very vigorous publicity campaign is being carried
on in its favor . . . How long it will be before it is superseded
by another and perhaps more radical version is a question which
only the future can decide . . . The title, Revised Standard
Version, is a misnomer. It is an attempt to secure for this version
the ‘good will’ of the immensely popular Authorized Version by
representing it as the legitimate heir and proper successor of that
time-honored and time-tested version, instead of as its competi-
tor and rival . . . It may have been the hope of some of those
who were actively connected with this undertaking that the
Authorized Version could be transformed into an ‘idiomatic,’
‘modern speech’ version by a simple process of revision. If so
they were doomed to disappointment. For in RSV the work of
revision has been carried to such an extreme that the result is
much more a new translation than a revision: and A New Trans-
lation is what the Revised Standard Version should be called.”
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(Pages 155-156, Revision or New Translation? Revised Version
or Revised Bible? 1948. )

It is the verdict of scholarship that the new text-makers of
the Revised Standard Version, in the words of Professor Allis,
“have gone far beyond the limits of legitimate revision,” and
he comments that the difference between a revision and a new
translation is not a negligible one. This is in accord with the
statement of Philip Schaff, president of the revision committee
of the American Standard Version (1901) in respect to the
Authorized Version (King James), that the American Version is
not a new translation, and only a revision to the least extent
possible in removing archaisms and words that had lost mean-
ings; and that otherwise out of a million words the changes are
so slight as to be scarcely discernible in the reading of the text,
and in most instances “essentially unnecessary.”

It is said that the most ardent labor of the poet Pope was a
revision of the Illiad, but in Bentley’s criticism of Pope’s Revision
Of The Illiad, he said: “a fine poem, Mr. Pope, but you must
not call it Homer.” So whatever merit or quality some are wont
to ascribe to the Revised Standard Version, it must not be
called the Bible, neither a legitimate version nor a true transla-
tion of it.

Surely, no one with any information on the makers of this
version can be so naive as to think or could possess such creduli-
ty as to believe or attempt to maintain that it is the product of
a committee of conservative scholars. The available evidence to
the contrary already presented in the preceding chapters of this
work are too plentiful and positive to allow it. The liberals and
modernists promote it; and the professors in the colleges within
our own precincts who adopt it, or by acquiescent silence ap-
prove it, betray the trust of the great body of people known to
all the world as the churches of Christ.

So at the conclusion of the exposures of this graceless transla-
tion we stress the repetition that the Revised Standard Version
is not a new translation --it is no translation; it is not a version--
it is a pseudo-version --and it “injects a poison virus” into the
system of any one who accepts it.



CHAPTER NINE

THE NEW ENGLISH BIBLE

“I MARVEL THAT YE ARE SO SOON REMOVED FROM HIM THAT CALLED
YOU INTO THE GRACE OF CHRIST UNTO ANOTHER GOSPEL: WHICH IS NOT
ANOTHER; BUT THERE BE SOME THAT TROUBLE YOU. AND WOULD PER-
VERT THE GOSPEL OF CHRIST. BUT THOUGH WE OR AN ANGEL FROM
HEAVEN. PREACH ANY OTHER GOSPEL UNTO YOU THAN THAT WHICH
WE HAVE PREACHED UNTO YOU, LET HIM BE ACCURSED. AS WE SAID
BEFORE, SO SAY I NOW AGAIN, IF ANY MAN PREACH ANY OTHER GOSPEL
UNTO YOU THAN THAT YE HAVE RECEIVED, LET HIM BE ACCURSED . . .
BUT I CERTIFY YOU, BRETHREN, THAT THE GOSPEL PREACHED OF ME IS
NOT AFTER MAN, FOR I NEITHER RECEIVED IT OF MAN. NEITHER WAS I
TAUGHT IT. BUT BY THE REVELATION OF JESUS CHRIST” -- GALATIANS
1 :6-12.
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CHAPTER NINE

THE NEW ENGLISH BIBLE

The current generation is a time of translations, versions and
revisions of versions. Within a half century there have been, in
a safe estimate, fifty such productions claiming to be versions
and translations --an average of one-a-year, each one different
and varying in nomenclature and phraseology, with a resulting
condition that the varying versions are a source of confusion,
discord and division. The evidence of this fact is that in the
average congregation, as in the case of the Corinthians in refer-
ence to Paul, Apollos and Cephas, we hear: I am of Goodspeed,
Moffatt, Phillips or Williams; or, I am of the RSV, I am of the
NEB, I am of the TEV et cetera. In consequence of this confusion
of languages, as in the episode of the tower of Babel, members
of Bible classes and whole congregations are disturbed and
disrupted without a uniform Bible -- the Bible itself -- as final
authority, for the varying versions “confound their language, that
they may not understand one another’s speech.”

At the time of the preparation of this work the Old Testament
of the New English Bible is in the mill -- yet in the making --
but judging in advance what its Old Testament will be by what
its New Testament is, it will be the trunk of the same tree, and
it will be necessary therefore to lay the axe at its root.

I.

The title of this book is tantamount to a confession that it is
not the Bible --it is something new. It is neither a translation
nor a revision for it breaks all connection with both the King
James Version, the American Standard Version, and even the
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Revised Standard Version, and all preceding versions. It is exact-
ly what the title claims for it -- a new Bible -- and it is a
concrete example and a current reminder of the apostle Paul’s
reference to “another gospel, which is not another” -- that is,
not a gospel at all; and this new English bible is not another
for the same reason that it is not the Bible at all. Its own format
carries the admission that it is a different book from the Bible;
but it is the Bible that has made us the people that we are, and
the new bibles will make of us a different people for they are
admittedly different books.

Our one Bible, commonly known among the common religious
people as the Authorized Version, is not a translation of a previ-
ous translation, and therefore not a revision of a preceding ver-
sion, but it is a direct translation of the Hebrew and Greek
originals. The King James translators were closer to the originals
than the modern theologians who are influenced by doubtful and
questionable and unreliable “new discoveries.” The King James
translators had access to all of the earliest codices of the original
sources necessary for correct and accurate translation -- and
such was their sole purpose.  To accomplish this purpose it is in
the record that they labored in more than a thousand sessions
with an eye single to that purpose, the result of which was the
production of the par excellent, the eminently excellent, version
of the inspired scriptures in the English language, and that it
remains unexcelled is a truth conceded by the unbiased scholars
of every generation since, and it will not be relegated by the
implementation of modem theology in the babel of new bibles.

The English Revised Version of 1881 and the American Version
of 1901 made no claims of being new versions, their aim being
only the elimination of archaisms, and according to Philip Schaff,
president of the American committee, out of multiple million
words the changes were so slight as to be indiscernible in casual
reading, with no fundamental differences anywhere. But the New
English Bible has so modernized the text as to destroy its original
character, so that it does not read like the Bible at all -- and
it is not the Bible.

The New English Bible translators are on record in saying that
they substituted language which “to their best judgment seemed
most likely to represent what the author wrote.” There are two
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things which should here be noted -- first, the expression “most
likely,” an admission of their interpretation rather than of trans-
lation; and second, the phrase “what the author wrote,” for they
deny that the names on the books were the true authors and
confess not to know what author wrote which epistle. And yet
further, the translators in a bland manner, but with a brazen au-
dacity, state that they “exercised the liberty” to put into their
own words “what we believe to be the meaning” (Introduction).
But it is not their own words that are wanted or the thing that
is needed--we want the words of the inspired writers. Nothing
short of that is the Bible.

There is another sentence in the Introduction that makes a fatal
confession and commits the New English Bible to nothing more
than a paraphrastic counterfeit. Read this: “If the best commen-
tary is a good translation, then it is also true that every intelligent
translation is in a sense a paraphrase.” Therein lies the admis-
sion of the translators that the New English Bible is in its con-
tents a commentary, to which statement we agree with the priv-
ilege of eliminating the two words “good” and ‘best” from their
sentence, for in the grammatical modification of these adjectives
by their inflection of degrees -- the positive (good), the com-
parative (better) and the superlative (best) -- as a commentary
this new English Bible does not rate to the simple degree good,
certainly not the superlative best, and here I take umbrage at its
classification even as a commentary.

A reputable and estimable professor among us has averred in
an article that “the New English Bible represents what British
scholarship thinks the Bible means.” If that were true, it would
even so condemn it as either a translation or a version, for it
would be neither a translation nor a version but a commentary.
The brother professor’s averment is not actually true for it rather
represents how far they can depart from the Bible text in the
effort to adapt it to British theology and yet retain enough sem-
blance of the Bible to entitle it The New English Bible. It is
not scholarship - it is modernism in the name of British scholar-
ship, and some recognized British scholars rejected it.

It should be said without controversy that the function of a
translator is to translate the words and reserve the field of com-
mentaries to the commentators to sail under their own colors. So
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judging the New English Bible by its title, its contents, and the
admissions of its translators, it is not the Bible at all -- it is only
a new English book.

II.

The translators of the New English Bible have followed a sys-
tem of translation known as the eclectic method -- which is a
system of philosophy applied to physicians in the practice of
medicine, and to writers of books, and to other professions which
follow the method of selecting and choosing from various sourc-
es, such as an eclectic philosopher, an eclectic physician, an
eclectic literary work, and it applies to eclectic theology as a
symposium of doctrine. The word eclectic is derived from two
original words in the Greek: Ek, which means out; and legein,
which means to select or choose; hence eclectic means a system
of selection and choosing, or gathering materials from various
sources, and of merging these materials into a philosophical com-
position. The definition of eclecticism is: “Method or practice of
selecting what seems best from various systems, especially in
forming religious or philosophical doctrine; the method of choos-
ing a body of doctrines.” The translators of the New English Bi-
ble have adopted the word eclectic as descriptive of their method
of translation--so the New English Bible is a composition of ma-
terials, which seemed best to the translators, from various sys-
tems and sources --it is therefore an eclectic composition and
is not the Bible at all.

The examples of this method of eclecticism are seen throughout
the New English Bible text, in hundreds of omissions, of inter-
polations, of recasting paragraphs, of reconstructing passages
and rewriting of verses. Revision ceases to be translation when
it departs from the style and the language of the documents
translated. As Bentley said in criticism of Pope’s revision of
Homer’s Iliad: " Y o u  must not call it Homer.” So of the misnomer
of the title New English Bible -- it must not be called the Bible.
Translation must follow the text -- the work of explanation,
interpretation and exegesis belong to commentaries.

The New English Bible is being published by the Oxford and
Cambridge University presses, which have been for more than
a century the publishers of the Authorized Version of 1611--
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the King James Version. This recent new bible -- The New
English Bible --is the product of the liberal scholars of extreme
modernism for the churches of England and Scotland, and the
non-conformist churches of all Great Britain and the United
Kingdom --hence, for the English speaking Protestant world,
for the purpose of relegating the Authorized King James Version,
and through which to convert the English speaking world
en masse' to the modernism of the new Christianity theology --
the Neo-orthodox Movement -- sponsored by the International
Council Of Religious Education; in England, through the World
Council of Churohes; in America, through the National Council
of Churches.

The liberties exercised by the editorial committee (they are
editors in fact, not translators) may be classified under several
divisions of arrangement: 1. omissions 2. insertions 3. rewriting
the text 4. mistranslation 5. paraphrasing 6. elimination of de-
scriptive nouns and pronouns and the removal of sacred names
7. inferior literary quality 8. toning down woeful denunciations
9. doctrinal deviations affecting the vital teaching of the Bible.
The Lord Jesus Christ said: “Heaven and earth shall pass away,
but my words shall not pass away” -- the Lord said words, not
thoughts; and he did not merely say word, he said words. The
stress is on the words. In the Old Testament the emphasis is
laid on the words: “God spake all these words,” and he com-
manded Moses to “write thou these words”; and Joshua read
“all the words of the law” to the people, and “there was not a
word of all that Moses commanded which Joshua read not before
all the congregation.” (Exodus 19:6--20:1-- 34:27; Joshua
8:34, 35) Again, Jesus said, "the words that I speak unto you,
they are spirit, and they are life,” and “he that rejecteth me, and
receiveth not my words, hath one that judgeth him.” (John 6:63
--12:48) Readers of the New English Bible cannot fail to
observe and to know that its liberal paraphrases are not the words
in the Bible. Over 3,666 times “the word of God” is mentioned
in the Bible. In the next section, verses book by book in the
order of the New Testament arrangement will be cited for the
evidence, but only an example of each of the above classifica-
tions can now be submitted:
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First: Of omissions --in the description of the Triumphal
Entry into Jerusalem, Matthew 21:9, after abbreviating and
combining verses 6 and 7 into one verse, the great statement of
verse 9 “blessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lord” is
omitted, simply cast out. There are literally dozens of such
examples of omissions, adding up to hundreds in the whole text.

Second: Of insertions -- in John 14:6 Jesus said, “I am the
way, the truth, and the life” -- here the new bible writers
inserted in repetition “I am” three times where it is in the text
only one time, and then omitted the article “the” before the
word life, thus having it to read “I am life” -- but Jesus said:
I am the way, the truth, and the life,” and it does not read that
way in the new book. It is a dangerous practice to alter and
change the language of scripture, and these were words of
Jesus Christ.

Third: Of recasting and rewriting -- in Luke 1:1-4, the intro-
duction to Luke’s gospel record, there are eighty-two words in
one long sentence in both the Greek and the corresponding Eng-
lish, beginning with "Forasmuch as many have taken in hand
to set forth in order a declaration of those things which are most
surely believed among us,” and Theophilus, the person ad-
dressed, is not mentioned until the end of the third verse. But
the new English editors begin the chapter with “The Author To
Theophilus,” rewriting the entire paragraph, adding and omit-
ting words. The phrase “the author” is nowhere in the text and
the first paragraph of the book of Luke has neither the beginning
nor the ending. It would be unethical in the extreme for any
editor of a manuscript to so handle the copy of any writer with
such drastic editing, but these new English editors of the Bible
have taken such liberties with the words of a manuscript penned
by inspiration. Another like example is Matthew 16: 18 where
Jesus said to Peter, in reply to his confession that Jesus is the
Christ, “Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my
church.” Recasting this declaration of Jesus, the rewriters put
it ‘you are Peter, the Rock, and on this rock,” thus doing for
the pope of Rome what his own Catholic scholars had never
dared to do for him: that is, to deliberately change the words
of Christ, and it is worthy of note that this recast passage, it is
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said, was submitted to and approved by all members of the
New English Bible committee.

Fourth: Of mistranslation --in Luke 1:27 reference is made
to Mary as “a virgin espoused to a man whose name was
Joseph,” and in this important passage virgin is changed to “girl”;
also in Matthew 25:1-11 the ten virgins are changed to ten girls,
and girls are inserted through the whole parable; then, in 2
Peter 2:14, the apostle said of the cursed children who had for-
saken the right way and gone astray, “having eyes full of
adultery” --the new English editors descend to an unworthy
reflection on the woman by changing the apostle’s statement to
read: “they have eyes for nothing but women” -- that attaches
evil in a degrading sense to woman.

Fifth: Of paraphrasing --In Matthew 25:26 reference is made
in the parable of the talents to the “wicked and slothful servant,”
which is changed to “you lazy rascal”1 In Galatians 2:4 the
phrase ‘because of false brethren” is changed to “that course
was urged only as a concession to certain sham-Christians” --
five words of that part of this passage are expanded to twelve
words in the new English version, employing words not in the
text at all.

Sixth: Of inferior literary quality -- in John 6:60 it is said that
“many therefore of his disciples, when they had heard this, said,
This is a hard saying; who can hear it?” -- this new version puts
it: “many of his disciples on hearing it exclaimed, This is more
than we can stomach”! But in 1 Timothy 5:23 where Paul advised
Timothy to drink a little wine for his stomach’s sake, the new
writers did not think that “stomach” was literary, and rendered
it: “Stop drinking nothing but water; take a little wine for your
digestion”! Who said that consistency is a jewel? Inconsistency
is the precious stone of this new English bible -- falsely so titled.

Seventh: Of the elimination of descriptive nouns and pronouns,
and the removal of sacred names and titles -- in four verses of
John 11 (21, 32, 34, 39) in conversation with Mary and Martha,
Jesus is addressed Lord, but the new writers change Lord to the
common term “sir,” having two beloved disciples calling Jesus,
the Son of God, sir instead of Lord. There are circumstances and
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instances where people who were not his disciples addressed him
“sir” but nowhere did his disciples speak to him in that common
term; and for these new text writers to change Lord to sir is little
short of blasphemy. In switching nouns and pronouns for an
example out of many: the name “Jesus” is put for “he” and “his”
and “this” in Luke 22:8, Luke 17:16, Acts 9:22, the latter verse
omitting Christ and inserting Messiah; the name “God” is put for
“he” in Acts 7:4, and for ‘him” in Matthew 27:43 -- regardless
of the applications to put the names of God and Jesus and Christ
in the place of pronouns, when these divine names are not in
either Greek or English texts of these verses is not accuracy in
translation.

In reference to removal of sacred names and words, the word
saint from hagios is in the New Testament sixty times, but has
been eliminated and replaced by “people,” “God’s people” and
various adjectives throughout by ‘the new English editors. The
affectionate and beautiful word beloved from a g a p e  is rendered
by the ordinary salutation “dear friends.” The word worship as
an act of adoration and reverence for God, which is rendered
uniformly from proskuneo, has been removed altogether -- unless
we have overlooked an exception, it is not in the New English
Bible at all, but replaced with a variety of words, such as
“homage” and “bow,” at the fancy of the new English editors;
and the official name Christ, in our Saviour’s triple title -- Lord
Jesus Christ --occurs uniformly Christ three hundred times in
the Gospels, Acts and Epistles -- but in the Gospels and Acts
the New English Bible puts “Messiah,” yet retaining Christ in
the epistles, with the exception of Romans 9:5, where they
changed “concerning the flesh Christ came” to “in natural
descent sprang the Messiah.” For the breaking up of this uniform-
ity in three hundred references to Christ in the New Testament
there is not so much as a word of explanation, or reason, and
there is none.

Eighth: Of the depreciation of the pronouncements of woe --
In the upbraidings of certain cities, of the Pharisees and scribes,
of the lawyers and blind guides, Jesus pronounced woe upon
them -- but the makers of the new text interpolate the word
"alas" in place of woe. In Matthew 11:21, Jesus said, ‘Woe unto



THE NEW ENGLISH BIBLE 481

thee, Choraxin! woe unto thee, Bethsaida!” In Matthew 23, the
Lord pronounced woe in eight verses upon the Pharisees, scribes,
lawyers and blind guides, In all of tbese verses the word “alas”
is put in its place --but the word alas is used to express unhap-
piness, pity and concern; whereas the word woe is a pronounce-
ment of judgment and condemnation. In 1 Corinthians 9:16 the
apostle Paul said of himself, “woe is unto me, if I preach not
the gospel” --and the new writers substituted “misery” for woe,
and omitted “the gospel,” having Paul to say “it would be mis-
ery to me not to preach” --omitting the gospel! In Luke 11:44
the New English editors write “alas, alas” into the text where
the word “woe” occurs only once, and in Matthew 23:13 the two
words “alas, alas” are put for the one word “woe,” but in Luke
11:46 where Jesus said “woe unto you also, ye lawyers” the new
writers omit “woe” and put “Yes, you lawyers” -- inserting “yes”
for woe, and adding “it is no better for you”! In Matthew 18:7
Jesus used the word woe twice, and the writers of the New
English version put “alas” in the first place and “woe betide”
in the second place --for the same one word. In Revelation 9:12
woe occurs twice, but is omitted once; in Luke 11:44 woe occurs
once but is inserted twice, and in Revelation 11:14 woe is there
twice but omitted once. In Revelation 8:13 the flying angel said,
“woe, woe, woe”; and in 9:12 “one woe is past, and behold,
there come two woes more hereafter”; and in 11:14 “the second
woe is past; and, behold, the third woe cometh quickly” -- here
the word woe occurs twice but is omitted once; and 12:12 “woe
to the inhabiters of the earth and of tbe sea -- which adds up to
eight occurrences of woe in Revelation (in the American Stand-
ard Version six more -- 18:10, 16, 19), and omitted twice in the
new English version. It is singular to the degree of being strange
translation that the word woe is retained by the new editors in
Revelation but changed to “alas” in thirty passages elsewhere in
the New Testament --even in Matthew 26:24 in the reference to
Judas, the betrayer of Jesus.

Ninth: Of doctrinal deviations -- the changes in the wording
of vital doctrinal passages in this new English bible involve the
Deity of Jesus in the virgin birth according to Matthew, Luke
and John, and other old and new testament passages; the refer-
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ences to baptism in several places, such as in Matthew 28:19,
Mark 1:4, Luke 3:3, and the rejection of the last paragraph of
Mark which includes the Great Commission of Mark 16:15-16;
eliminating the great gospel word righteousness Romans 1:17
et. al; the slanting of faith passages to teach the faith alone doc-
trine, such as Galatians 2:16; and tbe loose and inconsistent
references to the church throughout the New Testament, adding
adjectives as the editors bandy and switch the word about at
their will and fancy without consistency -- compare Acts 2:47
with 20:17, 28; Romans 16:16; 1 Corinthians 1:2; 11: 16, 18, 22,
26; Galatians 1:2; Revelation 2:1, 7-and out of one hundred
fifteen references to the church in the New Testament, the new
editors have juggled them with such variations that they are not
consistently quotable --and, then, the removal of the divinity of
the name Christian from Acts 11:26 and the first day of the week
from Acts 20:7. These and other vital portions of the New Testa-
ment holy scriptures will be contrasted with the renderings of the
New English Bible as this review proceeds to its conclusion.

III.

The casual, not even to say careful, reader of the Bible, can
discern at a glance that the language of The New English Bible
is not the text of the Bible --in hardly a passage in the New Tes-
tament have the words of it been preserved--this new English
bible is a completely reconstructed text and is not the Bible.

At this point in the preparation of this book in the exposure of
its many evils and errors, the Old Testament version of it has
appeared, and a look at Genesis 1:2 reveals its character. The
Genesis record reads: “And the Spirit of God moved upon the
face of the waters.” In the rewriting of this sublime and majestic
beginning statement the Spirit of God is removed from the text
and it is made to read that the wind swept in place of the Spirit
of God moved --the Spirit of God moved (brooded) over the
waters like a bird hovering over its nest, to bring forth the crea-
tion. Such a perverted version of the Bible, the translators of
which will perform that sort of perfidy, is not worthy of further
consideration. We may later return, however, to other Old Testa-
ment examples, but the present purpose is to expose the mis-
translation of the New Testament.
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(1) The gospel of Matthew begins with “the book of the
generation of Jesus Christ” which ends with the statement of
verse 16 “And Jacob begat Joseph, the husband of Mary, of
whom was born Jesus, who is called Christ.” The new English
version changed “of whom was born Jesus” to “who gave birth
to Jesus” --the phrase “of whom was born Jesus” clearly indi-
cates that Jesus was of Mary, and rules out Joseph as the father;
but the phrase “who gave birth” in itself allows a father, rather
than "of Mary,” without a father. It is thus that the version
begins with subtle methods of undermining the Deity of Jesus. It
 compares with the change made in Luke 1:34, where the angel
informed Mary that she should “bring forth a son,” to which
she replied, “how shall this be, seeing I know not a man?” The
new editors changed the reading of this verse to, "how can this
be, said Mary, when I have no husband.” But that is not what
Mary said. Mary said “I know not a man” -- there are many
unfortunate girls and young women who have made the tragic
mistake of bearing children out of wedlock, all of whom could
say "I have no husband’ but not one of whom could say I know
not a man. These English editors committed a crime against the
virgin Mary in this mistranslation. But again, in Luke 2:33 the
same deliberate mistranslation is seen. Referring to Jesus, the
text reads: “And Joseph and his mother marvelled at those things
which were spoken of him.” It is easily observed here that
Joseph was not mentioned as his father, but the new bible writ-
ers with no warrant whatsoever changed it to read, “his father
and mother” -- the text does not read “his father and mother,”
it reads “Joseph and his mother.” This change cannot be other
than deliberate, and it is a crime against the Son of God and a
sin against the Holy Spirit, for the angel said to Mary: “The
Holy Spirit shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest
shall overshadow thee; therefore also that holy thing which
shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of God.”

(2) In the beatitudes of Matthew 5:3-10, a few examples will
suffice to demonstrate the tampering with these gospel previews
and Pentecost pointers. The first beatitude reads: “Blessed are
the poor in spirit: for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.” The new
bible omits “spirit” and reads “how blest are those who know
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that they are poor.” Of course, one who is poor knows it! But
the reference is to the poor in spirit -- and one of wealth may
be “poor in spirit” --for that means the one who is dependent
upon something other than himself and his own wisdom. To be
poor in spirit was a condition of entering the kingdom which John
and Jesus had announced --and it means the one who depends
not on his own knowledge and wisdom but upon the teaching of
Christ to guide him into the announced kingdom.

“The second beatitude reads: “Blessed are they that mourn:
for they shall be comforted.” The new bible reads: “How blest
are the sorrowful; they shall find consolation” -- but mourn in
this passage does not refer to grief and it is not a consolatory
passage --it refers to the mourning in the state of sin, in a world
of sin, and the comfort is the gospel which Jesus was bringing to
the world as the remedy for the mourning, the remedy for sin.
The beatitude compares with the gospel invitation of chapter
11:28 “Come unto me, all ye that labour and are heavy laden,
and I will give you rest --there is no difference in being heavily
laden and in mourning, and there is no difference in rest and
comfort, for both words refer to pardon through the gospel which
Jesus had announced, and the passages are parallel.

The third beatitude reads: “Blessed are the meek: for they
shall inherit the earth.” The new bible reads: “How blest are
those of gentle spirit; they shall have the earth for their posses-
sion.” It is noticeable here that the new writers omitted the
word ‘spirit” in the first beatitude where it occurs, but inserted
it in the third beatitude where it does not occur -- what sort of
translation is this? But Jesus did not say "possess" the earth, he
said inherit the earth. The definition of the word meek is equili-
brium, enduring with patience, the full control of all the faculties
of one’s being, a state of balance between opposing forces --
the meaning of this beatitude is that these disciples of Jesus
would soon be the citizens of his kingdom, surrounded by the
hostilities of the unbelieving Jews, and the oppositions and op-
pressions of the heathen world and the Roman powers; but if
the disciples of Christ, in the meekness of their souls, would over-
come all opposition and oppression, rather than be subdued by
them, they would fill the whole earth with his teaching. Again,
there is a parallel passage in Matthew 24:31, where it is said
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that after the destruction of Jerusalem and the removal of Juda-
ism from the path of the church, Jesus would “send his angels”
(gospel emmisaries) to “gather together his elect from the four
winds, from one end of heaven to the other” -- this passage and
the third beatitude both refer to the expansion of the gospel, filling
the earth with the gospel of Christ, therefore the inheritance of
the earth in the spiritual sense. The change the new writers
made destroys the beatitude, but regardless of their interpreta-
tion they have no right to change its words, and in doing so
they have given the premillennial slant to the third beatitude,
which millennialists have always endeavored to do.

One more beatitude will suffice to serve the present purpose.
The fourth beatitude reads: “Blessed are they which do hunger
and thirst after righteousness: for they shall be filled.” The new
bible changes it to read: “How blest are those who hunger and
thirst to see right prevail” --this is a complete perversion of
the beatitude. The word “righteousness” is that doctrinal word
which means justification. The world was in sin; Jesus Christ
was bringing justification, the forgiveness of sin, to sinful man-
kind; and all who would hunger and thirst for it, in compliance
with its conditions, would receive the full measure of pardon. It
is evident, in these examples, that the new bible writers assumed
to write the beatitudes better than Jesus said them!

The mistranslation of the word righteousness continues in verse
20, of chapter 5, following the beatitudes. In the Bible it reads:
“Except your righteousness shall exceed the righteousness of the
scribes and Pharisees, ye shall in no case enter into the kingdom
of heaven.” In the new bible it reads: “Unless you show your-
selves far better men than the Pharisees and doctors of the law.”
The rendering is manifestly wrong. The term righteousness means
justification; the scribes and Pharisees had their own system of
justification, as Paul stated in Romans 10:3; but Jesus Christ was
bringing to sinful man the justification which the gospel provides,
which exceeds in kind that of the scribes and Pharisees, and this
righteousness is revealed in the gospel according to Romans 1: 16
--and it is the condition of entering into the kingdom, the pass-
port into the kingdom. (For a full analysis of the beatitudes, and
these related passages, the reader is referred to the author’s com-
mentary on The Sermon On The Mount).
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(3) On the abolition of the law in Matthew 5:17, the New
English Bible follows the pattern of the Revised Standard Ver-
sion in changing the words of Jesus and the meaning of the Lord’s
statement. The verse reads: “Think not that I am come to destroy
the law or the prophets: I am not come to destroy, but to fulfill.”
The new bible changes it to read, “Do not suppose that I have
come to abolish the law” -- but he did abolish the law, accord-
ing to Ephesians 2:15: “having abolished the law of command-
ments contained in ordinances”; and 2 Corinthians 3:7, 13, 14, 16
which state word for word that the law which was written and
engraved by Moses was abolished, done away and taken away.
So the new writers of the new bible have the Lord doing what
he had said that he did not come to do! As before stated, in the
analysis of Matthew 5:17, in the review of the Revised Standard
Version in a previous section, if Jesus had destroyed the law, he
could not have fulfilled it -- but having fulfilled it, he did
abolish it, as stated in numerous other New Testament passages.
In the next verse the new translators are guilty of a ludicrous
truism. Verse 18 reads: “Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or
one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be ful-
filled.” Here the new English writers make it read, “not a letter,
not a stroke, will disappear from the law until all that must
happen to it has happened”; This statement is an obvious absurd-
ity --it is worse than a truism --a truism is an obvious truth or a
thing so self-evident as to be needless to say or wholly unneces-
sary to mention --and these writers of the new bible make Jesus
say that the law will not disappear until what must happen has
happened! Shades of translation; They make the Lord guilty of
an obvious truism, so absurd as to reflect on intelligence.

(4) A golden text of the Sermon on the Mount is Matthew
7:12: “Therefore all things whatsoever ye would that men should
do to you, do ye even so to them: for this is the law and the
prophets.” The new bible changed it to, "Always treat others
as you would like them to treat you," thus ruining a golden text
memorized and quoted by old and young of all ages. The word
“treat” is not a good substitution for do unto others, anyway; and
besides the passage refers to the subject of judging, as set forth
in preceding verses.
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(5) In Matthew 16:18 Jesus said: “Thou art Peter, and upon
this rock I will build my church” -- the new writers changed it
to read, “you are Peter, the Rock; and on this rock I will build
my church.” It will be observed that the new version inserts the
word “rock” twice, but the Bible text has the word “rock” only
once; and the new version puts it first with the capital letter
Rock, but second with the lower case letter rock -- why, when
the Bible text has the word only one time without the capital R?
It is plain that the new version has perverted the passage. Peter
had said to Christ: ‘Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living
God.” In reply Jesus said that this confession was not Peter’s
own conclusion, but had been revealed to him by “my Father
which is in heaven.” The Lord then said: “thou art Peter, and
upon this rock I will build my church” -- it is plain to an un-
biased observer that the rock is what had been revealed to
Peter, that Jesus was the Christ, and the rock therefore is Christ,
the foundation upon which the church would soon be built and
is built; and the apostle Paul confirms it with the emphatic
statement: “For other foundation can no man lay than that is
laid, which is Jesus Christ” --and that settles it. But the new
English translation has interpolated into this basic doctrinal text
an age-long controversial interpretation. It is more than a traves-
ty on translation, it is a sin against Jesus Christ, the Rock of
the church.

(6) After the confession of Peter in the text of Matthew l6:16-
18, in verses 21-22, Jesus began to explain to his disciples " h o w
that he must go unto Jerusalem, and suffer many things of the
elders and chief priests and scribes, and be killed, and be raised
again the third day,” and Peter said, “be it far from thee, Lord”
--and here in place of “be it far from thee, Lord,” the new
text-writers put the exclamation, “Heaven forbid!” What sort of
translation is that? putting a byword exclamation of two words
not in the text at all in place of the six-word statement of Peter.
Besides the interpolated byword exclamation, the entire passage
is needlessly rewritten in language too common for the text of
the Bible.

(7) In Matthew 19:28 Jesus said to the twelve: “In the regen-
eration when the Son of man shall sit in the throne of his glory,
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ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes
of Israel.” The new book under review inserts “the world that
is to be” in place of the regeneration, and in place of twelve
thrones inserts “thrones of your own, where you will sit judging
the twelve tribes of Israel” --which indicates that the writers
of the new book did not know the meaning of the passage and
misapplied it with a millenial-age slant. The Lord was pointing
to the Gospel Dispensation, to begin on Pentecost, and therefore
had not opened: In the regeneration (the gospel dispensation)
when the Son of man shall sit in the throne of his glory (in heav-
en, Hebrews 1:8), ye also (the apostles) shall sit on twelve
thrones (in apostolic authority) judging (by their inspired apos-
tolic teaching) the twelve tribes of Israel (the whole church of
God--- the new Israel) --the twelve tribes in the Old Testament
were the whole of national Israel, and the twelve tribes in the
New Testament are the whole spiritual Israel. (Acts 26:7; James
1:1) The passage is clearly the new gospel dispensation passage,
at that time soon to be inaugurated -- and it was a Pentecost
pointer. But the new writers perverted it in New English Bible
style.

(8) In Matthew 27:54 where the centurion executioner at the
cross exclaimed, “Truly, this was the Son of God,” the New
English Bible joins the Revised Standard Version replacing the
definite article the with the indefinite article a, and the capital
S (Son) with the lower case s (son), having the verse to read,
“Truly this man was a son of God” -- in doing so they did what
neither the Authorized Version nor the American Standard Ver-
sion translators were willing to do, and in doing so impugned the
Deity of Jesus Christ --and some modern translations (?) have
dared to put it "a son of the gods” to imply the doctrine of
pantheism, which equates God with the forces and laws of the
universe, or polytheism, which is the belief in a plurality of gods.
Unless the new version translators had intended to reflect on the
Deity of Jesus Christ there could have been no motive in chang-
ing ‘The Son of God" to “a son of God” -- it is an example of
the subtle method of translation encountered throughout the
new bible.
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(9) Every Christian knows, and every gospel preacher quotes,
the words of Matthew 28:19: “Go ye therefore, and teach all
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit,” or of the American, revision, “make
disciples of all nations, baptizing them into the name” -- but
the New English Bible puts it “baptize men everywhere” thus
changing the participle baptizing to baptize when “make dis-
ciples, baptizing them” states how disciples are made: make
the garment clean, washing it; make doctors, educating them;
make nurses, training them; make disciples, baptizing them. The
use of the participle states how the garment is made clean, by
washing; how doctors and nurses are made, by educating and
training; and “make disciples, baptizing them,” states how
disciples are made, by baptizing them. The rendering of the New
English Bible destroys this essential distinction.

(10) Introducing the preaching of John the Baptist, Mark 1:4
reads: John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the bap-
tism of repentance for the remission of sins.” The writers of the
new book change the baptism to a baptism and rewrite the verse
to read, “a baptism in token of repentance”. -- there is no such
word as token in the text, and no word that means what a token
is. A token is a symbol of something, an outward sign. Denomin-
ational creeds for centuries have chanted that “baptism is the
outward sign of inward grace.” Baptism is not in token of re-
pentance nor is it an outward sign of inward anything -- it is
distinctly for the remission of sins; and Mark 1:4 affirms that it
is the baptism of repentance for the remission of sins; it is one
baptism with one design, the remission of sins, and all other
expressions concerning it merge into this one design of baptism.

(11) In Mark 13:11 Jesus charged the twelve: “Take no
thought beforehand what ye shall speak, neither do ye premedi-
tate: but whatsoever shall be given you in that hour, that speak
ye: for it is not ye that speak, but the Holy Spirit.” Here Jesus
prohibited premeditation by his apostles, and this passage there-
fore teaches their verbal inspiration -- “it is not ye that speak,
but the Holy Spirit." But in this place the New English Bible
follows the Revised Standard Version, and one of the exception-
ally few instances of deviations from the original text of the
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American Standard Version, in the omission of neither do ye
premeditate -- in removing this prohibition from the charge of
Jesus to his apostles-to-be the force of the passage is neutralized.
This prohibition of Jesus is charged with verbal inspiration; it
is not put in the italics of supplied words, and is undoubtedly
in the ancient manuscripts and authorities that produced the
Authorized Version, the translators of which had all of these
sources before them. The modem translators have shown prefer-
ence and prejudice toward later sources and more doubt can be
cast on these new discoveries than on the old text of our revered
Bible.

(12) On the last paragraph of Mark, containing the Great
Commission of Mark 16:15-16, the New English Bible follows
the Revised Standard Version in casting the mantle of doubt on
this passage which is virtually a rejection of its authenticity and
genuineness. This section at the end of Mark has been given an
exhaustive treatment in a previous chapter, which cannot be sum-
marized here, but attention must be called to the interpolation
of the New English Bible which its translators evidently regard
as the ending of Mark, inserted between verses 8 and 9:

“And they delivered all these instructions briefly to Peter and
his companions. Afterwards Jesus himself sent out by them from
east to west the sacred and imperishable message of eternal
salvation.”

The above insertion departs completely from the style and
language of the text of Mark, and all of the other gospel records,
and it bears the evidence in itself of an interpolation. The last
paragraph of Mark begins with verse 9, “Now when Jesus was
risen early the first day of the week,” and the entire paragraph
is consistent in style and language with the whole context -- but
the new translators will throw out these verses for obviously a
spurious interpolation. Modem theologians of that dye and cast
are not spiritually capable of translating the Word of God. (The
reader is here referred to the previous section of this book deal-
ing with the authenticity and genuineness of this last paragraph
of Mark).

(13) In the introduction to Luke’s record there is no warrant
for changing Luke’s words “having had perfect understanding
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of all things from the very first” to “as one who has gone over
the whole course of these events in detail” -- the “perfect under-
standing” could not be less than inspiration, and “from the very
first” could not be less than eyewitness testimony; but any one
of intelligence could “go over a course of events in detail” from
a human viewpoint --but Luke claimed the perfection of inspir-
ation for his account, and that is what the new translators do
not believe. And in chapter 1:34 it is inexcusable for the new
writers to change Mary’s statement, “I know not a man” to “I
have no husband”; and in chapter 2:33 to change “Joseph and
his mother” to “the child’s father and mother” -- the first pas-
sage allows that Joseph could have been the father of Jesus,
and the latter verse affirms that he was, thus denying the virgin
birth of Jesus, with the resultant conclusion that he was a
bastard!

In the closing chapters of Luke it is equally unwarranted and
inexcusable to omit from chapter 22: 19, after “this is my body,”
the statement of Jesus, “which is given for you: this do in re-
membrance of me” -- both of these phrases are omitted; and
verse 20: “Likewise also the cup after supper, saying, This cup
is the new testament in my blood, which is shed for you” --
this entire verse 20 is omitted in the New English Bible.

(14) In the first chapter of John the blessed words “the only
begotten Son” occur three times, and in all three occurrences
the word “begotten” is excised -- removed from the word
monogenes (only/begotten) which includes it -- and in verse
18 the entire phrase “the only begotten Son, which is in the
bosom of the Father” is changed to “God’s only Son, he who
is nearest to the Father’s heart.” It was my opportunity to ask
a specialist in both classical and common Greek, who had been
called as special consultant to the Greek department of a Uni-
versity, and was himself Professor of Greek in a State University:
Can the Greek word monogenes be fully translated without the
two English words only begotten? The immediate answer was:
Absolutely impossible. But for theological purposes the modern
translators have thrown the word begotten out of every reference
to Jesus Christ as “the only begotten Son,” including the golden
text of the New Testament, John 3:16: “God so loved the world,
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that he gave his only begotten Son.” (For the full discussion of
the term monogenes the reader may refer to the previous chapter
under the title: The Only Begotten Son.)

(15) On the new birth of John 3:1-8, the new version takes
out the Spirit (Holy Spirit, or Spirit of God) and reduces the
word in every mention to spirit (the spirit of man). So “born of
water and the Spirit” is put “born from water and spirit”; and
“that which is born of the Spirit is spirit” is changed to “it is
spirit that gives birth to spirit” -- in the text “that which is
born of the Spirit is spirit” means that the spirit of man is born
of the Spirit of God (the Holy Spirit); but in the new version
“spirit gives birth to spirit” appears to mean that man’s spirit
gives birth to his own spirit, and the Spirit of God is translated
out of the passage. And the concluding statement -- “So with
everyone who is born from spirit” -- altogether makes nonsense!
And the expression used “born over again” is without literary
quality and is downright clumsy.

(16) In the fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth chapters of
John, Jesus promised the Comforter to the apostles. The word is
from parakletos, and means to supply, to make adequate, and
it is connected with the Lord’s statement that he would not
leave the apostles comfortless (14:18) -- he would not leave his
place with them vacant, he would send the Comforter to fill his
place. This Comforter is equated with the Spirit of truth, which
is revelation, inspiration (14:16-17, and 15:26), and is equated
with the Holy Spirit ( 14:26), all of which is equal to “endued
(clothed) with power from on high” (Luke 24:49), and therefore
means the Holy Spirit baptism promised to and received by the
apostles for the purpose of inspiration. This is made evident in
14:26 and 16:12-13, in the Lord’s explanation of the functions
of the Comforter which only inspiration could fulfill. But in the
New English Bible the word “Advocate” is put in place of the
Comforter, and the Holy Spirit is thus made Intercessor -- but
there is one Advocate (1 John 2:1), one Intercessor, one Media-
tor, Jesus Christ (I Timothy 2:5)--and the term Advocate does
not express the office of the Comforter in the apostles, and there
is no valid reason to change it.



T H E  NEW ENGLISH BIBLE

(17) At the end of the book of John the writers of the new
English version insert the section of John omitted from chapter
7:53 to 8: 11 on the grounds that this passage of twelve verses is
not authentic. The reader is referred to the defense of this pas-
sage in the section reviewing the Revised Standard Version in
this work.

(18) In Acts 2:30 the New English Bible joins the Revised
Standard Version in omitting the whole phrase concerning Christ,
“that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh” God would
raise up Christ to sit on David’s throne -- this is the omission
of a basic, vital truth, and “one of his own direct descendants”
is not sufficient to replace it.

(19) In the sermon on Pentecost of Acts 2, Peter is made to
open his address “Men of Israel, listen to me” instead of hear
these words, and in verse 37, in response to the sermon, the
audience is made to address the apostles as “friends,” instead of
“men and brethren” --but they were all Jews, and brethren
is the right word, and “friends” does not express the relation. In
the apostle’s answer: “Repent, and be baptized” the new writers
put it, “Repent, said Peter, repent and be baptized” -- but Peter
said repent only one time, why insert it twice? And "in the
name of Jesus Christ” is replaced by “in the name of Jesus the
Messiah” --why such tampering with the text for the sake of
change, for it improves nothing, and simplifies nothing, and is
an example of meddling that characterizes this whole new bible.
Added to this is the altogether needless change of the last verse
of the chapter, verse 47: ‘The Lord added to the church daily
such as should be saved” -- changed to “added to their number
those whom he was saving” - but their number is not a transla-
tion of the church (te ekklesia) employed one hundred fifteen
times in the New Testament.

(20) In Acts 3:21 Peter referred to the times of restitution of
a l l  things, which is equivalent to the last days of Hebrews 1:2,
and is without controversy a reference to the gospel dispensation.
And Acts 3:21 declares that Christ will stay in heaven until these
times (plural) --the last days (plural) -- reach the completion.
But the version under review inserts “until the time of universal
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restoration comes” --changing the plural times to the singular
time, and inserting “until the time of universal restoration
comes,” making it future with the millennial slant! And they
call this the new English bible!

(21) In the account of the conversion of Cornelius in Acts
10, the angel’s words to Cornelius in verse 6, “he shall tell thee
what thou oughtest to do” are omitted, simply removed from
the verse as though they were never there and as though the
angel never said it.

(22) The well-known passage of Acts 11:26 records the
statement: “And the disciples were called Christians first in
Antioch.” The new bible puts it: “It was in Antioch that the
disciples first got the name of Christians” -- take a look at it --
got the name of Christians! Here the crude word got is put in
place of the inspired word c a l l e d  which is the Greek word
chrematizo and means called of God or “called by divinity,” a
divine call. There are two words for call, one is kaleo, a com-
mon, ordinary name called on a person or thing; the other is
chrematizo, a special word for a name divinely called. The
common word kaleo, according to Englishman’s Greek Con-
cordance, occurs about one hundred fifty times in the New
Testament; but the special word chrematizo, according to the
same authority, occurs only nine times, and here are the verses:

Matthew 2:12; “And (Joseph and Mary) being warned of
God (chrematizo) in a dream that they should not return to
Herod."

Matthew 2: 22 : “Being warned of God (chrematizo) in a
dream, he turned aside into the parts of Galilee.”

Luke 2:26: To the venerable Simeon it was revealed (chre-
matizo) by the Holy Spirit, that he should not see death, before
he had seen the Lord’s Christ.”

Acts 10:22: Cornelius “was warned from God (chrematizo)
by an holy angel to send for thee into his house, and to hear
words of thee.”

Acts 11:26: “And the disciples were called (chrematizo --
called of God) Christians first in Antioch."

Romans 7:3: “She shall be called (chrematizo -- called of
of God) an adulteress.”



THE NEW ENGLISH BIBLE 495

Hebrews 8:5: “As Moses was admonished of God (chremati-
zo) when he was about to make the tabernacle.”

Hebrews 11:7: “By faith Noah, being warned of God (chre-
matizo) of things not seen as yet, prepared an ark to the saving
of his house.”

Hebrews 12:25: “For if they escaped not who refused him
that spake (chrematizo) on earth, much more shall we not
escape, if we turn away from him that speaketh from heaven.”

These are the nine chrematizo verses -- and the passage in
question is in the midst of them -- “the disciples were called
(of God --chrematizo) Christians first in Antioch." The trans-
lators of the New English Bible, endeavoring to making a nick-
name of derision of the name Christian, crudely and rudely
inserted “got” the name Christian -- anyone who knows an
ounce of English grammar, to say nothing of the Bible, knows
that “got” is not a translation of called.  This is a bold example
of how far these modem translators will go in the nefarious
work of changing the Bible.

(23) It is commonly known that Acts 20:7 reads: “‘And upon
the first day of the week, when the disciples came together to
break bread, Paul preached unto them, ready to depart on the
morrow.” The now notorious rendering of the New English
Bible is: “On the Saturday night, in our assembly for the break-
ing of bread, Paul, who was to leave the next day, addressed
them.” It should not require comment, much less argument, to
show that Saturday night is not a translation of the important
phrase upon the first day of the week, the Saturday night phrase
being in no Greek text, and the first day of the week being in
every Greek text. But the translators meet themselves coming
around the comer, for in Luke 24:1 the same exact phrase
“upon the first day of the week” is changed to “Sunday morn-
ing" --therein lies their own admission that Saturday night
was not the first day of the week, and they are self-convicted
of mistranslation. The first day of the week is a significant
special phrase which must not be removed from the New
Testament. Jesus Christ arose from the dead on the first day of
the week; Pentecost came on the first day of the week; the
church was established on the first day of the week; the disci-



498 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

ples who were called Christians assembled on the first day of
the week to commemorate the Lord’s death, burial and resur-
rection, and were exhorted never to abandon it -- and no set
of modernists under the guise of translation have moral, ethical
or scriptural right to supplant the phrase the first day of the
week in order to implement their own theological idiosyncratic
deviations.

(24) Another notorious example of tampering with a text is
the "almost persuaded” passage of Acts 26:28: “Then Agrippa
said to Paul, Almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian.”
The New English Bible diverts this passage to read: “You think
it will not take much to win me over and make a Christian of
me.” Theologians who will revamp such a plain statement will
do anything in the name of translation. Inasmuch as an exten-
sive treatment of Acts 26:28 is in the review of the Revised
Standard Version, it will save repetition to refer the reader to
that section of this review.

(25) In the introductions and salutations of the epistles the
word saints and sanctify and sanctification have been removed
and replaced with a variety of words and phrases without any
uniform or certain translation, changing nouns to verbs and
verbs to nouns without discrimination, such as: “God’s people”,
“‘dedicated,” "hallo," “holy,” “consecrate, " “set apart,” -- all
these, and more, with no uniform or certain translation.

(28) The great doctrinal word righteousness in Romans 1:17,
which has had repeated attention in this book, is paraphrased
in the New English Bible with five words for one, “God’s way
of righting wrong” --which is not the definition of righteous-
ness anywhere, and is a flagrant paraphrastic mistranslation.
The term righteousness means justification, and justification
means forgiveness, so righteousness is the state of justification,
and Romans 1:16-17 states that the gospel reveals how God
justifies sinners by forgiveness and thus makes sinners righteous
-- that is, through the gospel the righteousness of God is im-
parted to man. The general policy of the New English Bible is
to take the word righteousness out of the text.
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(27) In Romans 3:27 the important phrase “the law of faith”
is eliminated, omitted, with the result of losing the contrast
between the law of Moses and the gospel law of faith. The pas-
sage reads: “Where is boasting then? It is excluded. By what
law? of works? Nay, but by the law of faith.” The new English
version inserts “principle” for law and “faith” for the law of
faith, thus destroying the structure of the passage and nullify-
ing the very argument of the apostle on the law and the gospel.

(28) One of the most apparent mistranslations and conse-
quent misapplications of the New English Bible is their version
of Romans 8:18-23, where “the creature” and “the creation”
are made to refer to the lower creation, the brute creation and
“the created universe” waiting in the expectation of a glorious
deliverance --the seeds of millenialism are imbedded in the
new version interpretation. For the undoubtedly correct and
scriptural analysis of this passage the comments of R. L. White-
side, reprinted from his Commentary On Paul’s Letter To The
Saints In Rome, are here submitted in full:

“In verses 16-18 Paul reaches the climax of his argument on
the theme that the gospel is the power of God for saving people.
Even the sufferings which we undergo for the gospel serve a
purpose in helping to fit us for the glory that shall be revealed
to usward. “For our light affliction, which is for the moment,
worketh for us more and more exceedingly an eternal weight
of glory (2 Corinthians 4:17). The time of our suffering is short,
but the glory and bliss of the reward are eternal. The greatness
of the reward encourages the Christian to undergo the suffering
that comes upon him, even though the suffering is not according
to his will, nor of his own choosing. To draw back on account
of suffering is to fail of the reward. “Faithful is the saying: For
if we died with him, we shall also live with him: if we endure,
we shall also reign with him: if we shall deny him, he also will
deny us” (2 Timothy 2:11-12).

“Verses 19-23 have given commentators no end of trouble . . .
The main trouble is in determining the meaning and application
of the terms, ‘the creation’, ‘the whole creation’, ‘the first-fruits
of the Spirit’, and ‘we ourselves’. Some assume that ‘the creation’
and ‘the whole creation’ are the same in extent of meaning and
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refer to all living things below man; that all living things, both
animal and vegetable, suffer the curse of death along with man;
and that they are represented as looking forward to the time
when the curse of death shall have been removed. But it seems
to me that there are insurmountable difficulties in the way of
this interpretation. Where did any one get the idea that death
came upon animals and vegetables as a result of Adam’s sin?
Upon what did the animal and fish feed before Adam sinned,
and upon what would they have continued to feed had he not
sinned? What did Adam and Eve eat before they sinned? Any
living thing that becomes food must die, whether that thing be
animal or vegetable. The thing that kept Adam and Eve alive
before they sinned was the fruit of the tree of life. It can hardly
be conceived that the fishes and animals and vegetables were
kept alive by the same means. It does not seem possible that
Paul had in mind the lower creation in verses 19-21. It seems
unreasonable that he should, by a figure of speech, represent
animals and vegetables as expecting and awaiting the revealing
of the sons of God; and it seems especially strange that he
would affirm that animals and vegetables ‘shall be delivered
from the bondage of corruption into the liberty of the glory of
the children of God’, or that they were subject to vanity, ‘not of
their own will.’ Every statement indicates that he was talking
about intelligent beings who had a real interest in the resur-
rection and glorification of the children of God. The verses are
closely connected with verse 18, and were evidently written
to encourage the Christian to endure the suffering for the sake
of the glory that shall be revealed to usward It would not help
me to endure suffering to be told that the lower creation was
longing to be delivered from suffering into the liberty of the
glory of the children of God.

‘What, then, is the creation of verses 19-21? Who or what
is it that with earnest expectation -- strong hope -- waits for
the revealing of the sons of God? Who but Christians are so
hopefully interested in that event? Of what creation could it
be said that it hopes to be ‘delivered from the bondage of
corruption into the liberty of the glory of the children of God’?
Who but Christians have such hopes? But are Christians, either
as individuals or as a group, ever referred to as a creation?
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Paul says: ‘Wherefore if any man is in Christ, he is a new
creature’ (2 Corinthians 5:17). The marginal reading has new
creation. The Greek ‘word for ‘creature’ in this verse is the
same word for ‘creation’ in Romans 8:19, 21. The church is
said to have been created. ‘That he might create ‘in himself of
the two one new man’ (Ephesians 2:15). Here we have the
verb form of the word from which we have creation. Jesus
created the church; hence, it is a creation. And the things Paul
says of the creation are true of the church -- true of its mem-
bers. The same things are elsewhere said of the sufferings, the
hope, and the final glory of faithful Christians. If this view is
not correct, it at least has the merit of being in harmony with
what the scriptures elsewhere say concerning the present condi-
tion and future destiny of Christians. In verse 22, Paul speaks
of the whole human race. He reminds Christians that sufferings,
death, and decay are not peculiar to Christians, but are the
common lot of all human beings. But the reader will notice that
no hope --no future outlook --is attributed to the whole
creation.

“But who is referred to in verse 23? and what are the 'first-
fruits of the Spirit’? It seems to be taken for granted by many
commentators that all Christians are here referred to and the
‘first-fruits of the Spirit’ is the same as the ‘earnest of the
Spirit’ as mentioned in 2 Corinthians 1:22; 5:5; Ephesians 1: 13,
14. But I cannot see how in any sense the indwelling of the
Holy Spirit in the Christian can be called the ‘first-fruits of
the Spirit’. It rather seems to me that the ‘first-fruits of the
Spirit’ in the Christian dispensation were the miraculous powers
conferred on the apostles. Hence, to encourage Christians to
endure their sufferings he reminds them that suffering is the
common lot of the whole human family, and that we, the
apostles, who have all these miraculous endowments of the
Spirit, also groan within ourselves on account of our burdens
and afflictions, ‘waiting for our adoption, to wit, the redemption
of our bodies’.”

(29) In Romans 11:26 the new version changes Paul’s words,
“SO all Israel shall be saved” to “when the whole of Israel will
be saved” -- this change makes the salvation of Israel national
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and universal. The text does not read “the whole of Israel will
be saved” -- it reads, So all Israel shall be saved. Now the word
“when” is an adverb of time, but so is an adverb of manner,
and the new version switches adverbs; and “will” is an uncondi-
tional verb, but shall is a conditional verb of simple futurity.
The plain argument of Paul is: the remnant of Israel had ac-
cepted Christ and had been thus saved by the gospel, and so,
in the same manner, all Israel should be saved -- not w i l l  be
saved, but shall be saved, that is, in the same manner as the
remnant, by accepting Christ in obedience to the gospel: and
this is the fulfilhnent of the prophecy quoted by the apostle of
the Deliverer that had come to fulfill God’s covenant to “take
away their sins” -- if that is yet future Israel cannot now have
the forgiveness of sin, and no Jew can now be saved. The
version of the New English Bible is a perversion of the eleventh
chapter of Romans.

(30) It is common knowledge that the name Christian occurs
three times only in the New Testament: Acts 11:26 -- the name
given; Acts 26:28 --the name recognized; 1 Peter 4: 18 -- the
name accepted. It is also noteworthy that the name Christian is
used only as a noun and not as an adjective in any of these
texts. But the New English Bible scatters the word Christian
throughout its text in not less than thirty times (I have counted
thirty-two), switching the use of it back and forth from a noun
to an adjective. In Romans the apostle said: “I speak the truth
in Christ” --and the new version changes the phrase in Christ
to “as a Christian” -omitting “in Christ”; in Romans 8:9, the
apostle said: “Now if any man have not the Spirit of Christ, he
is none of his” --and the new version changes none of his
to “he is no Christian.” In Romans 15:27 “Jewish Christians”
is inserted where neither word is mentioned; in chapter 16:1,
“Phoebe, our sister” is changed to “fellow-Christian”; in 16:22,
“salute you in the Lord" is changed to “Christian greetings”; in
1 Corinthians 7:12, “if any brother hath a wife” is changed “if
a Christian man has a heathen wife”; in 7:22, “called in the
Lord” is changed to “received the call to be a Christian” --
omitting “in the Lord”; in 2 Corinthians 12:2, “a man in
Christ” is changed to "a Christian man -- omitting “in Christ’;
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in Galatians 1:2, “the churches of Galatia" is changed to “the
Christian congregations”; in Ephesians 6:4, ‘bring them up in
the nurture and admonition of the Lord” is changed to ‘Chris-
tian upbringing” --omitting “of the Lord”; in Philippians 1:12
“many of the brethren in the Lord” is changed to “our fellow-
Christians” -- omitting “in the Lord”; in Colossians 3:18, “as it
is fit in the Lord” is changed to “Christian duty” -- omitting
“in the Lord”; in Colossians 3:20, “well pleasing to the Lord”
is changed to “is the Christian way” -- omitting “to the Lord”
in 1 Thessalonians 4:14, “the dead in Christ’ is changed to “the
Christian dead” -- omitting “in Christ”; in 1 Timothy 3:7
“them which are without” is changed to “‘the non-Christian
public”; in verse 11, “faithful in all things” is changed to ‘the
Christian faith”; in chapter 5:16, “if any man or woman” is
changed to “a Christian man or woman”; in Hebrews 13:3,
“Let brotherly love continue” is changed to “never cease to
love your fellow-Christians.” In addition to these citations,
scattered through the pages of this new version are such phrases,
unknown to the scripture text, as: “Christian behaviour”;
“Christian giving”; “Christian missionary”; “Christian brother”;
"Christian men"; "Christian husbands" -- and other adjectival
uses of the noun Christian which have not yet been filtered out
of the unscriptural text of this New English Bible, and all of
these insertions are unwarranted from any viewpoint of trans-
lation. And so far as the insertion of “the Christian congrega-
tion,” or “the Christian congregations,” as it is in the New
English Bible text, it had as well be put “the Christian church”
or “the Christian churches,” which are terms and descriptives
nowhere to be seen in the gospel records or epistles to the
churches. It is a notable fact, and in truth, that the name
Christian is a noun which in the scriptures is applied only to a
baptized person or persons, and whatever application is made
of it as a descriptive adjective is a human adaptation of the
sacred substantive -- the divinely given name.

(31) For a sample of interpretation instead of translation
read the New English Bible’s version of 1 Corinthians 2:13-16:
In this passage the apostle Paul affirms direct revelation and
inspiration for the teaching of the apostles, in contrast with
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natural knowledge and wisdom of the Grecian philosophers, set
forth in chapter 1:18-20; and 2:1-16 -- divine revelation versus
human wisdom. The apostle’s conclusion, verses 13-16, is that
the things of revelation are not ascertained through the chan-
nels of natural knowledge, but are revealed to the apostles by
the inspiration of the Spirit of God -- divine revelation versus
natural knowledge. Verse 14 reads: “But the natural man
receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God: for they are fool-
ishness unto him; neither can he know them, because they are
spiritually judged.”

The entire context of this passage is clobbered by the New
English Bible editors. The “natural man” is changed to the
“unspiritual” man ( the unregenerated man) ; and “receiveth
not the things of the Spirit of God” is changed to “refuses what
belongs to the Spirit of God”; and “neither can he know them”
is changed to “he cannot grasp it.” The Bible text does not say
the natural man refuses the things of revelation -- it says that
he does not receive revealed things, that is: through his natural
knowledge, he does not ascertain the things of revelation that
must be revealed.

We are all natural men --the scientist, the geologist, the
astronomer, the chemist, all are natural men; but none of them
receive the things that belong to revelation through their natur-
al channels. The geologist may bore into the rocks and ascertain
geological knowledge, but his drill cannot ascertain the things
of divine revelation; the chemist may obtain scientific informa-
tion by experiments in his laboratory, but he does not receive
through his chemical processes the things of divine revelation;
the astronomer is a natural man and may peer through his tele-
scope into the heavens and ascertain many things astronomical
and astrophysical, but through his natural means and methods
he cannot know the revealed things of divine revelation. Thus-
ly, we are all natural men --and Paul did not say that the
natural man “cannot grasp” or cannot understand the things
of the Spirit of God --he declared that the man of natural
knowledge does not receive the things that must be revealed,
and “neither can he know them” does not mean that he cannot
understand what the Spirit of God reveals, it means that he
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cannot know them through the channels of natural knowledge.
In the conclusion, verse 16, the apostle summed up the whole

argument for divine revelation versus natural knowledge in the
statement: “But we have the mind of Christ” -- that is, the
apostles of Christ had the knowledge of Christ through the
inspiration of the Spirit of God. There is no greater perversion’
of any New Testament text than exemplified in the theological
interpretation translated into these verses of the second chapter
of 1 Corinthians by the editors of the New English Bible --
they had far better left the text in the words of the Holy Spirit
through the inspired apostle of Christ, for as rewritten by its
new English editors the passage is made to teach the false
theology that the unregenerate sinner cannot understand the
word of Cod until his natural nature has been regenerated by
a direct divine operation in conversion.

(32) Tbe seventh chapter of 1 Corinthians in the New Eng-
lish Bible is so full of deviations from its teaching as to be
hardly comparable to the true text. Beginning with verse 1,
in the apostle’s reference to marriage under the existing condi-
tions, he said, “it is good for a man not to touch a woman” --
and this is changed to read, “it is good for a man to have
nothing to do with women.” In the text “man” is singular, and
“woman” is singular, referring to marriage -- but in the change
“man” is singular and “women” is plural, and it has Paul saying
that a man should have nothing to do with women, so if it is
more than one, he should not have any association with women
--have nothing to do with women! The word touch is from
haptomai and means to hold, to embrace, and verse 2 shows
clearly that it refers to marriage in order to avoid fornication --
and the rewording of the new version, “have nothing to do with
women” is not what the apostle said or meant to say.

(33) In verses 12 and 25, the new version rewrites the text
to mean that Paul’s statements were merely his own opinion and
personal judgment, but as previously commented, “but to the
rest speak I, not the Lord” simply means that Paul was giving
inspired instructions not included in the Lord’s own teaching,
which Jesus said would be the case (John 16:12-13); and the
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same is true of verse 25 where the apostle said the Lord had
not given commandment on this point “yet I give my judg-
ment” --in verse 40, the apostle said “after my judgment” but
added “I have the Spirit of God” -- hence, the Holy Spirit
inspired the apostle’s words in all that he was saying. In Ephes-
ians 3:4, the same apostle said, “when ye read, ye may under-
stand my knowledge,” but this does not mean his own human
knowledge, it means his inspired knowledge -- so my judgment
in I Corinthians 7:25 does not mean his own human judgment,
but his inspired judgment, as verse 40 declares. Changing the
verses I2 and 25 to “my own word” and “it is my opinion” are
erroneous translations, and the statements of these passages
should be left as the apostle Paul wrote them.

(34) In verses 35 to 38 the apostle discusses a father’s be-
haviour toward his virgin (daughter) in reference to permis-
sion for her to marry. But the new English editors change the
entire verse, taking virgin out of the text, and rewrite the verse:
“If a man has a partner in celibacy” before marriage, and
“feels that he is not behaving properly towards her” because
“his instincts are too strong,” in order to satisfy his instincts
“he may do as he pleases”! The wording of this passage clearly
allows pre-marital relations between “partners in celibacy” --
that is, a bachelor and bacheloress! The apostle has reference
to the behaviour of a father toward his virgin daughter, but
the editors of this New English Bible take out the word virgin
and replace it with partner in celibacy. In the name of high
heaven, what sort of translation is that!

(35) In reference to the exercise of the imparted “spiritual
gifts” of 1 Corinthians 14, in verse 2 “an unknown tongue” is
changed to “the language of ecstacy." As generally known by
careful readers of the New Testament, the word unknown in
both the Authorized and American Standard versions is printed
in italics to indicate that it is a supplied word not in the original
text. The tongue itself was a language known to the one whose
language it was, and when through the exercise of the imparted
“spiritual gifts” a speaker could employ a foreign language it
was a sign to the unbeliever of divine inspiration. The new ver-
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sion “language of ecstacy" is not Paul’s language in this verse
and it is not translation to insert it.

(36) In verse 15 the apostle said: “I will pray with the
spirit, and I will pray with the understanding also; I will sing
with the spirit, and I will sing with the understanding also.”
The new writers without reason change this verse to read “I
will pray intelligently” and “I will sing intelligently” -- and in
so doing they destroy the instrument of means. The verb sing
is from the Greek verb psallo, and with the spirit and with the
understanding are the Greek instrumental dative of means --
that is, I will psallo with the spirit, I will psallo with the under-
standing. But no one could sing with his spirit without singing
with his understanding --so Paul was referring to the exercise
of tongues, or languages, and he would sing with the spirit (his
own spirit) but he would sing with the understanding also
(that is, the understanding of the hearer) -- Paul would psallo
with his spirit and psal lo with their understanding -- hence, the
objects of the verb psallo are the spirit and the understand-
ing, which are also the instruments of the psalloing, as is the
grammar of it as well as the scripture of it, and the rewriting of
it changes the structure of the sentence and is both gram-
matically and scripturally wrong.

(37) In 1 Corinthians 15:29 the apostle mentioned “baptized
for the dead” and “if the dead rise not . . . why are they then
baptized for the dead.” The new writers change the wording
of this verse to “there are those who receive baptism on behalf
of the dead’ --the context shows clearly that Paul referred to
enduring the sufferings of persecution: “Why stand in jeopardy
every hour? . . . what advantageth it me, if the dead rise not?”
--that is, why be baptized (immersed) in all of the sufferings
of persecution if there is no resurrection of the dead. This
baptism was the baptism of suffering, such as Jesus mentioned
in reference to himself and his death on the cross. (Matthew
20:22-23; Mark 10:38-39; Luke 12:50) The comments of James
MacKnight in his Apostolical Epistles clearly state the meaning
of this passage, and it is appropriate to insert them here: “As
the Lord termed the sufferings he was to undergo at Jerusalem,
a baptism with which he was to be baptized (Luke 12:50), and
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declared that James and John should be baptized with the
baptism he was to be baptized with (Matthew 20:23), that is,
should undergo like sufferings with him, ending in death; in
representing the sufferings which the first Christians endured
under the idea of baptism, the apostle adopted the Master’s
phraseology.” This is clearly the meaning of 1 Corinthians
15:29-32 --and for the writers of the New English Bible to
change the wording of the passage to read, “there are those
who receive baptism on behalf of the dead,” translates the
doctrine of vicarious baptism, that is, for living persons to be
baptized for dead persons. It is a reckless exercise of the editor-
ial pen, which characterizes the translators of the new Bible.

(38) In the last chapter of 1 Corinthians, 16:8, the apostle
mentioned that he would “remain at Ephesus until Pentecost” --
and the new text-makers insert “I shall remain at Ephesus until
Whitsuntide.” They insert Whitsuntide in the place of Pentecost
--yet the stock in trade of the admirers and adherents of the
new bibles is their criticism of the King James Version for the
insertion of the word Easter in place of passover in Acts 12:4.
Accordingly, the new writers put Passover in Acts 12:4 but
change Pentecost to Whitsuntide in 1 Corinthians 16:8. “Verily,
the legs of the lame are unequal.” It is generally known that
the term Easter is connected with the vernal equinox, but
Whitsuntide refers to the week beginning with Whitsunday,
which is related to the custom of wearing white robes by the
newly baptized at that season. Between the two the Easter
of the King James Version is far more preferable than the
Whitsuntide of the New English Bible: “Happy is he that
condemneth not himself in that thing which he alloweth.” It
is a true saying that consistency is a jewel!

(39) The epistle of 2 Corinthians begins with unnecessary
substitutions and inferior phraseology. In the fraternal reference
to “Timothy our brother,” in verse 1, the affectionate word
“brother” is changed to “colleague”; and “the church of God”
is changed to the clumsy phrase “the congregation of God’s
people”; and the good word “saints” is changed to the phrase
“dedicated to him” -- notwithstanding the fact that the words
saint and saints occur sixty times in the New Testament text,
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the New English Bible eliminates these words and replaces
them with a variety of terms and phrases that do not belong
to the scripture usage. And the word brethren, as in verse 8,
is changed throughout to “friends’ and “dear friends” --- but
there are “friends” who are not “brethren.” The specific word
“brethren” expresses a spiritual relationship not even implied
in the general word “friends,” And in 6: 11, the apostle’s warm
emotional appeal, “0 ye Corinthians” is changed to a cold
formal “Men of Corinth,” as though there were no women in
the Corinthian church!

(40) In chapter 6:14-18, the apostle deals with the threat of
the affiliation of Christianity with heathenism: “Be ye not un-
equally yoked together with unbelievers” -- and here the new
writers changed the apostles words to “they are no fit mates
for you,” applying the passage to marriage. But in the first
epistle the apostle had already instructed husbands and wives
that were so mated to stay yoked together in such marriage --
so if this passage refers to marriage, it has the apostle instructing
some to “be yoked” and others to “be not yoked” with unbe-
lievers. The apostle’s reference to “what concord hath Christ
with Belial,” and “what agreement hath the temple of God
with idols,” and “what communion hath light (the gospel) with
darkness ( heathenism ) ."” altogether show that the passage has
reference to the affiliation of Christianity with heathenism. It
is evident that some of the Corinthians who had come into the
church out of the heathen society believed that they could con-
tinue patricipation in the heathen festivals, and this passage
was the apostle’s prohibition against such affiliation. Regardless
of the inexpediency of the marriage of a Chrstian to one who
is not a Christian, this passage is not a reference to it, and these
English editors had no right to mistranslate it.

(41) For an example of common slang introduced into the
scripture text, chapter 11:9 and 12:13-14 are here cited. In the
first, 11:9, Paul said “And when I was present with you, and
wanted, I was chargeable to no man . . . in all things I have
kept myself from being burdensome unto you.” There is nothing
vague or obsolete in this language of the apostle -- but with
an impelling yen for change the new writers insert “if I ran
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short, I sponged on no one.” In the second, 12:13-14, Paul said,
“I was not burdensome to you” and “I will not be burdensome
to you’ --and here again the new writers inserted “I never
sponged upon you.” The term “sponge” is a slang expression,
but burdensome is a classic word which needs no substitute in
these verses. It is notable, too, that even these new writers
translated the same word “burdensome” in 1 Thessalonians 2:6
“we might have made our weight felt,” in place of the apostle’s
statement “we might have been burdensome, as apostles of
Christ.” A reporter in Time Magazine commented on. this type
of language in the new version by saying if slang is to be used
in the sacred text, why not have the apostle to say “I did not
bug you Corinthians”1

(42) A comparison of the first chapter of Galatians with
the text of the New English Bible reverses the exaggerated
claim of its writers, in their avowed intent to relegate the King
James Bible, that it offers to the English reader a simplified
text. In verse 2, the apostle Paul in a very simple statement of
salutation to the Galatian churches from himself wrote: “and
all the brethren that are with me, unto the churches of Galatia.”
No greeting could be more briefly and simply written, but
the new English editors very poorly rewrite it, changing “the
brethren which are with me" to “I and the group of friends,”
and besides the poor grammar of it, adding the interpolation,
“Christian congregations” for the simple designation “churches”
-- thus making an adjective of the word “Christian” nowhere
so employed in the entire text of the New Testament.

(42) A further example of inferiority ‘is the word changes on
the no other gospel passage of verses 6-12. In this paragraph
called into the grace of Christ is changed to “called by grace,”
omitting “of Christ”; and some that “would pervert the gospel”
is changed to “trying to distort the gospel”; and “another gos-
pel” is changed to “at variance with the gospel”; and “do I
now persuade men, or God” is changed to “canvassing for
men’s support,” omitting “or God”; and “do I seek to please
men” is changed to “currying favor with men”; and “I certify
you, brethren, that the gospel which was preached of me is not
after man” is changed to “you heard me preach no human in-
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vention”; and “by the revelation” is changed to “a revelation.”
It is obvious that the writers of the New English Bible were
not interested in translation, nor even revision, but in writing a
completely reconstructed new text.

(43) The important doctrinal verse of Galatians 2:16 reads:
“Knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the law,
but by the faith of Jesus Christ, even we have believed in
Jesus Christ, that we might be justified by the faith of Christ,
and not by the works of the law: for by the works of the law
shall no flesh be justified.” In this verse “by the faith of Christ”
is changed to “only through faith in Christ” -- but “the faith
of Christ” refers to the gospel system of faith, and the new
writers have manipulated this passage to teach justification by
faith only --going so far as to change “the works of the law”
(the law of Moses) to “deeds dictated by law”; yet faith itself
is a law (Romans 3:27), and this passage is a contrast between
the law of Moses and the law of faith, referred to by the apostle
as “the faith of Jesus Christ and “the faith of Christ -- the gos-
pel system of faith. A committee of text-makers that will artfully
twist such a specific gospel passage to implement the false doc-
trine of faith alone will do anything in the name of translation.

(44) In Galatians 3:1, Paul appealed to the members of the
Galatian churches, saying, “0 foolish Galatians, who hath be-
witched you, that ye should not obey the truth” -- and the new
bible writers change Paul’s statement to the coarse and harsh
expression: “You stupid Galatians!” The word “foolish” in the
New Testament did not mean “stupid” -- and such an inelegant
manner of address would have been an insult to the Galatian
churches and a reflection on the behaviour of the apostle Paul.
And it is a reflection on the editorial committee of the New
English Bible to thus indulge in such inferior language.

(45) In the Galatian epistle Paul was writing to Jews who
had once lived under the law of Moses, the paragraph of Gala-
tians 4:1-5 is joined to the chapter 3:24-29 to show that they
were no longer under the law as their schoolmaster, or tutor,
under which law they were as minors -- heirs apparent, not
having come into the possession of the estate of the new coven-
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ant. They were therefore “in bondage under the elements of the
world” -- the rudiments of Judaism - -  until “the time ap-
pointed of the father,” or “the fulness of time” to deliver them
from the rudimentary elements of the old dispensation by the
coming of Christ, who was himself “born under the law.” In
the misinterpretation of the context concerning the law of Moses
in relation to the new covenant, the new bible editors have
Paul saying to the Galatians that before the coming of Christ
they were all “slaves to the elemental spirits of the universe”!
We would like to hear an explanation of “the elemental spirits
of the universe” from an adherent of the New English Bible
who claims that it has simplified the scriptures.

(46) In the beginning of the Ephesian epistle, chapter 1:1,
Paul addresses the Ephesians as “the faithful in Christ Jesus” --
and, claiming to simplify it the new writers change the already
simple address to “believers incorporate”! And in chapter 2: 14-
15 the apostle told the Ephesians that Christ had “broken down
the middle wall of partition,” between the Jew and the Gen-
tile, by “having abolished the law . . . for to make in himself
of the twain (the Jew and the Gentile) one new man.” After
tampering with the text, the new English writers changed the
one new man to "a single new humanity” -- but the “one new
man” is the church, the one body of verse 16, and “the church,
which is his body” of chapter 1:22-23. The “a single new hu-
manity” is not a designation for the church, and the new text-
makers were just writing something!

(47) In Ephesians 5:19, Paul said to the church: “Speaking
to yourselves in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing
and making melody in (with) your heart to the Lord.” In this
verse where the apostle said “spiritual songs” the new bible
omits “spiritual”; and the participle “singing” is changed to
“sing,” and the participle “making melody” is changed to
“make music.” These changes affect the teaching of this pas-
sage: in the classification of psalms, hymns and spiritual songs”
--the “spiritual songs,” like “spiritual gifts,” were imparted, as
stated in 1 Corinthians 14:26; and the “making melody” is
psallontes, the participle of the verb psallo -- the whole phrase
is: adontes kai psallontes en humon kardia--singing and making
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--melody with the heart. In the grammar, the phrase “making
melody with your heart” is the instrumental dative of means --
the instrument of means --psalloing with the heart: the heart is
the instrument of the psalloing, of the melody. The New Eng-
lish Bible ignores the participles, the grammar of the passage,
omits words such as “spiritual” and writes the passage as it
pleases the editors.

(48) In a final example from Ephesians, in 5:31 the reference
to husband and wife as “one flesh” the new version changes
it to “a single body” --husbands and wives are not a single
body, but they do become one flesh in that the flesh is blended
in the offspring. In verse 30, comparing the allusion of Adam’s
statement concerning Eve: This is now bone of my bones, and
flesh of my flesh . . . therefore shall a man leave his father and
mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one
flesh” --as a counterpart to these words of Adam, the apostle
said in regard to the spiritual relation of the church to Christ:
“We are members of his body, of his flesh, and of his bones” --
that is, with a strong emphasis, members of the church are
members of Christ.” But the new bible leaves hardly a word or
a phrase unchanged, omits portions, rewrites its language, and
closes these verses by changing Paul’s statement, “I speak con-
cerning Christ and the church” to “I for my part refer it to
Christ and the church.” Even the doxology at the end,
chapter 6:16, which reads: “Grace be with all them that love
our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity” is not left unchanged, for
"in sincerity” is changed to “grace and immortality”! Thus
the scripture text is discarded throughout, and the authors of
the New English Bible construct a text of their own.

(49) In the salutation of Paul to the Philippians, verse 1,
he said, “to all the saints in Christ Jesus,” and the rewriters
interpolate the words “God’s people incorporate in Christ
Jesus”; and in verse 14 the excellent phrase “brethren in the
Lord” is changed to “fellow-Christians,” a term not used any-
where in the scripture text is inserted; and in verse 15, the
term “good will” is removed and “mixed motives,” an allitera-
tion not common to the style and text is inserted; and in verse
28, the apostle’s words “an evident token of perdition” is re-
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placed by the words of the rewriters, “a sure sign to them
that their doom is sealed”; and Paul’s affection for the Philip-
pians expressed in the words “my beloved,” in 2:12, is omitted
and replaced by the common term “friends”; and, again, in
4:1, Paul’s words “dearly beloved and longed for” are replaced
with the awkward phrase “my friends, beloved friends” -- why
that? At the end of chapter 4 the reference to “Caesar’s house-
hold” is changed to “the imperial establishment” -- sounds
like the shibboleth of modem protesters against “the establish-
ment"! These few citations serve to show that the New English
Bible is neither a revision nor a translation, but a completely
new text.

(50) In the epistle to the Colossians that special word “re-
demption” is omitted: in chapter 1, verse 14, “in whom we
have redemption through his blood” is changed to “our release
is secured” -- both “redemption” and “blood” are omitted --
and “release” does not express the meaning of the far more
precious word redemption.

(51) In Colossians 2:11-12 the apostle refers to “putting off
the sins of the flesh,” by being “buried with him in baptism”
--and here the new writers inserted “being divested of the
lower nature,” but man’s “lower nature” is never “divest-
ed,” and there is nothing in the text that reads that way. Then
in verse 12, where the word baptism is used once, it is inserted
twice, and instead of leaving it as it reads, “buried with him
in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with him,” the new writers
expanded Paul’s words to read, “for in baptism you were buried
with him, in baptism also you were raised” -- why insert bap-
tism a second time when the word is there only one time, and
why add to the inspired words of Paul, the apostle.

(52) In Colossians 3:8, the apostle exhorts the members to
put off “anger, wrath, malice, blasphemy, filthy communica-
tion out of your mouth,” and that is where the verse ends, but
the new writers attached a whole sentence to it in words pre-
ceded with the dash and ending with an exclamation point, as
follows: "--- have done with them!" Now, whose words are
these --there is not even a suggestion for them in the text,
every syllable of it is interpolated, and such corruptions of the
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original text are warp and woof of the text of Colossians by
the new text-makers.

(53) In the Thessalonian epistles there are two notable
examples of the rewriting that runs through these books of the
apostle Paul in the new English version: 1 Thessalonians 4:13-18
and 2 Thessalonians 1:5-10.

In the first passage, the apostle writes concerning the dead in
Christ and the living in Christ in regard to their ascension to
meet the Lord when he comes. In verse 13, “in death” is added
to the word “asleep”; and in verse 14, the words “sleep in
Jesus” are omitted; and the term “Christian” is inserted in two
places, a term used only three times in the New Testament, and
not used by the apostle at all in these verses; and in verse 15,
where the old word prevent means to “precede,” the new version
inserts the word “forestall”- and the old word prevent had as
well have been used, for the word forestall does not correct the
use of prevent, but rather means the same, whereas the passage
means those who are alive at the coming of the Lord shall not
precede “the dead in Christ” in the ascension to meet the Lord.
The word “prevent” has been an example of the criticism of the
King James Version (although it is the old word for “precede”),
but it is notable here that the new version employs the word
“forestall” which is neither a revision nor correction of the word
prevent, and it does not convey the meaning of Paul’s statement
in this passage. The changes made in this text, especially the
omission of the blessed words “sleep in Jesus,” mar the beauty,
the excellences and the deep emotional impression of the com-
forting words of Paul--- and why insert the word “console” in
place of comfort in the last verse? Only the yen for change.

In the second passage -- 1 Thessalonians 1:5-10-- the one
verb recompense has two objects: God would recompense tribu-
lation to the wicked persecutors, and rest to those who were the
persecuted. “Seeing it is a righteous thing with God to recom-
pense tribulation to them that trouble you; and to you who are
troubled rest with us” --the word rest here is not a verb, it is a
noun and is the object of the verb recompense--understood:
God would recompense two things, tribulation to the wicked and
rest to the righteous, “when he shall come to be glorified in his
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saints, and to be admired in all them that believe . . . in that
day.” But the new version clutters this passage by the use of
different words that convey different meanings: For “the right-
eous judgment of God” the new editors insert “balance the
account”; and the verb recompense is changed to “sending”; rest
(which refers to the final reward) is changed to “relief”--and
the passage is so changed that the original language of the apostle
Paul cannot be recognized.

In further reference to the coming of Christ the apostle warned
the Thessalonians against the deception some were teaching con-
cerning the coming of the Lord Jesus Christ, “that the day of
Christ is at hand--and here the new editors inserted “alleging
that the Day of the Lord is already here” -- but the phrase
at hand does not mean “already here.” When John and Jesus
announced that “the kingdom of heaven is at hand” (Matthew
3:2; Mark 1:15) it did not mean that the kingdom “is already
here,” yet the phrase at hand is the same in these references. The
phrase at hand meant that it was nigh or near, approaching,
soon to com--such changes are unwarranted, but so it is
through the entire text of first and second Thessalonians.

(54) In 1 Timothy 1:2, the apostle Paul wrote “unto Timothy,
my own son in the faith” --the new version changed “my” to
"his,"” and “own” to “true-born,” and rendered the passage “to
Timothy his true-born son,” a rendering which any one familiar
with the passage knows is not what Paul said.

(55) In 1 Timothy 2: 13-15, in reference to Adam and Eve, the
apostle said: “And Adam was not deceived, but the woman being
deceived was in transgression. Notwithstanding she shall be
saved in childbearing” -- the new bible reads, “yet she will be
saved through motherhood,” which would mean that a ‘woman
who is not a mother could not be saved. The passage, of course,
means that though the woman introduced transgression into the
world, the Saviour was “made (born of woman” -- Galatians 4:4)
and she shall be saved through the childbearing--that is,
through bearing the Saviour. That is the evident meaning, other-
wise a childless woman could not be saved!

(56) In chapter 3:16 of I Timothy “the mystery of godliness”
is changed to “our religion” -- but it refers to the system of
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redemption; and in chapter 4:8, “exercise thyself unto godliness”
is changed to “the practice of religion”; and in chapter 6:3-4, “If
any man teach otherwise, and consent not to wholesome words
. . . and to the doctrine which is according to godliness; he is
proud, knowing nothing” ---in the new bible “the doctrine” is
changed to “good religious teaching”; and in place of “he is
proud, knowing nothing” the new writers have Paul saying: “I
call him a pompous ignoramus"--evidently thinking that Paul’s
language was not strong enough, and they would word it better;
and in verses 56, “supposing that gain is godliness . . . but godli-
ness with contentment is great gain” -- the rewriters changed it
to read, “they think religion should yield dividends; and of
course religion does yield high dividends” -- so these new editors
were not translating anything, they were just writing a book!

(57) The passage of 1 Timothy 6:15-16 reads: Which in his
times shall show, who is the blessed and only Potentate, the
King of kings, and Lord of lords; who only hath immortality,
dwelling in light which no man can approach unto; whom no
man hath seen, nor can see, to whom be honor and power ever-
lasting. Amen.” The new bible mutilates this blessed passage
beyond recognition --it omits altogether “the blessed and only
Potentate,” and inserts “who in eternal felicity alone holds sway”;
and in place of “who only hath immortality” is inserted “he
alone possesses immortality” --which if true would mean neither
angels nor men are immortal, that the soul of man is not im-
mortal. The emphasis of the statement is that God only hath
immortality, he is without mortality, he has immortality only,
being immortal only, and the new bible mistranslates and mis-
interprets this blessed scripture.

(58) In 2 Timothy 1:12, the apostle Paul said: “For I know
whom I have believed, and am persuaded that he is able to keep
that which I have committed unto him against that day.” Now,
read side by side the new version: “because I know whom it is
in whom I have trusted, and am confident of his power to keep
safe what he has put into my charge, until the great Day” -- the
statement of the new version is exactly opposite of what Paul
said, that God is able to keep what Paul had committed to God --
but the new version makes him say that God is able to keep
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safe what God had entrusted to Paul! That takes all the respon-
sibility off of man, and if what is committed is not kept safe,
then God has failed his trust, and is the one to blame! It is a
perversion of the statement of Paul to enforce the false theology
of the final unconditional “preservation of the saints,” and it
can hardly be considered less than a deliberate reversal of the
statement of the apostle Paul.

(59) In 2 Timothy 3:16, Paul said: “All scripture is given by
inspiration of God” and the new bible changes it to “every
inspired scripture has its use” --there is a breadth of difference
in the two statements. The affirmation of Paul is that all scripture
is given by the inspiration of God -referring to “the holy
scriptures” of verse 15. But the statement of the new version,
that every inspired scripture has its use, allows that a part of the
scriptures are not inspired and may therefore not be useful.
These theological text-makers do not believe in the plenary --
complete, full --inspiration of "the holy scriptures,” and they
manipulate their renditions according to their own beliefs.

(60) The changes at the beginning of Paul’s letter to Titus,
and throughout the short epistle, follow the new bible pattern
of omissions and insertions: Paul’s words, “the truth which is
after godliness” is changed to “as our religion has it”; and “in
hope of eternal life, which God, that cannot lie, promised before
the world began” --the new version inserts eternal life twice,
repeating, “Yes, it is eternal life”; and “promised before the
world began” is changed to “long ages ago.” In verse 3 the
significant reference to “due times” (as “the fulness of the time”
of Galatians 4) is changed to “his own good time”; and “mani-
fested his word through preaching” is awkwardly changed to
“declared himself in the proclamation,” omitting “his word
through preaching.” Then, Paul’s address to Titus as his “own
son after the common faith” is changed to “my true-born son,”
a useless and meaningless expression. In chapter 2, “speak thou
the things that become sound doctrine” is changed to “for your
own part, what you say must be in keeping with wholesome
doctrine” --whose words are these?!

(61) The great passage of Titus 2:12, “For the grace of God
that bringeth salvation hath appeared to all men” is changed to
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“the grace of God has dawned upon the world with healing for
all mankind” -- again, whose words are these? -- the word “heal-
ing” is not a translation of salvation, and “dawned” is not the
meaning of appeared, and “upon the world” is not the meaning
of “to all men” -the passage refers to Christ as the grace of
God, and “appeared” means his coming into the world, and “to
all men” means that salvation is offered to every man. The new
editors were not translating, they were just writing, and they
ruined a great passage that has been used as a gospel text by
every gospel preacher.

(62) In Titus 3:4-5 “the love of God” is changed to “generos-
ity”; and “toward man appeared” is changed to “dawned upon
the world”; and “the washing of regeneration is changed to “the
water of rebirth” -- all of which is an example of rewriting for
the sake of change, for nothing is simplified and a long quotable
verse of scripture is so mixed with terms and phrases not in the
original text as to be rendered unquotable. And these perversions
of foreign phrases permeate the three chapter epistle of Paul
to Titus.

(63) In the one chapter epistle of Philemon, the same type of
non-scriptural terms and unnecessary changes make this short epis-
tle a letter from the editors of the new bible to Philemon instead
of a letter from Paul to Philemon! The affectionate term “dearly
beloved” is changed to the formal “dear friend,” and the ex-
pression “fellow-soldier,” a good gospel expression, is changed
to “comrade-in-arms,” which in the modem parlance the new
version claims to employ sounds more like the shibboleth of
Russian communism than the translation of anything Paul wrote
to Philemon. In verse 16, reference to Onesimus as “a brother
beloved” is again changed to “dear brother” and “in the Lord”
is changed to “as a Christian” -- again inserting the term Chris-
tian so many times, when it occurs in the New Testament text
three times only. In verse 20 “yea, brother . . . in the Lord” is
again rewritten in the phrase, “Now, brother, as a Christian” --
the point in all of this is simply that these modem editors of the
new bible are not translating Paul’s letter, they are writing their
own leter to Philemon1
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(64) In Hebrews 1:2 the statement that God in the last days
appointed Christ to be “the heir of all things” is changed to
“heir to the whole universe” -- but the antecedent of “heir of
all things” is in the preceding verse--all things spoken by the
prophets in time past; that is, Christ is the fulfilhnent of the
prophecies; the telescope of prophecy was focused on Christ,
and God appointed his Son to be the heir of what the prophets
had spoken. The new editors should have let this passage remain
in its own words instead of replacing it in words of their own.

(65) Throughout Hebrews the word “brothers” is put in
place of the generic term brethren--the former is masculine
gender only, while the latter is inclusive of all -- it includes the
sisters! In chapter 2:1 “holy brethren” is changed to “brothers
in the family of God” -- quite an amplification! In chapter 2: 12
“I will declare thy name unto my brethren” is limited to " m y
brothers,” when the declaration of the same verse, “in the midst
of the church” shows that brethren refers to the church, not the
masculine word “brothers,” which is not only incorrect, but
lacks the literary quality of the word brethren in these verses.

(66) In chapter 3:7, the editors rewrite a quotation from the
Old Testament, which Paul begins by saying “as the Holy Spirit
saith” -- so in rewriting the Old Testament quotation they
changed what the apostle said were the words of the Holy
Spirit. And this misquotation of the Old Testament statements
and prophecies continues through the whole of the Hebrew
epistle.

(67) In chapter 6:1-6 the new version makes the mistake of
applying these verses to the first principles of the gospel, rather
than to the elementary principles of the Mosaic system, or Juda-
ism, which were rudimentary to Christianity--the doctrine of
Christ --and the new version changes “leaving the principles of
the doctrine of Christ” to “stop discussing the rudiments of
Christianity”! This would be a prohibition against the discus-
sion of faith, repentance and baptism! Yet in all of Paul’s epistles
he did discuss these principles of the gospel.

It is noteworthy here to point out that the new version omits
entirely the phrase “let us go on unto perfection” -- which means
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leaving the elementary principles of the Mosaic system, which
brought us to Christ, let us go on into the perfection of the new
covenant. And here the apostle lists the rudiments of the Mosaic
system: (1) faith toward God -for Christ had not come; (2)
repentance from dead works -the sacrificial system of the
Mosaic law; (3) the doctrine of baptisms (plural) -- the divers
washings of the Mosaic system; (4) the laying on of hands--the
ceremonial functions of the old law; (5) the resurrection of the
dead--reviving the dead ordinances of the old system; (6) of
eternal judgment --the judgment of sin, without forgiveness,
during the whole of the old dispensation -- these were the things
to leave behind. As for those who, after enlightenment of the
gospel of the new dispensation, should fall away from the new
covenant and return to the Mosaic system, they would not find
the renewing unto repentance through the year by year sacrifices
that its altars once providef--the Mosaic system was dead, its
altars were nullified, its sacrifices no longer efficacious--they
would not find what they returned to obtain. This is the teaching
of these verses--but in the new version the statement of the
text " t o  renew them unto repentance” (referring to the altars
of the old system) is changed to “impossible to bring them again
to repentance,” making the passage teach an unpardonable sin.
It is a case of misunderstanding and of misinterpretation.

(68) The faith passage of Hebrews 11:1 is ruined by the re-
written text of the New English Bible. A comparison is a suffi-
cient comment. The New Testament reads: “Now faith is the
substance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen.”
The New English Bible reads: “And what is faith? faith gives
substance to our hopes, and makes us certain of realities we do
not see” --and that is not even a good commentary on the verse,
much less a translation of it. The word “substance” means to stand
under --“sub” means under; “stance” means to stand -- faith
stands under hope, faith is the foundation of hope. The word
substance is from the Greek hupostasis, and is defined: what
stands under; substratum -- therefore, faith is the foundation of
hope --and faith is the evidence -- the evidence that faith is,
the existence of faith, is a divine evidence of the unseen things,
of hope. The breaking up of Hebrews 11: 1 by the new bible
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editors is worse than mistranslation, it is mutilation of a para-
mount New Testament passage.

(69) In the last chapter of Hebrews, 13:10, reverting to the
superiority of the new covenant, the apostle utters the moving
words : “We have an altar, whereof they have no right to eat
which serve the tabernacle.” With inferior language, marring
the excellence of its “enduring diction,” the new editors write:
"Our altar is one from which the priests of the sacred tent have
no right to eat” --no one capable of comparing these passages
can fail to see the inferiority of the new version, that it is not a
translation of the inspired words of the apostle, but words of
their own conception.

The Judaizers were attempting to sabotage the new covenant
to lead a mass apostasy of the Hebrews back to the Mosaic
system. After establishing the superiority of the new covenant
over the old, the apostle climaxed his argument with chapter
13:10, contrasting we and they: “We have an altar (in Christ)
of which they (the Judaizers) have no right to eat.” These pre-
dominant passages of inspired scripture should not be subjected
to the editorial scissors of modern pen-happy translators.

(70) In the “faith and works” chapter of James, the apostle
reaches the conclusion of James 2 :24 :  “Ye see then how that by
works a man is justified, and not by faith only.” The new version
takes out works and inserts “deeds,” and changes not by faith
only to “not by faith in itself” -- but the mere word “deeds”
does not convey the specific meaning of the special word works
of James 2 :24 ,  which has reference to obedience, not mere
“deeds”; and to insert “not by faith in itself” in place of not by
faith only is also incorrect, for faith “in itself” would necessarily
incorporate all that is in faith, which would include the works
of obedience in verse 24. In this context of James 2:14-25, it is
remarkable that the new editors switch back and forth without
uniformity in the use of the words “deeds” and “actions,” but
in circumventing the word works in James 2 : 2 4  by the use of
other terms, they studiously avoid using the word “obedience,”
which is actually the meaning of the word works in James 2:24.
The denominational theologians who write the creeds and make
the new versions do not like this passage as it reads in the New
Testament text.
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( 71) In James 2:26, the “body and spirit” passage reads: “For
as the body without the spirit is dead, so faith without works is
dead also” -here is a shocking insertion by the new editors: in
place of “the body without the spirit is dead” they insert “as the
body is dead when there is no breath left in i t " !  That is rank
materialism gone to seed! It upholds the doctrine of the material-
ists that the spirit in man is only the breath that is in him. But
all of us who have opposed this false doctrine have made use of
James 2:26 to prove that the spirit does not die with the death
of the body -James said the body without the spirit is dead, but
nowhere in the entire Bible is there a passage that teaches the
spirit is dead also. To the contrary: “Then shall the dust return
to the earth as it was: and the spirit shall return unto God who
gave it.” This false rendering of James 2:26 should remove all
doubt as to the unreliability of the new bible and its editors.

(72) The passage of 1 Peter 3:19-21 concerning “the spirits in
prison” is rewritten to teach that between his death and resur-
rection Christ preached to a part of the inhabitants of the hadean
world to offer them a second chance for salvation, if that is true,
but if the preaching was not an offer of salvation, there could
have been no purpose in it. But if an offer of salvation was made
to one contingent of humanity in hades, but withheld from
others, God would be a respector of persons -- as it is rewritten
by the new editors 1 Peter 3:19-20 is made to teach the theory of
a second chance for a part of humanity. Clearly, however, the
text teaches that Noah was himself the preacher, and it was the
spirit in Noah preaching to the “spirits in prison” -- the wicked
antedeluvian world which was under condemnation: and this
preaching of Noah was done while the ark was in preparation.
It required considerable twisting for the new editors to rewrite
this passage to teach the second chance for the antedeluvians in
the hadean world.

In the following verse 21, the simple statement, “baptism doth
also now save us” is talked around with the additions of words
and phrases, and the insertion of “baptism” twice, when it occurs
only once in the simple statement of the text, and after adding
about twenty words, as strenuous as the effort appears to be for
them to avoid it, the conclusion was that it is “the water of
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baptism through which you are now brought to safety”1 It was
a hard conclusion for these theologians to reach, and reminds us
of the saying, “if weak thy faith, why choose the harder side.”

(73) The second epistle of Peter begins with the elimination of
the precious verse of 2 Peter 1: 1: “to them that have obtained
like precious faith,” which is omitted in the new version, and
replaced with “share our faith”; and “through the righteousness
of God” is changed to “the justice of our God” -but “justice”
is not a substitute for “righteousness” -- if justice were meted
out to us, none could be saved; but righteousness means justifica-
tion by forgiveness, and that is not justice, but grace, We can
but wonder why the precious verse of 2 Peter 1: 1 should be the
target of the revision policy of any committee of translators and
revisionists.

(74) Another precious word, beloved, has been cast out of
first and second Peter, although the apostle used the word seven
times in addressing the scattered members of the church in
foreign lands. In second Peter 3:14 “wherefore beloved” is
omitted without anything in its place, and in all the other verses
the word “friends” is inserted -even the apostle Peter’s tender
reference in verse 15 to his fellow-apostle Paul, in the warm
words “even our beloved brother Paul” is changed to a formal,
and in comparison a cold, “our friend and brother.” But this
endearing word is not only cast out of the epistles of Peter -- so
it is in all of the epistles- the words “brethren” and “beloved”
are cast out.

(75) In 1 John 2:1-2, the apostle John said that Jesus Christ
is “the propitiation for our sins: and not for our’s only, but also
for the sins of the whole world.” This is a simple and plain gospel
statement, but the new version inserts a false reading: “He is
himself the remedy for the defilement of our sins” -- Christ is
the propitiation for our sins, why insert the words “the defilement
of our sins”? The word propitiation means satisfaction -Jesus
Christ is the satisfaction for our sins, but the gospel is the
remedy for sin. In our acceptance of the gospel the remedy for
sin is applied, and through Christ the debt is satisfied - and
Christ is the propitiation, the satisfaction for the sins of all who
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accept the gospel. The words “propitiation” and “remedy” are
not the same words and do not convey the same meaning --
propitiation is an unusual word with special significance, em-
ployed three times only in the New Testament (Romans 3:25--
1 John 2:2 and 4:10) and it should not be removed from these
scriptures.

(76) The New English Bible removes the great doctrinal word
righteousness from 1 John 2:29--the text reads: “Ye know that
every one that doeth righteousness is born of him.” It should be
plain to all that the word righteousness is a doctrinal word, not
a moral term -it is a gospel word which means justification by
forgiveness of sin ---and John’s statement “every one that doeth
righteousness” refers to obedience to the gospel, for that is how
we are all “born of him.” But the new English editors change
John’s words to words of their own, in writing: “every man who
does right is his child"! There can be no mitigation for that sort
of mutilation.

(77) The familiar verse of 2 John 9, reads: “Whosoever trans-
gresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not
God.” The new version editors write it: “Anyone who runs ahead
too far” -it is apropos here to ask these new editors, how far
ahead may one run beyond the doctrine of Christ and not be
too far and without God? This is a notable example of the tam-
pering with the text that characterizes the New English Bible.

After exhorting “the elect and her children” to abide in the
doctrine of Christ, the apostle said: “If there come any unto you,
and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house,
neither bid him God speed. For he that biddeth him God speed
is partaker of his evil deeds.” The new revisionists remove “God
speed” from both of these verses, and put in its place not to
“give him a greeting” --there is a difference in greeting an
individual by speaking to him and in giving him God speed.
Again the question pushes in: What is the purpose in the ex-
cision of the words of these scriptures?

(78) A prominent verse of the inspired scriptures at the close
of the era of inspiration is Jude 3, which reads: “Beloved, when
I gave all diligence to write unto you of the common salvation,
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it was needful for me to write unto you, and exhort you that ye
should earnestly contend for the faith which was once delivered
unto the saints.” The inspired scriptures of divine revelation
could have no finer choice of words or elegance of style and
beauty of diction for an ending than these words of Jude. But
the new text-makers were not content to leave it as the apostle
Jude said it, so they rewrite it with inferior verbosity in this
prolix sentence: “My friends, I was fully engaged in writing to
you about our salvation--- which is yours no less than ours--
when it became urgently necessary to write at once and appeal
to you to join the struggle in defense of the faith, the faith which
God entrusted to his people once and for all.” No comment is
necessary: I feel like saying, open a window and give me some
fresh air! It is a travesty on the translation of the inspired Word
of God.

(79) The review of this aberrant new bible could well close
with the Jude passage, for the symbolic language of Revelation
makes the apocalypse difficult to reconstruct, yet it does not
altogether escape the yen of the translators for revision. In the
first verse it is said that Jesus “sent and signified it by his angel
unto his servant John” --but impelled with the urge for re-
phrasing the new English writers discarded signified and inserted
“made known” -but the word “signify” means to make known
by signs or symbols, and this word indicates how the Revelation
was made known, and it refers to the code language of Revela-
tion: the words “made known” in place of signified are therefore
a failure in translation. In Hebrews 9:8, in reference to the sym-
bolic representations of the Mosaic system, the apostle said, “the
Holy Spirit this signifying” -- and the new English writers re-
tained the word signify in that passage, but eliminated the same
word, from the same Greek term, in reference to the symbols or
code of Revelation. Why? -that is a question echo answers
with why.

At the end of the apocalypse the Great Invitation is chanted
in rhythmic refrain: “And the Spirit and the bride say, Come.
And let him that heareth say, Come. And let him that is athirst
come. And whosoever will, let him take the water of life freely.”
It is difficult to comprehend why even the modernists should
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want to change the words of such a “precious invitation” -- but
the New English Bible does it, wherein it reads: "Come! say the
Spirit and the bride. Come! let each hearer reply. Come forward
you who are thirsty; accept the water of life, a free gift to all
who desire it.” All who are familiar with this great invitation will
not overlook the omission of the words “whosoever will,” which
have been sung in the chorus of congregations: “that grand word
whosoever is ringing in my soul; whosoever will may come,” and
the omission of it is nothing less than the castration of a supreme-
ly precious scripture.

We close the review of this socalled new Bible with the im-
pressive words of Professor 0. T. Allis, of Princeton, at the end
of his Comparative Study Of The New English Bible: “The New
English Bible, attractive and readable as it may seem to the
casual reader to be, is to so marked a degree a paraphrase or
interpretation of the Biblical text that it cannot be regarded
as a ‘faithful rendering’ of it, and therefore cannot be accepted
as a worthy substitute for or successor to the great historic Ver-
sion of 1611 which it aims to supplant.”

With these words we also say: Farewell to an unworthy and
unfortunate perversion of the Word of God.



CHAPTER TEN

TODAY’S ENGLISH VERSION

“FOR THE TIME WILL COME WHEN THEY WILL NOT ENDURE SOUND
DOCTRINE; BUT AFTER THEIR OWN LUSTS SHALL THEY HEAP TO THEM-
SELVES TEACHERS, HAVING ITCHING EARS : AND THEY SHALL TURN AWAY

THEIR EARS FROM THE TRUTH, AND SHALL BE TURNED UNTO FABLES”
--2 TIMOTHY 4:3-4.

“BELOVED, BELIEVE NOT EVERY SPIRIT, BUT TRY THE SPIRITS WHETH-
ER THEY ARE OF GOD: BECAUSE MANY FALSE PROPHETS ARE GONE OUT
INTO THE WORLD” . . . WE ARE OF GOD: HE THAT KNOWETH GOD
HEARETH US: HE THAT IS NOT OF GOD HEARETH NOT US. HEREBY KNOW
WE THE SPIRIT OF TRUTH, AND THE SPIRIT OF ERROR” -- 1 JOHN 4:1, 6.

“JESUS CHRIST THE SAME YESTERDAY, AND TODAY, AND FOREVER. BE
NOT CARRIED ABOUT WITH DIVERS AND STRANGE DOCTRINES.” -- HEBREWS 13 :8-9

527
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In this quest for novelty the latest of these pseudo-versions dis-
plays the vaunty format of TODAY’S ENGLISH VERSION, with
the commercialized flaunty sub-title of GOOD NEWS FOR
MODERN MAN. Like the pecuniary product that it is, the
publication of it was introduced by a twenty-five cent edition
with a blare of advertisement that beggars the producers of
popular paper-backs. Its method is an indignity -- and its charac-
ter is insidious. It is a one-man translation -- a “two-bit” version
not worth the quarter spent for it. It is full of perversion, ex-
amples of which will be cited in the chapter of this book that
exposes its evils and errors.

My long esteemed friend, W. B. West, for many years dean
of the Harding Graduate School, of Memphis, Tennessee, con-
veyed to me a report that a member of translator Bratcher’s
American Bible Society board had stated the policy of modern
translation: first, to settle the question of their theology, then
translate accordingly. Whether an inadvertent concession or not,
it is an honest confession, and it is in evidence throughout
translator Bratcher’s Today’s English Version-for he trans-
lates according to his theology.

Some of the professors in our colleges-men to whom mem-
bers of the church should be able to look for guidance-rushed
into print to endorse it but who, under criticism, later backed
away. Yet on their recommendation thousands of copies were
sold to churches and individual members and placed in the
hands of our young people, the volume of which cannot be re-
called, resulting therefore in incalculable harm. When this two-
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bit version was exposed, the patronizing professors scurried to
New York for a publicity conference with its producer and
translator, with whom they had their photographs taken, and
they reported “courteous consideration” in their suggestions for
certain changes. The whole affair smells so strong that it stinks
as a publicity stunt -it was a plain farce. Every discerning
person knows that the producers of the spurious version have no
intention of altering it to any significant extent or in any major
degree on the “suggestions” of a college of comparatively un-
known and unrecognized professors. And suppose for suppositions
sake that they should make certain changes--their version is
full of theological falsity and mistranslation and error. Its title
condemns it--it is not a Today’s or any other day’s English
version, for it is no version; and it is not good news for modern
man, for the Bible is the ancient gospel for all men for all time.

It has come to light that the American Bible Society, which
are the publishers of the Today’s English Version, attempted to
persuade the Gideons organization to replace the King James
Version in the hotels and motels The Gideons organization is
not a church, and has no peculiar doctrine to promote but, as
the travelling public knows, this organization places the King
James Version of the Bible in all of the hotels and motels that
are generally patronized. But the Gideons rejected the overture
of the American Bible Society and refused to place the TEV --
Today’s English Version -in the hotels, motels and public
places, on the grounds that the TEV is not a translation of the
Greek, but rather the theology of the translator, and that it
casts reflections on the blood of Christ, the vicarious atonement
and the plan of redemption. The American Bible Society was
so insistent that the Gideons engaged some of America’s most
prominent Bible scholars to review the TEV book and send the
information to the American Bible Society. While this material
has not been made available for public distribution, copies can
be produced --it is a devastating review of multiplied errors in
the “Good News For Modern Man.”

A thorough and complete exposure of the “Today’s English
Version -Good News For Modern Man” has been made diffi-
cult, if not impossible, by its form of copyright, which reads:
“All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced or
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utilized in any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical,
including photocopying, recording or by any information storage
or retrieval system, without permission in writing from the Pub-
lishers” -and of course the Publisher could hardly be expected
to give “permission in writing” for an exposure of the TEV, and
any review of it is thereby limited to references without quota-
tions, if such a restriction could be upheld by any book purport-
ing to be the Bible or the New Testament.

Among the leading scholars of America who were engaged
by the Gideons to review the TEV are: D. A. Waite, Th.D.,
Ph.D., of the American Council Of Christian Churches; and
Charles J. Woodbridge, Ph.D., of Westminster Theological Semin-
ary, Philadelphia. Copies of these documents have been printed,
the one entitled “The American Bible Society And The Blood
Of Christ,” by the Doctor D. A. Waite, was printed for circula-
tion by the Film Commission, New York City. Another in the
form of a letter, by the Doctor Charles J. Woodbridge, was
printed in a Texas newspaper, and they are therefore released
documents. A third document, also by the Doctor Woodbridge,
is entitled “Good News For Modem Man: A Critique.”

These especially selected scholars declare, after a thorough
examination of Today’s English Version, that it is not a transla-
tion of the New Testament; that it is written without verbal
precision; that such examples as eliminating the “mercy seat”
from New Testament references indicate a lack of biblical per-
spective in ignoring the typical meaning of the “mercy seat”
throughout Old Testament pages, and of its significance in the
New Testament reference; that like numerous examples in To-
day’s English Version are "so serious as to threaten the destin-
ies of men”; and, in consequence, its promoters are facilitating
the brainwashing of the present generation by its circulation.

These are strong words for recognized and representative
scholars to put in print, and as a preview of their devastating
specifications, it is timely in advance to observe the examples
offered in the substitution of various terms, words and phrases
for the Bible word blood, which the TEV translator brands as
an ugly word for our generation. So the blood is eliminated
in sixteen New Testament passages referring to the blood of
Jesus Christ, and in twenty passages where the reference is



532 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

general. It should be observed that these scholars show that
there is only one Greek word for blood -- it is the word haima--
and it has no synonym, there is no substitute for it. Yet the loose
translation (?) of the TEV inserts in its place, “killed,” “death”
and “put to death,” murder, “all races,” “human beings,” “any
person” and even the phrase “I am not responsible” in place of
the word blood. The citations showing by comparison these mis-
translations are listed below. These represent the mistranslation
of the general use of the word blood, but the greater sin is in
its elimination from the passages that refer to the shed blood of
Christ -the precious blood of Jesus Christ-for which the
word “death” is not adequate. The thieves suffered a death on
the cross; men and martyrs have suffered death for a cause --
but the cross of Christ is more than death, sinful men are recon-
ciled to God “through the blood of his cross,” and to eliminate
the atoning, purchasing, redeeming word blood, with all of its
doctrinal import from these blessed passages truly “threatens
the destinies of men.”

In the documents inserted below the abbreviations represent:
( 1) ABS - the American Bible Society; (2) TEV -- the Today’s
English Version; (3) KJV --the King James Version. In submit-
ting these devastating exposures of the scholarly Waite and
Woodbridge documents, they are reproduced in the same ori-
ginal form of the photostat copies from which they are reprinted,
in the same arrangement, punctuations, indentations, and capital-
ized words and phrases, as they appear in the photo copies.

From the scriptural viewpoint, allowance is to be made for
some theological terminology, and exceptions in a few instances
to theological inferences such as “sinful nature” that would
indicate the doctrine of inherent depravity or original sin -- but
these documents summarize the overwhelming evidence against
the Today’s English Version, and should put some of our own
professor’s to shame who are circulating this spurious and mis-
named version of the New Testament. Because of their prime
importance we submit here these three documents in order:
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THE AMERICAN BIBLE SOCIETY AND THE
BLOOD OF CHRIST

(By D. A. Waite, Th.D., Ph.D.)
A partial critical analysis of: Good News for Modern
Man: The New Testament in Today’s English Version,
Subtitled: “God’s Word For A New Age,” (p. ii), copy-
righted by the American Bible Society, New York, 1966,
published in 1967, in paperback, 599 pages, “basic text
translated by Dr. Robert G. Bratcher” (p. iv).

Background. Modernists and Liberal theologians for years have
been seeking to undermine references to “the blood of Christ,”
calling our fundamentalist faith a “slaughterhouse religion” be-
cause we who believe and preach the Bible still preach that it
is true that “the blood of Jesus Christ His Son cleanseth us from
all sin.”

Bible’s Warning. The Bible itself warns us of a punishment which
shall await those “who hath trodden under foot the Son of God,
and hath counted the BLOOD of the covenant, wherewith He
was sanctified, an unholy thing . . . " Hebrews 10:29b). Does
this punishment apply to those who take the word “BLOOD”
out of certain passages in the New Testament where the Greek
word haima or one of its compounds is used?

American Bible Society’s Alteration of Haima, or “Blood.” In the
American Bible Society’s new translation of the English New
Testament, called “Good News For Modem Man,” and “God’s
Word For A New Age,” the translator, Dr. Robert G. Bratcher,
has altered the Greek word haima from the accurate and correct
translation, “blood” to some other expression. This has been done
a total of 36 times out of a possible 101 times where haima
(blood) occurs in the Greek in the Received Text. Of the 36
where haima is not translated “blood,” 20 refer to instances
where there is no reference to the blood of the Lord Jesus Christ
(which is novelty enough), however, 16 times it is the BLOOD
OF THE LORD JESUS CHRIST which is omitted from the
translation of haima.

Organization of the Remainder of the Summary. The following
pages will first give the 20 passages in the New Testament where



534 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

haima (blood ) is altered in which no reference is to the blood
of Christ. In each instance, the King James Version will be given
together with the rendering of the American Bible Society.

A. 20 PASSAGES NOT REFERIUNG TO THE BLOOD OF
CHRIST CONTRASTED:

1. Matthew 16:17 --
KJV: “And Jesus answered and said unto him, Blessed art

thou, Simon Bar-jona: for flesh and BLOOD hath not revealed
it unto thee, but my father which is in heaven.”

ABS: ". . . For this truth did not come to you from any
HUMAN BEING . . . "

2. Matthew 23:30--
KJV: “And say, If we had been in the days of our fathers,

we would not have been partakers with them in the BLOOD of
the prophets.”

ABS: ". . . we would not have done what they did and
KILLED the prophets.”

3. Matthew 23:35 --
KJV: “That upon you may come all the righteous BLOOD

shed upon the earth . . . "
ABS: ". . . the punishment for the MURDER of all inno-

cent men will fall on you . . . "

4. Matthew 23:35--
KJV: "  . . . from the BLOOD of righteous Abel . . ."
ABS: ". . . from the MURDER of innocent Abel . . ."

5. Matthew 23:35--
KJV: ". . . unto the BLOOD of Zacharias son of Barachias,

whom ye slew between the temple and the altar.”
ABS: ". . . to the MURDER of Zechariah . . ."

6. Luke 11:50--
KJV: “That the BLOOD of all the prophets, which was

shed from the foundation of the world, may be required of this
generation”

ABS: “so that the people of this time will be punished for
the MURDER of all the prophets . . ."
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7. Luke 11:51--
KJV: “From the BLOOD of Abel . . ."
ABS: “From the MURDER of Abel . . ."

8. Luke 11:51--
KJV: “Unto the BLOOD of Zacharias which perished

between the altar and the temple: verily I say unto you, It shall
be required of this generation.”

ABS: “to the MURDER of Zechariah . . ."
9. Luke 13:1--

KJV: "There were present at that season some that told
him of the Galileans, whose BLOOD Pilate had mingled with
their sacrifices.”

ABS: ". . . about the Galileans whom Pilate HAD
K I L L E D  . . . "

10. John 1:13 --
KJV: "Which were born, not of BLOOD, nor of the will

of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.”
ABS: “They did not become God’s children by NATURAL

MEANS, by being born as the children of a human father; . . ."
11. Acts 17:26--

KJV: “And hath made of one BLOOD all nations of men
for to dwell on all the face of the earth, and hath determined
the times before appointed, and the bounds of their habitation.”

ABS: “From the one man he created ALL RACES of
men . . . "

12. Acts 18:16--
KJV: “And when they opposed themselves, and blas-

phemed, he shook his raiment, and said unto them, Your BLOOD
be upon your own heads; I am clean: from henceforth I will go
unto the Gentiles.”

ABS: ". . . if any of you should be lost, I AM NOT RE-
SPONSIBLE.”

13. Acts 20:26--
KJV “Wherefore I take you to record this day, that I am

pure from the BLOOD of all men.”
ABS: " .  . . if any of you should be lost, I AM NOT RE-

SPONSIBLE.“’
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14. Acts 22:20--
KJV: “And when the BLOOD of thy martyr Stephen was

shed, I also was standing by, and consenting unto his death, and
kept the raiment of them that slew him.”

ABS: “And when your witness Stephen was PUT TO
DEATH. . . "

15. Romans 3: 15 --
KJV: “Their feet are swift to shed BLOOD.”
ABS: “They are quick to hurt and KILL.”

16. Galatians 1:16--
KJV: “To reveal his Son in me, that I might preach him

among the heathen; immediately I conferred not with flesh and
BLOOD.”

ABS: ". . . I did not go to ANY PERSON for advice . . ."

17. Ephesians 6:12 --
KJV: “For we wrestle not against flesh and BLOOD, but

against principalities, against powers, against the rulers of the
darkness of this world, against spiritual wickedness in high
places."

ABS: “For we are not fighting against HUMAN BE-
INGS . . . "

18. Hebrews 12:4--

KJV: “Ye have not yet resisted unto BLOOD, striving
against sin.”

ABS: “For in your struggle against sin you have not yet
had to fight to the point of BEING KILLED.”

19. Revelation 6:10 --
KJV: “And they cried with a loud voice, saying, How long,

0 Lord, holy and true, dost thou not judge and avenge our
BLOOD on them that dwell on the earth?”

ABS: “How long will it be until you will judge the people
of earth and punish them FOR KILLING US?”

20. Revelation 19:2--
KJV: “For true and righteous a r e  his judgments; for he

hath judged the great whore, which did corrupt the earth with
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her fornication, and hath avenged the BLOOD of his servants
at her hand.”

ABS: “God has punished her because she KILLED his
servants.”

B. 16 PASSAGES REFERRING TO THE BLOOD OF CHRIST
CONTRASTED:

1. Matthew 27:4--
KJV: “Saying, I have sinned in that 1 have betrayed the

innocent BLOOD. And they said, What is that to us? see thou
to that.”

ABS: “I have sinned by betraying an innocent man TO
DEATH!”

2. Matthew 27:24--
KJV: “When Pilate saw that he could prevail nothing,

but that rather a tumult was made, he took water, and washed
his hands before the multitude, saying, I am innocent of the
BLOOD of this just person: see ye to it.”

ABS: ". . . I am not responsible for the DEATH of this
man! . . . "

3. Matthew 27:25--
KJV: “Then answered all the people, and said, His

BLOOD be on us, and on our children.”
ABS: “Let the punishment for his DEATH fall on us and

on our children!"

4. Acts 5:28 --
KJV: “Saying, did not we straitly command you that he

should not teach in this name? and, behold, ye have filled
Jerusalem with your doctrine, and intend to bring this man’s
BLOOD upon us.”

ABS: ". . . you want to make us responsible for his
DEATH!”

5. Acts 20:28--
KJV: “Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the

flock, over the which the Holy Ghost hath made you overseers,
to feed the church of God, which he hath purchased with his
own BLOOD.”
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ABS: ". . . Be shepherds of the church of God, which he
made his own through the DEATH of his own Son.”

6. Romans 3:25--

KJV: “Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation
through faith in his BLOOD, to declare his righteousness for
the remission of sins that are past, through the forbearance of
God.”

ABS: “God offered him so that by his DEATH he should
become the means by which men’s sins are forgiven, through
their faith in him . . ."

7. Romans 5:9--

KJV: “Much more then, being now justified by his
BLOOD, we shall be saved from wrath through him.”

ABS: “By his DEATH we are now put right with God. . ."

8. Ephesians 1:7 --

KJV: “In whom we have redemption through his BLOOD,
the forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of his grace.”

ABS: “For by the DEATH of Christ we are set free, and
our sins are forgiven.”

9. Ephesians 2:13 --

KJV: “But now in Christ Jesus ye who sometimes were
far off are made nigh by the BLOOD of Christ.”

ABS: ". . . you who used to be far away have been
brought near by the DEATH of Christ.”

10. Colossians 1: 14 --

KJV: “In whom we have redemption through his BLOOD,
even the forgiveness of sins.”

ABS: “By whom we are set free and our sins are forgiven.”

11. Colossians 1:20--

KJV: “And, having made peace through the BLOOD of
his cross, by him to reconcile all things unto himself; by him, I
say, whether they be things in earth, or things in heaven.”

ABS: " .  . . God made peace through his Son’s DEATH
on the cross . . . "
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12. Hebrews 10: 19 --
KJV: “Having therefore, brethren, boldness to enter into

the holiest by the BLOOD of Jesus.”
ABS: “We have, then, brothers, complete freedom to go

into the Most Holy Place by means of the DEATH of Jesus.”

13. Hebrews 13:20--
KJV: “Now the God of peace, that brought again from

the dead our Lord Jesus, that great shepherd of the sheep,
through the BLOOD of the everlasting covenant.”

ABS: “God has raised from the dead our Lord Jesus, who
is the Great Shepherd of the sheep because of his death, by
which the eternal covenant is sealed.”

14. I Peter 1: 19 --
KJV: “But with the precious BLOOD of Christ, as of a

lamb without blemish and without spot.”
ABS: “You were set free by the costly SACRIFICE of

Christ, who was like a lamb without defect or spot.”

15. Revelation 1:5--
KJV: “And from Jesus Christ, who is the faithful witness,

and the first begotten of the dead, and the prince of the kings
of the earth Unto him that loved us, and washed us from our
sins in his own BLOOD.”

ABS: ". . . He loves us, and by his DEATH he has freed
us from our sins and made us a kingdom of priests . . ."

16. Revelation 5:9--
KJV: “And they sung a new song, saying, Thou art worthy

to take the book, and to open the seals thereof: for thou wast
slain, and has t redeemed us to God by thy BLOOD out of every
kindred, and tongue, and people, and nation;”

ABS: ". . . For you were killed and by your DEATH you
bought men for God . . . "

Conclusions. From the American Bible Society’s new translation
of the New Testament, and their alteration of the Greek word
haima from “blood” to some other word, some conclusions can
be drawn: (1) since haima means “blood,” any literal and faith-
ful translation of this word would have to retain the English
word “blood” in all passages involved; (2) By translating haima
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as “death” for both the early Christians spoken of in the Bible
as well as for the Lord Jesus Christ, it seems to place these
“deaths” on the same and equal basis, thus minimizing the
sacrifice of our Savior; (3) By the use of the word “death” in
place of “blood” for the Greek word haima, in reference to the
Lord Jesus Christ, it could imply that even a “natural death”
could be sufficient to form the basis of man’s forgiveness and
redemption, whereas it is the shedding of the blood of Christ
which alone fulfills the Old Testament types and God’s holy
requirements for the sin of man: (4) By the American Bible
Society’s rendering of haima, in the 16 instances referring to the
blood of Christ, by some word other than “blood” such as
“death,” they remind many of us of Genesis 4: 1-5 (Cf. Hebrews
11:4) and the difference between the offering of Cain and the
offering of Abel; (5) All fundamentalist Bible-believing Chris-
tians should protest to the American Bible Society on this ground
alone, if for no other reason, in view of this attempt to remove
in these 16 instances the “BLOOD” of the Lord Jesus Christ,
and to this extent accommodate faithful Bible translation to the
acceptance of the modernists and liberals of the National Council
of Churches and others who are offended by the “BLOOD " of
Christ.

Sincerely,
The Rev. D. A. Waite, Th.D., Ph.D. Chairman,
The Radio and Audio-Film Commission of the
American Council of Christian Churches.

Additional copies may be ordered from the Film Commission --
ACCC, 15 Park Row, New York, N.Y., 10038. 10 cents each.
100 for $7.00.

The following:
(Copied from an article in the Borger News-Herald, Borger,
Texas, Sept. 7, 1969)
(By Charles J. Woodbridge, Ph.D., Westminister Theological
Seminary, Philadelphia)
Mr. J. C. Phillips, P.O. Box 471, Borger, Texas 79007
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Dear Mr. Phillips:
In my opinion the version of the New Testament known as

“Good News for Modern Man” is not only a poor work of ex-
egetical scholarship. It also poses a deadly threat to Biblical
orthodoxy.

Mr. Robert G. Bratcher, of the Translation Department of the
American Bible Society, has written:

" . . . our translation is a faithful and accurate rendering of
the books of the Greek New Testament.”

He has also intimated that attacks upon the Version are
“ignorant.”

I should like to launch a vehement attack upon the Version,
and to alert humble believers in Christ against its insidious
nature.

I have before me as I write tbe Greek New Testament which
my parents gave me in China on my 15th birthday. I have been
reading it off and on for over fifty years. I have a reasonably
fair idea of its vocabulary and phraseology.

Mr. Bratcher states that “modem translations are based upon
much older and much more faithful copies of the long-lost origin-
als” than the copies used in the 1611 King James Version.

I am aware of the existence of the Codex Alexandrinus now
in the British Museum; of the Codex Vaticanus; of the Codex
Aphraemi Rescriptus; of the Codex Bezae; and of the Codex
Washington; ensis. I believe that I am in a position to expose
the basic error of “Good News for Modern Man.”

The twelve million people who reputedly have bought copies
of the volume may not be aware of the fact that they are facili-
tating their own theological brain-washing.

I am not considering at the moment such flagrant errors of
translation in the Version as the omission of “first born” in Mat-
thew 1:25, or the elimination of “only begotten” in John 1:14, 18.

Instead, I want to come to grips with a theological error based
upon a repeated false translation which threatens the very heart
and core of Biblical soteriology (the doctrines of salvation). I
do not believe that it is an exaggeration to state bluntly that
this error is so serious as to threaten the eternal destinies of men.

LET ME BE SPECIFIC.
Man is by nature a sinner. He has broken the law of God in
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thought, word and deed. Almighty God has provided a way of
salvation, the out-pouring of the blood of Jesus Christ, His Son,
on Calvary’s cross “as a sacrifice to satisfy divine justice and to
reconcile man to God.”

THE BIBLE TEACHES:
“The life of the flesh is in the blood, and I have given it to

you upon the altar to make an atonement for your souls . . ."
( Leviticus 17: 11)

Make no mistake. The blood of Jesus Christ, shed once for all
on the cross, is the sinner’s only plea. The Son of God poured
out His blood to cleanse us from sin. (I John 1:7) Peter calls
that blood “precious” (I Peter 1:19). Apart from the out-poured
blood of Christ, there is no forgiveness of sin (Heb. 9:22). It is
the ground of vicarious, substitutionary atonement.

Repeatedly in the best manuscripts of the New Testament, the
word “blood” (haima) is used. Only the most irresponsible
“translators” could possibly tamper with it or eliminate it.

There is another New Testament word which warms the heart
of genuine Bible believers. It is “redemption,” a “buying back”
unto God.

The Greek words used in the manuscripts for “redeem” are
agorazo (“buy in that slave market”), exagorazo ("buy out of
the slave market") and lutroo (“set free by paying a price”).

The central idea in all these words is the payment of a price,
on the basis of which the person “bought” is freed from his
original position of bondage.

The “price” paid for the believer’s emancipation is the “prec-
ious blood of Christ” (I Peter 1: 19). Christians are indeed bought
at stupendous cost (see I Corinthians 6:20; 7:23; II Peter 2: 1).

“Redemption” is thus a technical word. It is at the very center
of the gospel of the grace of God.

And now may I be a bit analytical? My Ph.D. is in Church
History. Perhaps we should turn back the pages of that history
and note the precise relationship between “Good News for Mod-
ern Man” and theological developments of the last one hundred years.

The rebellious heart of man, by nature anthropocentric (man-
centered) rather than theocentric (God-centered), has often re-
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sented the idea of the shedding of the Saviour’s blood as the
price of the sinner’s redemption.

Albrecht Ritschl (died 1889),, son of a Lutheran bishop, on
the basis of what he called “moral judgments,” popularized what
is known as the “moral influence theory of the atonement.”

TRY TO UNDERSTAND THIS THEORY.
It denies or at least minimizes the redemptive work of Christ.

It suggests that it is the unselfish death of the Saviour, rather than
His vicarious, blood atonement, that sets man free. When the
sinner, according to this view, contemplates Christ’s selfless death,
he reaches a moral judgment which sets him free from his own
base and selfish passions. Calvary, according to this view (which
paved the way for the modem “social gospel”), reveals Christ’s
disinterested love. It shows His willingness to enter the portals of
death in order to prompt and inspire mankind with sacrificial
motives.

The view has elements of truth in it. The Lord Jesus did set
us an example of suffering (see I Peter 4:1). But it falls far
short of the gospel. Indeed, it constitutes a threat to the gospel.
For to explain away the “blood” of Christ and to tone down
the “redemptive” aspect of His divine sacrifice border on
blasphemy.

NOW NOTE CAREFULLY.
I am not examining the motives of the translators of “Good

News for Modern Man.” That is a matter between them and
God.

But they are perpetuating the Bitschlian, “moral influence”
theory of our Lord’s atonement, in contravention of the finest
exegesis Bible believing scholars have applied to their studies
of the Bible, and to the peril of immortal souls.

When the word “blood” (haima) is used, why do they reject
it and substitute the word “death”? One does not have to be a
Greek scholar to detect this unscriptural substitution in such
passages as Acts 20:28; Romans 3:25; 5:9;  Ephesians 1:7; 2:13; I
Peter 1: 19; Revelation 1:5. If any lingering doubt remains in
your minds, read these verses. And protest to the American Bible
Society.

And “redemption.” What a soul-enriching word it is! Search
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for it in vain throughout the new Version (e. g. in Ephesians 1:7;
Galatians 3:13; 4:5; or Revelation 5:9).

Why do the translators use the words “set free” for “redeem.”
The two concepts are not by any means synonymous. The trans-
lators have eliminated the central idea of the payment price,
which is crucial in God’s plan of redemption.

Play down the “blood” of Christ, remove the payment of a
price for sin, and you have no real Christian gospel at all.

As one who has taught the Word of God for over 40 years, I
solemnly warn my readers against “Good News for Modern Man.”
Let me repeat: Minimize our Savior’s outpoured blood, eliminate
His blessed redemption, and where is your “good news”?

Faithfully,
Charles J. Woodbridge, Ph.D.

“GOOD NEWS FOR MODERN MAN”: A CRITIQUE
By Charles J. Woodbridge, Ph.D.

I have before me a letter written on June 17, 1968, by Dr.
Robert G. Bratcher, translator of “Good News for Modem Man,”
to Mr. John T. Leeson III, of the Gideons International, Nash-
ville, Tennessee.

In this letter Dr. Bratcher defends certain of the flagrant er-
rors of his new Version: the elimination of “only begotten” in
certain crucial passages; the rejection of the word “virgin” in
other passages; and the substitution of “death” for “blood” else-
where.

I have been requested to prepare a Critique of Dr. Bratcher’s
letter. I am happy to comply with this request.

First, in order to reply to Dr. Bratcher it has become necessary
for me to examine “Good News for Modern Man” a bit more
carefully than hitherto. I find that the volume is far worse than
I had originally thought. Far from being able to recommend the
book, I must in good conscience whole-heartedly reject it.

Dr. Bratcher, with the avowed purpose of reaching not only
Christians, but also “those for whom English is an acquired
language,” is willing, in my opinion, to make deadly theological
concessions.

In a previous Critique I pointed out his elimination of the
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precious word “redemption,” which is in some respects the heart
and core of the believer’s confidence and hope.

But he has gone far beyond this.
In one passage at least he has refused to acknowledge a

Christian teaching which is the Rock of Gibraltar of our faith:
the deity of the Son of God. I refer to Romans 9:5.

Note carefully the contrast.
The King James Version reads (the Greek text concurs with

the reading in the passage in question): “Whose are the fathers,
and of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over
all, God blessed for ever. Amen.”

Over against this Dr. Bratcher’s translation reads: “they are
descended from the patriarchs, and Christ, as a human being,
belongs to their race. May God, who rules over all, be praised
for ever! Amen.”

Both the Greek text and the older, correct translations identify
Christ as “God blessed for ever.” This is a declaration of his
deity. Dr. Bratcher divides the verse into two sentences and in
so doing eliminates the Spirit-directed statement that Jesus is
Himself God.

Moreover, Dr. Bratcher does not hesitate to remove from his
translation, or at least to emasculate them, other heart-warming,
soul enriching truths of God. Two examples will suffice.

“Justification by faith”: how dear this doctrine is to God’s
children. The Almighty is righteous; man is unrighteous. But God
is glad to pronounce as righteous, to declare judicially, forensi-
cally to be righteous, to welcome as righteous, those who trust
His Son as Saviour. He imputes the righteousness of the Lord
Jesus to their account. Thus He remains just, while justifying
those who believe in Jesus (see Romans 3:26).

“Justification” is a technical, judicial word. It must not be
summarily dispatched from the Christian’s vocabulary. Yet this
is precisely what Dr. Bratcher does. He substitutes the anaemic
words “put right.” The idea of a divine, judicial pronouncement
is thus in unwarranted fashion eliminated. To “put right” con-
veys no idea of a divine-human, cosmic, legal transaction. There
is no thought of a court-room scene in which the sinner, worthy
of eternal death, is pronounced, declared righteous. Dr. Bratcher
has weakened, to say the least, a powerful Biblical concept.
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Tied up with this weakening is his rejection of the word
“mercy-seat.” The Greek word is hilasterion.

This term reaches back to Old Testament days. The ancient ark
of the covenant was overlaid with the mercy-seat, where the
high priest of Israel sprinkled the blood of expiatory sacrifice
annually, thus atoning for the sins of the people. There the right-
eous God, who is too holy to countenance sin, was “propitiated.”
Sins were covered on the basis of the outpoured, sprinkled blood.

Hebrews 9:5 reads in the King James Version: “And over it
the cherubims of glory shadowing the mercy-seat . . . " Dr.
Bratcher’s Version states: “Above the box were the glorious crea-
tures representing the Divine Presence, with their wings spread
over the place where sins were forgiven.” The “ark” has become
the “box”; the “cherubim” are “glorious creatures” (so were the
seraphim! ) ; the “mercy-seat” has yielded to “the place where
sins were forgiven.”

The idea inherent in the transaction accomplished at the mercy-
seat was that of propitiation for sin. The enmity between the
righteous God and the unrighteous nation Israel was done away.
The divine righteousness was vindicated and man’s sin was seen
as worthy of death.

The Lord Jesus, the believer’s “mercy-seat,” is thus also the
propitiation for his sins. In Romans 3:25 He is called the "mercy-
seat,” the place of propitiation; in I John 2:2,4:10 He is hilasmos,
that which propitiates God, i. e. an adequate expiatory sacrifice.

What does Dr. Bratcher do with the whole idea of propitiatory
sacrifice? Apparently rejecting the thoughts of divine vindica-
tion and the satisfaction of divine justice, he once more “trans-
lates” the word hilasterion (Romans 3:25); “the means by which
man’s sins are forgiven” (without stating precisely what these
"means" are). And in 1 John 2:2 ;  4:10 the word hilasmos is
“translated” similarly as “the means by which our sins are for-
given” (without any suggestion of propitiation or appeasement
of divine wrath). Thus a magnificent theological concept, at
least in these passages, is banished from his Version.

This sort of cavalier treatment of sacred Biblical doctrines
brings to mind two important truths about Dr. Bratcher’s Version.

First, in the Preface to “Good News for Modem Man” the
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volume is called a “Translation” and Dr. Bratcher is said to
have “translated” the “basic text.”

As a matter of fact the book, in my opinion at least, is not a
“translation” at all. Let me explain.

Our English word “translation” is derived from the Latin “a
bearing across.” In the case of linguistics this is the “bearing
across” of words from one language to another.

Now when it comes to the Bible, believers are extremely sensi-
tive in the area of words. We have the audacity to believe that
when a word occurs in the Bible it was put there by the Holy
Spirit. It is inspired of God and not lightly to be tampered with.

This is known as the orthodox doctrine of verbal inspiration 
(from the Latin verbum, “a word”). It is a serious and solemn
teaching. Paul writes . . . “we speak, not in the words which
man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth"
(I, Cor. 2:13). And John adds concerning the book of Revelations
(and his words may be applied by inference to the rest of the
Bible) : “And if any man shall take away from the words of the
book of this prophecy, God shall take away his part out of the
book of life . . ." (Rev. 22:19).

Let us beware, therefore, how we “translate” the words of
the living God!

But Dr. Bratcher does not appear to recognize this fact. In
his letter to Mr. Leeson he writes concerning “Good News for
Modern Man”: “there is no attempt at verbal consistency.”

Instead of translating the inspired words exactly as they oc-
cur, Dr. Bratcher frankly admits that his purpose is to explain
their meaning. At least 24 times in his letter to Mr. Leeson he
uses the idea of meaning, rather than that of verbal precision.
And this method of “translation,” he repeatedly affirms, is for the
benefit, not only of Christians, but also of those for whom Eng-
lish may be “an acquired language.”

Thus his volume is not technically a “translation” at all. It
is an interpretation, or a commentary in which the interpreter to
the conscience of the individual is not the blessed Holy Spirit,
but the mind of Dr. Bratcher. And how does Dr. Bratcher know
that he always has the right meaning for the words?

Dr. Bratcher defends his ability to select in each instance the
meaning of the words by what he calls “contextual consistency.”
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That is, according to his view, the immediate context in which
any particular word is found in the New Testament governs its
meaning.

To some extent this is true. But Dr. Bratcher has ignored a
basic truth which is obvious to trained theologians. The meaning
of a Biblical word is governed not only by the words with which
it is immediately associated in its context, but also by the totality
of Biblical teaching from Genesis to Revelation.

To be an effective translator, therefore, one must be trained
in systematic theology and Biblical hermeneutics.

In my opinion, for example, Dr. Bratcher’s rejection of "mercy-
seat” in Heb. 9:5 is due to a woeful lack on his part of a total
Biblical perspective. How could he possibly have thrown the
word out if he truly understood the totality of its significance as
taught in the pages of the Old Testament?

This lack of training on Dr. Bratcher’s part, or, if he is actually
trained, his lack of conviction in this area (which would be dis-
tressing indeed for a “translator”), is often discernible, in my
opinion, in “Good News for Modern Man.”

But now we are ready to discuss in detail Dr. Bratcher’s letter
to Mr. Leeson

First, his rejection of an expression which through the cen-
turies has been precious to believers -- “only begotten.” In place
of this Dr. Bratcher substitutes the word “only.”

My primary concern in this discussion is the five times in
John’s writings where Dr. Bratcher makes the substitution. For
these passages all refer to our beloved Lord Jesus.

a. John 1: 14 ". . . (and we beheld his glory, the glory as of
the only begotten of the Father, full of grace and truth.” (King
James Version) Dr. Bratoher has changed this to: “We saw his
glory, full of grace and truth. This was the glory which he re-
ceived as the Father’s only son.”

b. John 1:18: " .  . . the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom
of the Father, he hath declared him.” (King James Version)
Dr. Bratcher’s "translation":: “The only One, who is the same as
God and is at the Father’s side, he has made him known.”

c. John 3:16: “his only begotten Son” is changed to "his only
Son.”
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d. John 3:18: “the only begotten Son of God” becomes “God’s
only Son.”

e. I John 4:9 “his only begotten Son” is changed to “his
only Son.”

It is apparent that Dr. Bratcher prefers the word “only” to
“only begotten,” even when it comes to the Son of God Himself.

I  would challenge Dr. Bratcher on several grounds.
First, the Greek word for “only” is monos. The Greek word

for “only begotten” is monogenes. It is obvious that the two
words are dissimilar. If the Holy Spirit had wished us to under-
stand “only,” the word monos would have been used. It is just
as simple as that!

Second, Dr. Bratcher’s implication that he is at liberty to
use the word "only"” because monogenes (“only begotten”)
stems from the Greek verb ginomai (“become”) rather than
from gennao (“begat”) in the long run proves nothing. For both
words have to do, in one way or another, with generation. And
Dr. Bratcher would have an extremely hard time proving that
etymologically ginomai and gennao sprang from different original
roots.

Third, let me point out the grave danger involved in substitut-
ing “only” for “only begotten,” especially when it comes to the
Son of God.

The word “only” may well mean “solitary,” and thus “unique.”
Dr. Bratcher writes in his self-defense: “When applied to Jesus
Christ, this word means that he is God’s only, or unique, Son
in a way that no one else is.”

But a skilled translator should readily appreciate the fact that
“only” Son, when used of our Lord, does not by any means tell
the whole truth -the truth that the Holy Spirit intended us
to know.

Let me be precise. A man may be the “only” son of his father.
But that does not mean that there might not have been other
children who pre-deceased him! Nor does it mean that he was
not adopted into the family and that he is thus the only legal
son.

Monogenes is specific. It blots out such possibilities. Christ is
the “only begotten” Son of the Father. God never had any such
sons! Nor was the Lord Jesus “adopted” into the divine family!
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Monogenes (“only begotten”). Let us learn to appreciate the
word increasingly.

Fourth, even if we follow the Greek text of John 1:18 used
by Dr. Bratcher and use the words monogenes theos (“only be-
gotten God”), not monogenes huios (“only begotten Son,” as in
the King James Version), this would not by any means be “im-
possible to translate,” as Dr. Bratcher says that it would be.

Biblical orthodoxy teaches that Jesus Christ is God. If in John
1: 18 He is referred to as “only begotten God,” the writer has
in mind the One who as God existed eternally with the Father
as the only begotten One (see the words in the verse “who is in
the bosom of the Father”). Dr. Bratcher insists on using “only”
in place of “only begotten” even in this text. As the result he
has to squirm and twist verbally to come out with any semi-
reasonable “translation” of the utterance at all. His “translation”
reads: “The only One, who is the same as God and is at the
Father’s side, he has made him known.”

But fifthly, the “translator’s” substitution of “only” for “only be-
gotten” reveals a shocking ignorance of the high and holy Christol-
ogy of John’s writings. It also betrays, I am afraid, the "transla-
tor's" lack of familiarity with early Church History, when here-
sies concerning the Person of Christ were arising and His mono-
genes (“only begotten”) character became a battle-cry of ortho-
doxy.

When John, writing in the Spirit, used monogenes of Christ, he
regards the word as a connecting link between the Savior’s incar-
nation and His timeless, eternal, pre-mundane estate. “The only
begotten of the Father” of John 1: 14 is the everlasting Word ( see
John 1: 1) which w a s  made flesh. From all eternity this Word
had existed. An excellent discussion of this subject is found in
The Self-Disclosure of Jesus, by Geerhardus Vos, particularly the
chapter entitled “The Son of God.” Some of the material in the
next few paragraphs of my Critique is based to some extent upon
the contents of that chapter.

Monogenes describes the Son’s eternal “being-relationship” to
the Father. It is this transcendent, sublime, inter-trinitarian rela-
tionship, existing from eternity, which is the pre-condition of the
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ineffable blessings brought to a sinful race at our Lord’s incar-
nation.

“We beheld his glory.” (John 1:14) This glory did not come
upon Him for the first time at Bethlehem. No indeed! It is the
glory “as of the only begotten of the Father” -everlasting glory
now revealed in Judea!

“The only begotten Son . . . hath declared him.” (John 1:18)
Our Lord’s divine identity and derivation were, as it were, His
qualification to “declare” the things of the Father. For had not
He seen the Father in His prenatal state? Had not He enjoyed
the Father’s love “before the foundation of the world”? See John
6:46; 17:24.

God gave His only begotten Son. (See John 3:16) The Father-
Son intimacy from everlasting to everlasting-and this is seen
in the word monogenes -reveals the depths of sacrifices to
which the Father was willing to go to save poor, sinful men!

The ultimate shame and tragedy of rejecting Christ is seen
in His designation as monogenes in John 3:18.

The depth of the Father’s love is disclosed in the fact that the
One He sent into the world “that we might live through him’
(1 John 4:9) is the monogenes Son of God.

How could Dr. Bratcher lightly bypass all this sublime
teaching?

It is my conviction that he rejects the word “begotten,” not
primarily because of the difference between gennao and ginomai,
as he suggests in his letter to Mr. Leeson, but because he simply
does not like the idea of the Son of God as the “begotten” One.
He fails to realize that we are dealing with high and holy things
which the sin-warped, finite mind of man cannot grasp concep-
tually. The eternal generation of the Son of God transcends
human reasoning. (Study carefully Hebrews 7:3).

Even when the verb gennao is specifically applied to Christ
(not ginomai as in the discussion above) Dr. Bratcher rejects it.

The second Psalm is quoted in Acts 13:33, Heb. 1:5; 5:5; “this
day have I begotten thee.” The Greek word used here, let it be
repeated, is not the verb GINOMAI, the usage of which else-
where Dr. Bratcher has seen as an excuse to eliminate the word
“begotten.” It is the word GENNAO.

Yet what does the “translator” do with these three passages?
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Note carefully. Having apparently expelled “begotten” from his
vocabulary, he translates the precious Old Testament text (Psalm
2:7): “Today I have become your Father.”

Gone is the glorious idea of the everlasting monogenes rela-
tionship between the Father and the Son. Vanished in the “trans-
lation” is the ineffable wonder of eternal trinitarian mystery.

And Dr. Bratcher defends this unwarranted alteration of Scrip-
ture on three grounds: ( 1) simplicity: ( 2) clarity; (3) avoidance
of what he terms “needless difficulties.” (See his letter to Mr.
Leeson, Paragraph 3 )

Are these ultimate criteria in translating the sacred Word of
God? Is not precise reproduction of the words which the Holy
Spirit inspired men of God to write more important than the
translator’s opinion of what is simple, or clear, or free of “need-
less difficulties”?

The early church did not fall into Dr. Bratcher's error. Over
against emerging heresies, she rejoiced in the fact that Christ is
eternally monogenes, “only begotten.”

Ignatius (died about 107 A.D. ), bishop of Antioch, in his
Epistle to the Ephesians (chapter 7) warned against false teach-
ers: “We have also as a Physician the Lord our God, Jesus the
Christ, the only begotten Son and Word, before time began, but
who afterwards became also man . . ."

Irenaeus (died about 202 A.D.), writing against emerging
Gnosticism and “those who have invented putative subdivisions
of our Lord’s person,” declared “He was the only begotten of
the Father . . . He became incarnate for our salvation . . . He is
the only begotten, who is also the Word of the Father” (Against
Heresies, chapter 16).

And in fierce opposition to the Arianism of the fourth century,
with.its attack on the Person of Christ, the Nicene Creed (325
A.D.) reads: “We believe . . . in one Lord, Jesus Christ, the Son
of God, the only begotten of the Father, that is, of the substance
of the Father, God from God, light from light, true God from
true God, begotten, not made, of one substance with the
Father . . . "

Yet in the twentieth century a “translator” is willing to relegate
to the scrapheap priceless jewels of Christian theology and his-
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tory! And millions of readers seem ready to accept his “trans-
lation.”

Now we are ready for the second point in Dr. Bratcher’s self-
defense -his explanation of why he rejects the word “virgin”
in Luke 1:27 and Revelation 14:4.

Luke 1:27 . . . The King James Version, supported both by the
Greek text and by the American Standard Version of 1991, reads:
“to a virgin espoused to a man whose name was Joseph . . . "
Dr. Bratcher substitutes: . . . “for a girl promised in marriage
to a man named Joseph . . ."” The word “virgin” is changed to
"girl."

Similarly in the parable of the ten virgins, five wise and five
foolish, Dr. Bratcher refuses to call them “virgins.” Once more
he used the word “girl.” (Matt. 25:1, 7, 11) He also designates
the evangelist Philip’s four daughters, who were virgins, as “un-
married daughters.” (Acts 21:9)

What is the Biblical reply to these arbitrary substitutions?
First, the Greek word parthenos means “virgin.” This should

settle the matter at once. Our English word “parthenogenesis” is
derived from the word. It means “the development of an egg
without fertilization."

A totally different word is used in the Bible for “unmarried.”
It is agamos. (See 1 Cor. 7: 11, 34).

Second, Dr. Bratcher occasionally translates parthenos (“vir-
gin”) accurately, as in Matthew 1:23 and 2 Cor. 11:2. Could it
therefore be possible that his incorrect “translations” elsewhere
were actually penned against his better judgment? If they were,
I cannot but hope that, instead of defending them, in his next
edition he will repudiate them!

Third, in the case of Mary his defense reads: "  ‘girl’ is the
normal way in English today to refer to a young, unmarried
female.” But does not Dr. Bratcher realize that there may well
be a difference between a “young, unmarried female” and a
“virgin”? A virgin may well be a "young unmarried female.”
But a “young, unmarried female” may not necessarily be a vir-
gin. In Luke 1:27 the word is parthenos, which relates to Mary’s
unmarried status, but which also reveals her chastity. The same
thing is true in connection with the four virgin daughters of
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Philip; and of Anna, who, we read in Luke 2:36, was in “her
virginity” when she was first joined in marriage. Dr. Bratcher
refuses to include in his “translation” this tribute to Anna’s pre-
marital chastity.

Dr. Bratcher hastens to add in his letter to Mr. Leeson:
“Mary’s virginity is clearly established in v. 34, where she says
to the angel, ‘I am a virgin’.” But I would remind Dr. Bratcher
of a fundamental law of translation. When a particular passage
of Scripture is in question, the translation depends, not on wheth-
er the subject-matter is protected, or taken care of elsewhere in
the Bible, but on what the words themselves actually say. This
seems like a simple truth; but to some people it is apparently
not obvious!

Fourth, a demonstration of the fact that parthenos has its own
particular meaning, which must not lightly be surrendered in
translation, in Revelation 14:4. Here Dr. Bratcher, in contraven-
tion of the Greek text where parthenoi is used to describe chaste
men, “translates” the words to read: “they are unmarried.” But
the text is self-explanatory. It makes it perfectly clear what
parthenoi signifies. It reads: “These are they which were not
defiled with women.” How could the meaning of a word be
more lucidly explained?

Parthenos, even when applied to a man, stresses the attribute
of chastity. Any translation must make this clear.

This brings us to Dr. Bratcher’s third substitution, as mentioned
in his letter to Mr. Leeson: the use of “death” in place of
“blood.”

First, the Greek word haima (“blood”) is a simple, precise
definite concept, whenever it occurs in the Greek text the normal
procedure is to use it in translation.

When our Lord said “flesh and blood” ( Matt. 16: 17) He had
in mind “flesh and blood,” not “any human being,” as Dr. Brat-
cher “translates” the words.

When the Jewish rabble cried out: “His blood be on us . . ."
(Matt. 27:25), they meant “His blood be on us,” not, as Dr.
Bratcher puts it: “Let the punishment for his death fall on us.”

In a previous Critique I pointed out the mortal peril involved
in tampering with the word “blood” in the New Testament,
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particularly in the passages where reference is made to the blood
of Christ. Now I desire to be more technical. And this is my
second major point in this area of discussion.

On at least 14 occasions Dr. Bratcher substitutes the word
“death” for “blood” when referring to our Lord’s ministry. In
each instance the obvious Greek word haima is spurned. What
possible right does he claim to follow this dangerous course?

His self-defense is plain. His purpose is avowedly not to use
the word itself in these 14 passages, but rather its meaning. In
his letter to Mr. Leeson he writes (page 2, paragraph 7): “It
means violent death.” His reference is to the “blood” of Christ.

In years past the Roman Church made clear implications that
she was the official interpreter of the meaning of Scripture. Are
twelve million readers of “Good News for Modern Man” now to
regard Dr. Bratcher as their interpreter of divine truth as it is
given in the Bible?

Historically there have been other classic interpretations of
the blood of the Son of God.

A distinguished Japanese leader, for example, reputedly used
to refer to our Lord’s blood, not as an expiatory sacrifice for sin,
but as a transfusion imparting new life to men. What i f  he had
translated the New Testament? Would he have gratuitously
substituted “transfusion” for “blood”?

Another “translator” might suggest that the “meaning” of
Christ’s “blood” is His superb example of self sacrifice, even
unto death. Would he then “translate” the word “example”?

To what endless, futile confusion this sort of “translation”
would lead! When all the time the word haima, inspired by the
Holy Spirit, rests quietly, or rather shouts out, waiting to be
translated correctly and then applied by the same Holy Spirit
to the needy hearts of men--- and this regardless of any one
individual’s idea of its meaning!

Occasionally, as I reflect on the irresponsible, precarious nature
of some of these new Versions, I cannot but wonder whether a
new Bible Society should arise in North America, negatively to
oppose these dangerous “translations,” and positively to produce
documents as needed, true to the inerrantly precise Word of
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God, and available to all men of every clime. (Charles J. Wood-
bridge, Ph.D. of the Westminster Theological Seminary, Phila-
delphia.

As mentioned before, with exceptions of occasional theologi-
cal phraseology, the foregoing treatises are superb expositions
bearing on multiplied perverted passages, and scholarly expo-
sures of the legion of false interpretations and erroneous mis-
translations of the Today’s English Version. It should, indeed,
give pause to the teachers of classes in the colleges and in the
churches who have adopted it, and to the elders of the churches
in which it is being circulated and used. What one does pri-
vately is a matter of his own choice, but what is done and
taught in the classes and pulpits of the churches is the respon-
sibility of the elders --and God will not hold us guiltless.

In a photostat letter from the translator of the TEV to a
professor in one of our colleges, which has been circulated, the
TEV translator said that the third edition of the Today’s English
Version will include many changes, but that it is expected to
be the final edition, for he says “one must stop somewhere --
and perhaps this is a good place to stop.” A good question:
stop what somewhere? It can only mean that he has decided to
stop making further changes in the New Testament--and the
“good place” to have stopped was before he began doing it.

It is a strange book that claims to be the New Testament
which under cover of an all comprehensive copyright prohibits
quotations from it --that alone is an admission that it is not the
New Testament, for it cannot be copyrighted. The authors of
books procure copyrights to protect ownership, but to copyright
what claims to be the text of the New Testament, or the Bible
itself, is rather oblique, a devious thing to do.

Only a sampling of the many mistranslations can be included
here, and by only listing the references; and many of these
changes in the TEV are such that have been exposed in the
reviews of the Revised Standard Version and the New English
Bible.

First: The sixteen passages referring to the blood of Christ
where the blood is omitted: Matthew 27:4; Matthew 27:24; Mat-
thew 27:25; Acts 5:28; Acts 20:28; Romans 3:25; Romans 5:9;
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Ephesians 1:7; Ephesiaans 2: 13; Colossians 1: 14; Colossians 1:20;
Hebrews 10:19; Hebrews 13:20; 1 Peter 1:19; Revelation 1:5;
and Revelation 5:99 -in all of these sixteen blood of Christ
passages the blood is cast out!

Second: The John 3:16 “only begotten Son” passages omitted:
John 1:14; John 1:18; John 3:16; John 3:18; 1 John 4:9--it has
been previously shown by the evidences of scholarship that the
Greek word monogenes (only begotten) cannot be fully trans-
lated without the two words only and begotten (See the chapter
entitled The Only Begotten Son)

Third: The Acts 20:7 Saturday evening passage which sub-
stitutes the interpolation “On Saturday evening we gathered
together for the fellowship meal” in place of the New Testament
statement, “Upon the first day of the week when the disciples
came together to break bread.”

Fourth: The Acts 2:38 gift of the Holy Spirit passage which
was brazenly changed to “God’s gift, the Holy Spirit,” which
ignores the grammatical prepositional phrase “the gift of the Holy
Spirit,” and becomes a combination of interpolation with inter-
pretation and mistranslation.

An attempt has been made to defend this mistranslation of
Acts 2:38 by this one-man version by the assertion that the
word gift from the term dorea in the New Testament always
means God’s Gift. If this is true then the word God would
always necessarily be a part of the word gift and therefore must
in all places of its occurrences be translated to include it -- but
that is not true. Apply that erroneous statement to John 4:10,
where Jesus offered the Samaritan woman by the well “the gift
of God” (dorea); and to Acts 8:20,̀  where Peter rebuked Simon
for the thought that “the gift of God” (dorea) could be pur-
chased with money -if the word God is in the word gift, from
dorea, then “gift of God” in these passages must necessarily be
translated God’s gift of God! If the claim is true, the one hun-
dred forty-eight most eminent scholars of England and America,
the translators of the two time-tested versions -the King James
Authorized and American Standard versions -did not know it,
for they followed no such meaning in the translation of the word.
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It is indisputable that “the gift of God." to the Samaritan woman
was not God, but God’s gift -- the living water which God would
give to her; and it is fully as undeniable that “the gift of the
Holy Spirit” in Acts 2:38 is not the Holy Spirit, but what was
proceeding from the Holy Spirit, what the Holy Spirit was giving
and doing in the fulfillment of the promise of the following
verse 39 which states, without a break in the sentence structure,
“For the promise is unto you, and to your children, and to all that
are afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call.” This
promise of salvation to the Jews and Gentiles alike in all of its
equivalent terms, being fufilled on Pentecost, is the same promise
of Galatians 3:14: “that the blessing of Abraham might come
on the Gentiles through Jesus Christ; that we might receive the
promise of the Spirit through faith” -in this passage “the
promise of the Spirit” is “the gift of the Holy Spirit” in Acts
2 : 3 8 - 3 9  -- the fulfillment of the promise of the blessing of Abra-
ham ‘through Jesus Christ,” that both Jew and Gentile “might
receive the promise of the Spirit through faith” -all the bless-
ings of salvation in the gospel dispensation. Here is an equa-
tion: the gift and the promise and thus Acts 2:38-39 and Gala-
tians 3:14 are equated.

The reconstruction of Acts 2:38 by the translator of Today’s
English Version, and others who attempt to force “the gift of
the Holy Spirit” to mean the direct indwelling of the personal
Holy Spirit, is in violation of syntax-it violates the grammar
of both the Greek and the English sentence. The rule of gram-
mar is that one verb cannot govern two nouns in different cases
as direct objects -that is, two nouns in different cases cannot
be the double object of the same verb. Apply this rule to Acts
2:38: “Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of
Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and ye shall receive the
gift of the Holy Spirit.” In the sentence “ye shall receive the gift
of the Holy Spirit” --receive is the verb, the two nouns are
gift and Spirit (Holy Spirit); but the noun gift is in the objective,
case in the English grammar (the accusative case in the Greek
grammar), and the noun Holy Spirit is in the possessive case in
the English grammar (the genitive case in the Greek grammar) ;
it follows therefore that both the nouns gift and Holy Spirit can-
not be the objects of the verb receive -- and this means that the
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noun gift, in the objective case, is the object of the verb receive,
and of the Holy Spirit is a prepositional phrase modifying the
noun gift; and with the rule of grammar covering the adjectival
use of a noun -when a norm is made to perform the function
of an adjective by modifying another noun by the use of an
apostrophe -it takes the form of the Holy Spirit’s gift. For an
example, the gospel of John in adjectival form is John’s gospel.
Parallel with this phrase in comparison is, gift of God (John
4:10) and gift of Christ (Ephesians 4:7) -- God’s gift, Christ’s
gift, the Holy Spirit’s gift: the gift of God is what Cod gives,
the gift of Christ is what comes from Christ, and the gift of the
Holy Spirit is what proceeds from the Holy Spirit. The same
parallel and comparison applies to the indwelling of the Holy
Spirit: God dwells in us and walks in us-but it is not the
personal God in us; Christ dwells in us, and lives in us- but it
is not the personal Christ; so it is that the Holy Spirit dwells in
us -but it is not a direct personal indwelling of the Holy Spirit.
In reference to all three the indwellings are representative: God
dwells in us as we do his will; Christ dwells in us by the faith
that we have in him; and the Holy Spirit dwells in us through
his teaching- through the word. It should be emphasized that
there are three members of the Godhead, and the same indwell-
ing is affirmed of all three alike -it is inconsistent to separate
the Holy Spirit from the other two members of the Godhead,
and apply what is said of all three to the Holy Spirit in a separate
way with a different meaning.

Much stress has been put on the genitive case of the phrase
“the gift of the Holy Spirit” in the Greek text, and we are told
that it is the objective genitioe and must therefore mean that the
personal Holy Spirit is the gift. But the genitive case in the
Greek is the simple possessive in the English -- and before clear-
ing up this objective genitive “irresponsible exegesis,” a few
simple observations with plain comparisons need to be noted.

First, the phrase “of the Holy Spirit” is the possessive case.
The use of the preposition of before a norm in the English sen-
tence makes it possessive. For example, the farm of John Brown
is in the possessive case and means John Brown’s farm. So in
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Acts 2:38 the gift of the Holy Spirit does not mean the Holy
Spirit, but the Holy Spirit’s gift.

Second, compare the following parallel phrases: (1) to the
Samaritan woman Jesus said: “if thou knewest the gift of God. . .
thou wouldst have asked him, and he would have given thee
living water” --John 4:10; (2) to the Ephesians Paul said: “But
unto every one of us is given grace according to the measure of
the gift of Christ’- Ephesians 4:7. Now, no one would even
dare to say that the gift of God in John 4:10 is God himself; or
that the gift of Christ in Ephesians 4:7, is Christ himself; but
the phrases in these passages are identical in the sentence struc-
ture with the gift of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2:38-- yet they
attempt to make the latter passage the Holy Spirit himself. The
gift of God does not mean the personal God; the gift of Christ
does not mean the personal Christ-but the gift of the Holy
Spirit, we are told, does mean the personal Holy Spirit! And
with a flourish of the pen they write of fallacy in exegesis and
illogical argument, in a supercilious criticism of others.

Let us observe further by comparison the words and the
structure of the phrases in these passages. The word gift in each
of the passages is the Greek noun dorea: “The gift ( dorea ) of
God"” -John 4:10; the gift (dorea) of Christ -- Ephesians 4:7;
“the gift (dorea) of the Holy Spirit”- Acts 2:38; the same
word, the same structure. The gift of God in John 4 :10 to the
Samaritan woman was God’s gift to her-the living water. The
gift of Christ in Ephesians 4:7 to the Ephesians was Christ’s gift
to them-the blessings of the grace mentioned in the text. By
the same simple syntax, in the plain grammar of it, the gift ofof
the Holy Spirit in Acts 2:38 was the Holy Spirit’s gift -- “for
the promise is unto you, and to your children, and to all that are
afar off, even as many as the Lord our God shall call.” The Holy
Spirit’s gift was all that is included within this promise in all of
its equivalent terms, the blessings of the Holy Spirit’s dispen-
sation for the Jew and the Gentile: “Unto you, and to your chil-
dren, and to all that are afar off, even as many as the Lord our
God shall call.”

Thus in the meaning of these passages, the dorea (gift) of
God, and the dorea (gift) of Christ, and the dorea (gift) of the
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Holy Spirit, are all used in the special sense- specifying what
God and Christ and the Holy Spirit are doing. The dorea of God
in John 4:10 was that which proceeded from God, the living
water; the dorea of Christ was that which proceeded from
Christ-the measure of grace to each several member in the
distribution of the spiritual endowments. On precisely the
same premise the dorea of the Holy Spirit was that which pro-
ceeded from the Holy Spirit -- the salvation and blessing of the
all-inclusive promise mentioned without even a break in the
context.

The argument based on an assertion that the gift of the Holy
Spirit in Acts 2 :38  is in the objective genitive case, and therefore
the personal Holy Spirit must be the direct object of the verb
receive, requires some further attention. The late Doctor A. T.
Robertson has been called the incomparable master and teacher
of the New Testament Greek. His exhaustive Grammar of the
Greek New Testament comprises nearly fifteen hundred pages.
On pages 493 to 501 he discusses the relation of both the subjec-
tive and the objective cases to the possessive genitive, and clearly
states that the possessive genitive may carry along with it either
without changing the possessive structure of the sentence.

Now the genitive is the simple possessive, and it is the specify-
ing case--- as Robertson states, “it is this and no other” -it
becomes the adjectival case, or a noun functioning as an adjec-
tive. For example “the gospel of John” is John’s gospel, and the
adjectival form makes the noun John an adjective, in its use. SO

in Acts 2:38 “the gift of the Holy Spirit” in the possessive geni-
tive is of adjectival construction -- hence, the Holy Spirit’s gift
takes the adjectival form and the noun Holy Spirit becomes an
adjective in use as in the example of John’s gospel -the Holy
Spirit’s gift.

On the subject of the subjective and the objective in relation
to the possessive genitive, the Robertson Grammar of The Greek
New Testament says, on pages 499 to 501, that the subjective can
be distinguished from the objective only by the context, and
that in such instances the genitive remains the common posses-
sive merely looked at from another angle. It further states, in
itself the genitive is neither subjective nor objective, but lends
itself readily to either point of view without changing the pos-
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sessive case. This means in the case of Acts 2:38, that “the gift
of the Holy Spirit” is the possessive genitive- that is, the Holy
Spirit’s gift-but it embodies the objective in that which the
Holy Spirit gives, or the gift that proceeds from the Holy Spirit
would be the far out object --thus the objective element reaches
out beyond the possessive, but does not change the possessive
case.

In order to break the force and offset the effect of the posses-
sive case in the phrase “the gift of the Holy Spirit” (the Holy
Spirit’s gift) it is claimed that this “genitive-possessive” phrase
is epexegetical- and what is that? The term epexegesis is de-
fined as an additional explanation of a word or part of a text.
The term exegesis has to do with the meaning of a term or
text; but epexegesis is explanatory beyond the definition of
the terms, or additional information. It is known that in his
lexicon Thayer will give the exact definition of a Greek term,
but in some instances will follow it with and apply it to
his theological viewpoint. Even Doctor Robertson veers from
his own definitions of the objective-genitive case by allowing
his interpretation of Acts 2:38 to conform to his theological
creed. So this epexegetical dodge is a peculiar quirk in the
treatment of exegesis -it is just a big word for further explana-
tion, and provides a latitude which allows the explanation any
theologian may want to make to agree with his doctrine- but
it cannot change the cases of nouns in prepositional phrases.
Apply this epexegetical quirk to “the gift of God” and “the
gift of Christ,” and its comparison with the application made of
it to “the gift of the Holy Spirit” would mean that God is the
gift of God, and that Christ is the gift of Christ, as it is insisted
that the Holy Spirit is the gift of the Holy Spirit! The gift of
God does not mean that one gets God; the gift of Christ does
not mean that one gets Christ -neither does the gift of the
Holy Spirit mean that one gets the Holy Spirit. Manifestly, all
of these possessive phrases have the same application-the gift
of God is what God has given (John 4:14; Ephesians 2:8); the
gift of Christ is what proceeds from Christ in spiritual graces
and blessings and endowments (Ephesians 4:7); and the gift
of the Holy Spirit specifically in Acts 2:38-39 is what the Holy
Spirit had provided in the fulfillment of the promise of salva-
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tion to both the Jews and the Gentiles as stated in verse 39.
So the epexegesis of Acts 2:38 is verse 391

Thus the “objective genitive” argument of the professors falls
flat, and the misuse of it in the attempt to force "the gift of the
Holy Spirit” to mean a direct indwelling of the personal Holy
Spirit is a failure. It is not the objective genitive-- but is plainly
the possessive case with the objective point of view, which is
the Holy Spirit’s gift, and in the adjectival form it is descriptive
of what the Holy Spirit gives or bestows, or the blessings that
proceed from it. This genitive, which in our English is the simple
possessive, simply does what is termed expressing quality, as an
adjective qualifies or describes the noun -- and in this case the
Holy Spirit is adjectival in its use, simply used as an adjective to
qualify and describe the noun gift -the Holy Spirit’s gift. These
men are taking advantage of the readers and “by smooth and
fair speech” they have beguiled the innocent, by making asser-
tions about “the Greek genitive” which neither text nor context
in the Greek or in the English will support.

In the study of Acts 2:38--- “ye shall receive the gift of the
Holy Spirit” --it is outside the range of grammatical structure
to have the verb receive governing both the accusative noun gift
and the possessive genitive noun of Spirit. The accusative case is
the object of verbs or prepositions; and the genitive is identical
with the English possessive. In the sentence “ye shall receive
the gift of the Holy Spirit,” the verb receive is lambano, and the
accusative noun gift is dorean, and the possessive genitive noun
of Spirit is Pneumatos: Ye shall receive (lambano) the gift (do-
rean) of Spirit (Pneumatos). Now, the accusative noun dorean
(gift) and the possessive genitive noun Pneumatos (of Spirit),
because of their different case, cannot be the double objects after
any verb. To make gift, the accusative (dorean), and of Spirit
the possessive genitive (Pneumatos) the objects of the one verb
receive (lambano) is not grammatically possible.

For further illustration, “the gift of God” and “the gift of
Christ" are definitely in the possessive genitives. SO, the noun
gift (accusative) and the phrase “of God” (possessive genitive),
simply because one is the accusative case and the other the
genitive possessive case, cannot be the objects of the same verb,
Greek or English. But in Acts 2:38 tbe phrase “of Spirit” is the
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same structure, of the exact construction as “of God” and “of
Christ” -the possessive genitive case. Now, the gift of God
(John 4:10) and the gift of Christ (Ephesians 4:7) and the gift
of the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:38) are the same identical phrase. The
noun gift is the accusative case and is the direct object; but “of
God” and “of Christ” and “of the Holy Spirit” are all in the
possessive case. Therefore, just as “the gift of God” means God’s
gift, and “the gift of Christ” means Christ’s gift, so “the gift of
the Holy Spirit” means tbe Holy Spirit’s gift. The gift of God
(John 4:10), bein in the possessive genitive, God himself can-g
not be the gift,. and, the gift of Christ (Ephesians 4:7), being
the possessive genitive, Christ himself cannot be the gift -so,
the gift of the Holy Spirit, (Acts 2:38) being possessive geni-
tive, the Holy Spirit himself cannot be the gift.

The Young’s Analytical Concordance lists eleven passages in
our New Testament where the noun gift from dorea occurs, fol-
lowed by the possessive phrase -- and in every instance it carries
the meaning of what is given, or what proceeds from the source
named. In Acts 8:20: “Thy silver perish with thee, because thou
hast thought that the gift of God may be purchased with money”
-here the gift was not God, but something that proceeded from
God, an imparted power. In Romans 5:17: “Much more they
which receive abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness
shall reign in life by one, Jesus Christ”- here the gift is that which
   proceeds from righteousness (justification) in the life of the

one reigning, or living with Christ. In Ephesians 3:7: “Accord-
ing to the gift of the grace of God' -here the gift was what
Paul had received from grace -what the grace of God had
given to him as an apostle. All of these phrases are of the same
construction, and carry the same possessive genitive meaning.

So again: The gift of God in John 4:10 was the living water;
the gift of Christ in Ephesians 4;7 was the measure of spiritual
endowments bestowed on them; the gift of God in Acts 8:20 was
the imparted power which proceeded from God that Simon cov-
eted; the gift of righteousness in Romans 5:17 is what proceeds
from righteousness into the life; the gift of grace in Ephesians
3:7 was what had been received by or from grace. And the gift
of the Holy Spirit in Acts 2:38 is the promise of salvation to all
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mankind, to both the Jew and the Gentile, in all of its equivalent
terms, in the Holy Spirit’s dispensation.

This promise of Acts 2:38-39 is the same promise of Acts
13:26, 32: “Men and brethren, children of the stock of Abraham,
and whosoever among you feareth God, to you is the word of this
salvation sent . . . and we declare unto you glad tidings, how
that the promise which was made unto your fathers, God hath
fulfilled the same unto us his children.” It is the same promise
of Gal. 3:14, 29: “That the blessing of Abraham might come upon
the Gentiles, that we might receive the promise of the Spirit
through faith . . . and if ye be Christ’s then are ye Abraham’s
seed, and heirs according to the promise.” It is equated with
Acts 3:19, which runs parallel with Acts 2:38: “Repent ye there-
fore, and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out, when
the times of refreshing shall come from the presence of the
Lord.” The relation of the words and phrases of these passages
is synonymic --they are amplifications extending the descrip-
tion of the blessings included in the Holy Spirit’s gift of Acts
2:38, and projecting and explaining the promise of verse 39, as
a result of the whole. All of these passages together are a com-
mentary on the gift of the Holy Spirit in Acts. 2:38. Thus it is
that Acts 2 :39  is equated with Acts 3: 19, Acts 3:26, 32 and
Galatians 3 : 14.

If the apostle Peter by inspiration had intended to make the
Holy Spirit the direct object of the verb receive he would not
have put in the word gift at all; he would have put Holy Spirit
in the accusative case; but instead inspiration put Holy Spirit
in the genitive possessive case, and the noun gift in the accusa-
tive, thus making the gift the direct object of the verb receive:
what gift was received? -the Holy Spirit’s gift. But if the
inspired apostle had intended to make the Holy Spirit the gift
he would have said, “ye shall receive the Holy Spirit” -- as in
other passages where the Holy Spirit in the special endowments
was the gift. In John 20:22,, Jesus breathed on the disciples who
were to be his apostles, and said: Receive ye the Holy Spirit.
Here the Holy Spirit is the accusative and is the direct object
of the verb receive. In Acts 19:2 Paul said to the twelve: Have
ye received the Holy Spirit since ye believed . . . and when Paul
bad laid hands upon them, the Holy Spirit came upon them.” It
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is obvious that both of these instances were examples of the
miraculous reception of the Holy Spirit which belonged only to
the time of these special endowments. But the passages exempli-
fy the difference in receiving the Holy Spirit and in receiving the
gift of the Holy Spirit. Jesus did not say to the apostles: Receive
ye the gift of the Holy Spirit -he said, Receive ye the Holy
Spirit; and Paul did not say to the twelve: Have ye received
the gift of the Holy Spirit -he said, Have ye received the Holy
Spirit. There is the difference -and if the inspired apostle had
intended to make the Holy Spirit the direct object of the verb
receive in Acts 2:38, he would have put it that way, and the
noun Holy Spirit would have been put in the accusative case, as
a direct object. But the noun gift is the accusative case of that
verse, and of the Holy Spirit is the genitive possessive, and it
cannot be gramatically or scripturally applied any other way
than “the Holy Spirit’s gift” --in all of the amplifications of the
promise of verse 39 and the equivalent terms of salvation, as a
whole result, fulfilled to them on that Pentecost day and to us
in the blessings of the gospel in the Holy Spirit’s dispensation.

In the effort to make the Holy Spirit the gift of the Holy Spirit
the statement of the apostle Peter in Acts 5:32 is adapted: “And
we are his witnesses of these things; and so is also the Holy
Spirit, whom God hath given to them that obey him.” First, it
should be observed that the reference to the Holy Spirit is past
tense: Whom God hath given, and it points back to the mirac-
ulous witness of the Holy Spirit to the preaching of the apostles
which began on the day of Pentecost. Second, the use of the
word witnesses in this passage connects the Holy Spirit with
the miraculous powers employed by the apostles of Christ in
demonstration of the truth which was preached by them. It also
connects this passage with Hebrews 2:4: “God also bearing
them witness, both by signs and wonders, and with divers mir-
acles, and gifts of the Holy Spirit, according to his own will.”
These gifts of the Holy Spirit were distributed according to his
will, that is, as they were needed and required; and they were
for the purpose of bearing witness to the truth. The fact that
Hebrews 2:4 is a reference to Mark 16:17-20 makes it evident
that these verses all apply to the special powers of the Holy
Spirit in the believers: “These signs shall follow them that be-
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lieve. . . and they went forth, and preached everywhere, the
Lord working with them, and confirming the word with signs
following.” The passage of Acts 5:32 clearly states that the
Holy Spirit was there given to witness the preaching of the
apostles, and therefore referred to the miraculous powers and
not to “the gift of the Holy Spirit” in personal reception and
indwelling. (For full discussion of all phases of the Bible teach-
ing on the Holy Spirit question the reader is referred to the
author’s booklet entitled “The Mission And Medium Of The
Holy Spirit”)

Fifth: The multiplied specific examples of paraphrased mis-
interpretations and perversions in an aggregation of mistrans-
lated passages:

Matthew 5:17: on the abolition of the Mosaic law, contradict-
ing plain passages that the law was “done away,” “taken away”
and “abolished.”

Matthew 16:17-18: substituting Messiah for Christ, and making
the Rock refer to Peter.

Matthew 28:19: changing the participle “baptizing them,”
and by the shift in grammar changing the meaning of this great
commission passage.

Mark 1:4: omitting “repent” and substituting a phrase which
does not mean it.

Mark 16:9-20: casting doubt on the inspiration of this passage
containing Mark’s record of the great commission, and suggest-
ing the insertion of a spurious ending in its place.

Luke 1:3: taking the inspiration out of Luke’s “perfect under-
standing of all these things from the very first” by substituting
phrases that limit his testimony.

Luke 2:33: changing “Joseph and his mother” to “his father
and mother,” which makes Joseph the father of Jesus.

John 3:16-18 (with 1:14, 18) : omitting the word “begotten”
from “the only begotten Son,” as in all five references in the
New Testament where the “only begotten Son” is applied to
Jesus Christ.

John 18:36: omitting the two key words “now” and “hence”
from this kingdom verse.

Acts 2:1: changing the pronoun “they,” the antecedent of
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which is the twelve apostles mentioned in the preceding verse,
to all the one hundred twenty believers -which connects the
passage with the false teaching on the subjects of the Holy
Spirit baptism on the ‘day of Pentecost.

Acts 2:38: the mistranslation of the word "repent," which is
translated by tbe TEV in other passages variously and also
erroneously with inconsistency.

Acts 2:47: changing the phrase “the church” to “their group”
but in other passages retaining the same Greek phrase te ekklesia
in its true words, the church.

Acts 10:6: the omission of “what thou ougbtest to do” in the
angel’s instructions to Cornelius.

Acts 10:34: changing the specific doctrinal word “righteous-
ness to merely doing right.

Acts 20:7: changing the first day of the week to Saturday eve-
ning and the Lord’s Supper to a common fellowship meal.

Acts 26:28: mistranslating King Agrippa’s “almost thou per-
suadest me to be a Christian” in his answer to Paul.

Romans 3:27-28: taking out “the law of faith” and inserting
that one is justified only through faith.

Romans 8: making the word “flesh” throughout the chapter
refer to our human nature, as though any one could live here
without it!

Romans 8:26: tbe complete confusion and perversion of this
passage on the intercession of Christ in behalf of the one who
groans in bis spirit unable to express his yearnings in words.

Romans 10:17, omitting “hearing by the word of God” from
the statement “faith cometh by hearing, and bearing by the
word of God.”

Romans 11:25-26: changing this passage to mean the very
opposite of what Paul said concerning the complete hardening
of national Israel and the salvation of all in the same manner
as the remnant who had obeyed the gospel -- so (in that man-
ner only) all should be saved.

1 Corinthians 2:13-14; mistranslating this passage to mean
that the natural man (the man of natural human knowledge)
cannot understand the things the Holy Spirit has revealed.

1 Corinthians 7:12-16: misapplying the name Christian, using
it as an adjective modifying such nouns as man, woman, hus-
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band, wife, and partner -when there is no such use of the
term Christian in the entire New Testament.

1 Corinthians 7:36-38: which refers to the father and daugh-
ter in reference to the father’s permission for his daughter to
marry, but is changed to the conduct of an unmarried couple,
changing the word virgin in the text to “the girl” and “his girl,”
with implications of pre-marital relations under passionate strain,

1 Corinthians 10:2: the phrase “baptized unto Moses” -from
eis unto or into -is omitted, although it is emphasis on the
Israelites being baptized into the deliverance of Moses by the
passage through the sea.

1 Corinthians 14:2, the tongue, which is a language, is made
to mean strange sounds of unintelligible utterances.

2 Corinthians 3:7-14: has the old covenant done away only to
the one joined to Christ, omits the word “abolished” and has
only “the veil” removed, not the covenant.

2 Corinthians 5: 18-20: removes the gospel phrase “be ye recon-
ciled to God” and omits each use of the word “reconcile” entire-
ly from this passage, as also in the Romans 5:10 and the Colos-
sians 1:20 “reconciliation” passages.

Galatians 1:8-9: instead of the word “accursed,” the apostle
is represented as sending one to hell, instead of the apostle’s
own words of instruction, exhortation and warning.

Galatians 2:16: omits both “the faith of Jesus Christ” and “the
faith of Christ,” and uses phrases of a different meaning.

Galatians 3:2: the important phrase “the hearing of faith”
(which means obedience to the gospel) is omitted, and mere
hearing and believing is inserted in its place.

Ephesians 5;19: is ruined by the repetition of the words hymns
and psalms, and by changing the participles singing and making
melody in the heart, taking away the object of the verb psallo,
in its participle form -- psallontes -- singing and psalloing (en
in or with) the heart, which is the instrument of the making
melody (psallontes)--psalloing with the heart-the TEV thus
ruins both the grammar and the scripture of this passage.

Colossians 1:25: the apostle’s reference to being made a
minister “according to the dispensation of God” is changed to
the church of God, but there is no word for church in the text --
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thus the word “church” is taken out of passages where it occurs
and is inserted in other passages where it does not occur!

Colossians 2:12: the verb baptized and also the noun baptism
are inserted into this verse where it has only the one word,
baptism.

1 Thessalonians 2:13: the term “message” is put for “the word
of God,” as also in Romans 10:16-17, and throughout the New
Testament where “the word of God” is mentioned; but this
phrase “the word of God” occurs multiplied hundreds of times
in the Bible- the question is, why take it out?

1 Thessalonians 4:4: the exhortation for a man to “possess his
vessel” with honor, by control of passion in abstaining from
fornication, is applied to knowing how to take a wife!

1 Thessalonians 4:14: omitted from this consolatory passage
are the precious words “sleep in Jesus.”

2 Thessalonians 1:6-7: the one verb recompense with two ob-
jects, tribulation and rest, is changed to two verbs which are not
in the text with two objects that are not in the text.

2 Thessalonians 2:2: the phrase at hand, in reference to the
deceptions concerning the immediate return of Christ, is changed
to has come, whereas it does not have that meaning in any of
the several uses of that phrase in the New Testament.

1 Timothy 1: 17: the word “wise” is omitted from “the king
eternal, immortal, invisible, the only wise God.”

2 Timothy 1:8: the’ words “the testimony of our Lord” to
witnessing for the Lord, changing the noun testimony to the
verb witnessing, which changes the meaning of the verse.

2 Timothy 1:12: the statement of Paul is reversed and made
to say and to mean the opposite of what he said.

Hebrews 2:2: the statement that Christ was “appointed heir
of all things” is changed to mean the ownership of all things,
whereas the antecedent of the phrase “heir of all things” is all
things spoken by the prophets, which were fulfilled in Christ.

Hebrews 6: l-6: is a misinterpretation of the entire passage
concerning the apostle’s effort to prevent the return to the Mosaic
system, and misapplied to the basic things that belong to the
gospel.

Hebrews 7:3: the statement that Melchizedek was “without
father or mother” is put in words meaning that there was no
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record of his father and mother, which is a plain misinterpreta-
tion of the teaching of this passage concerning the lineage of
Melchizedek, having no predecessor or successor in the office
of king and priest.

Hebrews 8:6: the word “mediator” in reference to Christ is taken
out, and “arranged between” is put in its place, but in the six
occurrences (Galatians 3:19-20-- 1 Timothy 2:5 -- Hebrews 8:6
-- Hebrews 9: 15 -Hebrews 12:24) the same word is variously
rendered without uniformity or consistency.

Hebrews 11:1: a new and unusual definition is given for faith,
which is no definition at all, but a poor rewriting of this para-
mount passage, “faith is the substance of things hoped for, the
evidence of things not seen,” but the reading of the TEV makes
a different thing of it.

Hebrews 12:6 has God whipping his children, instead of the
more significant words in verses 5 to 11.

Hebrews 12:23: changes “the church of the firstborn” to mean
the oldest children of God! Some of the youngest children of
God were of the firstborn whose names were “enrolled in heav-
en” --it is an amazing ignorance of the meaning of important
passages of scripture and highhanded misinterpretation.

James 2:8: the reference to “the royal law” is changed to a
kingdom law, which at the least is hardly as modem language
as the TEV claims to employ.

James 2:24: this faith and works passage is rewritten above
and below, and “justified by works” is made to mean what one
does, whereas works has specific reference to obedience, and not
by faith only as TEV so notoriously translates other faith pas-
sages.

James 5:16: in reference to “the effectual fervent prayer of a
righteous man availeth much” -- “effectual” and “fervent” and
“availeth” are all omitted from the passage- and the TEV
translator apparently thinks he can write it better than the
apostle James said it!

1 Peter 2:6: here is a misquotation of a quotation from the
Old Testament - it misquotes the quotes!

1 Peter 2:9: in the rewritten form a beautiful verse of scripture
is ruined.

1 Peter 3:19: the omissions and additions in this verse trans-
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late into it the doctrines of Russellism, the Rutherfordism of the
Jehovah’s Witnesses, and Mormonism, by having Christ in a
spiritual state of existence, between his death and resurrection,
preaching in the hadean world to give the disobedient of a
former period a second chance!

2 Peter 1:20: is made to apply to a private interpretation, or
explanation, by an individual now instead of referring to the
inspiration of the Old Testament prophets.

1 John 2:29: in the statement “every one that doeth righteous-
ness is born of him,” the doctrinal word righteousness (which
here means obedience to the gospel) is omitted, and the passage
is made to mean that every one who does right is a child of God.

Jude 3: on “the faith once delivered” is a final example of the
rewriting which is not translation, a rewriting which every page
of the TEV exemplifies, and which forfeits its right to be en-
titled a version of the New Testament.

Considering the character of Today’s English Version, we are
moved to repeat that perhaps there should be a new American
Bible Society, if indeed such an organization serves a benevolent
cause in the distribution of the Bible itself instead of socalled
modern versions.

Reflecting further on the photostat letter from TEV's translator
to the committee of professors from our colleges who interviewed
him, in which to save their faces before our brotherhood for
having gratuitously given it endorsement, he offered to make
changes in five passages which they “discussed.” It will appear
as ridiculous as it is as a gesture of appeasement, in the light
of the voluminous mistranslations of a book that should not have
been written at all, in the name of a version of the New
Testament.



CHAPTER ELEVEN

THE BABEL OF MODERN VERSIONS

“BUT WE HAVE RENOUNCED THE HIDDEN THINGS OF DISHONESTY, NOT
WALKING IN CRAFTINESS, NOR HANDLING THE WORD OF GOD DECEIT.
FULLY: BUT BY THE MANIFESTATION OF TRUTH COMMENDING OUR-
SELVES TO EVERY MAN’S CONSCIENCE IN THE SIGHT OF GOD” -- 2 CORIN-
THIANS 4 :2.

“AND MANY SHALL FOLLOW THEIR PERNICIOUS WAYS; BY REASON OF

WHOM THE WAY OF TRUTH SHALL BE NIL SPOKEN OF. AND THROUGH
COVETOUSNESS SHALL THEY WITH FEIGNED WORDS MAKE MERCHANDISE
OF YOU” -- 2 PETER 2 :2-3.

“BELOVED. WHEN I GAVE ALL DILIGENCE TO WRITE UNTO YOU, AND
EXHORT YOU THAT YE SHOULD EARNESTLY CONTEND FOR THE FAITH
WHICH WAS ONCE DELIVERED UNTO THE SAINTS. FOR THERE ARE CER-
TAIN MEN CREPT IN UNAWARES, WHO WERE BEFORE OF OLD ORDAINED
TO THIS CONDEMNATION, UNGODLY MEN, TURNING THE GRACE OF OUR
GOD INTO LASCIVIOUSNESS, AND DENYING THE ONLY LORD GOD, AND OUR
LORD JESUS CHRIST” -JUDE 3-4.

 



CHAPTER ELEVEN

THE BABEL OF MODERN VERSIONS

It is the common claim of the modem translations that their
purpose is to help the readers to a better understanding of “the
word of God” --therein lies the admission that their books are
neither versions nor translations, but explanations and commen-
taries. All commentaries claim to fulfill that function. So while
professing a mild reverence for “the word of God” with an
expressed intent to “communicate” it to the reader, they are the
more actually ruthless in changing it. The function of translation
is to reproduce the words, the real and exact word, the meaning
of the words is interpretation, not translation. But the saying is
that the modern translators are making the effort to express what
they believe to be in the mind of the writer. So they are attempt-
ing to read the inspired writers minds -- why not translate their
words, what they wrote? “For what man knoweth the things of
a man, save the spirit of the man which is in him?”

In all of the modem versions, revisions and translations the
shaft of criticism and target of attack is the King James Author-
ized Version. The American Standard Version is being almost
completely ignored, because that in 1901 it completed all the
revision of the Authorized Version that scholarship required; and
the new versions and translations take credit for the revisions the
American Standard Version had already made, so true of the
Revised Standard Version that their version in any necessary
point of revision is virtually plagiarism, but their “revised ver-
sion” extends far beyond any justifiable revision. These all are
ignoble products unworthy of the labels versions and translations.

The claim is made for liberty in the choice of words and
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forms, but they choose multiplied thousands of words and forms
not in the Bible at all. They substitute adverbs for pronouns,
adjectives and prepositions for adverbs, and phrases and clauses
for a particle --a single word. Based on some mere technicality,
the slightest variation from their viewpoint is used as an oppor-
tunity for manipulation of the text. A notable example is in the
switching of the preposition for, from the Greek preposition eis,
to as which does not have the same meaning. The doctrinal over-
tones here are in the fact that the preposition for when translated
from eis means unto, in order to and it occurs about fifteen
hundred times in the New Testament. This switching of the
preposition has its bearing on the statements of Romans 4: 3, 9,
and James 2:23 that “faith was reckoned to Abraham for (eis
--in order to) righteousness” and “imputed unto him for (eis
--in order to) righteousness” -- Abraham’s faith was not
counted as righteousness, but in order to righteousness, and
the new translators exceeded their rightful liberty in their “choice
of words and forms” in changing it.

In the efforts to justify their translations the authors of them
almost without exception in their booklets and explanations are
guilty of the subterfuge of dealing only with minor and trivial
socalled deviations and variations in the old versions but ignore
completely the major changes of doctrinal import, basic and fun-
damental truths, which are the ground for the objections, and the
rejection of their versions and translations. They are concerned
more with idioms and idiomatic forms than with accuracy in pre-
cision and exactness, and they translate as they please. They are
meticulous in what they term “smoother reading” but are un-
conscionable in the changes affecting doctrine.

The translators of the old versions employed the use of italics
as information to the reader that a certain word, even a small
word printed in italics, is not the original and was supplied to
complete a phrase or a sentence. But none of the recent modern
versions adopt any method at all to indicate that words and
phrases are not in the originals- and that is the difference be-
tween honesty and dishonesty. The policy of the Moffatt transla-
tion of changing the style of the Old Testament prophecies from
prose to poetry, followed by both the Revised Standard Version
and the New English Bible, is an ingenious method of weaken-
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ing the inspiration of the prophetic context of the Old Testament
books. In effect their viewpoint is that the Old Testament writers
were poets, and their writings were only poetic or imaginative
drama!

The emphasis of all the modern versions and translations is on
such words as recent, new and relevant: their parlance is new
theology, new interpretation, new translation, new Christianity,
and that over-all word, neo-orthodoxy. They speak often of the
“recent studies” of the old words of the Greek and the English
meanings--- yet the Greek words are “the same yesterday, and
today and for ever” --and the translators of the Bible knew the
Hebrew and the Greek-- and they were not modernists but had
a deep reverence for the Bible and devoted themselves to accu-
racy of translation. The makers of the modem versions do not
believe in the verbal inspiration of the scriptures nor the Deity of
Jesus in virgin birth -they are therefore theistic infidels, they
believe in God but reject the Deity of Jesus Christ, they are
theists. An atheist denies God; the theist believes in God but dis-
believes the virgin-born Deity of Jesus Christ -- they are therefore
theistic infidels, and these efforts to minimize “the Son of God”
in reference to Jesus appear in subtle form in various parts of
the new versions.

The consensus of scholarship concedes that the language of
“the grand old version” is pure Anglo-Saxon English, but the
authors of the new translations do not like the language of the
Bible, and they want to rid the readers of its spell. Commenting
on this attitude of antipathy, Professor 0. T. Allis, of Princeton,
says: “The result is the introduction of many innovations which
are quite unnecessary and even dangerous because not seldom
they alter not merely the diction and phrasing but also the mean-
ing of familiar precious passages of Scripture. There is a great
difference in the accurate rendering of what the Greek says and
an attempt to give the meaning of what the Greek says in an-
other language. The one is translation, the other paraphrase or
interpretation. The main reason for the enduring popularity of the
Authorized Version lies in the fact that it is primarily and per-
vasively an accurate translation of the original Greek.”

The modern translations are so prolific that we cannot see the
woods for the trees, and it would be impossible to make a survey
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of them all, but a look at a few of the representative publications
will serve for the present purpose.

I. THE LOCKMAN FOUNDATION BOOKS.

There is a California organization known as the Lockman
Foundation which claims inside the jacket of the New American
Standard to be of “God’s creation” but rather appears to be the
hobby of a reputed millionaire who has apparently contrived to
specialize in the publication of a variety of rival Bibles under
various formats, titles and translations-already boasting of se-
veral Bibles-all different-so that individuals might select a
Bible of their own choice as they would “join the church of your
choice.” Under the guise of Bible translations this organization
is rather in the book business.

Among their publications are The Amplified Bible and The
New American Standard Bible. The former publication, Ampli-
fied Bible, was produced first in the years 1954-58: and the latter
publication, the so-called New American Standard Bible, pro-
duced later in the years 1960-70, resembles the former publication
in so many places as to be obvious that the Amplified Bible is
the parent of the New American Standard Bible. This relation
is evident in the similar and almost identical terminology and in
some instances exact textual changes and phrases, of its predeces-
sor, which was produced by a woman “researcher” and “transla-
tor,” supposedly approved by an “editorial board” unnamed, un-
listed, and therefore unknown to the general reader or the public.
These publications under different Bible titles are without known
recognized authority or qualified scholarship for a translator of
the original text of the inspired scriptures. This Amplified Bible
has completely messed up the Bible text with the interpolations,
explanations, and definitions of this woman “researcher” who
in the role of a commentator “translates” her own opinions and
beliefs in “amplified” brackets, assuming to improve on the text
of the scriptures by the insertion of what she thinks the inspired
writer should have said, or the way the Bible text should read.

An examination of the texts of these rival Loclanan Foundation
books reveals the unreliability of their woman author and an-
onymous editorial board.
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FIRST: THE AMPLIFIED BIBLE

The prefatory announcement of the Amplified New Testament
is that it is the truth served in a novel way with a different garb,
but asserts that it is authoritative, authentic and accurate-then
the first sentence of the Introduction states that an adequate re-
production of the New Testament from its original text has never
existed and never can exist. Thus their own claim that their new
garb Bible is authoritative, authentic and accurate is obviated, and
therein lies their initial contradiction.

The citation of a few passages from this Lockman New Testa-
ment, without time and space to review the Old Testament alter-
ations, will serve the purpose of exposing their useless and
truthless and often ruthless amplification -for as the saying
goes: it is not necessary for one to eat a whole ham to know that
it is spoiled! And if a loaf of bread has lethal arsenic in it, shall
we talk of its good ingredients? The following few passages will
exemplify the character of this purported authentic text.

(1) The eight beatitudes of Matthew 5:3-10 are amplified into
a conglomeration of adjectives and adverbs, phrases and clauses,
so that the reader cannot see the beatitudes in the mass of sup-
posed definitives, which read more like Roget’s Thesaurus of
Words and Phrases than any part or portion of the scriptures.
Besides the tangled web of words and mesh of phraseology em-
ployed to “amplify” the beatitudes, this lady “researcher” missed
the nature and import of them all-the first beatitude ends
with “the kingdom of heaven,” and the last beatitude ends with
“the kingdom of heaven” and each beatitude between the first
and the last pertains to the announced kingdom: they are gospel
previews, kingdom principles and Pentecost pointers, every one--
not mere maxims and mottoes. Far better, indeed, is to leave
them in the blessed beauty of the Bible text which we have all
memorized from our earliest recollection than to have them
expanded in a mass of terminology that an average reader could
not memorize or quote.

(2) In teaching the disciples “how to pray” in Matthew 6 and
Luke 11 Jesus said that they should not employ “vain repeti-
tions” and “much speaking” -which is simple language -- but
Amplified substitutes the comment not to “multiply words” nor
“heap phrases,” and then proceeds to do both, for in verse 7 of
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Matthew 6, thirteen words are used for “vain repetition” and
“much speaking,” and in verse 7, combined with the parallel
verse of Luke 11:4, twenty-one words are used in place of the
word forgive -but Amplified comments that “repetition” and
“much speaking” means not to multiply words! “Verily, the legs
of the lame are unequal” -the lady translator talked too much!

(3) In the introduction to the book of Luke, in chapter 1,
verse 3, Luke stated the reason for his gospel account: “having
had perfect understanding of all things from the very first” --
which is, of course, firsthand, eye-witness inspiration, for perfect
understanding cannot be less than inspiration. For the one forego-
ing phrase of “perfect understanding,” the Amplified text inserts
five phrases, substituting Luke’s inspired understanding with
such phrases as searching diligently, following every thing closely,
tracing accurately the course of things of highest importance to
the minutest detail, all of which phrases place Luke’s account
on the level of his human judgment and recollection and literary
ability rather than his inspired understanding.

(4) In “the only begotten Son” passages of John 1:18-3:16,
Amplified inserts unique Son. In the passage of 1:18 two phrases
are interpolated into the text: “the only unique Son” and “the
only begotten God,” omitting Son from this phrase. Then, in 1: 14
referring to the glory of Christ “as the only begotten of the
Father,” Amplified expands this passage with the additional
words honor and majesty, which are not in the text at all, and
makes it comparative to an only begotten son, reducing Son to
the lower case son, thus making it a comparison and not a direct
reference to Christ. It is in contradiction to 1:18 and 3:16, 18,
and the other only begotten passages, and in verse 1:18 fifteen
words are inserted that are not in our Bible text. As for the
phrase “unique Son” --if Jesus was not “begotten of God,” then
Joseph was his father and he would thus have been conceived
out of wedlock, and that is not unique according to modern
statistics!

(5) For the term Comforter in John 14:16, six words are in-
serted in the one verse, none of which represent what the Com-
forter was to the apostles. The Comforter was equated with “the
Spirit of truth” in John 14:16-17, 15:26, 16: 13: “even the Spirit
of truth” -and in 15:26 it is equated with the Holy Spirit:
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“even the Holy Spirit.” So the Comforter, the Holy Spirit and
the Spirit of truth are all three equated, and being the same
thing the Comforter was obviously the inspiration imparted to
the apostles -- it was the baptism of the Holy Spirit. There is no
excuse for amplifying the term Comforter into six other words
interpolated into the one verse, which are not synonymous and
do not convey the meaning of the Comforter to and in the apos-
tles. Regardless of the interpretation of its meaning such invasions
into the scripture text are intolerable.

(6) For the messiest chapter in this Amplified book, take a
look at John 17 -the whole chapter. In order to avoid the use
of the solemn pronouns thee and thou in reference to God, the
author has employed the use of the capital letter Y instead of the
lower case y on the pronouns you and your in reference to God;
and in the Lord’s reference to himself the capital letter M is put
for the lower case m in the words me and my. So fifty times in
this chapter the capital letter Y is inserted in reference to God,
and thirty-six times the capital letter M is inserted in reference
to Jesus. Now what is the why of all this? Because in their Intro-
duction, the author states that the Greek language does not have
the admittedly “reverential distinctions” beween the solemn pro-
nouns thee and thou and the common pronouns you and your --
but the Greek does not make the distinction between the capital
letter to revere a word and the common lower case -so their
own dictum condemns them.

Why does Amplified use the capital Y on the pronouns in
reference to God: the answer is to give the pronouns a solemn
form  so -if this is necessary in writing, how is it to be done
orally in speaking: the answer to that is by the solemn thee and
thou, and it can be done orally by no other means. Then, why
do the thee and thou pronouns appear in the general use in the
scriptures, which Amplified assigns as a reason for not using
“these forms”: the answer is, the scriptures came to us in our
language geared throughout to the solemn form, and if there is
reason to drop “these forms” in reference to men, there can be no
reason for eliminating the solemn pronouns in reference to God
and Jesus Christ. Even the far-out modernists of the Revised
Standard Version and the New English Bible retain the solemn
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pronouns in reference to God, but replace them with the common
pronouns in reference to Jesus, thus convicting themselves of
rejecting the Deity of Jesus Christ, and the Amplified text is
enmeshed in its own inconsistency in ruining the reverence of
the seventeenth chapter of John, and spoiling its literary ex-
cellence. It is a cluttered up chapter in the Amplified style.

(7) In the case of Paul before Agrippa in Acts 26:28, the king’s
exclamation, "almost thou persuaded me to be a Christian” is
amplified by making Agrippa say to Paul that he must have
thought it a small task, with little ado and persuasion, at a very
short notice to make a Christian of him-what a translation of
"almost"! It contradicts the entire context and is not even a sen-
sible amplification.

(8) A notation of the insertion of the Holy Spirit, with the
usual amplifications, into Passages where the Holy Spirit is not
mentioned or meant: Matthew 4:1, Acts 2:39, Romans 8:4, 5, 6,
13, 28, 27; Galatians 4:6, 2 Corinthians 3:6. In these passages
“Holy Spirit” does not occur, but merely the word “Spirit,” and
the context shows when it refers to the human spirit, inner man,
spirit versus flesh, spirit of a son, or sonship, or mind and dis-
position. The mistake of the Amplified writer is to insert the Holy
Spirit into verses that do not say Holy Spirit -- and regardless of
what author or writer, or commentator or translator believes, not
one of them has the right to amplify, expand or change the text
itself.

(9) In 1 Corinthians 2:14 the apostle contrasts natural knowl-
edge and divine revelation, and said that “the natural man re-
ceiveth not the things of the Spirit of God . . . neither can he
know them” -that is, through natural channels of knowledge,
because the things of “the Spirit of God” must be revealed to
all men of natural knowledge -they cannot receive or know
them through the channels and instruments and means of human
research, or human wisdom, or human knowledge, because they
belong to the realm of revelation. Now, the Amplified text per-
verts this passage with a list of words and phrases not in the
Bible text at all, to make it mean that the unconverted man is
incapable of knowing, or understanding, or getting acquainted
with God’s revelation to man -thus implementing the false
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theology of the necessity of the direct converting power of the
Holy Spirit, in the conversion of a sinner, to remove the natural
man that is in him! With the insertion of twenty words in one
verse not in our Bible text the author-translator amplifies this
utter perversion of the word of God.

(10) One of the most flagrant and offensive perversions of the
Amplified New Testament is the gross mistreatment of Ephesians
5:19: “Speaking to yourselves in psalms and hymns and spiritual
songs, singing and making melody in (with) your heart to the
Lord.” This is the way the New Testament text reads, and the
phrase “singing and making melody in your heart” is: Adontes
kai psallontes en humon kardiaa -singing and psalloing with the
heart. The phrase “with your heart” in the Greek grammar is
the dative of means case, the dative of instrument, therefore, the
instrumental dative of means, which makes the heart the means
of the melody, the object and instrument of the psalloing. But in
order to put the mechanical instrument of music in this verse,
the Amplified author dared to substitute six words for the one
word singing, and made the passage read: offering praise with
voices and instruments --words that are not in the New Testa-
ment here or anywhere else. It is the most glaring example of
rank recklessness in translation. It really reveals the character of
the Amplified New Testament throughout, and any one who has
an ounce of respect and reverence for the Word of God cannot
tolerate it.

SECOND: THE NEW AMERICAN STANDARD BIBLE

This purported revision of the American Standard Version, like
its predecessor, the Amplified Bible, is produced by the Lockman
Foundation, a California corporation which claims inside the
jacket of its New American Standard Bible to be “of God’s crea-
tion.” If such a claim is true, then The Lockman Foundation is
a divine organization through which God has produced their
New American Standard Bible, and is evidently what they want
us all to believe, for the jacket states that “all the required funds
for these translations have been abundantly supplied by God.”
It will be noted that this statement says “these translations” --
so it makes God the producer of the Lockman bibles, the two of
which that are under review do not read alike. That is quite a
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grand claim for such an organization to make, and is audacious
in character- but perhaps that is the reason for its anonymous
translating committee and editorial board, whose names are with-
held from the readers and the public, and their bibles are there-
for nondescript publications.

Reviewing now the latest bible of this pretentious Foundation
-- The New American Standard Bible -- first of all, the original
American Standard Version does not need revision. Since its com-
pletion in 1901 by one hundred and one (101) of the greatest
body of scholars ever assembled in America or England there
have been no changes in the English language to warrant revi-
sion --and this roster of the American Standard Version transla-
tors was published -their names are listed, they are not anony-
mous. And the New American Standard Bible is not a revision
of it, as it claims to be, but a rewriting of many of its texts with
numerous egregious errors, fewer than found in other new ver-
sions, but nevertheless a multiplicity of these errors -- egregious,
glaring errors are in it. And here the question is posed: why
should the Lockman Foundation propose to revise the American
Standard Version when the preface to their purported revision
ascribes to the 1901 version a “word-for-word” literal translation.
That is the admitted character of our two side-by-side versions,
the Authorized (King James) and the American Revised (1901)
-- the greatest tribute to be paid to them, yet the Preface to the
New American Standard Bible states that such was “felt” to be
“unacceptable to the modern reader”! But what more could we
want than an exact word-for-word translation of the Word of
God, nothing less is acceptable.

The translating and publication relation that exists between
the Amplified Bible and the New American Standard Bible is
revealed in the prefatory statement of rules and policies, which
are identical in both, and identifies the New American Standard
Bible organically with its parent predecessor -the Amplified
Bible, which should diminish its prestige with all informed Bible
readers. Furthermore, it contains some of the same word-for-
word expressions transferred from its Amplified parent, phrases
that are not found anywhere in the original American Standard
Version.

We come now to list with due exposure the mistaken substitu-



THE BABEL OF MODERN VERSIONS 585

tions and unwarranted changes and erroneous translations of the
Lockman Foundation’s New American Standard Bible.

(1) Matthew 5:17--Here in reference to the law of Moses the
word “abolish” is inserted to replace “destroy,” having Jesus to
say that he had not come to abolish the law, thus committing
the error of other new versions, for Jesus did abolish the law
(Ephesians 2:14; 2 Corinthians 3:7, 13, 14). As previously re-
peated to the extent of repetition, if Jesus had destroyed the law
he could not have fulfilled it--destroying it would have pre-
vented fulfilling it - -but having fulfilled it, he did abolish it,
abrogate it. This change from the original American Standard
Version is not revision, it is deviation, and is inexcusable. Such
examples are not merely a few, they are so numerous as to dis-
credit and disqualify this so-called New American Standard
Bible.

(2) Mark 1:4 changes the baptism of repentance for the re-
mission of sins to a baptism. The letter a is an indefinite article,
but the is a definite article, and the Greek vocabulary did not
have the indefinite article. The definite article the specifies the
design of John’s baptism, not a design.

In his book “Christian Baptism” Alexander Campbell based
his whole argument on the design of John’s baptism on that defi-
nite article: “Nor is it only casually intimated that New Testa-
ment baptism was ordained for this purpose. It is the only pur-
pose for which it was ordained; whether in the hands of John or
of the twelve Apostles. What could be more plain or intelligible
than such forms of expression as the following: -“John did
baptize in the wilderness, and preach the baptism of repentance.
for the remission of sins.” It was not for remission of sins, but for
the remission of sins. The fixtures of language could not more
safely secure the intention of an institution. It was not because
your sins have been remitted, but it is for, or in order to the re-
mission of sins. Nor is this form of expression peculiar to one
Evangelist. Luke, as well as Mark, uses the same formula.”
(Christian Baptism, pages 249-250, the 1852 edition.)

The foregoing is an exact quotation from Campbell’s Christian
Baptism, including the italic emphasis. Both the Authorized Ver-
sion and the original American Standard Version follow what
Campbell designated “the fixture of language” -but the new
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book under review changed it, and in departing from the original
version they claim to “preserve” by revision, it has also departed
from the truth. The question is: Why should they change it?

(3) Mark 16:9-20-- This paragraph containing Mark’s ac-
count of the Great Commission (Mark 16:15-16 )is put in
brackets, casting doubt on its authenticity and genuineness, and
an obviously spurious interpolation to replace it is inserted. But
Philip Schaff, president of the 101 revision committee of the
American Standard Version, in his book, which is not extant, a
comprehensive work on the revision entitled “Companion To The
Greek New Testament,” defends the genuineness of the passage
and retained it without doubt or misgiving. Schaff says: “The
section is found in most of the uncials and in all the cursive
Manuscripts, in most of the ancient versions, in all the existing
Greek and Syriac lectionaries as far as examined; and Irenaeus,
who is a much older witness than any of our existing Manu-
scripts, quotes verse 19 as a part of the Gospel of Mark. A strong
intrinsic argument for the genuineness is also derived from the
extreme improbability (we may say impossibility) that the
Evangelist should have intentionally closed his Gospel with ‘for
they were afraid,’ verse 8.” (Companion To The Greek New
Testament, page 190, by Philip Schaff.) In addition to Schaff’s
superb testimony, other eminent members of the committee com-
mitted to print various statements in defense of the integrity of
the ending of the Gospel of Mark.

The “addition” that the New American Standard Bible inserts
to possibly replace the last paragraph of Mark is not the language
of inspiration. It reads: “And they promptly reported all these
instructions to Peter and his companions. And after that, Jesus
Himself sent out through them from east to west the sacred and
imperishable proclamation of eternal salvation." This statement
is admittedly found in only “a few later” documents-it is not
the language of scripture, it is manifestly spurious, an un-authen-
tic insertion of some scribe or copyist. To include it with even
the suggestion that it may replace the Great Commission by
Mark: “Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every
creature, he that believeth and is baptized shall be saved” --
does no credit to the New American Standard Bible, but dimin-
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ishes the already little respect for its accuracy or integrity as a
revised translation of the New Tesatment text.

A comprehensive and complete exposure of the casting out of
the end of Mark by these “new” and “modern” versions appears
in a previous section of this work.

(4) Acts 3:19 -- the reading of this passage “repent ye there-
fore, and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out” is so
revised as to be a rewritten version of both the Authorized and
the American Revised versions. The change to “repent and re-
turn” is not correct for neither “be converted” nor “turn again”
can be translated “return.” Compared with the previous parallel
passage of Acts 2:38, this gospel passage of Acts 3:19 is marred
by the New American Standard Bible. It raises again the ques-
tion: Why tamper with these time-tested texts?

(5) Acts 3:21 - the phrase “the times of restitution” or “the
times of restoration” in this passage refers to the gospel dispen-
sational and “times” is plural, designating and parallel with “the
last days” -the gospel age or dispensation. But the change in
the New American Standard Bible to “until the period” indi-
cates a future time, and gives the premillennial slant to this
passage which has been so misused by the future millennium
tribe. The teaching of the passage is that heaven will “receive”
Christ until the restitution or restoration is accomplished, and
the times completed and ended. But the rewritten new version
indicates the return of Christ at the beginning of “the period”
rather than at the end of the times, or the last days. It makes the
passage favorable to the premillennial theory, and adds to the
suspicion, based on other passages to be noted later, that the
Lockman Foundation translators and editorial board are pre-
millennialists.

(6) Acts 10:6 --in the instructions to send for Peter the angel
said to Cornelius, “he shall tell thee what thou oughtest to do.”
These words are omitted, but in chapter 11: 13-14 Peter declared
that the angel said it to Cornelius, and the omission of it is
wrung no matter what the later version is that does so, or what
the new translations are that do so. Let the chips fall where
they may.
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(7) Acts 26:28--this familiar passage of both scripture and
song reads: “Almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian” --
but the New American Standard Bible joins the other modern
versions in having Agrippa to ridicule Paul’s appeal to him by
changing almost to the scornful “in a short time you will persuade
me.” The new versions will not let this passage alone to read as
it is written -- they all change it, yet no two of them change it
alike, they are not in agreement on how to make it read, but
just any way to rid the text of its true statement. In previous
pages this passage has been fully discussed.

(8) Romans 4: 12 -- the phrase “walk in the steps of that faith
of our father Abraham” is changed to “the faith of our father
Abraham” -but the adjective that differs in meaning and appli-
cation from the article the. The adjective that refers to the thing
specified, and here it means more than a general reference to
faith. The apostle stated that Abraham believed God, and cited
the examples of the promise concerning his seed through Isaac
by Sarah though she was barren and then the command to offer
Isaac on an altar in apparent contradiction of the promise through
Isaac--yet Abraham believed God.. and that faith of Romans
4:12 was exemplified in the declaration that Abraham believed
God -- and Abrahamic faith was thus defined as that faith. It is
a specific, not a general use of the term faith, or the faith -but
a definition of Abrahamic faith. Paul does not command us to
walk in the steps of Abraham, nor in this passage to walk in
the steps of faith --but to walk in the steps of that faith. In
changing the adjective that to the article the, the meaning of the
passage and its correct application and emphasis are all destroyed.
It is an example of the importance of a single word upon which
the meaning of a passage turns or depends, and herein lies the
carelessness and indifference of the new versions. Here again
the new American Standard deviates from the original American
Standard. They had better not have tampered with this text at
all, but have left it as “it is written."

(9) Romans 11:26 --after showing that the remnant of Israel
had accepted Christ in obedience to the gospel, in chapters 10
and 11, and had thus been saved, the apostle declared in 11:26
“so all Israel shall be saved.” Both the Authorized (King James)
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and the American Standard render this verse accurately -- “so
all Israel shall be saved.” But the New American Standard
changed it to “thus all Israel will be saved.” Now the verb s h a l l
expresses a conditional futurity, while the verb w i l l  is uncondi-
tional determination -a thing that will be done. The word "so"
is an adverb of manner and only indicates that all the Israelites
should be saved in the same manner that the remnant had been
saved -- by acceptance of the gospel. Coupled with the rewriting
of the preceding verse 25, the rendition of this passage is pre-
millennial slated, and it becomes more and more evident that the
makers of the New American Standard Bible are premillennialists.

( 10) 1 Corinthians 7:25, 40 --in these passages Paul is made
to say “I give as an opinion” and “in my opinion” -- but Paul
said neither. He said in the first instance, “I give my judgment”
and in the second, “after my judgment” -- and he then added
“I have the Spirit of God.” In verse 12, where the apostle said
“to the rest speak I, not the Lord,” he was merely fulfilling what
the Lord had said to his apostles in John 16:12-13, that the Holy
Spirit would reveal to them things that had not been included
in his own sayings to them, and the apostle’s statement here that
he had the Spirit of God in what he was saying to the Corin-
thians certainly covers that case. And in the two passages where
the apostle said, “I give my judgment” and “after my judgment”
-- in verse 40 he declared it to be “by the Spirit of God.”

In Ephesians 3:4 the apostle’s reference to “my knowledge”
did not mean his own personal knowledge, but his revealed and
inspired knowledge. And in Acts 15: 19, in the settlement of the
doctrinal controversy in Jerusalem, when the apostle James, in
delivering the decision of the apostles, said: “wherefore my sen-
tence is” or “wherefore my judgment is,” it did not mean his
own sentence or judgment or decree, but that which the Holy
Spirit had revealed to the apostles for whom James was the
spokesman. So in the Corinthian passages the apostle Paul’s words
“my judgment” did not mean his opinion, for in both verses 25
and 40, which applies also to verse 12, the apostle taught plainly
that he was writing by inspiration, and that the Holy Spirit was
revealing to him certain things not included in the command-
ments or teachings of the Lord Himself to His apostles. This
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is exactly what Jesus told the apostles in John 16:12-13 would
be the case, and why should it not be so with Paul. In changing
Paul’s words, they have not only changed the meaning of these
verses, but have denied the inspiration of a portion of the
apostle’s teaching.

(11) 1 Corinthians 15:24--- in grammatical accuracy this pas-
sage refers to the end “when he shall have delivered up the
kingdom to God . . . when he shall have put down all rule and
all authority and power.” In rewriting the structure of this
verse, the substitution of the verb has for shall have violates the
grammar, the diction and the literary excellence of a grand pas-
sage, and indicates that inordinate yen for needless changes in
the text.

(12) 2 Corinthians 3:7, 13, 14 -in these verses the apostle
used plain and simple words which could not be misunderstood
or misconstrued, that the old covenant -that which was written
and engraven in stones --was “done away” and “abolished” and
“done away in Christ.” But these words are removed from the
text, and the whole context on the old and new covenants is
weakened by the unnecessary and needless changes and substi-
tutions. Here the New American Standard Bible adapts the word-
ing of its parent --the Amplified Bible, which reveals its origin
and source.

(13) Galatians 2:16--this passage is a statement of funda-
mental doctrine: “knowing that a man is not justified by the
works of the law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ, even we have
believed in Jesus Christ, that we might be justified by the faith
of Christ, and not by the works of the law.” The significant
phrase “the faith of Christ” occurs twice in this verse, but is
changed to “faith in Christ" --but they are not the same, for the
verse declares that “we have believed in Cbrist that we might
be justified by the faith of Christ.” The contrast is between the
law and the gospel-the faith of Christ is the gospel of Christ,
and believers in Christ are justified on the conditions of the
gospel. The New American Standard Bible is not alone in chang-
ing the wording of this passage, the other versions, including
the American Standard Version, have done so, but in the shuffling
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of the phrases of this verse its point is lost and the doctrine of
the text is deleted.

(14) Galatians 3:27 --“for as many of you as have been bap-
tized into Christ have put on Christ.” On this passage the phrase
“clothed yourselves with Christ” is substituted, and in so doing
the New American Standard Bible adopts the phraseology of
the Amplified Bible, thus revealing the affinity that exists be-
tween these two Lockman Foundation bibles. The New American
Standard Bible proceeds from the same source and incorporates
some of the same erroneous and mistranslated phrases.

(15) Colossians 2: 12 --“buried with him in baptism, wherein
also ye are risen with him through the faith of the operation of
God” -it is changed to “faith in the working of God,” but the
faith of the operation of God does not refer to faith in the sense
of believing, but to the system of faith operating in baptism. The
phrase “the faith” is always significant and to change it to faith in
vitiates all of the passages in which is occurs. There seems to be,
for some theological reason, an unrestrained effort to rid the
New Testament text of the phrase “the faith” in the modern
versions.

(16) 2 Thessalonians 1:6 --“seeing it is a righteous thing with
God to recompense tribulation to them that trouble you; and
to you who are troubled rest with us, when the Lord Jesus shall
be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels.” In this pas-
sage the one verb “recompense” has two objects -- “tribulation”
(or affliction) and “rest.” The word rest here is not a verb, but
a noun, and is the second object of the verb recompense. When
the Lord comes he will recompense tribulation to one class --
the wicked; but he will recompense rest to the other class-the
saved. In this New American Standard Bible two verbs are in-
serted, a different verb for each objective noun, substituting “re-
pay” and “to give” for the one verb recompense, which aside
from changing the grammar and sentence structure of the pas-
sage, it modifies the meaning- the substituted verbs do not ful-
fill the import of the verb recompense. Here again the transla-
tions of the Amplified Bible are reflected in the New American
Standard Bible rendering of this Thessalonian passage, and it is
indicative of their common source.
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(17) Hebrews 6:1-66 -the exhortation of the apostle to the
Jewish Christians to leave “the prinicples,” or rudiments, of the
Mosaic system which brought them to Christ, and to "go on unto
perfection” --the new covenant -is changed completely in its
meaning to “leaving the elementary teaching about Christ, let us
press on to maturity.” As in Galatians 3:24-25 and 4:1-4 the
apostle contrasts the Mosaic system with the New Covenant --
exhorting them to leave the elements of the Old Covenant, which
he specified as the ordinances of Judaism: (1) repentance from
dead works (the dead sacrifices of the Mosaic law); faith toward
God (for Christ had not come) ; the doctrine of baptisms (plural,
the divers washings of the Mosaic law) ; laying on of hands (the
priestly and prophetical ceremonies of the Mosaic system); resur-
rection of the dead (reviving the dead ordinances of Judaism);
of eternal judgment (no remission under the law, judgment pend-
ing during the whole of the old dispensation). We never leave
any “teaching about Christ” not any part of the gospel, and the
rendering of this passage by the New American Standard Bible
is a mutilation of the text and context. Moreover it departs from
the rendering of the American Standard Version which it proposes
to represent in revised form.

(18) 1 Peter 3:19-20--- the reference to “the spirits in prison”
is changed to “the spirits now in prison” and represents Christ
as preaching to a part of humanity in hell between his death and
resurrection. This preaching, of course, was proclaimed by Noah
-- the spirit in Noah (Genesis 6:3) ; “to the spirits in prison” --
the wicked antediluvian world under condemnation and sen-
tence of death (Genesis 6:12-13), “which sometime were dis-
obedient when once the longsuffering of God waited in the
days of Noah, while the ark was a preparing.” The rendition of
this passage by the Lockman’s New American Standard is com-
parable to that of Catholicism, Adventism, Russellism, Mormon-
ism, and is exceeded only by the New World Version of the
Jehovah’s Witnesses! With the Catholics, it indicates the doctrine
of purgatory; with the Adventists, Mormons, Russell-Rutherford
and Jehovah’s Witnesses it succors the second chance theory. It
is a misinterpretation of the passage and it underlines the dangers
of altering the text of the Bible.
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(19) Revelation 1: l-3 -in this apocalyptic passage the state-
ment “he sent and signified it by his angel unto his servant John”
is changed to “communicated it” -- but signify denotes how it
was communicated to John. The word “communicated” is not the
word in or of or for this text--- the things of the apocalypse were
signified, set forth by the angel in signs or code to tbe apostle
John.

In Hebrews 9:8 the same word signify is retained in the New
American Standard text: ‘the Holy Spirit this signifying” -- why
take it out of Revelation 1:1, but leave it in Hebrews 9:8 where
it is the same word? Also in verse 1, “his servant John” is
changed to “bond-servant,” for which there is no word in the
text, and it is an assumption that John was imprisoned, therefore
an interpretation --a liberty that translation does not allow and
that an honest translator will not exercise,

In verse 3 “for the time is at hand” is changed to “the time is
near” -- but in Mark 1: 15 the same phrase at hand -- “the king-
dom of God is at hand” -the same Greek and English term is
left unchanged. Why these irregularities and inconsistencies? The
word “near” is not a translation of at hand, for “near” may indi-
cate a more distant occurence than an event which is at hand.
Here is another instance in which the New American Standard
Bible follows the text of the Amplified Bible, and though there
is a space between these two Lockman Foundation bibles in
years, they are twins in translation!

(20) Revelation 20:4-5 --here like other late new versions the
Lockman Foundation tampers with the language of the passage.
So “lived and reigned” is changed to “came to life and reigned”
-and “the rest of the dead lived not” is changed to “did not
come to life.” These are alterations of the text with premillennial
slant, and is not the correct translation or rendering of the Revel-
ation passage.

Conclusion: The title The New American Standard Bible is a
misnomer -it is a diverted, and in numerous instances a per-
verted translation sailing under a flag of false colors. The claim
of loyalty to the American Standard Version is contradicted by
multiplied deviations from its text, and the asserted purpose to
perpetuate the American Standard Version is contradicted by the
evident ambition to relegate it. We opine that it will not succeed.
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II. THE TYNDALE HOUSE BIBLES

An Illinois organization known as the Tyndale House Founda-
tion are tbe producers of a new bible bearing the title of The
Living Bible Paraphrased. It is published under several formats:
(1) The Living Bible Illustrated; ( 2) The Way, an edition of
The Living Bible Illustrated; (3) The Reach Out, the “Youth For
Christ International” edition of the New Testament; (4) The Jesus
Book, another youth edition of the New Testament which has
been referred to, because of its photographic character, as the
Hippie Book,” and the “Fun Book.”

The illustrated features of these bibles (?) range from the
stupid to the ludicrous to the sacrilegious, in photographic cari-
cature that dramatizes a completely wrong concept of Jesus Christ,
his mission and ministry in the world, portraying him as the leader
of a revolutionary movement, as a protester and demonstrator
comparable to the present-day campus and street demonstrations
of the youth upsurge.

The Living Bible Paraphrased has the appearance of being in
competition with the Amplified Bible of the California organiza-
tion, The Lockman Foundation, in expanding the scripture text
beyond even a semblance of paraphrase. In its pages are ex-
amples of cuss-words, slang and vulgarity, and plain false doc-
trine. The popular Reach Out edition degrades the pages of the
New Testament with comedy strips and youth slogans bordering
on burlesque and blasphemy. The latest number, The Jesus Book,
is little less, if any, of what it has been called, “a hippie book,”
likening the mission of Jesus to the current Jesus Movement,
which claims to be patterned after the example and ministry of
Jesus-a horrid caricature of our Lord Jesus Christ, indeed!
Therein lies the blasphemy--- an insult to the Deity of Jesus
Christ as the only begotten Son of Cod. These preposterous Jesus
films have become so absurd as to give some hope that they will
become self-rebuked before all pious people who hold the Bible
in reverence and revere the holy name of Jesus Christ.

It is “commonly reported” that this Living Bible Paraphrased
and its brain-child, The Reach Out, are being used by professors
in college classes, teachers in church classes, and The Jesus Book
recommended for circulation among our youth. It is enigmatic
to the point of being unbelievable that any professor or teacher
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or preacher within the church could adopt and recommend such
books as these for any Bible purpose.

First: In reverse order that “the last shall be first,” take a
look at THE JESUS BOOK. It is illustrated by love scenes, ecsta-
tic pictures of visionary fanaticism far from being a practical
attitude toward intelligent and reverent religion, depicting ocean
baptism scenes more like swim parties with conduct that has the
appearance of fun-making, a specious profession of Jesus-likeness,
indeed!
-- Matthew is introduced with pictures of laughing girls and

a hippie man, a row of youths in a trance, and a “Jesus-rock
group” with guitar and rock-music gathered around a “fish
acrostic” -an acronym -to represent the fisherman disciples
of Jesus. (Pages 3, 4, 5, 6, 12.)

-The book of Luke begins with an ocean baptism scene re-
sembling a swimming party, more than a baptizing, laughing in
fun-scene style, couples in love-embrace (page 96), tapered off
to the borrowed reproduction on (page 130) of a boy up a tree
in primer story-book style to illustrate the narrative of Zacchaeus,
the publican --an amateurish depiction, aside from its poor taste
and impropriety.

-With a “NO PROTOCOL” headliner (page 152) the Lord’s
teaching on worship in the book of John is visually displayed by a
reclining group with closed eyes in a state of ecstacy and trance
to exemplify Jesus-worship -followed by an upward arm and
finger pointing symbol of the Jesus-group (page 174) -- all of
which is far from the intelligent “in spirit and in truth” teaching
of the Lord in the fourth chapter of John, which the Jesus Book
attempts to capitalize, on the worship of God.

-The book of Acts opens with a “TOGETHER” photo of
“Mansion Messiah" in California, which thirty kids share for a
period of days in a “commune” and then move on to another
rendezvous (page 199). Other fanatical scenes are depicted with
slogans of “Lay It On Jesus” and “Tell It” hippie style.
-- The epistle of Romans is sloganized by a girl coming out of

the Pacific Ocean (page 250) from a supposed baptism “high”
with “the Spirit,” arms stretched upward, her body encircled
by a man’s arm.
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-- Under the big caption of “OH WOW!'  Corinthians is dra-
matized by two pictures of ecstatic groups of tongue-talkers
(page 264) and in hilarity over “what Jesus does to you" (page
296), an altogether irrational concept of Christianity -- the teach-
ing of Jesus Christ and his apostles in the New Testament does
not make people act idiotic.

-The Galatian epistle is introduced with the caption “BOY-
COTT HELL” (page 316), accompanied by the picture of a
group of long-hairs led by “a 24-year-old Baptist whirlwind”
shouting that “the Jesus movement is here!”
-- The epistle of Ephesians is headlined “POTPOURRI” (page

324) with pictures of guitar pickers singing songs that come from
“the kids themselves” -- Philippians is presented tinder a mimicry
of the televised Candid Camera slogan adapted to “SMILE,
JESUS LOVES YOU!” (page 333) visualizing an overplayed
emotionalism -- Colossians is made to accent in capitals the racial
propaganda with emphasis on the mixing of blacks and whites
(page 338), which is not the theme of the Colossian epistle di-
rectly or indirectly -for Thessalonians the big caption “NO
WORK -- NO EAT” is propaganda for “the commune” idealism
of the Jesus Movement by a photo (page 347) representing the
duty of a “commune member” to work in a “commune garden,”
which is an elementary form of communism.

-Passing to the books of Timothy and Titus “TURN LOOSE”
is the caption (page 350) cartooning the apostle Paul’s teaching
for men to “pray everywhere, lifting up holy hands” by a fanat-
ical picture of a youth with up-stretched hands as high and as
far as he can reach, head back, facing the sky -- the love teach-
ing of the epistles of John is pictured in a group-hugging photo
(page 404) to show what is called “love in action” -- and the
climax is reached under the caption “Jesus Is Coming” which
symbolizes Revelation in a hodge-podge picture of fiddles, gui-
tars, cymbals and drums, mixed with the rock songs of the
Jesus freaks (page 416), making Revelation the vision of pre-
millennialism set to rock and roll music!

Every picture of the Jesus Book is a caricature of religious fanat-
icism, which has the effect, if not the actual design, to turn the
people away from the religion taught by Jesus Christ and the
apostles which the New Testament expounds and contains.
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Second: Take a look at a pictorial survey of REACH OUT, a
New Testament edition of The Living Bible Paraphrased-it
should be labeled far-out. To the pious spirit and reverent mind
it turns the pages of the New Testament into degrading pictures
of burlesque and sacrilege.
-- Between Matthew and Mark (page 78) is displayed a two-

page heading: “BE A REBEL WITH A CAUSE!” which with-
out question has the undertone effect of the youth rebel move-
ment against the Establishment, which in politics is the govern-
ment and in religion, the Church.

-Between Mark and Luke (page 128) the slogan of ball
games is pictured under a blazing sign, “Go Go Go!" sloganizing
the upsurge of the misguided enthusiasm in the protest move-
ment of the “Jesus People,” and committing these New Testa-
ment books to the spirit of that movement.

-Under “SPEAK OUT!” (page 276) the book of Acts is made
to exemplify the exuberate fanaticism in the “experiences” and
“testimonials” of the youth groups. Under the large caption
“HOW!” (page 354) Romans is made to be a book of inward
experiences rather than the inspired doctrinal teaching concern-
ing the gospel of Christ by the apostle Paul.

-With a large caption the Corinthian section is entitled
“Hatred is Fun!" (page 394), accompanied by placards and
signs, a satirical pictorial of the struggle of the people of free
nations against the dictator forces that would destroy the free-
dom of all nations -it has the undertone and under-current of
subversion in a subtle condemnation of hating and fighting false
political and religious philosophies, to “love” everything, to
“hate” nothing, but the inspired David said: “Through thy pre-
cepts I get understanding: therefore I hate every false way.”
(Psalms 119: 194) If men and their organizations exercise the
freedom to write their own philosophic idiosyncrasies into either
paperback or hardback books they have an author’s and pub-
lisher’s legal right to do so, but they have no moral right to
insert their propaganda into the pages of the Bible, Old Testa-
ment or New Testament.

-The foregoing display of propaganda is followed by photos
of the Vietnam war (page 471) to commit Paul and his Ephesian
epistle to an anti-government policy on Vietnam. Regardless of
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a right or wrong issue, of indivividual sentiment or political poli-
cy respecting civil and military functions of our government, to
introduce such propagandism into the pages of the New Testa-
ment is contrary to the teaching and the example of the inspired
apostles, who never introduced the political processes and
policies of the existing government into their teaching, which was
rather limited to principles governing the individual conduct of
Christians. The exploitation of the Reach Out New Testament in
the war pictures smacks of the political propaganda and smells
with the odor of the anti-government spirit of the youth protest
movement. These exploitation pictures are out of place wherever
inserted -writing a book is one thing, but making a Bible is
quite something else.

-The physical contortions of cheerleaders in a practice ses-
sion (pages 457-9) with the headliner “UP, UP AND AWAY! !!!”
signals the Galatian epistle and the picture of a skiing party
under the sign “GRIT AND STRAIN! ! ! " (page 484, 5) high-
lights the Philippian epistle, with gritted teeth “I’m gonna win!"
--a rather illiterate form of expression to insert into the New
Testament. Under the sign “TO MAKE A CAR” (pages 493, 4)
photographic reproductions of a Detroit automobile factory plant
is made to illustrate the teaching of the Colossian epistle, reduc-
ing the New Testament to the level of flannel-board kindergarten
methods -it is a reflection on the intelligence and dignity of the
young people to whom the Reach Out edition of the New Testa-
ment is accomodated, much less the indignity cast on the pages
of the holy scriptures.

-The contents of the Thessalonian epistles are depreciated
by the silly photograph of a girl licking an ice cream cone under
the sign, saying with a quizzical look, “WHAT’S SHE SAYING
ABOUT ME?” (page 503), in the suspicion that she is being
talked about ‘by another girl. If there is a purpose back of all
this to belittle the New Testament it could not be accomplished
more effectively, except to overplay the hand often boomerangs
in reaction to the hurt of the perpetrator.

-Pole jumping, grid exercising and acrobats, under the big
sign “OLYMPIC RECORD SMASHER” (pages 515, 16-533, 34)
are the highly photographed illustrations for Timothy and Titus,
degrading the text of these books to a fun-making paperback.
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-- Under the blazoned sign “A GUY COULD GET A HEAD-
ACHE!” (page 541) the epistle of Hebrews is placed in the
light of a jig-saw puzzle with the questions, “how does it all
fit? How can we piece it together?” It rather gives any one who
reveres the Bible the “heartache” to see it belittled with such
irreverence.
-- The pictorial plaque for James is headed with YOUCH! ! !”

the wild picture of a cowgirl roping a steer described “in rip-
snorting competition by riding a hunk of cowhide to the end of
the rodeo arena” --could any one by the wildest imagination
conceive or conjure such rowdiness to be representative of the
book of James?

-The petite “perky model” of a girl under the caption "IS
SHE FOR REAL? ? " (page 579) is the pictorial symbol for the
epistles of Peter--- and “I’M COMFY HERE” (page 595,), with
photos of teenagers stretched out and sprawling in the sun, with
others sipping soda-pops, is the illustration for the epistle of
John --for Jude, the heading is: “WHAT NOW, BRIGETTE"
(page 609) in photograph of a German girl’s plaintive searching
of mind for an idealism to mold her future after graduation,
accompanied by the author’s comment: “This is how the writer
of Jude felt”- what a commentary on the book of Jude!

-And for Revelation -a photo of a basketball game under
the caps “TO ONE WHO GRABS,” is how the Reach Out New
Testament “signifies” the book of Revelation-from Matthew to
Revelation it is a travesty in representation, and calculated to
destroy the veneration of the inspired scriptures by the youth of
this generation. Duly regarded it is the work of Satan, with his
diabolical means and methods devised to destroy the Bible as
the inspired Word of God.

Third: Take a look at the text of the Living Bible Paraphrased
After the foregoing exposure of its degrading pictorial represen-
tations, it is predictable that some will say that the illustrations
do not affect the text itself. It becomes necessary therefore to
expose its utterly false translations under the deceptive guise of
paraphrase. Because of limited space only a sampling can be
submitted.

(1) The "beginning" begins wrong, for instead of “In the
beginning God Created,” the Paraphrase substitutes “when God
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began creating,” allowing a medley of theories of processes and
evolution, rather than the sublime statement of fact and origin
which the first sentence in the Bible declares. Then, after repeat-
ing each “evening and morning” day, period of time is inserted
to explain “day,” but no attempt was made to explain “evening
and morning” --thus the controversial opinion allowing each
“day” of creation to be a vast period of not less than 566,666
years is introduced into the record of Genesis -but no explana-
tion is offered for “evening and morning,” which if not the
same then as now, no one has ever explained when and how
evening and morning as it exists now began. Furthermore, the
Genesis record states that botany (plants and all forms of vegeta-
tion) was created the third day, but light for its development and
growth, and pollen for its continuance, did not exist until after
the third day (verses 11-13) --but it is a known fact that plant
life cannot thrive without light and cannot be perpetuated with-
out pollen; so the day-period theory has botany growing, develop-
ing, thriving and reproducing 560,660 years without light and
pollination! The makers of the Living Bible may believe that
theory but they have no right of any kind to insert it into the
record of Genesis.

This example is not all that is wrong with the Genesis “Para-
phrase”: in Genesis 1:26 the words of the Bible state that “God
said, Let us make man in our own image, after our likeness” --
the “Paraphrase” omits the majestic statement “in our image”
and inserts “let us make a man” -- “someone like ourselves,”
ruining both the 26th and 27th verses on the creation of man by
substituted phrases of their own making, referring to the first
pair in the alliteration of “man and maid” instead of the way it
reads in the Bible.

In Genesis 2:7, the account of the creation of man is altered
by omissions and additions that change its import. The Bible text
reads : “And the Lord God formed man from the dust of the
ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man
became a living soul.” This creation of man occurred the sixth
day of the creation in the Bible account -- but the Living Bible
Paraphrased put “the time came” for the creation of man, and
puts “a man’s body” for man, and " a  living person” for a living
soul.
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In Genesis 6:1-2 the Bible text says that “men began to multi-
ply on the face of the earth” and “the sons of God saw the
daughters of men that they were fair; and they took them wives
of all that they chose.” The reference, of course, is to the
decendants of Seth as “the sons of God” who were the God-
fearing race of man, living on a higher plane than sensuality, but
being tempted by the sensual character of the “daughters of
men” -- the women of the idolatrous descendants of Cain -to
abandon their higher plane of life, they “took wives of all which
they chose,” and by the depravity of polygamy they sank the
whole race of man into the depths of universal apostasy from
God. The sequel to this history was the Lord’s declaration of
verse 3: “My spirit shall not always strive with man,” and God’s
determination in verses 5 to 7, that he would destroy both man
and creature “from the face of the earth” and start the race
anew. That is the background of this true and simple biblical
account, but the “Paraphrased Bible” changes the whole text
from verse 1 to 4 by relating that after “a population explosion”
weird “beings from the spirit world” took “earth women” for
wives, and “evil beings from the spirit world became sexually
involved with human women.” Such an absurdity does not de-
serve comment -- spirit beings having sexual relation with physi-
cal women! Then, referring to the “men of renown" of verse 4,
the “Paraphrase” says, “of whom so many legends were told,”
and apparently brands the entire account as legendary, as the
general run of these modernists are wont to do. Who wants a
book to supplant the Bible which writes into the Bible text the
ideas of its authors and makers rather than the words of the
Bible. The Bible says “God spake these words” (Exodus 20:1),
and God said to Moses, “Write these words” (Exodus 34:27).
The grammar defines words to be the signs of ideas, the expres-
sion of thought, and the authors of “Paraphrase” with devious
ingenuity employ their own words to implement their own ideas
--it is not the Word of God. It is not the Bible at all.

(2) The Shepherd Psalm -- the twenty-third Psalm -- in all of
its poetic and majestic and inspired beauty has been marred by
common phraseology and belittled by inferior language, besides
changing the meaning of the Psalmist’s inspired wonderful
words.
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For instance, “The Lord is my shepherd, I shall not want” is
changed to “I have everything I need”! The tense of the verb is
changed from the future tense “I shall not want” to the present
tense “I have everything I need” -- and its meaning is changed
from divine spiritual provender to mere physical necessities. For
another instance, the blessedness of “He restoreth my soul” is
changed to “restores my failing health” -- restoring the soul
is spiritual, but restoring health is physical, and the whole beau-
tiful and blessed psalm is ruined in the same rude manner with
its crude inelegance of substituted words and phrases. By com-
parison, the effect should stir within the heart and instill within
the souls of people who love and revere the Bible a deeper devo-
tion for its elegance of style and beauty of diction which no
uninspired man has ever approached much less improved.

In the same spirit of reckless abandon they obliterate the
inspired literary excellence of the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah-
the Christ chapter of the Old Testament--with words and
phrases of different connotations and of less significance.
Throughout The Living Bible Paraphrased the precious passages
which have been memorized ever since we have had the Bible
have been mutilated by the hand of the modem speech trans-
lators. It is presumption of the worst character for modem theo-
logians to contrive a translating stratagem to supersede the text
of the Word of God--the Bible.

(3) The passage of Isaiah 2:1-4 foretold the establishment of
the church and the new covenant “in the last days,” when “out
of Zion” should “go forth the law,” and “the word of the Lord
from Jerusalem”; when under the new covenant God would
judge the nations--merging the Jew and the Gentile, the two
nations, into one spiritual nation under the new covenant -- and
God’s standard of decision for the many people, Jew and Gentile
alike, would be the new covenant, under which the separation
and enmity between the Jew and the Gentile would be removed.
This New Covenant prophecy is set forth by Isaiah in the high
metaphors of the prophetic language, “they (Jew and Gentile)
shall beat their swords into plowshares and their spears into
pruning hooks: nation shall not lift up sword against nation,
neither shall they learn war any more.” According to Jesus Christ
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himself, all of this pointed to Jerusalem of Acts 2 on Pentecost,
for in the Great Commission of Luke 24:46-47 the “it is written”
and the “beginning at Jerusalem” were quotations by allusion to
the passage of Isaiah 2:1-4; and the apostle Peter declared that
these “last days" began at Jerusalem (Acts 2: 17) on Pentecost of
the second chapter of Acts. So Isaiah 2: 1-4, according to both
Jesus Christ and the inspired apostle Peter, referred to the New
Covenant and was fulfilled on Pentecost--it was a prophetic
Pentecost-pointer. All knowledgeable Bible readers know that
the term “the last days" referred to the Gospel Dispensation --
the New Testament period.

But The Living Bible “paraphrased” this Isaiah passage to
refer to a time yet future -- a millenniun -- when “the Temple
of the Lord will become the world’s greatest attraction,” when
“the world will be ruled from Jerusalem” and “the Lord
will settle international disputes,” and “then at last all wars
will stop and all military training will encl.” Now, any informed
Bible reader knows that not one of these phrases of The Living
Bible is in the Bible text of Isaiah 2:1-4--they have all been
interpolated by the paraphrasers of that falsely paraphrased
Bible. The paraphrase of this passage teaches the false doctrine
of future millennialism--the return of Christ to the earth to
reign in bodily presence over all the earth in the millenniun king-
dom age --it is the doctrine of premillennialism paraphrased into
the text of the Bible.

(4) The gospel according to Mark begins with these words:
"The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God.”
It is a simple statement not subject to any change. But Living
Bible changes the gospel to “wonderful story” and Jesus Christ
to Jesus the “Messiah” --but "wonderful story” is not equivalent
to the gospel and “Messiah,” is not the meaning of Christ. There
have been many “Messiahs,” for that title (which means a
leader of a cause) may be, and has been, applied to men both
politically and religiously --but there is only one Jesus Christ.

T h e  well-known and often used baptism passage of Mark
1:4 reads: “John did baptize in the wilderness, and preach the
baptism of repentance for the remission of sins” -- this plain
passage is changed to “all should be baptized as a public an-
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nouncement of their decision to turn their backs on sin” -- what
a “paraphrase” on Mark 1:4! It makes repentance for the remis-
sion of sins, and baptism a mere public announcement of it. But
it is the baptism of repentance that is for the remission of sins-
the baptism that proceeds from, grows out of, repentance. The
wordy paraphrase is a misconstruction of a plain passage which
needs no theological reconstruction.

(5) In the introduction to the book of Luke, verse 3 is tran-
sposed to verse 1, and the name of Theophilus omitted and
replaced with the general introduction “Dear Friend who Loves
God.” If Luke had wanted his introduction to read that way he
would have addressed it that way. But he did not do so, and
what right have the makers of the “Paraphrase” to do so?
Furthermore, in Luke’s introduction he claims “perfect under-
standing of all things from the very first”--which is the claim
of inspiration, for “perfect understanding” could be no less than
inspiration -- but Living Bible Paraphrase has Luke to “recheck”
previous “accounts” and “after thorough investigations” to “pass
on this summary.” When the translators of the Revised Standard
Version changed Luke’s statement to “having followed all things
closely for some time past” --a milder change than Living Bible
--Doctor John Scott, of Northwestern University, charged the
translators with deliberate dishonesty, so how does that apply
to the Living Bible paraphrasers who changed Luke’s statement
to a considerably greater extent? It must be branded as at the
least--unscrupulous.

(6) In the account of the healing of the blind man in the ninth
chapter of John, after his healing the man who was blind de-
fended Jesus against the charge of the Pharisees (verse 24) that
he (Jesus) was a sinner (verses 30-33). The Pharisees replied
(verse 34): “Thou wast altogether born in sins, and dost thou
teach us?” It was the general belief that congenital blindness
was due to parental sins, and it is known now that both physical
and mental imbecilities of various kinds and degrees are the
result of syphilitic parents. But it amounts to criminal libel for
the Living Bible to paraphrase verse 34 in the vulgar words:
“You illegitimate bastard, you! "  Why both words? For if he was
either, he would have been the other--and it is presumption
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that he was either illegitimate or a bastard. But to change the
language of verse 34 to the coarse, crude, vulgar profanity of the
“paraphrase” has the appearance of intent to degrade the text
of the Bible. This purpose is accentuated in the “paraphrase” of
1 Samuel 20:30, where the Living Bible represents that Saul
“boiled in rage” and “yelled” a cuss-word phrase at Jonathan
unfit to be quoted--let the reader turn to the passage cited and
compare it with the Bible text in utter disgust.

(7) In the Acts 2:38 the “paraphrase” inserts two phrases,
“turn from sin, return to God,” for the one word repent, neither
of which phrases is a definition of repent -why such talkative
verbosity? Also, why should the “paraphrase” change “ye shall
receive the gift of the Holy Spirit” to “receive this gift, the Holy
Spirit,” in verse 38? In so doing the paraphrasers deviated from
both the Greek and English sentence structure, in which the
phrase of the Holy Spirit is in the possessive case, and is not the
object of the verb receive. A full discussion of this misinterpreta-
tion is included in the comments on Acts 2:38 in the previous
chapter reviewing the Today's English Version mistranslation of
this passage.

Another instance of paraphrastic manipulation of a text in Acts
is the previously mentioned exclamation of King Agrippa to
Paul: Almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian. (Acts 26:28)
In trifling with this declaration, which has been a gospel theme
in sermon and song, The Living Bible paraphrasers have the king
to say to Paul: “With trivial proofs like these, you expect me to
become a Christian.” But the king did not call Paul’s proofs
trivial, and Paul did not reply “whether my arguments are trivial
or strong” --these phrases are not in the Bible text, and no set
of paraphrasers have official prerogative to interpolate them.

(8) In Romans 4:12 the paraphrasers exhibit unmitigated
audacity in changing the behest of Paul from walk in the steps
of that faith of our father Abraham to “Abraham found favor
with God by faith alone.” This is a case of deliberate perversion.
The companion passage in Hebrews 11:8 reads: By faith Abra-
ham obeyed. The doctrine of justification by faith alone is not
taught in the New Testament and it is by foul means that the
translators and paraphrasers of the modern speech versions are
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transplanting this false doctrine of their creeds into various
passages of New Testament scriptures that do not contain it.

If there are degrees in perversion The Living Bible paraphrase
of Roman 6:3-4 reaches the ultimate. In the Bible the passage
reads: “Know ye not that so many of us as were baptized into
Jesus Christ were baptized into bis death? Therefore we are
buried with him by baptism into death: that like as Christ was
raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we
also should walk in newness of life.” In the rewriting of an en-
tirely changed passage the Paraphrase takes out “baptized into
Jesus Christ” and inserts “we became Christians and were bap-
tized”! Then, in verse 4, the paraphraser changed it to read,
“your old sin-loving nature was buried with him by baptism
when he died” -that is, the death of Christ was the burial in
baptism for us, we were given “the new life,” not in being bap-
tized now, but in the resurrection of Christ, “when God brought
him back to life again” -of all the changes in the Bible that
have been made by modern translators, revisionists and para-
phrasers, this “version” of Romans 6:3-4 by The Living Bible
Paraphrased caps the climax.

(9) In Romans 11:26 “so all Israel shall be saved” is changed
to “then all Israel will be saved.” The word so is an adverb of
manner, but then is an adverb of time. The verb shall denotes
simple conditional futurity, but the verb will declares an uncon-
ditional determination -a thing that will inevitably occur. The
apostle simply stated that the manner in which the remnant had
been saved by acceptance of the gospel is the manner in which
all of Israel should be saved, not nationally but conditionally, by
individual obedience. But the change of the verbs and the ad-
verbs alters the meaning, forcing into the passage the premillen-
nial doctrine of the national restoration of Israel. It is an example
of how a word change can affect the meaning of an entire
context.

( 10) In 1 Corinthians 2:14 ,the apostle concluded the dis-
course of the first and second chapters on the contrast between
natural knowledge and divine revelation by saying that “the
natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God . . .
neither can he know them” -that is, through his natural chan-
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nels of information and knowledge. But the Paraphrase makes
the apostle say that “the man who isn’t a Christian can’t under-
stand and can’t accept these thoughts from God” and “only
those who have the Holy Spirit within them” can understand
what the Holy Spirit has revealed -which means that the un-
converted man cannot understand the gospel. Then why preach
the gospel to an alien sinner? It is the false doctrine of original
sin and direct converting power paraphrased into the text of the
Bible. The language of the apostle Paul in this text is not recog-
nizable in the verbiage of the Paraphrase.

(11) It is generally known by informed readers of the New
Testament that 1 Corinthians 13 is a chapter on the end of the
period of miracles and the cessation of “spiritual gifts,” or mira-
culous endowments; and that verse 10, “when that which is
perfect is come,” refers to complete revelation, which during
the miraculous period was in process, therefore “in part,” or
partial, which was to “be done away” when complete revelation
had been accomplished. But the Paraphrase changes that which
is perfect to “when we have been made perfect,” thus making it
apply to the people instead of to the completed revelation.

The companion passage to 1 Corinthians 13:10 is Ephesians
4:13 --"Till we all come in the unity of the faith.” Here the
Paraphrase substitutes “until finally we all believe alike"--
which reveals the total lack of understanding of the text and con-
text of the passage. In verses 11 and 12 the apostle mentioned
the special gifts necessary while the completion of revelation --
the New Testament-was in process. These miraculous gifts
were to continue till a time of termination-and that time was
the unity of the faith, complete revelation (Jude 3), and unto a
perfect man, unto the measure of the stature of the fulness of
Christ -until the new institution, the church reached perfection
by complete revelation. The First Corinthian passage, 13:10:
“When that which is perfect is come” is parallel with the Ephe-
sian passage, 4:13: “Till we all come in the unity of the faith” --
to apply these passages to a future “someday” when “we” have
become perfect, and when “we all believe alike,” as the Living
Bible paraphrases it, exhibits an astounding lack of an elementary
knowledge and understanding of these chapters and their con-
textual applications. It is a fundamental truth that both chapters,
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in the context of the two passages involved, apply to the end of
the miraculous period when revelation was completed.

(12) One of the lofty, towering texts of the New Testament is
the apostle Paul’s certified gospel averment of Galatians 1: 11:
“But I certify you, brethren, that the gospel which was preached
of me is not after man.” The paraphrasers were not content with
these words of Paul, and changed it to read: “Dear friends; I
solemnly swear that the way to heaven which I preach is not
based on some mere human whim or dream"! It is inconceivable
that any set of men could contrive to discard the language of the
Holy Scriptures in such fashion -- their verbose phraselogy is
not even a paraphrase of the inspired apostle’s words.

(13) In Ephesians 2:3 the apostle told the Ephesians that “we
all had our conversation in times past in the lusts of our flesh,
fulfilling the desires of the flesh, and were by nature the children
of wrath” -by nature here means by practice, as the language
of the preceding verses show- in the heathen world, living in
the lusts of the flesh, they were “children of wrath” -- subjects
of God’s wrath by being liable to punishment. But the Living
Bible by its paraphrase implants the doctrine of original sin,
hereditary total depravity, in the text by making it to read: "We
started out bad, being born with evil natures, and were under
God’s anger just like everyone else.” That is the unvarnished
dogma of hereditary total depravity in a concentrated formula.
According to Living Bible every baby that enters this world is
born “under God’s anger just like everyone else”1 But the Bible
says that God is the Father of our spirits (Hebrews 12:9), and
the Ephesian text merely declares that it is by practice that we
become children of wrath, subject to punishment for disobe-
dience. The text of The Living Bible is full of these false theo-
logical dogmatisms.

(14) In Colossians 2:11-12 the “putting off of the body of the
sins of the flesh by the circumcision of Christ” and “buried with
him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with him,” are inter-
preted by the Paraphrase to mean “the baptism of souls” by
burial in the death of Christ, reverting here to the Living Bible
paraphrase of Romans 6:4 i.e. that the death of Christ was the
burial in baptism for us --that is, when Christ died we were
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buried with him then in his death for us. (See the comments on
the paraphrase of Romans (6:3-4.)

In this same Colossian context, verse 14, the apostle said:
“Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances that was against us,
which was contrary to us, and took it out of the way, nailing it
to the cross.” The paraphrase of the Living Bible makes Paul say
that “he took this list of sins and destroyed it by nailing it to the
cross.” But “the handwriting of ordinances” of Ephesians 2:14
is the same thing as that which was “written and engraven in
stones” of 2 Corinthians 3:7, 13, 14 -- the old covenant-which
Paul said in the Corinthian passage was “abolished” and “done
away in Christ,” and in the Ephesian passage was “nailed to the
cross.” These modem speech translations all, with one accord,
modify the language of all the passages that teach the abolition
of the law, the old covenant-they do not believe it was abol-
ished, and they adjust their translations and paraphrases to their
beliefs.

( 15) In 2 Timothy 4:1, it is declared by Paul that the Lord
Jesus Christ will “judge the quick and the dead at his appearing
and his kingdom.” This very important statement is changed by
The Living Bible Paraphrased to read: “Who will some day
judge the living and the dead when he appears to set up his

kingdom” --thus teaching that the kingdom of Christ is not now
in existence, but will be established when Christ returns. The
passage teaches that at the coming of Christ the living and the
dead will be judged by the law of his kingdom, so according to
the future kingdom theory the Lord will come too soon or the
kingdom will come too late, otherwise the living and the dead
will be judged by the law of a kingdom under which they had
not lived.

The English preposition at in this passage is the Greek preposi-
tion kata, and it means by, according to- Christ will judge the
living and the dead by his appearing and according to his king-
dom --- the law of his kingdom, the New Testament. The para-
phrase of The Living Bible teaches the future-kingdom doctrine
of the premillennial theory, and it has been previously shown
that this pseudo-bible at every opportunity has slanted both Old
and New Testament passages in favor of the future millennium
doctrine.
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For the people of the world or religious devotees steeped in
denominational theology to be deceived by such an imposture
under the guise of the Bible can be accounted for on the ground
of not knowing what the Bible teaches -but the acceptance of
The Living Bible, and other spurious versions like it, by profes-
sors and preachers and teachers in churches of Christ is fright-
ening and it holds no fair bidding for the present and future
generation. The greatest immediate danger before the churches
of Christ is the acceptance of the lute modern versions: we have
been a Bible people in all of our history; the Bible has made
us the people that we are; the new bibles will make a different
people of us because they are different books, and they are in
the process of doing so --“for the mystery of iniquity doth al-
ready work.”

III. MODERN TRANSLATIONS -- AD INFINITUM

The review of the miscellanea of modem translations would be
somewhat comparable to the saying of the apostle of Hebrews
(Hebrews 11:32) in listing the men of faith: “And what shall I
more say? for the time would fail me to tell of” them all, whose
names he could not mention with details. We have come to that
point in this review of the babe1 of translations-indeed, a
confusion of tongues. From the time of the first “modem speech
translation” by Weymouth there have been one-man translations
ad infinitum --without end or limit. A continuous flow of arbi-
trary translations of the Bible has besieged- tbe public with a
complexity beyond confusion --an overall bewilderment. Yet we
are told by some that “all of the translations are good” and
“serve a good purpose,” despite their perversions and deviations
which do violence to the Bible text. That surely cannot have
general application, as well say that all creeds are good and serve
a good purpose, for the creedal beliefs of the translators have
been written into the modern versions.

FIRST: THE PHILLIPS NEW TESTAMENT IN MODERN ENGLISH

It is claimed by some who have a yen for “modern speech”
translations that Phillips is an exception to other such publica-
tions assuming the same or similar formats that are not true
translations, but they accept Phillips Modern English as a trust-
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worthy rendition of the New Testament. We are made to wonder
if these endorsers of J. B. Phillips c a n  accept his version of
Matthew 16:16-18: Jesus asked his disciples, “whom say ye that
I am?” Phillips has Peter to say: “You? You are Christ” . . . And
Phillips has Jesus to answer: “Now I tell you that you are Peter
the rock, and it is on this rock that I am going to found my
church.” The Roman pope on the Vatican throne could not have
done more for himself than the Phillips translation of Matthew
16:18 has done for him.

In the “Translator’s Foreword’ author Phillips concedes that
“a translator is not a commentator,” yet in its multitude of
phrases and clauses and sentences the Phillips text is cast in the
role of a commentary throughout. In the same “Foreword” the
author makes the reluctant admission that he “occasionally”
wrote “what appears to be a paraphrase” but that he had “al-
ways been careful to avoid” any such slant. Let us observe an
example or two: In the Bible, Hebrews 10 :9 ,  referring to taking
away the first covenant and establishing the second covenant,
reads this way: “He taketh away the first, that he may establish
the second.” In the Phillips version it reads: “That means that
he is dispensing with the old order of sacrifices, and establishing
a new order of obedience to the will of God” -- but Phillips
claims to avoid paraphrase1 It is not only a paraphrase, it is a
bad one, for instead of taking away the first covenant to establish
the second covenant, the paraphrase only “dispenses with” the
old sacrifices. That has been the dodge that denominational theo-
logians have always made on this and other such old and new
covenant passages.

But observe another example: In the Bible, 1 Peter 3:21 reads:
“The like figure whereunto even baptism doth also now save us.”
In the Phillips translation it reads: “And I cannot help pointing
out what a perfect illustration this is of the way you have been
admitted to the safety of the Christian ‘ark’ by baptism, which
means, of course” . . . but only “occasionally” Phillips “appears”
to paraphrase! The reference to admission into “the Christian
ark” by baptism smacks of the denominational dogma that bap-
tism is only “the door into the church” -- and apparently this is
the attempt of the eminent London theologian to exclude from
the text the direct and unequivocal statement that baptism doth
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also now save us. But I Peter 3:21 makes a plain unambiguous
statement, which reads, “baptism doth also now save us,” and
the words of this divine declaration should not be disconnected
and broken up by the verbalism of a modem translator who
deliberately paraphrases it out of the Bible text.

In the first example, where the Bible has eleven words, Phillips
has twenty-four; and in the second case, where the Bible also has
eleven words, the Phillips “translation” has twenty-eight -- I
would name that procedure paraphrase or call it a commentary,
or else the author was just writing something! The entire Phillips
modern New Testament is a liberal and prejudicial paraphrase.

Another thing that the endorser of the Phillips New Testament
among our own people must have failed to observe is the affilia-
tion of the author with the modernism of Moffatt, Goodspeed,
and that school of modernists that produced the Revised Stan-
dard Version, on the authorship of certain New Testament books.
For instance, in the introduction to the book of Matthew, Phillips
joins these modernists in repudiating the apostle Matthew as the
author of the Gospel of Matthew. In the refrain of that school of
theology Phillips attributes the contents to “the mysterious Q" --
the writings of an unknown and nameless Hebrew -- a claim
proven by various competent scholars to be utterly unreliable.

The Phillips Introduction to the Gospel of John also joins the
school of modernists in the rejection of the apostle John as the
author of the fourth Gospel -- the Gospel of John -and he at-
attributes its authorship to an author whom he says “probably
knew Jesus personally,” but he says “modem scholarship is mostly
against considering him to be the apostle John.” The Phillips in-
troduction to the book of John joins the modernists in rejecting the
apostle John, but they do not know and cannot tell whom to put
in his place.

On the last paragraph of the Gospel of Mark, which contains
Mark’s account of the Great Commission, the Phillips introduction
joins the modernists again by the repudiation of that last para-
graph as the ending of Mark’s gospel, asserting that “nearly all
scholars” reject it. But the greatest of scholars have defended the
last paragraph of Mark, only the modernists have denied it.
One of England’s greatest scholars, John Burgon, answered with
documentary evidence every argument that has ever been made
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against the authenticity and genuineness of the ending of Mark,
and his unanswerable exposure of the modernist claim is included
in a previous section of this work.

In reference to the contents of The Acts of Apostles, the Phillips
introduction says that “Luke’s sources of information were prob-
ably first-class” -do you get it? -the book of Acts “probably”
has first-class information1 So according to Phillips the "source"
for the book of Acts was not inspiration, just first-class.

The Phillips New Testament In Modern English contains the
same paraphrastic mistranslations and doctrinal deviations that
have been exposed in the several other modem versions that have
been the subjects of this review. To take time and give space here
to a recapitulation in reviewing the same passages would be an
unnecessary duplication. Let the reader who desires to make the
comparisons turn to the previous sections where these passages
are listed and they will find the same evils of translation in the
Phillips New Testament that have been examined in the others.
But a few concluding notations are in order:

(1) In reference to the objectional language of the Phillips
paraphrases, let the reader turn to Acts 8:20 and Galatians 3:1.

In the first passage, when Simon offered the apostles money for
the power to confer the special gifts, Peter said to him, “thy money
perish with thee” --but Phillips has Peter to say in vulgar slang,
“To hell with you and your money!” And in a footnote Phillips
adds that this is exactly what it means -but it is not what the
Greek says, and it does not mean what it does not say. The word
perish in the passage is a uerb, but the word hell, which is not in
this passage, is a noun. The Phillips paraphrase substitutes the
noun for the verb and calls it exact translation1 If the apostle had
used the noun hell, it would have been the word gehenna in the
Greek text, but he used the verb perish which is a form of apol-
lumi ,  in Greek text --and Peter did not abruptly and rudely com-
mand this ignorant struggling man to go to hell! The word perish
means to decay, to lead to destruction, and the apostle warned
and exhorted Simon against following that which decays and
destroys. If the paraphrase “to hell with your money” is the
exact meaning, as the Phillips footnote avers, then money goes
to hell! We know that men who possess money may go to hell,
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but it is news to me that money will be there. But we have been
told that the death shroud has no pockets in it (and if it did the
arms would be so stiff the hands could not reach them! ) . But
Phillips goes out of the way to insert offensive profanity into the
text, substituting a noun for the verb, and has the audacity to
call it exact translation.

In the second passage, Galatians 3:1, addressing all the
churches of the province, Paul said, “0 foolish Galatians, who
hath bewitched you” --and the Phillips book reads: “0 you dear
idiots of Galatia!" The consummate indignity of this mutilation
of the text deserves no comment. It is inconceivable that any
speaker would stand before a congregation today and call them
idiots, nor so addressing them in writing. But these are only two
of numerous instances in the Phillips New Testament that de-
grade the text after the manner of the Georgia Cotton Patch
version.

i 2) A reminder that the Phillips translation of Matthew 16:18
has Jesus saying to Peter, “Now I tell you that you are Peter the
rock, and it is on this rock that I am going to found my church”
--although the whole Catholic world believes that the rock is
Peter, the Catholic scholars of the Douay Version, the Catholic
Bible, did not dare to so render these words of Jesus, but trans-
lated the passage as it reads in our Bible. But the Phillips trans-
lation yields to Romanism, and accomodates its translation to the
Catholic doctrine on the primacy of Peter.

(3) There are five passages in the New Testament that refer
to Jesus as “the only begotten Son” of God. (John 1:14, 18; 3:16,
18, and 1 John 4:9) -- the Phillips book removes the word be-
gotten from every passage where it refers to Jesus Christ, yet it
is the word in these passages that spells out the Deity of Jesus
Christ, the only begotten Son of God. (See the chapter on The
Only Begotten Son.) In characteristic manner and method the
statement of Mary to the angel in Luke 1:34, “I know not a man”
is changed to “I am not married.” The difference needs no
comment.

(4) In the passages referring to “the blood of the new testa-
ment” and “the new testament in my blood” (Matthew 26:28;
Mark 14:24; Luke 22:20; 1 Corinthians 11:25), the word agree-
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ment is substituted for testament, as though that explains any-
thing; and in Hebrews 9:15, where the phrases new testament
and first testament occur, the phrases new agreement and first
agreement are put in their place; and in verses 16-20 the word
“agreement” is substituted for “testament.” But the format of
the Phillips book is: “The New Testament In Modern English”
-since according to Phillips the phrase new testament ought
not to be in the New Testament, they have the wrong format,
it should be entitled: “The New Agreement In Modern English,”
by J. B. Phillips. In that case perhaps it would not have been
mistaken for the New Testament by so many people.

(5) The important passage of Galatians 3:27 reads: “For as
many of you as have been baptized into Christ have put on
Christ.” For some unimaginable reason, o r  without any reason
at all, in the phrase “baptized into Christ” the preposition into
in the Phillips rendering is enclosed with quotation marks “into”
when none of the other prepositions or conjunctions are so treated.
And the reference to as many as are baptized into Christ “have
put on Christ” is rewritten in the phrase “have put on the family
likeness of Christ’ -which is not what the apostle Paul said at
all. Then, verse 26 states the reason why they were “all children
of God by faith in Christ Jesus” -- for as many as had been
baptized into Christ. The word for with which verse 27 begins
is not a preposition -it is the Greek conjunction gar, which
means because -therefore, Paul said that they were all children
(or sons) of God because they had been baptized into Christ.
But the Phillips version disconnects verses 26 and 27, omits the
conjunction for, thus destroying the apostle’s argument on how
faith makes us children of God -- not faith alone- but because
we have been baptized into Christ. The Phillips version violates
both the syntax and the teaching of this vitally important Gala-
tian passage on baptism. A similar disregard for the words of the
New Testament is observable through the obscurity of its phrases
in the Colossian baptism passage where the Phillips translation
omits “buried with him in baptism” and dissevers the otherwise
coherent passage with its own cumbersome phraseology. The
New Testament passages on baptism are all direct and clear --
they allow no tampering by the hand of the modern theological
paraphrasers.
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(6) For an example of reverse translation -rephrasing a verse
of scripture to make it say the opposite -- turn to 2 Timothy 1: 12,
and compare the Phillips paraphrase with the verse itself. Paul
said: “For I know whom I have believed, and am persuaded that
he is able to keep that which I have committed unto him against
that day.” But Phillips says: “For I know the one in whom I have
placed my confidence, and I am perfectly certain that the work
he has committed to me is perfectly safe in his hands until that
day.” These are opposite statements. Paul said that God is able
to keep what he (Paul) had committed unto God. Phillips makes
Paul say that what God had committed to him was safe in God’s
hands. In Paul’s statement he (Paul) was committing what he
was doing to God; in the Phillips reversal of it, God was expected
to keep what he was committing to Paul. The first statement
made Paul responsible for what he was committing to God; the
second statement makes God responsible for what he had com-
mitted to Paul. The reversal is explicable only as a devious at-
tempt to inject the theology of “the final preservation of the
saints"" -the once saved-always-saved doctrine of the impos-
sibility of apostasy--- into the teaching of Paul. There is an-
other name than paraphrase for reversing a statement of the
inspired scripture -- it is perversion.

(7) It has been noteworthy that there is only one place in the
New Testament that faith only occurs, and it says not by faith only
-James 2:24. Now the Phillips version has expunged from the

text the words “not by faith only” which have for so long been the
mental irritant to orthodox denominational theologians.

(8) A passage relevant to frequent conversation and discussion
now is 1 Corinthians 14:1-2. It is known to all who understand the
“Spiritual Gifts” teaching of the New Testament, that the miracu-
lous “speaking in tongues” -- the gift of tongues-of 1 Corin-
thians 14:1-2, meant that the Spirit enabled one to speak in a for-
eign language which he had never learned, and which the hearers
who did not know the language could not understand, but the
hearer, whose language it was, understood it, and it was therefore
a sign to him of the divine power imparted to the speaker, and it
confirmed his teaching to the hearer -- attested the truth that he
taught. This was the purpose of the sign-to confirm the truth
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spoken in the language of a hearer by one whom the hearer knew
had never learned his language, hence knowledge imparted to him
by the Spirit.

But the Phillips Modern English makes the tongues to mean
“speaking spiritual secrets,” and “unto God” to mean talking to
God in words which no man could understand. The true meaning
is, consistent with the purpose of speaking foreign languages, that
“speaking unto God” was in the sense of rendering a service unto
Cod, not unto men, as every duty performed is unto God: “And
whatsoever ye do, do it heartily, as to the Lord, and not unto
men” ( Colossians 3:23) --almost identical in language with 1
Corinthians 14:2. And "speaketh mysteries” means speaking that
which was revealed in a foreign language to the speaker, under-
stood by the one whose language it was, but a mystery to the
hearers who did not know the language. And the expression
“edifieth himself” means in the exercise of a gift in the perfor-
mance of his duty to God. Why should one talk to God in a
tongue that is not his own, and that is not the language of any-
one else. There could be no purpose in such communication with
God. From the giving of the Great Commission in Mark 16:15-20
through the whole of the New Testament, the entire purpose of
the gift of tongues was for a sign to confirm the word- the
teaching --and that gift consisted in the imparted power to speak
any language to any audience, without having learned it, when
the occasion required it.

The Phillips rendition of 1 Corinthians 14:1-2 is ecstatic, and
all sincere claims to possess the gift are wholly and completely
imaginative by anyone who may be sincere but self-deceived. The
Phillips version only adds to the existing confusion concerning
the exercise of special miraculous gifts that ended with the
apostolic age.

If it could be said of the makers of these modem speech trans-
lators what Peter said to his Jew hearers, “I know that in ignor-
ance ye did it,” we might well invoke the mantle of charity, but
these theologians do not occupy that category-they are per-
verters of the Word of God. The prerogative of judgment belongs
only to God and the power of clemency can be exercised only by
Him, but a fearful warning reads: “But though we, or an angel
from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which
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we have preached unto you, let him be accursed . . . If any man
preach any other gospel unto you than that ye have received, let
him be accursed.”

The list of citations herein presented touch barely “the hem
of the garment” of diversions and deviations-their number is
legion -but if the examples submitted have served to show that
The New Testament In Modern English by J. B. Phillips is no
exception to the general run of the “new versions,” that they are
not helpful but detrimental to the trusting reader, our task has
been accomplished and that is our compensation.

SECOND : THE WILLIAMS TRANSLATIONS

There are two Williams translators, one is Charles B. Williams,
a Baptist, whose book The New Testament In The Language Of
The People, first published in 1937, but sponsored since 1949 by
Moody Bible Institute, of Chicago. The other is Charles Kingsley
Williams, a Methodist, whose later book is entitled The New
Testament, A New Translation In Plain English, published by
Wm. B. Eerdmans, of Grand Rapids, Michigan.

( 1) The Charles B. Williams Translation
The Publishers’ Preface to the Charles B. Williams book begins

with these words: “In the minds of many exacting Greek scholars
this is the best translation of the New Testament existing in the
English language today” --so they all claim! In the Foreword,
the author states that “this is not a word-for-word translation . . .
it is rather a translation of the thought of the writers . . . it is the
thoughts of our New Testament, not its single words, that we
have tried to translate.” Here is the admission that this Williams
work is not a translation but a commentary, writing what he
thought to be the thoughts of the inspired writers of the New
Testament. But the apostle Paul said: “But God hath revealed
them unto us by his Spirit . . . which things also we speak, not
in the words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy
Spirit teacheth” (1 Corinthians 2:10, 13 ) -- when men write
down their own thoughts in their own words, it ceases to be
The New Testament, they are writing a book, and it must be
judged as a book on its merits, as all other books, and not to be
accepted as translations and versions of the Bible -- a paraphrase
is not a translation.
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As an example of translating what he thinks the New Testa-
ment writer thought, the Baptist Williams accomodated his trans-
lation of the grammar of Acts 2:38 to his Baptist doctrine; he has
repentance for the remission of sins, with baptism set off between
hyphens as an expression of repentance: the separation of the
two verbs --“repent, and be baptized” -- joining repentance to
remission of sins, but relating baptism to it only as an expression
of repentance, has been the Baptist effort on Mark 1:4 and Acts
2:38 from the time of Alexander Campbell until now, and now
the Baptist argument is translated into the C. B. Williams New
Testament In The Language Of The People -which means Bap-
tist people1

The C. B. Williams Introduction to the Gospel of Mark states
it is composed from materials John Mark had gathered from his
association with Peter, and that Mark “wrote in very poor Greek,”
and therefore he (Williams) had “tried to make the English cor-
respond to it” --this is a reflection on the inspiration of the Gos-
pel of Mark and not complimentary to the Williams New Testa-
ment in accomodating his poor English to Mark’s poor Greek. We
are made to wonder what these new translators think they are
doing- with one accord in one voice they all belittle the text
of the Bible.

(2) The Charles Kingsley Williams Translation.

In the Preface to The New Testament In Plain English, by
Charles Kingsley Williams, the author makes the admission of
“breaking up” the long sentences of Paul and rewriting them, and
of changing and omitting conjunctions “to suit modern English
usage” --but in omitting conjunctions and prepositions (both of
which the C. K. Williams translation does) the whole statement
of the passage is changed and its meaning diverted. For instance,
in Galatians 3:26-25, the conjunction for, which connects verse
26 with verse 27, states the reason why we “are all children of
God by faith” -- " for as many of you as have been baptized into
Christ.” As previously noted the connecting word for in Galatians
3:27 is not a preposition, it is an English conjunction from the
Greek conjunction gar, which means because, and Paul says that
we are all the children of God by faith because we have been
baptized into Christ --but by admittedly omitting the conjunc-
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tion the C. K. Williams translation has vitiated Paul’s statement.
This is but one example out of a multitude where the omission
and changing of conjunctions and prepositions “to suit modern
English usage” has rendered the Williams translation unreliable
and untrustworthy. But it is not alone in this vitiation of the text
-- the other modern speech translations of this review perform the
same operation on the text by the same and similar exclusions
and omissions, which to the average reader might not always be
noticeable or discernible, and therein lies the danger of these
boasted modern translations.

It may be expedient in this connection, for the information of
the reader, to compare the use of the preposition for in Acts 2 :38
with the conjunction for in Galatians 3 :27 . The English word for
is used both as a preposition and a conjunction in the New Testa-
ment. The preposition for in Acts 2:38 “for the remission of sins”
is the Greek preposition eis and means in order to the remission
of sins; but tbe conjunction for in Galatians 3:27, connecting
verse 28 with verse, 27, is the Greek conjunction gar, and means
because -we are “all the children of God by faith” because
“as many of you as have been baptized into Christ have put on
Christ.”

It is here the pleasure of this writer to insert an article from
the pen of his long personal friend, the late J. Early Arceneaux,
widely known for his Bible scholarship, his defence of the truth
in many debates with the ablest denominational opponents, and
for his unquestionably sound preaching and teaching over so
many years. On Galatians 3:27, under the caption of “A Word
That Will End A Centuries Old Argument,” Brother Arceneaux
commented as follows:

“If any man is in Christ (divinely named Christian, the same
Greek word translated "revealed by the Holy Spirit” in Luke 2:-
26) he is a new creature (2 Cor. 5:17). For in Christ Jesus, you are
all sons of God, through faith. (Gal. 3:26). The 27th verse reads,
“For as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on
Christ.” The Word for in this verse is a translation of the Greek
conjunction gar. It is defined in Berry’s Greek English. Lexicon
of the New Testament thus: “A casual post positive participle or
conjunction for introducing a reason for ‘the thing previously said,”
verse 26. What is said in verse 27: You were baptized into Christ,
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had to take place before they could be children of God in Christ.
The for in verse 27, therefore, has to mean because: Because you
were baptized into Christ, you are sons of God in Christ. That
post positive in the definition means after verse 26, in explanation
of verse 26, or telling why they were sons of God in Christ.

Postscript: In Mark 1:9, the Greek reads: Jesus was baptized
(eis) into the Jordan. In his Greek Lexicon, Thayer says, ‘This
signifies the element into which the immersion was performed.’
Scholars know.”

Thus to any candid reader the doctrinal effect of the changes
and omissions of conjunctions and prepositions is evident -but
admittedly, without compunction of conscience, it is done.

A notable example of resulting error in the omission or change
of a word -- one vital word -is Matthew 16: 19, which reads:
“And I will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven:
and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound in
heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall be loosed
in heaven.” The three modern speech translations under review
of this section -Phillips and both Williams -- join in changing
the word bind to “forbid” and the word loose to “permit,” having
the passage to read according to Williams: “Whatever you forbid
on earth must be what is already forbidden in heaven, and what-
ever you permit on earth must be what is already permitted in
heaven.” The words “forbid” and “permit” are not synonymous
with the words bind and loose. Jesus was anticipating the estab-
lishment of the church, tbe gospel dispensation, and the law of
pardon, and tbe authority delegated to the apostles to enact the
law of the gospel as summarized in the Great Commission: “All
power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Go ye therefore,
and teach all nations, baptizing them into the name of the Father,
and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit: teaching them to observe
all things whatsoever I have commanded you: and lo, I am with
you alway, even unto tbe end of the world" ( Matthew 29: 18-20),
and, “Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every
creature. He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved, but he
that believeth not shall be damned.” (Mark 16:15-16)

The parallel to the Commission recorded by Matthew and Mark
are the equivalent words of Jesus to his apostles in John 20:23:
“Whose soever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto them; and
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whose soever sins ye retain, they are retained.” This prerogative of
the apostles as remitters and retainers of sins referred to obedience
or disobedience to the terms and conditions of the gospel which
they were soon to proclaim, and the statement of John 20:23 is
an equation with Mark 16:16, for there can be no difference in
“shall be saved” and “sins remitted;” nor in “shall be damned”
and “sins retained.” The binding and loosing of Matthew 16:19
had reference to the inexorable law of pardon which was soon
to be enacted and proclaimed by the apostles, the terms of which
were ‘bound” upon all men, and only in obedience to its com-
mands can gospel subjects be “loosed,” or freed, from sin. The fu-
ture tense of the verbs “shall be bound” and “shall be loosed” in
heaven, is evidence that it had not been done, and that it was the
Lord’s anticipation of the law of pardon promulgated on Pente-
cost -it was a Pentecost pointer. So again, the Williams phrase
“what is already forbidden . . . permitted” on earth and in heaven
is erroneous translation, for what Jesus said to the apostles was
yet in the future. His words had not been fulfilled -- he was
pointing to Pentecost.

The recapitulation of the same citations which have been ex-
amined in reviewing the other versions would be tedious, for
they serve, by and large, to exemplify the same mistranslations
in the Williams paraphrase of the New Testament-not the
same verbiage, but having the same effect of accommodating their
translations to the theology of the translator, under the guise of
adapting the New Testament to modem English. The publishers
of the New Testament In The Language Of The People them-
selves ran a disclaimer on it by saying that “the publishers do
not concur with every rendering in this translation” -- so it all
adds up to one conclusion: These modern Speech New Testa-
ments are not the New Testament.

THIRD: THE NEW SCOFIELD REFERENCE BIBLE

The first Scofield Reference Bible bears the date of 1909, and
the New Scofield Reference Bible was produced in 1967. It was
the Authorized King James text, without word changes or textual
alterations, depending solely on headings, sub-heads, brackets,
notations and annotations to implement the postponement of the
kingdom until the second coming of Christ -- the theory of pre-
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millennialism. But the New Scofield Reference Bible makes ad-
mission of changes in the text which they claim will assist the
reader.

The gist of the theory is that the prophets of the Old Testament
foretold the establishment of the kingdom of God on earth at the
advent of the Christ -- the first coming of Christ; that Jesus came
into the world to fulfill the prophecies, and announced that “the
time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at hand.” (Mark
1:14-15) Albeit, because the Jews as a nation rejected him, he
postponed the establishment of the kingdom, established the
church as a contingent, introduced the “church age” now in
process, returned to heaven to await a second advent, at which
coming he will take up where he left off at first, inaugurate an
earthly universal kingdom, and reign on the earth in bodily pres-
ence for a literal one thousand years -known as the future mil-
lennium theory, or premillennialism.

On the threshold of such a materialistic theory is the difficulty
of a time prophecy --when a prophecy is related to a time, and
that time arrives but the event does not occur, it could not be a
postponement -- it would be a prophetic default, a complete
abortion of the prophecies, which would deny the inspiration of
the prophets, and thereby cancel the inspiration of the Old Testa-
ment itself.

From the banks of the Jordan River, in which he was baptized,
to the Hill of Calvary where he was crucified, Jesus preached
"the gospel of the kingdom” (Matthew 4:23); he defined it to be
not material but spiritual in nature (Luke 17:20-21); John 18:36);
and he declared that some of the people standing before him
should not die until they had seen the kingdom of God come:
“Verily I say unto you, That there be some of them that stand
here, which shall not taste of death, till they have seen the kingdom
of God come with power” (Mark 9: 1) . The kingdom would
come with power, but the power would come with the Holy Spirit
(Acts 1:8), and the Spirit came on the Day of Pentecost of the
second chapter of Acts (Acts 2:1-4); therefore, the Spirit, the
power, and the kingdom came on the Pentecost of Acts the second
chapter. The kingdom teaching and sayings of Jesus were Pente-
cost-pointers. His mission into the world was to establish the
kingdom of heaven within men-the reign of heaven in the
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hearts of men. He fulfilled that mission, and in doing so he ful-
filled the kingdom prophecies.

From Genesis to Revelation the New Scofield Reference Bible
arranges the text to accomodate the millennial kingdom theory,
and it recasts the prophecies to by-pass the first coming of Christ,
and hitch on to the second coming. The jacket of the new Scofield
states that “The new Scofield Reference Bible, while holding to
the theological position and retaining the major characteristics of
the old, presents many new and improved features” -- in other
words, it offers new allurements but teaches the same false
doctrine.

(1) The Scofield sugar-stick is “the seven dispensational
theory” and in the New Scofield it begins with Genesis 1:28 and
ends with Revelation 20:4 -- which is the culmination of the mil-
lennial theory.

(2) The forewarnings of Moses through the entire 30th chap-
ter of Deuteronomy, concerning the captivity of Israel, attended
with the promise of return from exile, are all applied to the
theory of the restoration of Israel after the second coming of
Christ, when according to that theory the nation of Israel will be
reconstituted in their own land as an event connected with the
future millennial kingdom. (The reader is here referred to the
author’s book, God’s Prophetic Word, for the complete refutation
of this theory.)

(3) In the New Scofield Bible the eleventh chapter of Isaiah
is applied to the future earthly restoration of the David kingdom,
as a prophetic description of a future glorious reign after the
return of Christ. But in Romans 15:12, the apostle quotes the
first verses of the Isaiah chapter and applies its fulfillment to
the present gospel dispensation: “And again, Isaiah saith, There
shall be a root of Jesse, and he that shall rise to reign over the
Gentiles; in him shall the Gentiles trust (Romans 15:12), quoting
from (Isaiah 11: 10). The apostle Paul applied the eleventh chap-
ter of Isaiah to the present gospel dispensation, in which the gos-
pel is proclaimed to all the nations: “he that shall rise up to reign
over the Gentiles; in him shall the Gentiles trust” -- if that
prophecy of Isaiah has not been fufilled, and is yet future, the
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consequences are that the Gentiles cannot trust Christ, and it is
therefore useless to preach the gospel to them: In the conse-
quences, the theory nullifies the Great Commission to the Gen-
tiles; and since we are Gentiles it excludes us from tbe blessings
of the gospel now. The prophetic theory of the Scofield Bible
contradicts the gospel -- it is wrong.

(4) In the same misapplication the prophecy of Daniel 2:44 --
“in the days of these kings shall the God of heaven set up a king-
dom which shall never be destroyed” -- is applied to the return
of Christ to conquer all existing nations and governments, and
set up his own kingdom. But it was in reference to this prophecy
that Jesus said in Mark 1: 15: “the time is fulfilled, and the king-
dom of God is at hand.” It was then “the days of these kings” --
the last kings of Nebuchadnezzar’s colossal image were on the
imperial throne of the Caesars -- when Jesus said the time is ful-
filled, and the kingdom of Daniel’s prophecy was at hand. So the
Scofield Bible is wrong.

(5) In the New Testament, the ninth, tenth and eleventh chap-
ters of Romans are woven by the Scofield Bible into a theory of
the future restoration of national Israel, contrary to the apostle
Paul’s plain applications to the spiritual Israel; and I Corinthians
15:24-26 is theorized as the duration of the seventh dispensation,
the millennial-kingdom age; and finally, the twentieth chapter of
Revelation, the objective and the end of the Scofield fabrication
from Genesis to Revelation.

The text of the Bible has been raped by the brackets, headings
and sub-headings of The New Scofield Reference Bible, which
enclose and contain a complete system of false doctrine; and the
conclusion is-they altogether comprise a text-book on pre-
millennialism.

FOURTH: THE KING JAMES II

There has been an upsurge of interest in the publication of an
updated King James Version. There are two such publications:
The Modern King James Version and the later King James II --
and they are not the same, and are not alike.

In the year 1962 certain publishers considered it timely to
capitalize on this sentiment for "the grand old version,” and The
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Modern King James Version was published. On the whole, it is an
impressive publication, claiming no textual changes, no deletions
of any portions of the Bible; the many memorized verses left in
the familiar words of the sacred text unmarred by change and
revision. It is claimed that the updating consists in the removal
of verb endings, such as eth and est (believeth and understand-
est etc. ), and replacing the obsolete spelling-form “shew” with
the now correct “show,” and archaic “wot” with its modem de-
scendant “know,” admitting however that such “archaisms” are
comparatively few, and do not justify a textual revision of the
original Authorized Version -the King James Bible. Importantly
also, while replacing thee and thou with the common pronouns
“you” and “your” --the solemn Thee and Thou are retained in
reference to “all three Persons of the Godhead.” With minimum
exception (we could wish to be able to say with no exception)
The Modern King James Version has adhered to its policy, and
has on the whole preserved the integrity of the original text of
the Authorized Version, in the updated form it describes and
outlines in the Preface.

Apparently not satisfied with the adherence of its predecessor
to the original Authorized text, the King James II initiated many
changes and revisions which amount to a rejection of both the
Authorized King James Version and the updated Modern King
James Version.

First of all, the Preface was several years later rewritten, ab-
breviated and deleted; secondly, it departs from the policy of
reference to God in the reverent Thee and Thou and refers to
God throughout its pages in the common pronoun “you” and
“your” -a thing that even the Revised Standard Version trans-
lators refused to do, and which only the ultra-modem translations
do. There are numerous departures in King James II from its
predecessor, The Modem King James, and also from the original
Authorized Version --The King James Bible-changes that af-
fect not only the meaning but also the teaching and the doctrine
of the revised passages. They are too numerous to mention and
only a sampling can be submitted here -and the rendering of
each of these passages differs from the Modern King James Ver-
sion and the original Authorized Version,
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( 1) Matthew 5:17: Jesus declared that he had not come to
destroy the law, but to fulfill it. Here King James II adapts the
reading of Today’s English Version (Good News For Modern
Man), and other far-out modern translations, by making Jesus
say that he had not come “to do away with the law” -- but he
did do away with it and abolish it (2 Corinthians 3 :7 ,  13, 14;
Ephesians 2:14, 15). If J esus had “destroyed” the law, he could
not have fulfilled it, for it would have prevented its fulfillment,
but having fulfilled it, he did abolish and do away with it. In
deviation from its parent predecessor and in contradiction to the
old version to which it claims adherence, King James II caters
to the phraseology of all the other modem translations.

(2) Luke 1:3: It is declared here that Luke “had perfect un-
derstanding of all things from the very first” -which means an
inspired understanding, for perfect understanding could be no
less than inspiration-but King James II follows in the steps of
the other modern versions by changing the words of Luke to “hav-
ing carefully traced out these things.” There is a breadth of dif-
ference in the two statements. It was on this passage that Doctor
John Scott, of Northwestern University, charged the translators of
the Revised Standard Version with deliberate dishonesty, so what
shall we say of the changes in King James II?

(3) John 3:7: “Ye must be born again” is changed to “you need
to be born again” --but in Acts 9:6, “it shall be told thee what
thou must do,” the word must is changed to “should.” The phrase
“ye must be born again” and “what thou must do” refer to the
same thing and are equally commanded, why delete “must” and
shift from “need” to “should?” The word “need” does not ex-
press the imperative meaning of “must.” But more-in Acts
2:38, where Peter said: “Repent and be baptized every one of
you” the King James II inserts must where it does not occur, and
makes it read “Every one of you must repent.” Why take “must”
out of John 3:7 where it occurs but put it in Acts 2:38 where it
does not occur? This loose manner of shifting the wording of
these passages is not in harmony with the statement in the King
James II Preface -referring to other versions it says: “Not one
of these is a faithful and precise translation of the original words.
Actually, the words that are added to God’s words make up one
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of the greatest losses in the latest versions of the Bible.” The
authors of King James II violate their own dictum.

(4) Galatians 1:7:: “There be some that trouble you, and
would pervert the gospel of Christ.” The Modern King James
Version adheres to this passage as it reads; but King James II
changes “would pervert” to “desire to twist.” The word “twist”
does not express the full meaning of pervert --̀-which carries the
meaning of an improper admixture: a loaf of bread for food
would be perverted by a mixture of arsenic; a glass of water for
thirst would be perverted by a mixture of sodium chloride -the
gospel of Paul was being perverted by the mixture of heresies of
Judaism which Paul was combating. The word “twist” is inade-
quate for this precise statement of Paul- and why change it,
anyhow? Especially by the authors of a “version” the Preface of
which says: “The words that are added to God’s words make up
one of the greatest losses in the latest versions of the Bible.” The
words of the apostle Paul are apropos: “Therefore thou are inex-
cusable, 0 man, whosoever thou art that judgest: for wherein
thou judgest another, thou condemnest thyself, for thou that
judgest doest the same things.” (Romans 2:1) To that we may
add the adage, “verily, the legs of the lame are unequal.”

(5) Galatians 2: 16, “Knowing that a man is not justified by the
works of the law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ, even we have
believed in Jesus Christ, that we might be justified by the faith
of Christ.” In this passage the emphasis is twice put on the faith
of Jesus Christ, as in Jude 3, the faith once delivered--but King
James II not only veers away from the “Modem King James,” it
follows the pattern of what its authors call “the latest versions”
by deleting the faith from this passage both times, substituting
"faith in Christ” for the faith of Christ -- which means, of course,
the system of faith, the gospel of Christ. The apostle was not
referring to mere faith in Christ, but to the faith by which we
are justified in contrast with the law by which we are not
justified.

Like “the latest versions,” which evidently for publication rea-
sons the King James II condemns, it not only paraphrases various
passages, it introduces error into the texts it changes. King James
II therefore not only departs from the Authorized King James
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Version and its predecessor the Modern King James Version, it
contains deviations in doctrinal teaching, and is not what it claims
to be-it is a deceptive version. Both the New American Standard
Version and the King James II are sailing under false flags--
cruising under the insignias of the two versions upon which they
endeavor to capitalize, seeking favor not on merit but on the
inherited prestige seized by false pretenses. The adherents to
the Authorized Version, commonly called the King James Version,
are being deceived, as the apostle said in Romans 16:18 “by
good words and fair speeches,” to abandon the old for the new --
but as for me, withstanding all propaganda, “the grand old ver-
sion” can neither be supplanted nor replaced.



CHAPTER TWELVE

WHICH VERSION --

THE VERDICT OF THE SCHOLARS

"REMEMBER THE DAYS OF OLD. CONSIDER THE YEARS OF MANY GEN-
ERATIONS: ASK THY FATHER, AND HE WILL SHOW THEE. THY ELDERS
AND THEY WILL TELL THEE' -- DEUTERONOMY 22 :7.

“REMOVE NOT THE ANCIENT LANDMARK, WHICH THY FATHERS RAVE
S E T "  -- PROVERBS 22 :28.

“REMEMBER THEM WHICH HAVE THE RULE OVER YOU. WHO HAVE
SPOKEN UNTO YOU THE WORD OF GOD: WHOSE FAITH FOLLOW, CONSID-
ERING THE END OF THEIR CONVERSATION. JESUS CHRIST THE SAME
YESTERDAY, AND TODAY, AND FOREVER. BE NOT CARRIED ABOUT BY
DIVERS AND STRANGE DOCTRINES" -- HEBREWS 13 :7-9.

“WATCH YE STAND FAST IN THE FAITH, QUIT YOU LIKE YEN. BE
STRONG” -- 1 CORINTHIANS 16:13.



CHAPTER TWELVE

THE
WHICH VERSION --

VERDICT OF THE SCHOLARS

In all modern speeoh versions the sonorous sweep and beauty
of the Bible are eliminated -- but the Bible is so ingrained in the
mind and mentality that any change strikes one who loves it like
a blow. All of the new modern versions have posed a sober and
serious and solemn threat, but a favorable factor exists in the
history of the new versions -they have always had limited ap-
proval and have been rejected by the overwhelming majority --
but today the Bible is in greater jeopardy than ever in the past
by the present environment and influence of the recent new ver-
sions. Albeit, a book that has withstood the assaults of the atheists,
and all enemies without and within, through all the centuries, and
to which the civilization of all cultured nations owe their exis-
tence, shall not be relegated. The carping at the magnificent
Authorized King James Version of the Bible by a clique of sophis-
ticated neo-scholastic professors and a class of half-educated
young egotists of a pseudo-intellectualism is a noticeable case of
a sagacious saying: When men of limited knowledge attempt to
discourse on profound subjects, it is remindful of a duck paddling
on the placid bosom of a bottomless lake, drawing two inches of
water, serenely unconscious of the fathomless depths beneath it.

The defense of the Book which has stood as the Rock of Gibral-
tor in the midst of the raging storms and violent tempests that
have surged against it for centuries from the sources of both athe-
istio and theistic destruction would seem as unnecessary as the
case of the old rhetorician, who delivered an eloquent and elabor-
ate oration on the strength of Hercules, at conclusion of which
was asked: Who has denied it? Appositely, who has denied the

633
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excellency and accuracy of the venerable Authorized Version?
Echo answers who. The resounding reverberation re-echoes the
response: the neo-orthodox Destructive Critics of the new ver-
sions. Conversely, who has attested the priority and superiority
of the Bible with which the battles of Christianity have been
waged and won. The emphatic answer is the impressive voice of
the most eminent scholars of England and America, and the high-
est ranking translators of all the centuries of Bible history, who
were known to be the world’s most competent transcribers of
the original scriptures into the excellency and perfection of the
English tongue. The imposing arrayal of their testimony will en-
dow with grace these pages and its committal here is accom-
panied with special recommendations to the canting critics.

In his treatise entitled “The Old Documents And The New
Bible,” J. Patterson Smyth, Senior Moderator and Gold Medal-
ist, Primate’s Hebrew Prizeman, of Trinity College, Dublin,
wrote: King James I dispatched a letter ordering the appoint-
ment of the number of fifty-four selected scholars for translating
the Bible, having special skill in the Hebrew and Greek tongues,
having taken pains in private studies of the Scriptures for the
clearing of any obscurities either in the Hebrew or the Greek, or
touching any difficulties or mistakings in the former English
translations, which he commanded to be thoroughly viewed and
amended; and thereupon to send their observations to Lively
(the Hebrew reader in Cambridge), and Harding (the Hebrew
reader in Oxford), and Andrews (the dean of Westminster), and
to be imparted to the rest of their companies; that the translation
might have the help and furtherance of all the principal and
learned men in the kingdom. . . . Thus no doubt can be enter-
tained as to the ability and acquirements of these revisers of
previous translations or any or all of the Manuscripts . . . . It
was therefore a revision which embodied the ripe fruits of nearly
a century of labour, and which gained by its own internal
character a vital authority which could never have been secured
by any edict of sovereign rulers . . . . hence, for more than any
other reason it was because of its merit entitled The Authorized
Version, only in later years in America to be designated The
King lames Bible- “the grand old version” which forty-seven
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of the fifty-four of the king’s committee survived to fulfill his
regal order. (Pages 110, 114, 121).

The stock propaganda against the Authorized Version -- “the
King James Bible” -centers on a few stereotyped demurrals:
( 1) obsolete words, archaic phrases and various archaisms; (2)
the appearance of the word “Easter” in Acts 12:4; (3) the
charge of a Calvinistic prejudice; (4) the assertion of a multitude
of errors; (5) the translation of the Greek preposition eis with
the English preposition in instead of into as “in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit” of Matthew
28: 19.

A certain professor has given vocal utterance to the remark
that “we must face up to the hundreds of errors in the King James
Version” -- but that we shall not do, for it is not true in the
sense and implication of that indictment. The so-called “errors”
and “mistakes” are admitted by unprejudiced scholars to exist
in the technicalities of syntax, of grammar, of language forms
and archaisms which do not affect the text or the words of the
originals. What errors and mistakes? Let them name them, a
thing that the critics will seldom attempt to do.

Even Philip Schaff, the president of the American Revision
Committee, stated on page 16 of Bible Revision by the members
of the committee, that the changes were “mostly of an unessen-
tial character,” consisting of minor details, none of them affect-
ing basic truths of inspiration. And in his work entitled Compan-
ion To The Greek Testament And The English Version, referring
to the charge of hundreds of errors in the Authorized Version,
Schaff writes: “Upon examination, however, the importance of
the alterations falls far below their number. They do not un-
settle a single article of the Christian faith or precept of Chris-
tian duty. They will hardly be observed by the majority of
readers. Very few affect the sense materially. They may be
compared to the 150,000 variations in the textual sources and
critical editions of the Greek Testament which do not affect
the integrity of the book, and only increase the facility and
stimulate the zeal for ascertaining the original text. But, never-
theless, in the Word of God even the ‘jots’ and the ‘tittles’ are
important, and every effort to bring the English Bible nearer
the original is thankworthy. In this respect the Revisers are not
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behind any of their predecessors.” (Pages 418-19) In tribute to
the Authorized Version, Schaff writes: “The style of the Author-
ized Version is universally admired, and secures to it the first
rank among English classics . . . . the English Bible hails from
the golden age of English literature. It coincides in time with the
greatest and almost inspired poet of human nature in all its
phases, but rises above Shakespeare as grace rises above nature,
and religion above poetry . . . . The Bible is beautiful in any
language, but is preeminently beautiful in the English, the
most cosmopolitan of all languages . . . . it is as true to the
genius of the English as to the genius of the Hebrew and Greek
. . . . No version has such a halo of glory around it, none is
the child of so many prayers, none has passed through severer
trials, none so deeply rooted in the affections of the people that
use it, and none has exerted so great an influence upon the
progress of the Christian religion and true civilization at home
and abroad. It is interwoven with all that is most precious in
the history and literature of two mighty nations which have
sprung from the Saxon stock. It is used day by day and hour by
hour in five continents, and carries to every mission station in
heathen lands the unspeakable blessings of the gospel of peace.”
(Pages 340-5)

In his own revision treatise entitled On Bible Revision, Rich-
ard Chenevix Trench, colleague and co-reviser with Philip Schaff
on the English Revised Version, later American Revised Ver-
sion, writes: “Nothing is gained on the one hand by vague and
general charges of inaccuracy brought against our Version (the
Authorized King James Version); they require to be supported
by detailed proofs. Nothing, on the other hand, by charges and
insinuations against those who urge a revision as though they
desired to undermine the foundations of the religious life and
faith of England” (page 10). Then, on page 24 Trench writes:
“In many places where I thought our Translators (of the Author-
ized King James Version) had been wanting in precision of
rendering, I now perceive that, according to the English of their
own day, their Version is exempt from the faintest shadow of
blame.”

Altogether too much has been made by the modernist Good-
speed, and his devotees among us, of the “admissions” of im-
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perfections by the forty-seven King James Translators in their
original Preface -but their words were only expressions of
humility in their recognition and acknowledgment that they
were human and therefore imperfect, a trait which may well
be commended to the modem translators who appear to be
wholly lacking in that virtue. Of course, nothing short of inspira-
tion is perfect, and the translators were not inspired -- but what
they translated was word for word inspired, and the humility
and reverence of the King James translators is the proof that
their goal and total effort was that accuracy to which this im-
pressive array of conservative scholars testify, which is in bold
contrast with the translators of the Revised Standard Version
and the New English Bible, and others of that category, in the
admitted policy of exercising the liberty to employ their own
words in writing into the text their own theological beliefs. The
translators of the Authorized Version believed the Bible-they
had deep reverence for the Scriptures, a sentiment that modern
translators have even disclaimed- and they had all the re-
sources of tbe ancient languages, the Hebrew, the Greek and
the Latin, to draw upon; and they had the advantage of the
Golden Age of the English vocabulary; they knew all that was
knowable about the earlier and ancient versions. The assaults
on the Authorized King James Version are actually and in spirit
attacks on the Bible itself under the pretenses of modem trans-
lation.

The newer versions have admittedly depended on the later
discovered Vatican and Sinaitic manuscripts. The former was
impounded in the vault of the Vatican at Rome, and the latter
was discovered by Tischendorf in a waste receptacle of a monas-
tery at the foot of Mount Sinai -but Tischendorf has testified
that the Sinaiticus and the Vaticanus bear evidence of having
been prepared by the same hand, and in various portions the
Sinaiticus represents imperfect copying of the Vaticanus, and is
therefore not an independent manuscript. (See the ISB Encyclo-
paedia, Vol. 3, page 2238; Vol. 5, 2951, 52; and Tischendorf).
On this point scholar John W. Burgon, of England, has produced
the unquestionable proof of its mixture of various manuscripts
by several copyists, and that it therefore does not possess the
authority and reliabiliy of an independent manuscript. But
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Textus Receptus -- the Received Text -of the Authorized King
James Version has stood the test of the centuries.

The language of the Bible does not warrant the revamping of
these twentieth century new versions. Its beauty of diction and
elegance of style consists of archaisms which both Schaff and
Trench stated were properly retained in the English and Ameri-
can revisions, except in the instances where certain words had lost
meaning and of necessity were replaced. But the American
Standard Version accomplished this purpose for those who desire
it, and since the English language has not undergone any
changes (except in colloquial slang) since the American Stand-
ard Version prepared between 1885 and 1900, and published in
1901, it leaves the Revised Standard Version and its competitors
without cause to exist.

The language of the Bible is not the language of Shakespeare
-- the language of Shakespeare is the language of the Bible, for
Bacon, Chaucer, Shakespeare and Tennyson all borrow language
from the Scriptures, and that same language, with its archaisms,
is yet employed in poetry and all forms of solemn literature.
Trench in substance says that we should not reduce the diction
of the Bible down to the commonplace but rather educate its
readers and students up to the solemn level -- educate up, in-
stead of translating down. To do so has been our way of life
with the Bible through centuries -even our children have
learned and memorized its precious passages, and in the words
of Schaff it is “universally admired,” having “a halo of glory
around it” and “is rooted in the affections of the people” who
have “used it day by day and hour by hour in five continents.”

It is asserted that the “King James Version” is geared to Cal-
vinism. This assertion is flatly contradicted by the fact that the
Authorized Version was the weapon that defeated Calvinistic
doctrine in all of the great debates of Campbell, Franklin,
Wilkes, Lipscomb, Harding, Freed, Hardeman, Warlick, Nichol
--and the galaxy of defenders of the faith down to our time --
all with the Authorized King James Version! A Calvinistic ver-
sion, pshaw! It is the Bible that has been so powerfully used to
defeat and uproot Calvinism. The statement is stupid,

On Matthew 28: 19-- it is urged that as a ground of objection
to the Authorized King James Version, in favor of the American
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Standard Version, that “in the name of the Father, and of the
Son, and of the Holy Spirit” is a mistranslation because the
preposition “in” is from the Greek preposition eis which should
be rendered into the name, rather than in the name. Yet the
American Standard Version in numerous other passages of the
same meaning translates the Greek preposition eis by the prepos-
ition “in” of the English. Note these significant examples: Mark
1:9, “baptized in ( eis) the Jordan” -- verse 5 “the river Jor-
dan” -so literally, it is baptized into the Jordan river, and Mc-
Garvey’s comments on this passage states that into the Jordan
“is the correct rendering.” But the American Standard Version
renders eis “in”- “in (eis) the Jordan.” Take another example:
Luke 22:19, “This do in (eis) remembrance of me”-and in 1
Corinthians 11:24, 25, the apostle Paul repeated the phrase “in
(eis ) remembrance of me” twice in his quotation of Luke 22: 19,
although in is the Greek preposition eis, meaning into or in order
to the remembrance of Christ. In the Speaker’s Bible Commen-
tary, Canon F. C. Cooke, commenting on the Corinthian pas-
sage, connects the “in remembrance of me” of the Lord’s Supper
with the “for a memorial” of its type in the passover observance
mentioned in Exodus 12:14, and the antitypical Lord’s Supper
is “for a memorial” -hence, “for the remembrance” of Christ,
in order to the memory of Christ-but the American Standard
Version follows the Authorized King James in the translation of
these passages by the preposition in from the Greek preposition
eis, so if the King James Version is at fault in this translation,
so is the American Standard in the examples cited, and others
like them, and it is not consistent to reject the one but accept
the other. The phrase “in (eis, into) the remembrance of me” of
Luke 22: 19 and 1 Corinthians 11:24, 25, is as fully significant
as the phrase “in the name” (eis, into) of Matthew 28:19. It fol-
lows therefore, if the King James is at fault, so is the American
Standard, and the critics of the Authorized Version stand or fall
with it, “for wherein thou judgest another thou condemnest
thyself ."

It is well to observe here that the name in all of these passages
has a rather wide significance, as in Matthew 10:41 “in the
name of a prophet,” where “in” is also from the Greek preposi-
tion eis “in (eis) the name of a prophet,” that is, acting by the
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authority and power of the prophet: It has that significance
where the American Standard Version so translates it, and it
was in that meaning that the King James translators rendered “in
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit”
-- the combined authority and power of all the persons of the
Godhead, equivalent in all attributes to the Godhead. But the
pertinent point here is that if “in the name” in Matthew 28:19
is made a ground for the rejection of the Authorized Version,
the same ground exists for the rejection of the American Version,
and the point of objection is lost. After all the conclusions are
drawn we opine that gospel preachers will continue to baptize
penitent believers “in the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Spirit” and that such baptism is valid, otherwise
it would be a tragedy to the millions who have been thus
baptized.

Another objection to the Authorized Version, over which the
objectors appear to gloat more or less scornfully, is the interpola-
tion of the word Easter in Acts 12:4, in place of the correct word
Passover. There has been “much ado” made of this mistransla-
tion, but we have not heard any of them say anything about the
word Whitsuntide (Whitsunday) in the New English Bible in
place of Pentecost in 1 Corinthians 16:8. The term Easter is
derived from the Vernal Equinox, springtime, with the Latin
vernalis from vernus, denoting the spring as distinguished from
the autumnal equinox -hence, belonging to and relating to the
spring of the year. The word Easter, evidently in this application,
was found in various places in several versions previous to the
Authorized Version. It is not likely that the translators did not
know the passover word, and they had some reason of their
own for the use of the spring season word Easter. But the King
James translators weeded out all of the Easter references with
the one exception of Acts 12:4--the question therefore is posed,
why does the term Easter occur in this passage? The question
is answered by Trench in Bible Revision:

“On another occasion our translators have failed to carry out
to the full the substitution of a more appropriate phrase for one
which, indeed, in the present instance, could have been at no
time worthy of praise, or other than more or less misleading; I
allude to Acts 12:4: ‘Intending after Easter to bring him forth
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to the people.’ They plainly felt that ‘Easter,’ which had desig-
nated first a heathen, and then a Christian festival, was not
happily used to set forth a Jewish feast, even though that might
occupy the same place in the Jewish calendar which Easter oc-
cupies in the Christian; and they therefore removed ‘Easter’
from places out of number, where in earlier versions it had
stood as the rendering of paska, substituting ‘Passover’ in its
room. With all this they have suffered ‘Easter’ to remain in this
single passage --sometimes, I am sure, to the perplexity of the
English reader. 'Jewry' in like manner (Luke 23:5; John 7:1),
which has been replaced by Judea almost everywhere, has yet
been allowed, I must needs believe by the same oversight, twice
to remain.” (Trench on Revision, pages 34, 35)

So it is factual that “Easter” had occurred with some frequen-
cy in numerous earlier versions, but had been removed by the
King James translators --and Trench declares that he must
needs believe therefore that it was by oversight that it remained
in Acts 12:4. The conclusion is reasonable and logical, for why
should the translators so studiously “remove ‘Easter’ from places
out of number, where in earlier versions it had stood as the
rendering of paska" but allow it “to remain in this single pas-
sage,” and Trench emphasizes his conclusion that the retention
was undoubtedly an oversight which the King James translators
could have had no opportunity later to correct. Notwithstanding
the argumentation, it is also a fact that the mention of Easter
in Acts 12:4 does not teach the observance of Easter any more
than the mention of passouer in various passages could be used
to teach the observance of the passover -- it is verily a limp
pretext for the charges against the Authorized Version, especial-
ly in the face of the multiplied mistranslations of the new
versions.

The tenure of the Authorized Version will endure in the beauty
and euphony of words and phrases of the noblest stamp that for-
mulate a multitude of fixed expression, both vocal and written,
in religious life, and innumerable verses of precious passages and
household sayings. He who finds fault with its diction reveals
either a lack of acquaintance with the English of the age in which
the version was produced, and its influence in the present time,
or an irreverent disregard for it. Compare the brief periods of
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earlier and preceding versions to the now nearly four centuries
of the precedence and prevalence of the Authorized King James
Version as a testimony to its superiority over any or all other
versions.
TRENCH:
After reading the manner of “stuff” offered in exchange by late

revisers and revisions, the King James Bible is to be prized more
highly than ever. (Trench, page 39) The criticism of its language
reveals lack of knowledge and appreciation of the history of the
greatest era of the English tongue, relevant even now to our own
time. But if this were not true it still could be no ground for the
mistranslations and mutilations of the late versions. Nothing but
necessity should procure alterations, and a reconstruction of the
scriptures under the pretense of modem translation is criminal.
The old Authorized Version is sole of its kind in higher heights
and deeper depths, than any other-why make it so common
as to reduce it to the lower levels of colloquialisms. On this point
Trench remarked that a translator should tremble lest he con-
fuse the vehicle of truth by the selection of inferior words-for
the words of God, not of man, are the substance of the Bible, and
the issue of its claims are so vast that it turns on the true and
appropriate word. (Trench on Revision, pages 50, 51.)

Concerning true translation Trench further writes that the con-
scientious task of the translator is to take the actual word of the
original and transplant it unchanged, in the trust that any strange-
ness will disappear by time and use, and that its meaning will be
acquired by even the unlearned or unlettered reader -and that
is what actually occurred, he says, with the Authorized Version
--and clearly the office of translator is to put the reader of the
translation on the same vantage-ground of the reader of the ori-
ginal. (Trench on Revision, page 56, 66.)

It is a fact that all dependable versions, concordances, and dic-
tionaries are based on the Authorized text. The late versions have
gone wild. The revisions do not use as a basis the originals, but
rather the English words derived from the Latin, a vocabulary of
long words; the Revised Standard Version and New English Bible
have the Latin characteristics, but the Authorized Version has
the short English words based on the Greek; and the English
translates the Greek more simply than the Latin.
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The new translators are theological libertines -they are reli-
gious free thinkers and their language reveals themselves and
exposes their character.

SCHAFFF:

(Quotations from Bible Revision are from the book by Schaff
and members of the American Revision Committee, and is not
the same work as On Bible Revision by Trench)

In Bible Revision, pages 14-16, Philip Schaff stated that the
revisions of 1885-1901, culminating in the American Standard
Version were not rivals of the Authorized Version, nor produced
with intent of rivalry, but as a body there was one aim -- not to
make a new version at all, but only a conservative revision of the
received version, making only minor corrections of a good version,
and that the changes were mostly unessential, retaining the near-
est possible equivalent for the original which came from the in-
spired organs of the Holy Spirit. (Bible Revision, pages 14-16.)

KRAUTH:

The excellence of the Authorized version: England lost many
of her children, but they took their mother’s Bible with them. The
King James Version faults have been hardly more than the foils
of its beauties . . . Revision we may have, but a substitute not
now and it may be never . . . A new version will need little new
English. That Version is now, and unchanged in essence will be,
perhaps to the end of time, the mightiest bond-intellectual,
social and religious -- of that vast body of nations which girdles
the earth, and spreads far toward the poles, the nations to whom
the English is the language of their hearts, and the English Bible
the matchless standard of that language. So long as Christianity
remains to them the light out of God, the English Bible (i.e.
Authorized King James Version) will be cherished by millions as
the dearest conservator of pure faith, the greatest power of holy
life in the world. (Bible Revision, pages 34, 35, 36.)

CHAMBERS:

The merits of the Authorized Version in point of fidelity to the
original are universally acknowledged. No other version, ancient
or modern, surpasses it. It is the highest existing standard of our
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noble tongue . . . Even Shakespeare has verbal quibbles, but the
authors of our Bible (the King James Version) seem to have been
preserved from this error by a sort of providence . . . the charac-
ter of the authors had much to do with the perfection of their
work. (Bible Revision, pages 37, 38.)

OSGOOD:

During so many ages as have already passed, no one has been
so bold as to either add anything to the sacred books or to make
any change in them. He adds: The translator is not to suppose
an error where he finds difficulty . . . nor is the translator to make
his text. (Bible Revision, page 55, 59.)

GREEN:

The Princeton Scholar, William Henry Green, quotes Deuter-
onomy 4:2; 12:32; Revelation 22:18, 19, and states that these
verses convey a solemn warning to translators, and express an
imperative duty of translators to give the Bible in unadulterated
form; and it is absolutely astonishing to find to how large an
extent this grand old version (King James Version) must be con-
fessed to be still the most adequate and accurate translation . . .
and how vast a proportion of its renderings can be subjected to
the most rigorous tests that modem learning can apply without
the detection of a single flaw. (Bible Revision, pages 60, 70, 71)

DAY:

There is no reason to doubt the qualifications of the Author-
ized Version translators . . . several were eminent in oriental stu-
dies, one had the reputation of being the best Arabic scholar of
his time, others were professors in the two great Universities of
England . . . to a great degree they came to what the critical
scholarship of later times has pronounced a correct decision.
( Bible Revision, page 72. )

PACKARD:

No one need fear that the preternatural grandeur of our Author-
ized Version will suffer an eclipse in revision. In the nature of all
differences, there is not a vital change -- the King James Version
stands the test. (Bible Revision, page 85.)
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KENDRICKS:

The progress in grammatical and exegetical science since 1611
shows only slight blemishes, but they do not deface the structure
of our magnificent glorious version; they are only spots on the
glorious sun of our English embodiment of the divine word . . .
these spots can not only be discerned by the telescope of knowl-
edge, but with gentle hand can be taken away, causing it to shine
with augmented brightness. (Bible Revision, pages 99, 112.)

TRENCH:

(The following Trench quotations are a collation from “Trench
On Bible Revision -On The Authorized Version Of The New
Testament.“)

Inspiration is not limited to the Hebrew and Greek words first
communicated to men but lives in whatever words are a faithful
representation of these words. The translation must be a perfectly
reproduced and adequate counterpart of the original and the copy
-when words fall short of this adequacy, when divergence exists
between the copy and the original, the copy is less inspired, and
to the extent of divergence it is not inspired at all . . . No revision
satisfies the yen for revision . . . in the midst of seventy-five or
more, the stability of the Bible passes out . . . and the many Bibles
in the hands of our people present disagreement in The Bibles --
so what of the people? It was once proposed in England to
establish an institution of a permanent revision committee pos-
sessing an official state authority for constant revision! Why? If
the scriptures are the Bible? The generation of many versions
apparently stems from the old proverb “what is ever seen is
never seen,” as a reason for prevention of a too long familiarity
with one version, and it is claimed that the Bible becomes too
common, so we are not at all sanguine respecting the versions,
in view of the planned, gradual but progressive procedure, from
generation to generation, to finally eliminate the Bible as infallible
word of God.

Through three centuries without question, the King James
Bible has maintained paramountcy But now “with every man’s
humor there is no end of translations” -- by the time one is mem-
orized enough to quote, another out-modes it. But the claims of
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the King James Bible hold the primacy, marked by regard for it;
it is attested by honesty; it repeats in the finest English what had
been said in Hebrew and Greek by its first authors; and no
higher tribute can be paid to it than the fact that three hundred
years later revisers could find only lesser alterations to make. Ten
generations used and loved it before any official effort was made
to better it. Then -not to make a new translation, but to revise
it only in archaisms not in familiar use. And these left un-
touched if they did not confuse the reader.

Out of approximately a million words under review dictional
alterations were invariably slight . . . Nothing is gained by vague
and general charges of inaccuracies against the Authorized Ver-
sion; they require to be supported by detailed proofs (page 10)
. . . Still less do we like the office of faultfinder, when that whose
occasional petty flaws we are pointing out, has claims of special
gratitude and reverence from us (page 15) . . . He who passes
judgment on the English of our Version (the Authorized King
James Version), he above all who finds fault with it, should be
fairly acquainted with the English of that age in which this
Version appeared. Else he may be very unjust to that which he
is judging, and charge it with inexactness of rendering, where
indeed it was perfectly exact according to the English of the
time, and has only ceased to be so now through subsequent
changes or modifications of words . . . Certainly, where I once
thought our Translators had been wanting in precision of render-
ing, I now perceive that, according to the English of their own
day, their Version is exempt from the faintest shadow of blame
(pages 23, 24) . . . Certainly, too, when we read what manner of
stuff is offered to us in exchange for the language of our Author-
ized Version, we learn to prize it more highly than ever (page
39) . . . We must never leave out of sight that for a great multi-
tude of readers the English Version is not the translation of an
inspired Book, but is itself the inspired Book. And so far, of
course, as it is a perfectly adequate counterpart of the original,
this is true; since the inspiration is not limited to the Hebrew
or Greek words in which the Divine message was first communi-
cated to men, but lives on in whatever words are a faithful repre-
sentation of these; nay, in words which fall short of this, to the
extent of their adequacy. There, and there only, where any diver-
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gence exists between the original and the copy, the copy is less
inspired than the original; indeed, is not, to the extent of that
divergence, inspired at all . . . The Authorized Version is common
ground for all in England who call themselves Christians, is alike
the heritage of all . . . Is it not inevitable that after a longer or
shorter period another revision, and on that another, will be
called for? Will not in this way all sense of stability pass away
from our English Scripture? The Bibles in the hands of our peo-
ple, in what agreement with one another will they be? (pages
174-77. )

After perusing the many pages concerning revision by Trench
and Schaff, we reach their own conclusion that out of approxi-
mately a million words under review in revisions of the Author-
ized Version “the dictional alterations were invariably slight” and
the many technical changes were “mostly of an unessential
character.”

The following tributes to the excellence of the Authorized
Version (the King James Bible) are excerpts from the writings
of the literary eminents, under their names, quoted from a classic
book, “The Bible and English Prose Style,” and a treatise en-
titled “The One Book.”

CARLY LE :

When our Shakespeare was packing up for Stratford there came
out another priceless thing--- a correct translation of the Bible
of importance unspeakable.

EDINBURGH:

The plays of Shakespeare and the Bible are twin monuments to
the perfection of English . . . produced when the English lan-
guage had reached the highest peak of efficiency and excellence
. . . remains the noblest example of the English tongue . . . the
crowning achievement in the history of the English Bible . . . in
its translation, there should be no break with the past . . . no re-
vised version has replaced the Old in the affections of the com-
mon people, and has no prospect of doing so.

EMERSON:

The Bible is like an old cremona (cromoma) which has been
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played upon by the devotion of thousands of years until every
word and particle is public and tunable.

SYKES.. ( of Cambridge) :

The Authorized Version is a miracle and a landmark . . . its
felicities are manifold . . . its music has entered into the very
blood and marrow of English thought and speech.

RUSKIN:

Ruskin in a tribute to his mother said that he owed her tbe
deeper gratitude “for the resolutely consistent lessons which so
exercised me in the scriptures to make every word familiar . . .
allowing not so much as a syllable to be missed.” (Bible and
English Prose Style, page 27,29.)

BUNYAN

Bunyan’s English was the English of the Bible. By constant
perusal his mind was thoroughly steeped in scripture; he thought
its thoughts, spoke its words, adopted its language. (The Bible
and English Prose Style, page 36.)

SAZNTSBURY:

As Bacon and Raleigh, they cannot approach, as writers of
prose, the company of scholarly divines who produced what is
probably the greatest prose in any language -- the Authorized
Version of the Bible in English. Now there is some fear of this
masterpiece ceasing to be what it has been for centuries-the
school and training ground of every man and woman of English
speech in the noblest uses of the English tongue . . . the plays of
Shakespeare and the English Bible (King James Version) are,
and ever will be, the twin monuments, not merely of their own
period, but of the perfection of the English, the complete expres-
sions of the literary capacities of the language, at a time when it
had lost none of its pristine vigor, and had put on enough but
not too much of the adornments and the limitations of what may
be called literary civilization . . . as a mere literary monument,
the English version (King James Version) of the Bible remains
the noblest example of the English tongue, while its perpetual
use made it from tbe whole literature which was practically ac-
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cessible to ordinary Englishmen; and we recall the number of
common phrases which we owe to our great authors, the bits of
Shakespeare, or Milton, or Dickens, or Thackeray, which uncon-
sciously interweave themselves in our ordinary talk, we shall bet-
ter understand the strange Mosaic of Biblical words and phrases
which colored the English talk two hundred years ago. (The
Bible and English Prose Style, pages 37-40. )

JAY A. GREEN:

No greater moral change ever passed over a nation than passed
over England in the latter part of the reign of Queen Elizabeth.
England became the people of a book, and that book was the
Bible. It was read by every class of people. The effect was
amazing. The whole moral tone of the nation was changed.
(Short History of The English People.)

PRICE:

The reign of Queen Elizabeth was replete with events -- in the
literary world a galaxy of scholars, a unique period in England’s
history --Shakespeare, the King James Version of the Bible,
when scholarship achieved a high standard of excellence in 1803
when James I came to the throne, and was not satisfied with any-
thing less than the best . . . the competency of the revisers was
undoubted . . . The king (James I) appointed learned men to the
number of fifty-four for translating the Bible, the number re-
duced to forty-seven by resignations and deaths before the real
work began . . . the revision carried on its title-page “newly trans-
lated out of the original tongues; and with former translations
diligently compared and revised at his Majesty’s special command
. . . during all these centuries the Authorized, or King James,
Version, has become a vital part of the English-speaking world
socially, morally, religiously and politically. Launched with the
endorsement of the regal and scholarly authority of the seven-
teenth century, its conquest and rule have been supreme. (An-
cestry Of The Bible, pages 27282.)

WESTCOTT:

Thus King James revisers were well furnished with external
helps for the interpretation of the Bible, and we have already
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seen that they were competent to deal independently with He-
brew and Greek scholarship. Their work was done carefully and
honestly . . . The conclusion remains absolutely indisputable that
their work issued in a version of the Bible better, because more
faithful to the original--- than any which had been given in
English before. (History of the English Bible, page 256. )

LOVETT:

The King James Version of the Bible, published in 1611, ac-
quired the title “authorized,” not by virtue of any ecclesiastical
or legislative action, but because of its intrinsic merits it won its
supremacy over all other versions, and remained unchallenged
by any rival until the year 1861 when the English Revised New
Testament was issued (English Revised Version) and in 1901,
the completion in the American Standard Version-thus for
300 years it held the field, and it yet holds the field for its
greatest accuracy, and because it was translated from the older
texts, closer to the original, and it will continue to prevail. Mul-
titudes even today think that by an act of James I, or of his par-
liament, the version finished in 1611 was duly constituted the
authorized version of the English nation; but there is no evidence
whatever that in any formal or authoritative way this Bible was
ever constituted the official version. Even the words, “appointed
to be read in the churches,” which appear on the engraved 1611
title-page, may not mean what the reader of today understands.
The bishops were to provide the expenses for this work, but it
was voluntary, the translators received nothing except free enter-
tainment in the colleges; those who completed the revision in
London were paid.

After the death, in 1536, of William Tyndale, who produced
the first translation of the Bible into the English language,
England passed through many a time of stress and storm. She
successfully weathered the Romanist reaction under both Henry
VIII and Mary Tudor; she defeated Spain in the day of that
kingdom’s haughtiest might; she broke the power of irresponsible
monarchy during the commonwealth; and since that day she has
led the van among the nations of the world in the struggle for
and the achievement of civil and religious liberty. In all these
past conflicts the English Bible has been the real strength of the
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English nation. And amid the conflict of thought and purpose
and motive today the same sure guide is in our midst, the same
unerring counsellor in that word of the Lord that liveth and
abideth forever.

The revisionists have been governed by the desire to alter
rather than to translate, and there are many examples of changes
without improvement, often even worse in minor alterations they
yielded to the temptation to vie with old translators, and erred,
resulting in the loss of good English style. An obsession on so-
called “errors of the the King James Version” has limited their
perception of its excellence. The belief of revisers that verbal
accuracy is not essential, and the rejeotion of verbal inspiration,
have been the source of the private versions for modem speech
designed to replace the Bible.

The translators of Authorized Version lived in the golden age
of English language, but the Revised Standard Version transla-
tors live in a present age not favorable for overhauling a classic
English work. The King James Bible has been acclaimed by the
scholars of every century, including our own, to be the greatest
literary and religious classic -- "a thing of beauty and a joy
forever.”

It is a literary monument. Tbe greatest writers and orators of
ancient and modem times have sought to infuse into their style
and eloquence the cadence, rhythm and diction of the Authorized
Version of the Bible.

If the modem revisers have found fault with its syntax, why
should they not have revised such supposed faults in grammar,
punctuation, archaism and obsolescence instead of writing an-
other and different book. But revision was not their aim, for the
American Standard Version of 1901 had already accomplished
that purpose -- they wanted a modem Bible. And the truth is --
their claims are an over-emphasis on faults and do not agree with
the tributes of greatest scholars and literary minds, who with
one accord extol1 the Authorized Version, the King James Bible,
as the most valuable repository of literature and rhetoric in the
English language. He who denies it has not studied well the
Bible.
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In his History of New Testament Criticism, Conybeare (Co-
author of Life and Epistles of Paul by Conybeare and Howson)
quotes J. W. Burgon, Dean of Chichester, in his condemnation of
the omissions of “an enormous number of passages, some of
which were of great beauty and pathos” -among them “the
record of the agony, the record of the first saying on the cross,
and the doxology of the Lord’s Prayer” -- and he averred that
“by issuing a translation that is not as exact a representation as
possible of the oldest and most authentic texts procurable, you
commit in the field of religion the same sort of crime as a forg-
er does in the commercial world by uttering base coin or flash
banknotes.” And Conybeare says that Canon Liddon wrote to
Burgon lamenting that the revision had been conducted more as
if it were a literary enterprise than a religious one. (History of
New Testament Criticism, Conybeare. )

The new translations are not mere revisions replacing the
meaning of lost and abandoned words -they are purported ver-
sions, and the infusion of their language into the young genera-
tion can only result in the loss of the Bible to future generations.
The Revised Standard Version committee of modernists have
even presumed the license to correct the ancient languages --
that is not translation or even revision, it is perversion.

Our generation is besieged and now being pressured to forget
the Bible of the centuries, of childhood and family -the new
translators must discard it, for they cannot revise it without re-
writing it. But too many millions have memorized it, and are yet
doing what the modernists are trying to induce them to forget --
perpetuating in their minds and memories its precious passages
-and the callous campaign to destroy the magnificent vehicle
of the inspired word, which even the modernist translators them-
selves have conceded to the Authorized Version, will fail -for
divine providence shall not permit such a diabolical scheme for
the destruction of the word of God to eventually succeed.



AN EVALUATION OF

“THE NEW INTERNATIONAL VERSION”

I. PROLOGUE

(1) In the New International Version the changing of
the Bible is continued. This latest pseudo-version emerged
from the press and entered circulation too late for a review
of its multifold errors and evils to be included in the pre-
vious publication of this review of the versions. Prior to its
inclusion in this third printing the subsequent critical com-
ments of the author were issued in the Gospel Advocate, of
Nashville, Tennessee; the Firm Foundation, of Austin,
Texas; and the Christian Journal, of Fort Worth, Texas.
The insertion here of these censures will serve as an intro-
duction to this superaddition.

SOME IMPORTANT CORRECTIONS

In a book of several hundred pages typographical iner-
rancy is seldom attained, at least in a first or a second edi-
tion. The attention of the purchasers of “A Review Of The
New Versions” and “The Book Of Revelation” is cited for
the following corrections:

1. On page 167 of the Review Of The New Versions in
the reproduction of the R. C. Foster treatise of the Virgin
Birth of Isaiah 7: 14, under the subhead “The Child Not
Isaiah’s” there is a misprinting by the omission of two lines
after the name Mahershalalhashbaz which destroys the
statement concerning the name of Isaiah’s child. The correct
statement is this:

“The name of Isaiah's child born shortly after this was
Mahershalalhashbaz (‘the spoil speedeth, the prey hasteth') .
This is absolutely different from Immanuel (‘the Lord with

1
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us’) which is the equivalent of Jesus. There is not the sligh-
test suggestion in the text that the child born to Isaiah was
the fulfillment of the prophecy.”

This is an important correction which involves a vital
truth and all who have the book, or obtain it, should enter
this correction in the margin.

2. Also, on page 305, the first line of the second para-
graph in a broad reference to the era of Bible translation
from John Wycliffe to King James (14-16) the word end
in the phrase “in the end of the sixteenth century” should
be era--“in the era of the sixteenth century.” We hope to
complete the correction of all such typographical errors and
misprints in a subsequent edition of this seven hundred
page book.

3. On page 302 in The Book Of Revelation, in reference
to the mystic number 666, the sum of the numerals in the
official title of Nero Caesar compose this symbol--but the
last numeral in the line listing these numbers by mistake
is printed 20 instead of 200, as correctly printed in the
Preview on page 19. The purchasers of this book should
enter this correction on the margin of page 302.

4. It is now being vaunted with a degree of exultation
that great glory is reflected upon “the church of Christ” by
the presence of H. Leo Boles, once president of David Lip-,
scomb College, on the committee of the 1946 Revised Stan-
dard Version, as though even if true it would have certified
that version. The truth of that matter is that H. Leo Boles
was not on the translating committee of that pseudo-version.
He was assigned to a membership on the advisory commit-
tee, and withdrew from it after attending one session, sta-
ting upon his return to Nashville that the theological council
of the Revised Standard Version was shot through and
through with the updated modernism of Destructive Crit-
icism. With more enthusiasm than information certain
brethren are now gloating over the glory of the position of
“a church of Christ” professor on the multiple committee
of The New International Version, a conglomerate of would-
be revisionists ranging in its extremities from the new
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liberalisms to the unnew fanaticisms--for present on The
New International Version multiform committees are repre-
sentatives of such religious ilk as the fakir miraculous heal-
er Oral Roberts of his university (if such it is) and the
phoney holy-roller miracle-worker Rex Humbard of Cali-
fornia--and divers other breeds of subversive religionism,
designed to render the inflated New International Version
ecumenically agreeable. It is no honor to one of our pro-
fessors to be listed on such a committee and it is no credit
to the church of Christ to be linked with such a version. As
for its merits for faithful translation it has none. It is full
of theological perversion. As a start in the exposure of it I
have marked no less than a hundred citations. It is tinctured
throughout with the erroneous doctrines of original sin,
hereditary depravity, restoration of national Israel, pre-
millennialism and predestination. The truth of the trite
remark that it is not necessary to eat a whole ham to know
that it is spoiled is stereotyped on the pages of The New
International Versio--it has rot at the core and is tainted
throughout. This I can prove and that I shall do.

This evil version did not appear in time to be included
in “A Review Of The New Versions.” I propose to prepare
a supplement with sufficient evidential content to confirm
that The New International Version is of like character
with its contemporaries, an Addenda for a forthcoming third
edition available in pamphlet for previous purchasers who
may wish to affix it to their book.

The most emotional enigma to me in three score years of
proclaiming the gospel and vindicating the Bible is that our
brethren, known the world over to be a Bible people, should
now abandon the Bible that has made us the people we are
for the no-translations  of the pseudo-versions. They are
making a different people of us for they are different books.
In the words of Jeremiah’s lamentation: “Is it nothing to
you, all ye that pass by?”

(2) In fulfillment of the foregoing promissory pronounce-
ment: This I can prove and that I shall do--this adjunct is
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herewith submitted as an annexation to A Review Of The
New Versions. The citations and the annotations must of
necessity be accomodated to the limited space of a supple-
ment, and therefore to serve only as evidential examples of
the multifarious misinterpretations, mistranslations, mis-
representations, and mutilations of this misnamed interna-
tional and ecumenical version.

(3) The proliferation of self-constituted translations is
within itself the manifestation of the mutilation of the text
of the verbally inspired scriptures--a competition of theo-
logical text-makers circumscribed by the avoidance of in-
fringement on copyrighted previous new translations in
language and phraseology, obviously resulted in the corrup-
tion of the scriptural text, a consequence discernible to any-
one who can see through a ladder. This latest translation
thing is composed in the inferior form of a second rate
novel with multiplied egregious errors in additions, sub-
tractions, omissions, insertions, and the interpolation of
basic theological false doctrines.

(4) The spirit of the new version vagary is a debunking
obsession--the artful fabrications and cunning contrivances
to dehistoricize the noble names of posthumous fame and
the eminent events of our national chronology. The de-
bunkers aver that Paul Revere’s midnight ride was a fiasco
that never reached Concord; that Patrick Henry’s oration
“give me liberty or give me death,” and Nathan Hale’s re-
gret that he had “only one life to give to his country,” are
fictional and that George Washington was militarily inept,
and lost more battles than were won, and would have lost
the war if Cornwallis had not surrendered prematurely!
Now with pretentious patriotism these capricious patrioteers
serenade America’s bicentennial with blasting patriotic
beliefs. And now-the new version theological novelists are
performing the nefarious function of relegating the Bible
by debunking the Authorized Version, and a clique of our
Ph.D and Th.D professors seem bent on debunking the argu-
ments by which denominational doctrines have been refuted
and in the same manner thereby obviating the salient argu-
ments against modernism by the debunking of the prophetic
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passage which foretells the virgin birth and which attest
the biblical claim of the verbal inspiration of the scriptures,
both the Old Testament and New Testament. This debunk-
ing charade has centered and focused its vitriolic epithets
on the venerated Authorized Version which with accented
irreverence is daubed “that old King James Bible.”

(5) In assigning a specious reason for its issuance, in
their introduction the makers of it stated that they have
“concurred in the need for a new translation”--but the Re-
vised Standard Version and numerous other "New transla-
tions” all had precedence over the New International Ver-
sion, all making the same claim for the need of a New trans-
lation--so this claim of the N e w  International Version is a
virtual rejection of the Revised Standard Version and all
the new versions that have preceded it, not withstanding
they are all based on the same claims and pursue the same
policies but produce various versions. The significance of
their concurrence “in the need for a new translation” within
the time and tenure of the contemporary new translations is
equivalent to a repudiation of all the translation predeces-
sors which make the same claim.

(6) In the Introduction the committee commits the ad-
mission that “the Greek text used in the work of translation
was an eclectic one"--a concession that their translation
was not made from the original New Testament Greek text.
The word eclectic is defined: “selecting what appears to be
best in various doctrines, methods or style, composed of ele-
ments drawn from various sources.” Here is the acknow--
ledgment that the New International Version is not a trans-
lation of the original New Testament Greek text but a sort
of symposium composed of elements drawn from various
sources :  therefore it is not a translation.

It is further stated in the Introduction that “the precise
meaning of the original text could not in every case be de-
termined”--that is why the precise words should be trans-
lated rather than to interpolate into the text what a com-
mittee looking through theological spectacles thinks it means
--that is not translation; it is interpretation.
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It is moreover admitted in the Introduction that the com-
mittee had “striven for more than a word-for-word transla-
tion,” but had followed “thought patterns” and “contextual
meanings.” Here again is the concession that the policy of
this new version is that common concept of them all: that
is, to translate thoughts, not words, and that means their
own thoughts, not the inspired writers’ words. These trans-
lators cannot qualify as mind readers--the only means of
ascertaining the thoughts of the inspired writers is through
their inspired words and that is word-for-word translation:
“For what man knoweth the things of a man save the spirit
of man which is in him? Even so the things of God knoweth
no man, but the Spirit of God . . . For who hath known the
mind of the Lord that he may instruct him?”

Furthermore the Introduction expounds that the commit-
tee “endeavored to avoid a sameness of style in order to re-
flect the varied styles and moods of the New Testament
writers”--the changing of the words of the New Testament
in order to “avoid sameness” and in the effort to “reflect
the moods” of the inspired composers--which presumably
would be the “endeavor” in psychoanalysis to determine the
disposition, humor, temper, frame or state of mind, of the
holy authors of the New Testament ! Mind readers, indeed !
Psycho-analysts by remote performance! How far can the
audacity of liberal translators go? How daring can the re-
visionists of the sacred scriptures become?

The Introduction’s farther-most consequential concession
is that the New International Version is "transdenomina-
tional in character”--which “gives the project its interna-
tional scope”--with the assumption that it thusly “safe-
guards it from denominational bias.” But the premise and
the conclusion are the reverse--for conversely it is in fact
tinctured with a commixture of them all. The prefix trans
means across, and cross breeding produces a hybrid. It is
not self-complimentary for the committee to label their “pro-
ject” transdenominational. However, the makers of the New
International Version are the embodiment of conglomeration
--a committee of radical and liberal cults of every hue and
cry in all phases of theological beliefs, from the fanaticism
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of Neo-Pentecostalism to the converse Neo-orthodoxy, and
superimposed with the New-scholasticism of all late forms
of modern theology. For the “Church of Christ” to be linked
with such motley company of religious infidelism through
the affiliation of a Ph.D--Th.D Professor of a Graduate
School associated with our brotherhood is reproachful to the
church of Christ and disgraceful to the cause of Christ.
Such a listing classifies “the Church of Christ” as just
“another denomination” among the others, contrary to, all
the principles by which the church is identified as being the
undenominational, nondenominational and anti-denomina-
tional church of the New Testament and is completely in-
compatible with that distinctive plea. The failure to pre-
serve that distinction forfeits the title to that distinguishing
name and we should in accordance with such a surrender
“take down our sign,” chisel the inscription “Church of
Christ” from edifices on which headstones and cornerstones
it is engraven, remove it from entitled display and accept
interconnection with the general regalia of religionism.

(7) In its discursive style the Introduction dissertates on
the omission of the solemn pronouns “Thee” and “Thou” in
reference to God and Christ, asserting that “the Greek text
uses no special pronouns to express reverence for God and
Christ” and that such forms “in the days of the King James
Bible were simply the regular pronouns and verbs in every
day speech, whether referring to God or to Man”--but the
Greek text does not make use of capital letters to distinguish
caps and lower case, yet in this Introduction these “trans-
lators” put a capital D on deity and specialized the “Incar-
nate Word” with capital letters! They solemnize deity
with caps, but reject the solemn pronouns in reference to
God and Christ. And in this International Version there are
multiplied other instances of this same inconsistency.

Our Ph.D and Th.D professor who is enrolled on the roster
of this committee approved the omission of the solemn pro-
nouns in reference to God and Christ, but in his use of the
common pronoun in reference to God it was printed with
the capital Y--You--obviously to give the common pronoun
a solemn form. So, why not use the solemn pronoun and
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thus eliminate such an inconsistency. Besides, if the com-
mon pronoun is made solemn by printing it with the capital
Y--how can this be done in speaking--if the capital Y
solemnizes the pronoun Y o u  in writing how shall it be done
orally--by shouting YOU?--Nay, there is only one way,
that is the use of the solemn pronouns thee and thou.

The assertion that in the time of the Authorized Version
(“the King James Bible”) the solemn pronouns thee and
thou were regular pronouns used in reference to either God
or man is not altogether correct for all who have observed
these uses know that throughout the scripture text the use
of the solemn and common varies in reference to man, but
never in reference to God. Albeit, the explanation for the
general use of the solemn pronouns is in the fact that the
old scripture text is geared throughout to the solemn form.
To omit the solemn pronoun in reference to man is not ob-
jectionable, but that does not warrant the rejection of the
sacred form in addressing God.

By the use of the common pronoun God is addressed as a
common person. The created prays to the creator--we stand
in awe before God in prayer and in praise. We do not talk
down to God, we pray up to God. To discard the solemn
and adopt the common downgrades God to the level of man
--it is therefore a degradation which destroys reverence
for God. A professor said to me: Our young people do not
know how to pray thee and thou. My answer was: They
know how to sing “thee” and “thou’‘--they have just per-
formed it! The fact of the matter is that all who have
adopted the You-God manner of praying are having to learn
how to do it for they invariably mix it by praying “we thank
you for thy word! They you God, but thy the word. It is a
new thing in prayer--and prayer is not the place for novel-
ties.

In the Introduction to the Revised Standard Version the
translators stated that the solemn pronoun thee and thou
had been retained in reference to God, in prayer and in
praise, but had been dropped in reference to mere man-and
they dropped the solemn pronoun in reference to Jesus. This
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was their method of making Jesus a mere man, and it is
known to all who are callable of knowing what they read in
that Revised Standard Version, that its translators deny
the virgin birth of Jesus, therefore his deity, and this is
their subtle method of tincturing the text with their theistic
infidelity, In the treatise entitled The Battle Of The Ver-
sions, the internationally known scholar, R. C. Foster, men-
tioned this vital point, and penned the observation that any-
one who uses the Revised Standard Version injects into his
spiritual system the poison virus that Jesus was a mere man.
It therefore becomes a doctrinal issue. But the New Inter-
national Version drops thee and thou in reference to both
God and Christ-so as bad as the Revised Standard Version
is, the New International Version is worse !

(8) The shift in the composition of the prophetic books,
and other portions of the Bible text, from prose to poetry,
where the biblical form is not poetry, is an altogether arbi-
trary rearrangement of the scriptural text, and accompanied
as it is with misquotations of the quotations is worse than
arbitrary--it is the theological arrogance that changes the
text of the Bible in all of its various aspects, phrases and
facets, with the end in this instance to classify whole sec-
tions of the scriptures as mere poetical literature. That is
the known concept of the modern Neo-orthodox theologians
of the new versions and is evidence of their precise purpose
to impart to the text of the Bible the import of a literary
level with other poetical compilations.

(9) The nonuse of italics by the New International ver-
sionists covers the tracks of linguistic interjection and con-
ceals the traces of interposed verbalism in all of its pages.
The use of italics by the Authorized King James and the
American Standard versions to indicate words not in the
original text, but supplied to complete the sentence structure
is proof of the honesty of word translation, so the nonuse of
italics by the new versionists is the evidence of an altogether
rewritten text, in which there is no sort of indication of
words, phrases and sentences which are not in or a part of
the original scripture text. This highhanded assumption of
an editorial prerogative added to the legion of subtractions,
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omissions, and alterations comprises a corrupt version and
constitutes a counterfeit translation.

(10) The innocent victims of this New International Ver-
sion, especially the members of the churches of Christ, should
be made aware that it is printed and promoted by publishers
of Neo-Pentecostal orientation, and there are various verses
in the New Testament that have been rewritten in accomo-
dation to that environment.

A significant specification is observed in the changing of
the apostolic phrase “the testimony of Christ” in I Cor. 1: 6,
and several other chapter and verse citations, to “our testi-
mony about Christ.” Anyone who knows enough to teach a
Bible class can discern that the testimony of Christ is that
testimony which came from Christ, but the interpolation our
testimony about Christ would be their own “testifying”
which is neither what the apostle wrote nor what the text
states or even implies. Further reference will be made and
due attention given to this and other passages which have
been rewritten by these new text makers of the New Inter-
national Version to teach the experiential testimonial Neo-
Pentecostalism. We actually need to proceed no further for
an example of doctrinal bias and textual mutilation to have
reason to repudiate the multiation of the New International
text, but there are multiform mistranslations in the text of
that version to exemplify the case in point.

(11) For utter unreliability the two different renderings
of Phil. 2: 13, within the same printing is a cogent case. It
is common in the modern desultory manner of translating
for these textual pseudologists to change their translations
from one edition to another--but to render the same passages
differently in copies of the same edition caps the climax for
unconscionable rendition of the inspired scriptures. At my
hand are two copies of the third printing of the New Inter-
national Version in which Phil. 2: 13 has different renditions.
In the New Testament this verse reads: “For it is God which
worketh in you both to will and to do of his good pleasure.”
In one copy of the third printing of the New International
Version it reads: “For it is God who works in you to will
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and do what pleases him”--but another copy of the same
printing reads “to will and to act according to his good
purpose.” Now, as the two copies of the same edition read
differently how and by whom was the change inserted, and
which copy is correct, if either, which really means neither.
And how many other verses in the same edition read differ-
ently--there is no way of telling except by accidental dis-
covery by the chance of having two such copies in hand at
the same time or by the incidence of two or more persons
holding a comparison session! Such reckless inaccuracy
represents the ultimate in irresponsibility and is wholly un-
worthy of enlistment in a category of translation.

(12) For a case of “transdenominational” bias disclaim-
ed in the New International Introduction the repeated ren-
dition of the word “flesh” in chapter 8 of Romans as “our
sinful nature” is a pertinent citation. This mistranslation
intersperses the creedal concept of original sin intermittently
through the chapter. It is a relic of Rome--a dogmatism of
Roman Catholicism corrupting the creeds of Christendom
and its infection penetrates the New International Version
in sundry parts and divers manners. Man does not inherit
a sinful nature--his nature is derived from God, his spirit
comes from God, his soul is the emanation from God who is
the Father of man’s spirit--man becomes a sinner. By the
interpolation of the creedal dogma of original sin, of heredi-
tary total depravity, of Catholics, Lutherans, Episcopalians,
Presbyterians, Methodists, and Baptists the New Interna-
tional Version is indeed trans-demoninational as declared in
its Introduction but it is transgressive of the precepts and
principles of the inspired scriptures. Further discussion of
this denominational tenet will be found in the comments on
the New International perversion in Romans 8.

(13) In addition to the foregoing exposure of the Calvin-
istic doctrine of original sin--various verses have been re-
written to insinuate all five points of Calvinism: Original
sin--hereditary total depravity; the miraculous influence of
the Holy Spirit--the immediate operation of the Holy Spirit
independent of and without the word of God; the final per-
severance and preservation of saints--the impossibility of
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apostasy; limited atonement--the unconditional election or
reprobation of all mankind; predestination--the fore-ordina-
tion of all human destiny materially and spiritually, making
both salvation and damnation matters of naked omnipotence
without the free agency of man. All of these errors of de-
nominational creeds are the fruits of Calvinism which
tincture the pages of the New International Version--and
its transdenominational claim attributes to it no accredita-
tion in the truth of the gospel. The comparison of it with
the Authorized (King James) Version and the American
Revised (American Standard Version) yields evidence that
in regard for faithful translation the New International
Version is an ecumenical farce. Perversion and corruption
are its descriptive characteristics. The textual comparisons
increase appreciation for the Authorized (King James)
Version and confirms the authenticity, accuracy and integ-
rity of “the grand old version.”

II PERVERSIONS

It is a current remark now among sympathizers with
new translations that even if other new versions are so
bad we now have one new version that is good--The New
International Version. There is a common saying also that
“there is good in all of them.” To which patter we reply:
If one knows there is a mixture of arsenic in a loaf of
bread should he commend it for its good ingredients?

The New Testament “version” of the New International
Version begins wrong and continues wrong and ends wrong.
At the time of this writing the Old Testament New Inter-
national Version has not been published, but if its transla-
tors are as careless in the handling of the text (as in the
circumstances naturally expected) it had far better not be
printed. For it will be only the companion in perversion
with the New Testament New International.

A book by book, chapter and verse, category of citations
yields an array of evidence of the manner in which the New
International starts wrong and stays wrong.

(1) Matthew 1:1: In our New Testament it reads “The
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book of the generations of Jesus Christ the son of David,
the son of Abraham”--The New International Version
changes “the book” to “a record”--but there could be, and
there is, a significant difference between the book and “a
record”- - a n d it is especially so, in the light of the loose
use of the word “record” in the constant reference to the
various new versions assuming to be “records of the writ-
ings of the authors of the biblical literature.” The New
International begins with the same type of phraseology
veiled in obscurity and ambiguity, characteristic of them
all. There is no reason to change the book to “a record”
except to weaken the opening declaration of inspiration.

(2) Matthew 1:25: In the New Testament the statement
of precision and exactitude is made concerning Joseph and
Mary that “he knew her not till she had brought forth her
firstborn son.” The rewritten version of the New Inter-
national reads “until she gave birth to a son”--it changes
her firstborn son to "a son.” But the apostle Matthew’s
annunciation is the meticulous averment of virgin birth--
her firstborn son, without the concurrence of any man. It
reaches backward to the primal promise of the virgin born
Saviour of man, to her seed in Genesis 3: 15, which primal
prophecy in turn stretches forward to her firstborn son i n
Matthew 1:25. Between Genesis 3: 15 and Matthew 1 : 2 5
there are numerous promissory and prophetical oracles
concerning the virgin birth of the Saviour, such as “unto
us a child is born, unto us a son is given”--a link in the
virgin birth chain which reaches from Genesis 3: 15 to Mat-
thew 1:25, which shall receive further comment after paus-
ing here to insert an article which was printed under my
signature in the Gospel Advocate and the Firm Foundation:

GENESIS 3: 15 AND THE VIRGIN BIRTH

Comes now a Bible professor postulating that “her seed”
--the seed of woman--in Genesis 3: 15 is neither promise
nor prophecy of the virgin birth of Jesus. All of the spe-
cious argumentation is a manifest effort to circumvent the
virgin birth prophecy of Isaiah 7: 14--for if the Isaiah pas-
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sage is not a prophecy of the virgin birth, there in no
prophecy of the virgin birth of Jesus nor any Old Testa-
ment reference to it. Why the prophecies on every detail
of the coming of Christ into the world from the cradle of
Bethlehem to the cross of Calvary except the basic proof
of his Deity--the virgin birth.

The consensus of conservative biblical scholarship con-
nects her seed in Genesis 3: 15 with the virgin of Isaiah
7: 14 and her firstborn son of Matthew 1: 25. It is passing
strange that in this critical period of recent skepticism and
shaking faith of modernism professors in the Bible Depart-
ments of our colleges should take the modernist side of
Destructive critics--the fruit of the pseudo-versions with
modernism at its roots.

Some quotations from representative conservative schol-
ars, connecting Genesis 3: 15 with Isaiah 7: 14 as prophecies
of the virgin birth of Jesus, are only samplings of an ac-
cumulative array of such evidence from renowned names
whose recognized scholarship was never questioned until
recent efforts to relegate them and reject their testimony
in favor of the modernism issuing from the Divinity Schools
of Harvard, Yale and Chicago universities, being parroted
by some of our professors into the Bible Departments of
our colleges.

ADAM CLARKE:

“The seed of the woman; the person is to come by the
woman, and by her alone, without the concurrence of man.
Therefore the address is not to Adam and Eve, but to Eve
alone; and it was in consequence of this purpose of God
that Jesus Christ was born of a virgin; this, and this alone,
is what is implied in the promise of the seed of the woman
bruising the head of the serpent. Jesus Christ died to put
away sin by the sacrifice of himself, and to destroy him
who had the power of death, that is, the devil. Thus he
bruises his head--destroys his power and lordship over
mankind, turning them from the power of Satan unto God;
Acts xxvi. 18. And Satan bruises his heel--God so ordered
it, that the salvation of man could only be brought about
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by the death of Christ; and even the spiritual seed of our
blessed Lord have the heel often bruised, as they suffer
persecution, temptation, &c., which may be all that is in-
tended by this part of the prophecy.”

WORDSWORTH:

"--it shall bruise thy head) It i.e. the woman’s Seed,
which is Christ, as Isaiah prophesies (7: 14; ep. Matt. 1: 23),
and so David (ps.xci.13) . . . .God vanquished Satan with
his own weapon. Satan used the woman against Man; God
has overcome Satan, and has restored Man by the Seed of
the woman, The Fathers contrast the unbelief and dis-
obedience of Eve with the faith, meekness, and obedience
of the Blessed Virgin. See the remarks of Irenaeus, V. 19,
ed. Grabe. Tertullian de Carne Christi, 17; S. Cyril, Catech.
12; Epiphan., Haer. 79; and see below on I Tim. ii. 15.

“Satan tempted the Jews to cry ‘Crucify Him,’ and God
has overthrown Satan by the cross, and saved the world
(Heb. ii. 14). A wonderful unity of plan pervades all God’s
dispensations, especially in His dealings with man, and in
His relations to the Evil One. . . .

“The truth of Genesis is confirmed by its fitting-in to
the Gospel, e.g. here we read that Adam used immorality
ill and died, and brought death unto the world; but in the
gospel, Christ used death well that we might live by it.
Death entered by the corruption of the mind of Woman
disobeying God; Life came by the sanctification of the body
of Woman obeying Him (Iren. v. 19). Cp. S. Aug. de
Doctr. Christ. i. 13. . . .

“The seed of the Woman is Christ; and in Him all His
members share in this Promise. See Rom. xvi. 20 Luke x.
19. Mark svi. 18; below on Ps. xci. 13, Mede’s Essay, book
i. Disc. xlii. p. 236; and Glass., Phil. Sacr. p. 655; Calovius,
Crit. S. p. 547; Rivetus, Exerc. xxxvii.; and the valuable
collections in Pfeiffer, Dubia Scripturae, p. 15.

“-thou shalt bruise his heel) He shall bruise thy head,
the highest part; thou shalt bruise his heel, the lowest, the
human nature of Christ; cp. Gen. xlix. 17; and with that
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heel--bruised in death--He will bruise thy head, and tread
thee under His feet, and enable His member to crush thee
(Luke x 19, Rom. xvi. 20) ."

ELLICOTT:

“Her seed . . . shall bruise thy head. We have here the
sum of the whole matter, and the rest of the Bible does
but explain the nature of this struggle, the persons who
wage it, and the manner and consequences of the victory
. . . . In this struggle man is finally to prevail, but not un-
scratched. And his triumph is to be gained not by mere
human strength, but by the coming of One who is ‘the
Woman’s Seed’; and round this promised Deliverer the rest
of Scripture groups itself. Leave out these words, and all
the inspired teaching which follows would be an ever-
widening river without a fountain-head. But necessarily
with the fall came the promise of restoration. Grace is no
after-thought, but enters the world side by side with sin.
Upon this foundation the rest of Holy scripture is built, till
revelation at last reaches its cornerstone in Christ.”

SPEAKERS BIBLE COMMENTARY (ORIGINA L):

“In the first clause it is said, that there should be “en-
mity between thy seed and her seed;” but in the second
clause it is said, “It (or he) shall bruise thy head.” It was
the head of the particular serpent (not of the seed of the
serpent only) which the seed of the woman was to bruise.
And though we must not lay stress on the masculine pro-
noun ‘he,’ because the word for seed is masculine in He-
brew, yet there is the appearance here of a personal contest,
and a personal victory. This inference is strengthened by
the promise being made to the seed of the woman. There
has been but one descendant of Eve, who had no earthly
father; and He was ‘manifested that He might destroy the
works of the devil! . . . . Moreover the LXX. has seed in
the neuter, but the pronoun referring to it, ‘he,’ in the
masculine, which would naturally refer it to some individual
son of the woman. The Syriac Version also has a masculine
pronoun.”
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The play on the words “descendants” and “offspring”
which the Revised Standard Version, the New English
Bible, the New International Version et. al. substitute for
seed is irrelevant to the point at issue and ignores the vital
Bible distinction. Ishmael was a descendant of Abraham--
so were all Ishmaelites and the Hebrew race--but the seed
of Abraham in its distinctive Bible use is Christ and all
who are i n  Christ: “Now to Abraham and his seed were
the promises made. He saith not, And to seeds, as of many;
but as of one, And to thy seed, which is Christ . . . . . And
if ye be Christ’s, then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs
according to the promise.” (Gal. 3: 16, 29). In the general
use of the word David had a multitude of descendants, but
in the distinctive Bible sense the seed of David, according
to all of the prophetic scriptures, is Christ: (Acts 2:30;
Rom. 1:2-3; 2 Tim. 2:8). On the same principle, all man-
kind are in the general sense descendants of woman, but
only the One is her seed--and the primal prophecy of the
Christ is Gen. 3: 15.

The forty-seven translators of England’s Authorized
(King James) Version and the one hundred one American
revisers of it (the American Standard Version)--known
and referred to as t h e  o n e  hundred forty-eight--knew w h a t
the new versionists of neo-modernism either do not know
or do not believe. It is disappointing to the degree of dis-
heartening that our professors are following their steps
and travelling their paths.

It is a cardinal concept of Christology in the Old Testa-
ment and of Christianity in the New Testament that from
the primal prophecy on Christ of Genesis 3: 15 through
Isaiah 7: 14--9: 6-7 to Matthew 1: 25 her seed, the seed of
woman, is the virgin birth of Jesus. It is tragic that our
young preachers must be submitted to the poison virus of
modernism at its roots, a sad situation that we cannot
trust our young people to certain professors harboured in
the Bible departments of our own Christian Colleges. W e
are suavely assured that these professors do believe in the
virgin birth of Jesus. Perhaps so, but of what effect is it
when they deny the basic passages that foretell it and
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teach it. They are yielding to the theology of Dean Weigle
of Yale Divinity School and Chairman of the committee of
the Revised Standard Version, as affirmed in his own In-
troduction, that there is no predictive element in the Old
Testament--this is Destructive Criticism at its worst in
the effort to break the relation between the Old Testament
and the New Testament, to throw them out of gear the one
with the other, and to thus destroy the basic argument for
the inspiration of the Bible--the fulfillment of Old Testa-
ment prophecy in the New Testament.

If Genesis 3: 15 and Isaiah 7: 14 are not prophecies of
the virgin birth of Jesus, there are none elsewhere in the
Old Testament for all the prophetic passages are links in
the virgin birth chain--and with the rejection of the s e ed
of Genesis 3: 15 and the virgin of Isaiah 7: 14 the chain is
broken and the links fall out. But if only the virgin birth
prophecies are rejected, and other prophecies concerning
Christ accepted, we are faced with the inexplicable anoma-
lism that all phases of the advent of Christ into the world
and his life on the earth were foretold except the basic
proof of his Deity--the virgin born only begotten Son of
God! It is evident that our doctrinal troubles are proceed-
ing from our professors. Again, we repeat the lamentation
of Jeremiah: “Is it nothing to you, all ye that pass by?”

The predictive passages through the Old Testament from
Genesis 3:15 form junction with the New Testament at
Matt. 1: 18-25, by verse 25 connecting with Genesis 3: 15
in the continuity of prophetic allusions to the virgin birth
of the Lord and Saviour, Jesus Christ--to remove one,
destroys all. Beginning at Genesis 3: 15 her seed was in
reference to Eve singularly--not Adam and Eve--the seed
of woman without concurrence of man. Adjunctive to this
primal promise is the usually unnoticed passage of Jere-
miah 31: 22 “The Lord hath created a new thing in the
earth, a woman shall compass (encompass) a man (man-
child; Heb.) " Jeremiah 31 is the New Covenant chapter
of Jeremiah’s prophecy. Above verse 22 is the prophecy of
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“the voice in Ramah, Rachel weeping for her children”
(verse 15), quoted in fulfillment in Matthew 2: 17,18; and
below verse 22 is the prophecy of the inauguration of the
new covenant (verses 31-34); between these two prophetic
verses, and connected with them, is verse 22--a n e w  thing
created in the earth, never before heard or known--a
woman without concurrence of man to encompass a man-
child. The Jeremiah passage is too immediately connected
with the New Covenant prophecies to be disconnected, and
is too closely related to the prophecies of Isaiah 7: 14: “A
virgin shall conceive and bear a son,” and 9: 6-7 “unto us a
child is born, unto us a son is given,” in prediction of the
birth of Christ, to admit of any denial that they all point
to the virgin birth of Jesus the Christ, and are all together
joined to Matthew 1: 18-25, with the especially significant
wording of verse 25 in reference to Mary--her firstborn
son.

The inspired Matthew said that Isaiah 7: 14 was “spoken
of the Lord” and that it was to be fulfilled in the virgin
birth of Jesus; and the inspired Luke all but literally quoted
Isaiah 9:6-7 in Luke 1:31-33; 68-80 among the promises
concerning the Saviour Jesus. Of the Child born and the
Son given, the prophet said: “Of the increase of his gov-
ernment and peace there shall be no end, upon the throne
of David, and upon his kingdom, to order it, and to establish
it with judgment and with justice from henceforth even
forever. The zeal of the Lord of hosts will perform this.”
The passage in Luke virtually parallels the Isaiah prophecy:
“And behold thou shalt conceive in thy womb, and bring
forth a son, and shalt call his name JESUS. He shall be
great, and shall be called the Son of the Highest: And the
Lord God shall give unto him the throne of his father
David: And he shall reign over the house of Jacob for-
ever; and of his kingdom there shall be no end”--these
verses 31-33 are extended to the full application in verses
68-80: The relation to the prophecies on the birth of Jesus
of these Matthew and Luke passages is evident, denied only
by one who yields to the new theology of no predictive
element in the Old Testament.
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Worthy of note is the second mention in reference to
Mary of her firstborn son in Luke 2:7.  Herein is a quan-
dary: that the same phrase autos prototokos--her firstborn
son is in both Matthew 1:25 and Luke 2:7--but the new
versionists take it out of Matthew and leave it in Luke!
In the two mentions of her firstborn, the Authorized Ver-
sion is consistent in retaining that phrase in both refer-
ences, but the American Standard Version along with the
later versions, is disappointedly inconsistent in omitting it
in Matthew 1:25 but retaining it in Luke 2:7. The only
solution to an apparent theological dilemma appears to be
that Luke 2:7 is detached from the Isaiah 7: 14 virgin birth
prophecy whereas Matthew 1: 25 is joined to the specific
fulfillment of Isaiah 7 : 1 4 - - t h a t  i t  might be fulfilled which
was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying,. a virgin
shall be with child, and bring forth a son, and they shall
call his name Emmanuel . . . . her firstborn son.” We are
not unaware that the American Standard Version employs
the phrase “brought forth a son” in Matthew 1:25. With
concession that it is not to be rated as a corrupt version
along with the proliferation of evil translations it is never-
theless among a few instances where the variations are
rather deviations from the text, an actual obviation of the
autos prototokos--her firstborn son--in textus receptus of
the Authorized Version, supported by Whitneys Revised
Greek Text, Expositors Greek New Testament, Berry’s In-
terlinear, and other authorities.

It is another instance of an American Standard Version’s
wrong rendering of Acts 2: 47, in substituting the pronoun
them for the church, although TE EKKLESIA (the church)
--“the Lord added to the church daily such as should be
saved”--is supported by all of the aforementioned authori-
ties, together with the mention of EKKLESIA one hundred
and fifteen times--the church. Furthermore, in eliminating
the church, the substitute pronoun them is rendered in
italics, which indicates that them is a supplied word, not
in the original. So the noun-term the church (TE EK-
KLESIA) which is in the Authorized text was taken out,
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and the substitute pronoun them which by italics is ad-
mittedly not in any text is put in!

Another case in point is the omission of the nobleman’s
confession of Acts 8:37, in answer to Philip’s question:
“If thou believest with all thine heart thou mayest. And he
answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son
of God,” which the American Standard Version, Revised
Standard Version, New International Version et. al. elimi-
nates. But it is noticeable that when the preachers who
decry “the Old King James Bible” sermonize on the saved
added to the church and they have responding sinners to
“make the good confession” before the audience, they all
go to the King James Version--then why not stay with it
and avoid the necessity of shifting gears!

Concerning the limited variations between the Authorized
King James Version and the American Standard Version,
conceding to the latter whatever merit may be ascribed
to it, my own observation of the variations only engenders
greater respect and generates a higher regard for the
Authorized King James Version. It has been abundantly
defended through centuries of attacks upon it, and has
stood the test. The New International Version is another
fad among new version novelties, and they will all fizzle
out and fade away--the Revised Standard Version has
declined from 26% of Bible sales at its beginning to 10%
present statistics, and even the American Standard Version
is struggling for survival--but “the grand old version” like
Tennyson’s Brook, rolls on forever! We opine that the fads
of modern fancy will neither relegate nor replace it. We
trow not.

(3) Concerning almah, parthenos and virgin--the di-
verted effort of the Neo-orthodox theologians to expunge
Isaiah 7: 14 of the virgin now turns into an attempt to find
an exception to the purity of the Greek word parthenos,
the Greek translation of the Hebrew almah into the purest
word for virgin--the Greek Old Testament parthenos which
is virgin only, never employed otherwise. Notwithstanding
the testimony of the Syriac (the oldest existing version),
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the Septuagint (the Greek Old Testament), the Authorized
(King James) Version, the American Standard Version,
and the inspired apostle Matthew, that almah in Isaiah 7: 14
is virgin, the motley minority of Neo-orthodox, new ver-
sionists, who produced the new versions assert that it does
not. Leaving out the number of the Syric translators,
there are 72 of the Septuagint (the Greek Old Testament)
translators, 47 of England’s translators (the Authorized
King James), 101 of American translators (the American
Standard), plus 1, the inspired apostle Matthew--a total
of 221, the one being an inspired apostle of Jesus Christ--
all are denied and repudiated by the modernists of the new
versions.

Now, joining these modernists, a prominent professor
“among us” siezes on Genesis 34: l-4 in an attempt to prove
forsooth an exception to the purity of the Greek word
parthenos by the case of the seduction of Dinah. The pas-
sage reads : “And Dinah the daughter of Leah, which she
bare unto Jacob, went out to see the daughters of the land.
And when Shechem, the son of Hamor the Hittite, prince
of the country, saw her, he took her, and lay with her, and
defiled her. And his soul clave unto Dinah the daughter
of Jacob, and he loved the damsel, and spoke kindly unto
the damsel. And Shechem spoke unto his father, Hamor,
saying, Get me this damsel to wife.” This latest exertion
to find an exception to the sole virginity of parthenos is in
the claim that the damsel of the text is parthenos, asserting
that the Greek term was so applied to Dinah after her de-
filement by Shechem. But it is evident that the reference
to Dinah as the virgin belongs to the preceding verse before
her seduction--a reference to her virginity before the rape
by Shechem. This is necessarily true from the text itself,
for the very claim to the contrary would make this in-
stance the only such use of the word parthenos, in no other
place, no other text, no other example could such a claim
be made.

The circumstances of the story support the meaning of
parthenos--that Dinah could not have been parthenos after
her seduction by Shechem. According to the custom per-
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taining to a virgin of Dinah’s age, she had been in guard-
ed retention at home, but for the satisfaction of a natural
curiosity she ventured to go out among the daughters of
the land--that is, to see her feminine contemporaries. In
doing so she became the object of Shechem’s seduction.
Thomson’s translation of the LXX (Septuagint Greek text)
says that Shechem “saw her and took her and lay with her
and humbled her”--he humiliated her, and defiled her. The
text further states that he “saw her” and “took her”--
which adds abduction to seduction. She was parthenos--the
virgin--before her abduction, seduction and defilement.
Hard pressed, indeed, are professors for proof to get rid
of virginity in parthenos to make such use of an admittedly
exceptional case involved in circumstances of violence--
and for one purpose only: to rid Isaiah 7:14 of the virgin
birth of Jesus!

Due to its importance it is orderly here to cite some com-
ments on this passage from honorable sources and by repu-
table authorities. Adam Clarke states that there is no evi-
dence of Dinah’s consent, but rather violence by Shechem
with promises to gain her affection. Lange refers to the
incident as abduction. Schroder refers to it as “the rape.”
Starke employs the descriptive phrase “a fallen virgin.”
T h e  Biblical Encyclopedia says that Dinah was seduced by
Shechem who “tried to gain her affection by promising
marriage.” F. B. Meyer refers to “Dinah’s fall” with sym-
pathy for “the poor girl,” who was parthenos, virgin, before
her fall. The International Standard Encyclopedia, by
James Orr, comments that Dinah’s virginity was violated
by Shechem. The Pulpit Commentary describes Dinah as
a victim taken by the prince forcibly, literally: oppressed
her, humbled her. McClintock and Strong relate the story
as a stain on the honor of the sister of Jacob’s sons, who
were bound to avenge her wrong. The whole chapter is one
of an outrage while Jacob was encamped at Shechem, and
all the conditions prove that parthenos was Dinah’s state
before the outrage--she was the virgin before this act of
the prince.

That parthenos means one thing only--a pure virgin,
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untouched by man--is not only the definition of the word
itself--but is evident from the list of passages in which
the word occurs, such as the following. Revelation 14:4,
in which men were said to be virgins--parthenos--“these
are they which had not been defiled by women”--they were
men virgins. So Dinah could not have been parthenos after
defilement for the same reason stated in Revelation 14:4:
Furthermore, Paul the apostle states in 2 Cor. 11:2 that
the church was by himself presented to Christ “as a chaste
virgin"--parthenos. This Greek word for virgin never did,
does not, and cannot mean anything else--if this is not so
then what word in either Greek or English can be used to
determine when a virgin is a virgin or when a virgin is
not a virgin? ! What are the professors trying to prove--
that a virgin, after all, may not be a virgin--then how
could they designate a virgin that is a virgin--by what
word ?

This is another example of what some of our professors
are doing--they are not defending the primal precept of
the virgin birth--the capstone of Christianity-the result
of their conduct and course is to weaken the defense of this
fortress of truth against the assault of the pseudo-versions
to expurgate the virgin birth of Jesus Christ from Isaiah
7: 14. When this citadel of the Deity of Christ is forced to
yield to the onslaught the bastion has been breached.

(4) Matthew 5: 17: Pursuing the perversions in the
Four Gospels the New International parrots the Revised
Standard Version and the New English Bible in removing
th word “destroy” and interpolating “abolish” thus in-
jecting the false teaching that the law was not abolished.
Jesus said that he had not come to destroy the law but to
fulfill it--if he had destroyed it he could not have fulfilled
it, to have destroyed it would have prevented it’s fulfillment,
but having fulfilled it he did abolish it--and the abolition
of the law is taught by Christ and his apostles throughout
the Gospels and the Epistles, the New International Ver-
sion to the contrary here and elsewhere in its perverted
text. It should be noted that the words destroy and abolish
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are not synonyms in either Greek or English and the new
versions have corrupted the teaching of Christ.

(5) Matthew 5:32: Another such instance is verse 32
of the same chapter where “marital unfaithfulness” is put
in place of “adultery” as the cause for divorce--but again
“unfaithfulness” is not synonymous with adultery--unfaith-
fulness may exist in sundry forms and divers deeds, but
the act of adultery is specific--one act, one thing, one
cause. Yet this version substitutes marital unfaithfulness
for adultery and fornication throughout its text, thus toning
down the terminology of the Gospels and the Epistles in
their unsparing condemnation of that abominable sin in the
severity of inspired language.

(6) Matthew 19:28: The phrase “at the renewal of all
things” is put for in the regeneration, which is the gospel
dispensation, as so used in another New Testament passage
(Titus 3: 5--paliggenesia in reference to baptism being
“the washing of regeneration”--the washing that belongs
to the gospel dispensation in contrast with divers washings
of the Mosaic law. The teaching of Matthew 19:28 is that
in this gospel dispensation Christ is now on his throne, and
the apostles now occupy thrones of apostolic authority,
judging through apostolic teaching the twelve tribes (spir-
itual tribes of spiritual Israel which is the representation
of the whole, complete church (see Acts 26: 6-7; Galatians
6:16--and comments in God’s Prophetic Word). But the
rewriting of these passages has the premillennial slant
characteristic of numerous other passages in this false ver-
sion.

(7) Matthew 26:64: A similar mistranslation is in Mat-
thew 26: 64 where Jesus said to Caiaphas: “Hereafter shall
ye see the Son of man sitting on the right hand of power,
and coming in the clouds of heaven”--a figurative charac-
terization of the events “of power” in the siege and de-
struction of Jerusalem, connected with the Lord’s descrip-
tions in Matthew 24:30 and Mark 13: 26. These events, as
mentioned to high priest Caiaphas were to occur in his life-
time--and he did see it, for the event was not far distant.
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Jesus addressed these words to the high priest Caiaphas in
response to his adjuration, but this version changed the
ye, addressed to Caiaphas to “all of you” and interpolates
the phrase “in the future,” slanting the passage toward the
second coming of Christ and the premillennial implication.
And the gospel of Matthew is punctuated page after page
with perverted deviation, from the first line of chapter 1,
to the last lines of chapter 28, in the rewording of the
Lord’s great commission to the twelve apostles.

(8) Mark 1:1: The opening sentence of Mark--“the be-
ginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ the Son of God”--is
changed to “about” Jesus Christ. The two phrases are not
concomitant--they do not connote the same attribution.
This random policy of translation runs through this reck-
less version. Other examples are I Corinthians 1:6 where
“the testimony of Christ” is changed to “our testimony
about Christ,” and Hebrews 6: 1 where “the doctrine of
Christ” is changed to “teachings about Christ,” ad infini-
tum--endless disharmony throughout this erroneous ver-
sion--in other citations i.e. Romans 1: 16; Philippians 1: 27
“of Christ,” in the phrase “the gospel of Christ,” is om-
mitted.

(9) Mark 16:9-20: Concerning the end of Mark--which
includes the gospel commission: “Go ye into all the world,
and preach the gospel to every creature. He that believeth
and is baptized shall be saved”--true to form, as in the
other new versions, this New International casts the doubt
that amounts to the repudiation and rejection of these last
twelve verses of Mark. A cut-off line is inserted below
verse 8, to indicate the end of Mark. Then above verse
9, inserted in brackets is the statement “the most reliable
early manuscripts omit Mark 16:9-20." This statement
carries the fatal admission that some reliable manuscripts
do not omit it--and if even one manuscript that is reliable
includes it that would constitute authentication. But the
textual historical fact is that there are five hundred manu-
scripts and two thousand copies of that category of manu-
scripts that produced the Bible--and the end of Mark is
missing for only two of the five hundred manuscripts, and
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from none of the two thousand copies! The end of John
is missing from the same manuscripts and Hebrews ends
at chapter nine--yet no doubt is indicated in marginal
notes or assertions in brackets to cast suspicion or reflec-
tion on the authenticity of these portions--why? The rea-
son is theological and too obvious to waste the ink and exert
the effort to explain--the modern theologians want Mark
16:9-20 expurgated, and the makers of the New Interna-
tional Version have joined the motley combination bent on
the mutilation of the New Testament in all of its doctrinal
integrity.

Anent Mark 16: 9-20 England’s scholar, John W. Burgon
has devastated the attacks of the new versions in his treatise
entitled “The Last Twelve Verses of Mark” and a summary
of his important exposition is included in the section deal-
ing with Mark 16:9-20 in A Review Of The New Versions.
Recommended also is the “critical notes on Mark 16:9-20 by
J. W. McGarvey in his Commentary on Matthew and Mark.
These two treatises are indispensable to preachers and
teachers who should be armed against these perversions--
and they are recommended as good reading for the users of
the new versions including professors in the Bible Depart-
ments of our colleges.

(10) Luke 1:1-4: The inspired preamble to Luke is
scrambled by substituted terms and phrases inferior to
Luke’s language, replacing such significant scriptural
phraseology as “those things which are most surely be-
lieved among us” and “having had perfect understanding
of all things from the very first,” with parlance void of the
same meaning, lacking in the literary excellence, perversive
of the inspired teaching, and virtually nullifying the in-
spiration of Luke, making of him no more than an investi-
gative writer, thus rendering his “perfect understanding,”
--his own claim of eyewitness inspired knowledge “of all
things from the very first”--null and void.

(11) Luke 24: The entire text of Luke is cluttered by
inferiority and interpolation, contradiction and ejection
from the disorder of the first paragraph of chapter one to
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the disarrangement of the last paragraph of chapter twenty-
four, excluding from the Lord’s allusion to the prophetic
scripture the consequent and significant phrases “thus it
behooved the Christ” and “behold I send the promise of my
Father upon you”--ending the grand delineations of Luke
with the debased verbiage of incompetent translators tam-
pering with the text of inspired scriptures.

(12) John 3:16: The revamping of John 3: 16 and the
other “only begotten Son” in John 1: 14, 18, are the ultimate
in translative irresponsibility and carelessness, and is rep-
resentative of the unscrupulous intrusions into the text of
John’s gospel through its twenty-one chapters. For “his
only begotten Son” these tyro-translators interjected “his
one and only Son”--thus inserting a double translation of
the first syllable of monogenes and a no-translation of the
second syllable. The first syllable mono is only or one--the
second syllable genes is begotten. Since “one” is “only” and
“only” is “one,” why translate mono  “one and only” unless
in palliation for the violence to this precious text in the ex-
cision of “his only begotten Son.”

In chapter 1: 14 the “one and only” is put in place of
“only begotten,” omitting begotten; but in 1: 18 “the only
begotten Son" is changed to God the only Son and “which
was in the bosom of the Father” is changed to who is at
the Father’s side! Such detestable dabbling with the words
of the Bible is intolerable.

In the chapter The Only Begotten Son in the Review Of
The New Versions it is incontrovertibly established that
monogenes cannot be fully translated into the English with-
out the two words only begotten--“Mono” is only, and
“genes” is begotten. But “genes” has both the masculine
and feminine genders. The masculine is begotten (active),
the feminine is born (passive)--so, as the first syllable
mono is given the double translation “one and only” con-
sistency would require the double translation of the second
syllable, and it would thusly be made to read: God so loved
the world that he gave his one and only begotten born Son!
But they deleted the last syllable genes--begotten--and to
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palliate the deletion they rendered the first syllable mono
one and only! It is ridiculous, plain stupidity, and aside
from being so doctrinally wrong it is the evidence of the
complete incompetence of the conglomerate committee of
this self-styled and so called ecumenical version. How far
out can the neo-versionists get?

(13) John 3:8: Another example is in the first part of
the Lord’s discourse with Nicodemus in chapter 3. Con-
cluding his explanation of the new birth Jesus said “so is
everyone that is born of the Spirit”--by the insertion of
two words, the pronoun it and the preposition with the
meaning of the passage is changed. The Lord had shifted
reference to the new birth from the birth to the one--
everyone--that is born, referring by the illustration of the
invisible element of the wind to the invisible part of man
--the inner man--as the subject of the new birth. But the
interpolations into the passage imply the direct mysterious
operation of the Holy Spirit in the new birth, of which
false concept this verse has been a sugar-stick for its ad-
vocates--and it is no wonder that the New International
Version has added more sugar to their stick, seeing that
the Nazarenes, and Neo-Pentecostals are well represented
on its committee.

(14) John 14:1-2: Another degrading example of dab-
bling with a precious passage is John 14: l-2: “In my
Father’s house are many mansions.” On this grand passage
this committee followed the lead of the Revised Standard
Version in changing the many mansions to many rooms--
so we will all have a room in heaven--what a belittled
hope !

It is said that there could be no mansions in a house--
then why not remove the house and reserve the mansion,
since another passage reads that there is such an inherit-
ance “reserved in heaven for you.” (I Peter 1: 4) These
clumsy dabblers with. the Bible degrade heaven to a room-
ing house. They seem to consider the house as a residence
with a street number. They appear not to have had it occur
to them that the European house of Brunswick, of Este, of
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Hanover, of Hohenzollern, denotes a domain, a dynasty--
then are they “willingly ignorant” (2 Peter 3:5) of the
“house of David,” the “house of Israel,” the “house of
Jacob,” the “house of Judah,” all of Bible reference, and
which connotate the whole domain of such mention. Then,
“in my Father’s house” connotes the entire habitation of
God--and mansions denote its grandeur. Deliver us from
the debasing, the debunking, the demoting, and therefore
the degrading character of this corrupted translation. They
rob the Father’s house of its grandeur, and in like manner
the various and numerous epistolary beatitudes have been
filched of their pristine beauty by these inadept self-ap-
pointed theological editors of the holy scriptures.

(15) Acts 1:3: The book of Acts abounds with the
blunders of this change-happy committee. They begin with
chapter 1: 3 where “speaking of the things pertaining to
the kingdom of God” is changed to “spoke about” the king-
dom and in chapter 28:31, at the end of the book, “teach-
ing those things which concern the Lord Jesus Christ” is
changed to “taught about” the Lord Jesus Christ--quite
an omission in both the beginning and the ending of Acts.
The word “about” falls far short of the meaning of “speak-
ing those things pertaining to the kingdom” and “teaching
those things which concern the Lord Jesus Christ.” In 1:4
“the promise of the Father is changed to “the gift my
Father promised”--the word “gift” is not in the text and
the personal pronoun “my” is put for an article “the,” as
the careless committee puts in and takes out according to
their caprice.

(16) Acts 2:39: In chapter 2:39 the conjunction “for”
is removed which connects the gift of the Holy Spirit in
verse 38 with the blessings of the gospel to Jew and Gentile
in verse 39--and is thus definitive of the Holy Spirit’s
gift.

(17) Acts 3:21: In chapter 3:21 “the times of restitu-
tion” is changed to “until the time comes for God to restore
everything” - -which accomodates the passage to premillen-
nialism. The passage says the times not “the time”--and
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the phrase the times of restitution has reference to the
gospel dispensation in the same sense as the last days in
chapter 2: 1’7, beginning on Pentecost, embracing the period
of the gospel from Pentecost to the end. So the theologi-
cally biased translators have the times of restitution begin-
ning where the passage has them ending--at the descent of
Christ from heaven, and that is rank premillennialism.

(18) Acts 8:37: In chapter 8: 37 both the statement of
Philip on the condition of baptism and the eunuch’s answer
are omitted. If thou believest with all thine heart thou
mayest and I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God--
both of these correlated statements, without which there
is a gap in the narrative that renders it incomplete, are
omitted.

(19) Acts 9:5-6: In chapter 9: 5-6, the latter part of
verse 5 “it is hard for thee to kick against the pricks” and
Saul’s question in verse 6, “Lord, what wilt thou have me
to do?” are omitted.

(20) Acts 10:6: In chapter 10: 6 the words of the angel
to Cornelius, referring to Peter, “he shall tell thee what
thou oughtest to do” are omitted.

(21) Acts 11:14: In chapter 11:14 Peter’s report of the
words of the angel “who shall tell thee words, whereby thou
and all thy house shall be saved” is omitted.

(22) Acts 11:17: In verse 17 (11: 17) the words of
Peter that “God gave to them the like gift as he did unto
us who believed on the Lord Jesus Christ” is changed to
“God gave them the same gift as he gave us when we be-
lieved.” The latter statement is not true--God did not
bestow that gift of the Holy Spirit on the apostles when
they believed, and it was not the same gift to Cornelius and
his house, but the like gift--like it only in the manner in
which it descended from heaven, being the first occurrence
since Pentecost, but not the same in degree, measure, extent
or purpose as to the apostles. The more these arbitrary
translators tamper with the text the m o r e  they altar its
teaching.

(23) Acts 16:14: In chapter 16: 14 in reporting the con-
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version of Lydia, Luke said: “And a certain woman named
Lydia . . . . heard us: whose heart the Lord opened, that
she attended unto the things which were spoken of Paul”
--this adverse version reads: “The Lord opened her heart
to respond to Paul’s message,” omitting the words “heard
us” in the text before “whose heart the Lord opened.” The
important words heard us define how the Lord opened
Lydia’s heart--by hearing the word preached by Paul. In
the omission of “heard us” these translators of false teach-
ing have insinuated the doctrine of direct converting power
--the direct operation process--in conversion. Therefore,
the New International Version is the purveyer of fake
doctrine.

(24) Acts 19:4: In chapter 19:4 Paul said to the twelve
at Ephesus: “John verily baptized with the baptism of re-
pentance”--the false version reads: “John’s baptism was
a baptism of repentance,” thus allowing for the doctrine
that repentance was itself the element of baptism--but Paul
said that John baptized with the baptism of repentance,
and John baptized in the Jordan river! The apostle Paul
used both the verb baptized and the noun baptism--John
baptized with the baptism of repentance--that is, the bap-
tism proceeding from or out of repentance. But the aber-
rant version casts out the verb baptized and inserts the
baptism twice--and they call that a version, it is rank per-
version.

(25) Acts 26:28: In chapter 26:28 Agrippa said to Paul:
“Almost thou persuadest me to be a Christian! The devia-
tive version reads: “Do you think that in such a short
time you can persuade me to be a Christian?” That is
some definition of almost! It turns a positive statement
into a querulous question-the queer translators do not
observe the difference between a period and a question
mark ! (A full discussion of Acts 26: 28 is on pp. 403-404
in Review Of The New Versions.)

(26) Acts 28:26: In chapter 28:26 the quotation of the
prophecy of Isaiah is misquoted; as in Matthew 13: 13-15
and Acts 13:41; changing a quotation is not even ethical
in literary works.
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(27) Acts 28:31: The last verse of Acts 28: 31--closes
with “preaching the kingdom of God, and teaching those
things which concern the Lord Jesus Christ with all confi-
dence, no man forbidding him.” The veering version reads:
“Boldly and without hindrance he preached the kingdom
of God and taught about the Lord Jesus Christ"--quite an
omission of the words of Luke, the inspired writer, and an
officious substitution of “about” Christ for “those things
which concern” Christ. As in Acts 1:3 with the substitu-
tion of “about” for “speaking the things pertaining to the
kingdom of God,” this intrusive version begins the book of
Acts with “about,” ends it with “about” and writes “about”
all the way through, omitting what the inspired author
said. It thus displays the paltering pattern of additions and
subtractions, of inclusions and omissions, in changing the
text of the New Testament in accordance with their own
whimsical will.

The revealed character of Romans through the inspira-
tion of Paul has been translated by the New International
Committee into their own theological concepts. The de-
ceptive variations are so multifarious--so interspersed
throughout the text--that it would require a volume as
large as the version itself to tabulate “for time would fail
me to tell” of all the aberrant citations of this version. The
few references will serve as samples of intrinsic corruption.
The initial encroachments upon the fundamental essence of
Romans are evident at its commencement.

(28) Romans 1:3: In verse 3 the apostle makes the vital
averment that God’s Son Jesus Christ our Lord was made
the seed of David according to the flesh”--but the recent
version omits the essential word “made” and the word seed,
and has Paul saying: “who as to his human nature was a
descendant of David”--and Paul did not say that. Paul
said that Jesus Christ “was made of the seed of David.”
There are many descendants, but One Seed: “He saith not,
and to seeds, as of many; but as one, and to thy seed which
is Christ” (Gal. 3: 16) There is a divine substance in seed
which is not inherent in “descendant.” Furthermore, the
word made in Romans 1:3 is ginomai and means created.
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It is the same word of Galatians 4:4: “When the fulness
of time was come, God sent forth his Son, made (ginomai)
of woman"--created of woman. That is the word of
Romans 1:3: Jesus Christ our Lord was made--created--
of the seed of David--and it connects both Romans 1:3
and Galatians 4:4 with the only begotten Son of John 3: 16,
and therefore with the virgin birth. These intrinsic truths
are utterly ignored by these new-fangled translators who
add to and take from the text of their own will and fancy.

( 2 9 )  Romans 1:9: Another inexcusable revision of
Paul’s syntax in verse 9 is the substitution of their phrase
“my whole heart” for the apostle’s “my spirit.” The apos-
tolic statement is: “whom I serve with my spirit in the
gospel of his Son.” The passage teaches that the gospel
system pertains to the spirit of ma--the inner man in con-
trast with the exterior nature of the old law--as “the law
of my mind”--or God’s law (the gospel) addressed to, per-
taining to the mind, of chapter 7:23. Continuing in verse
26, the apostle said: “So then with the mind I myself serve
the law of God”-and these are companion passages with
and extensions of “whom I serve with my spirit in the gos-
pel of his Son” of chapter 1: 9. The three passages are de-
finitive of the nature of the gospel as God’s law of the mind
--and “whole heart” service is not the connotation here.
What Paul very simply said was that he served God with
the inner man according to the gospel of verse 1 and verse
16. These late translators have meddled the meaning out
of these passages and hundreds of others, in following a
thought pattern--their own thought--instead of the word
translation of the New Testament text.

(30) Romans 1:16: The careless disregard for the text
is manifest in the omission of the Author of the gospel in
Romans 1: 16. This gospel text, known to all, reads: “I am
not ashamed of the gospel of Christ.” The new version
editors omitted of Christ. They retained “the gospel of
God” in verse 1, but removed “the gospel of Christ” in
verse 16! What haphazard handling of the word of God!

(31) Romans 1:17: In the New International Romans
1: 17 reads: “A righteousness that is by faith from first to
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last.” The connection of verse 17 with the preceding verse
16 was to teach both the Jews and the Gentiles that right-
e o u s n e s s  (justification) proceeds from the gospel of verse
16, not from the law--and the clause “from faith to faith”
refers to the gospel as the system of faith. The preposition
to is eis--hence from (ek) faith to (eis) faith”--but e i s  is
in order to,  so verse 17 reads: “For therein is the right-
eousness of God revealed from faith in order to faith.”
That is, Paul was not ashamed to preach to the Jews that
justification is from faith (the system of faith, the gospel)
to faith--i.e. in order to (eis) induce faith in his hearers.
Righteousness means justification, it is the state of justifi-
cation into which the sinner enters by obedience to the
faith of the gospel--the gospel reveals (therein) how God
makes man righteous-how God justifies the sinner. This
“righteousness of God” is not an attribute of God for in
Romans 10:3 the apostle states that the Jews were “igno-
rant of God’s righteousness, and going about to establish
their own righteousness, have not submitted themselves
unto the righteousness of God.” But the Jews were not
ignorant that God is righteous--but they w e r e  ignorant of
the righteousness of God, the thing to which they did not
submit, but rather sought to establish their own--that is,
their own system of justification. No man can be righteous
--no man can be just--without forgiveness. So the gospel
Paul preached revealed to both Jew and Gentile how God
makes man righteous--how God forgives sinners, and it is
not “by faith alone from beginning to end” of Today’s Eng-
lish Version--Good News For Modern Man--nor “from
first to last” of the New International Version. It appears
that the latter version is in competition with the former
version to out-modern it! Both of those false translations
churn with the creedal concept of justification by faith only
and the translators infuse that tenet into the text by every
subtle means or possible implementation.

(32) Romans 3:27: Pursuant to the faith alone textual
intrusion of Romans 1: 17 is the “principle of faith” sub-
stitution for “the law of faith in Romans 3:27." Where
is boasting then? It is excluded. By what law? Of works?
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Nay; but by the law of faith.” But the pattern of thought
translators of the New International in order to circum-
vent Paul’s law of faith changed Romans 3: 27 to “on what
principle? On that of observing the law? No, but on that
of faith"--hence, the principle of faith. The rewriting of
the entire verse to serve the thought of faith only is too
obvious to overlook. It will be noticeable to all who check
other passages for comparison that they do not change
the Romans 7:23 law of the mind to principle of the mind,
nor the Roman 8:2 law of the Spirit to principle of the
Spirit--nor the law of God and law of Christ to the princi-
ple of God and the principle of Christ--yet it is the same
Greek word nomos in all of these references, plus dozens
more, where no such changes were made. Faith is a mental
action, a function of mind, a process of thinking, an exer-
cise of the heart--therefore the principle of idea, of
thought, or the principle of pleasure, or of enjoyment,
would all be meaningless. Commenting on this verse,
Whiteside says: “Faith is an act of the mind, or heart; and
a person might as well talk about the principle of thinking,
or the principle of joy, as to talk about the principle of be-
lief. Such an expression as ‘the principle of faith’ conveys
no idea to the mind.” (Romans, page 92)

The word principle comes from stoikion which means
elements, as in Galatians 4:3, the elements of the Mosaic
system (Judaism) bringing them to the new convenant--
and that is not Paul’s word in Romans 3:27; or arche,
which means beginning, as in Hebrews 5: 12 and Hebrews
6: 1, the principles of the Mosaic system, precedent to the
new covenant, with the few exceptions of references to
principalities and powers--and that is not Paul’s word in
Romans 3:27. But nomas--law--is Paul’s word, and neith-
er translators nor committee of translators possess the pre-
rogative to mistranslate it. Further than that the definition
of a principle is: a rule of conduct and behaviour based
on the accepted code of ethics. But law is legal, and the
law of faith in Romans 3:27 teaches the legalism of the
gospel in the plan of salvation, which is contrary to their
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credenda and therefore repulsive to their faith only thought
pattern.

(33) Romans 3:31: Not having their desire to revise
Romans and improve Paul satiated by the obliteration the
law of faith in verse 27 these translators of thought move
to avoid nullifying the law in verse 31 by having Paul to
say: “We uphold the law"--but Paul did n o t  say  that. He
said: “We establish the law.” The prophetic element and
typical system of the law had fullfillment in the law of the
faith of the gospel dispensation, and by that fulfillment the
validity of the law had been verified, therefore established
-but Paul did not uphold the law for it was abrogated,
abolished and done away in Christ--replaced by the law
of faith, the gospel. (2 Corinthians 3: 13,14; Colossians
2: 14; Hebrews 10:9-10). The revisionists of the thought
pattern have not thought enough to distinguish the differ-
ence between uphold and establish, or else they ignored the
distinction. In either case it is wicked to exchange the
words of the inspired apostle for the sophistry of their
human rationality, pretending to emend it better than Paul
could express it--as when Paul said, “do we then make
void the law through faith? God forbid: yea, we establish
the law,” the change-happy, irreverent redactors reduced
Paul’s God forbid to their own “Not at all”--to which
transference we reply: God forbid!

(34) Romans 4 is the common ground of all the modern
faith only translation redactors and the New International
puppets of perversion are attached in cohesive relation to
that sundry assortment of revisers.

Romans 4:3 reads: “For what saith the scripture? Abra-
ham believed God and it was counted unto him for right-
eousness.” The New International changed “counted unto
him for righteousness’ to “credited it to him as righteous-
ness,” and from this third verse it accomodates all of the
chapter to the doctrine of justification by faith only, on the
theorizing that Romans 4: 3 being a quotation from Genesis
15:6, implies that Abraham was accredited righteousness
“being yet uncircumcised”--hence, righteousness by faith



690 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

without works, therefore justification by faith only. But
Abraham’s faith before circumcision was not faith alone--
he had already worked, having obeyed (Hebrews 11:8) ;
having built altars to worship God (Genesis 12: 7; 13: 4,-
18)--all before his circumcision. Romans 4: 3 defines it in
the all-inclusive phrase: Abraham believed God, and ex-
emplifying this Abrahamic faith in Hebrews 11:8 alluding
to Genesis 12: l-4, the apostle joins these verses in the
statement “by faith Abraham when he was called to go
out into a place which he should after receive for an in-
heritance, obeyed"--and that was before his circumcision.
So Abrahamic faith is the faith that obeys.

Added to this specific definition is the further declara-
tion of Romans 4: 12, in its application to us: “Who also
walk in the steps of that faith of our father Abraham,
which he had being yet uncircumcised!"--walk in the steps
of that faith, that is, the faith that obeys God. And strange-
ly, yet not unexpectedly, the New International expungers
delete the word that which is the key word of verse 12.
And they further impair the passage by inserting their own
jargon “walk in the footsteps” in the stead of the apostle’s
phrase “walk in the steps” of that faith of Abraham. The
word steps is in the New Testament only three times:
Romans 4: 12, “the steps of that faith”; 2 Corinthians
12: 18, “walked we not in the same steps”; 1 Peter 2:21,
“that ye should follow in his steps”--but the word foot-
steps does not occur at all, and notwithstanding the appar-
ent connection of steps with the foot, inchnos (steps) is
not translated “footsteps” in any passage where it occurs,
and to do so imparts inferiority to the textual diction.
There is a significant and superior meaning in steps of
faith, conveying the conditions of obedience. In the guise
of translators these tamperers with the text are phrase-
makers.

(35) Romans 4:4: reads: “Now to him that worketh is
the reward not reckoned of grace, but of debt”--and this
verse is made to mean that in our doing of anything to be
saved the Saviour would be under obligation to the sinner,
that is salvation would be a matter of debt, which would
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make God a debtor to man, and as this interpretation of
works, as a conclusion, is made to mean baptism, the neces-
sary conclusion would be: if baptism is works, but is a
command of God, then as the works of Romans 4:4 is
reckoned of debt, then God owes man salvation, and obedi-
ence to the command to be baptized would eliminate the
grace of God.

The illustration of Abraham’s faith served to show that
faith to be a type of the faith of the gospel, and his justi-
fication as a type of the justification of the gospel. But
Abraham’s faith and justification are no more identical
with the faith of the gospel than the rock of Exodus 17: 6
and I Corinthians 10: 4 from which Israel drank was identi-
cal with Christ. Paul’s statement in Romans 4:3 is that
Abraham’s faith was “counted unto him for righteousness”
--for is eis, and is in order to. But the New International
changes the phrase to “credited to him as righteousness.”
The statements are not the same--to be credited a s  is not the
thing itself (Galatians 3: 6; James 2: 21). Righteousness is
justification. Abraham’s faith was not justification but
counted for it--eis--in order to it. Compare I John 3:7:
“He that doeth righteousness is righteous.” Compare also
James 2: 21: “Was not Abraham our father justified by
works, when he had offered Isaac his son upon the altar.”
At the time Abraham believed God (Romans 4: 3; James 2: -
23) he had done nothing--but his faith was counted in order
to righteousness, or justification--the distinction is between
counted and actual. Abraham’s faith was reckoned, im-
puted, counted for (in order to) righteousness until oppor-
tunity to obey God was offered and accepted. Abraham’s
faith was’not identical with gospel faith, for Galatians 3:23
contrasts "before  faith came” with after--"the faith which
should afterward be revealed”--the gospel. One could not
be justified during the law by the faith that did not come
until after the law. The New Testament holds in bold con-
trast two things: 1. the law and works of the law 2. the
faith and the works of faith.

The use of the same illustration of Abraham’s faith by
the apostle James is invariably adopted to conflict with
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the apostle Paul: that is, that James says one thing--“by
works” (2: 21-24)--and Paul another--“not of works.”
There is no conflict. To whose justification did Paul refer?
Abraham's. To whose justification did James refer? Abra-
ham. There is no difference between Paul and James as
to Abraham. To what justification did Paul refer? That
of Genesis 15: 6. To what justification was James referring?
To Genesis 15:6. Then there is no difference in the justifi-
cation. But it is claimed that the difference exists in the
objects--that Paul’s not of works means the alien sinner,
and James by works means the Christian. The James 2:25
further illustration of Rahab vaporizes that distinction:
“Likewise also was not Rahab the harlot justified by works”
--likewise Rahab the harlot--h a r 1 o t is not the way I
spell Christian. Furthermore, since the “not by works”
argument is based on the conclusion that works would
eliminate grace, it follows irresistibly that if works in the
James passage refers to a Christian it deprives the Chris-
tian of grace--if works of faith cancels grace, then grace
is eliminated from the life of a Christian. If the argumen-
tum for justification by faith only were clay it would be
too sorry to make brick.

Romans 4 in its entirety has been revised to teach the
false denominational doctrine of justification by faith only.
The basic importance of Romans 4: l-6 warrants the dupli-
cation in this treatise of the comprehensive comments of
R. L. Whiteside that second-to-none scholar in the scrip-
tures. The Whiteside perspicuous explanation of these
verses covers the case of the Abrahamic faith completely,
and its insertion here, with the permission of his daughter-
publisher, Inys Whiteside, serves the present purpose of an
exposure of the misinterpretations in the mistranslations
of the rewritten versions-and of the misconcepts of a field
full of incompetent commentators in what appears to be a
general yen of novus homas to compose a commentary on
Romans. The dissertation from the Whiteside Commentary
entitled Paul’s Letter To The Saints At Rome is submitted
with the recommendation of it as a guide to Romans which
should be on the desk of every preacher and teacher, or
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student of New Testament teaching, and required reading
in the Bible courses of all the colleges.

V e r s e  3 :  F o r  what w i t h  the scripture? And Abraham
believed God, and it was reckoned unto him for righteous-
ness. This is a quotation from Gen. 15:6. Jehovah had
just promised Abraham a son and a posterity as number-
less as the stars. though he was old and Sarah was past
the age of childbearing. “And Abraham believed God, and
it was reckoned unto him for righteousness." One of the
strangest things in all the field of Bible exegesis is the con-
tention so generally made that this language refers to the
justification of Abraham as an alien sinner. It seems to
be taken for granted that up to the time spoken of in this
verse he was an unforgiven. condemned sinner. It has
been argued that Paul here spoke of Abraham’s justifica-
tion as a sinner and that James (2:21-24) spoke of his
justification as a righteous man. It is surprising that any
person at all familiar with the history of Abraham would
so contend, for the facts are all against such a supposition.
But what are the facts? For a number of years previous
to the promise to Abraham of a son and numerous posterity
Abraham had been a faithful servant of God. Consider
carefully the following facts:

1. God had appeared to Abraham in U r  of the Chaldees
and commanded him to go into a land which would be
shown him, and promised to bless him, and to make a great
nation of him, and to bless all families through. his seed
(Gen. 12: 1-3; Acts 7: 2,3).

2. “By faith Abraham, when he was called, obeyed to go
out unto a place which he was to receive for an inheritance;
and he went out, not knowing whither he went” (Heb.
11:8). By faith he obeyed, and trustingly did as com-
manded, not knowing where he was going. Strange con-
duct for an unforgiven, condemned sinner!

3. When he reached the place of Shechem, in the land



694 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

of Canaan, “Jehovah appeared unto Abram, and said, Unto
thy seed will I give this land: and there builded he an
altar unto Jehovah, who appeared unto him” (Gen. 12: 6,7.).
Why this promise, and why this worship, if Abraham was
then an unforgiven sinner?

4. Abraham moved on to a mountain between Bethel
and Ai;; “and there he builded an altar unto Jehovah, and
called upon the name of Jehovah” (Gen. 12:8).

5. After his unfortunate visit to Egypt, he returned to
the altar between Bethel and Ai; “and there Abram called
on the name of Jehovah” (Gen. 13: 3,4). Can any one be-
lieve that an unforgiven sinner was thus worshiping Jeho-
vah and calling on his name?

6. When he returned from the slaughter of the kings who
had taken Lot captive, Melchizedek, priest of God Most
High, “blessed him, and said, Blessed be Abram of God
Most High.” As Abram was blessed, or happy, and as he
was described as “Abram of God Most High,” it is certain
that he was not a condemned alien sinner.

 7. After these things and before the promise of a son,
the Lord said to him: “Fear not, Abram: I am thy shield,
and thy exceeding great reward” (Gen. 15: 1). That settles
it. God would not tell an unforgiven sinner not to fear;
neither is he the shield and exceeding great reward of such
a sinner.

Why have not all these things been taken into considera-
tion by our super-exegetes? It is certain therefore that
the language in Gen. 15: 6 and Rom. 4:3 does not refer to
the justification of an alien sinner, and they greatly err
who so apply it. It is true that Paul was trying to convince
the Jews that this justification happened before the giving
of the law, but he was using this well known fact to offset
their claim that a person had to be circumcised after the
manner of Moses, or he could not be saved. Their own
father Abraham, of whom they boasted, would be cut off
by their arguments for the law.

An author whom I have been reading quotes verses 3-6



T HE N EW INTERNATIONAL V E R S I O N  695

and makes this remark: “Just as Abraham was reckoned
righteous, not because of his works, but because of his
faith in God, so the sinner is reckoned righteous because
of his faith in Christ.” If the author will look a little more
closely, he will see that Paul does not say that Abraham
was reckoned righteous because of his faith in God. God
reckons to a man only that which he has or should have.
Abraham believed God, and his belief was reckoned to him,
or put down to his account, or considered. Neither does
the record say that faith was counted, or reckoned, as if it
were righteousness, nor was it counted as a substitute for
righteousness. But the record does say that Abraham’s
faith was reckoned, or counted, to him for (eis, into, or in
order to, or unto) righteousness. On the grounds of his
faith God forgave him of whatever sins he might have been
guilty, and so declared him to be righteous. If no guilt
attaches to a man, if there is no sin charged against him, he
is a righteous man. If a man never sinned, he would  b e
righteous by works; if he sins and God forgives him, re-
moves sin entirely from him, he is then righteous by grace,
or favor. But the man who attains righteousness through
forgiveness has no grounds for boasting. For that reason
Abraham had no grounds for boasting; for the same reason
none now have grounds for boasting.

Verses l-3 connect back with the twenty-seventh verse of
the third chapter, which says: “Where then is the glorying?
It is excluded. By what manner of law ? of works ? Nay:
but by a law of faith.” Moffatt’s rendering of this verse,
as quoted by K. C. Moser, in “The Way of Salvation,” can-
not justly be considered a translation at all: “Then what
becomes of our boasting ? It is ruled out absolutely. On
what principle? On the principle of doing deeds? No, on
the principle of faith.” Much is said about the “principle
of faith.” Now, faith is an act of the mind, or heart; and
a person might as well talk about the principle of belief.
Such an expression as “the principle of faith” conveys no
idea to the mind. If a man’s life were as perfect as the
Pharisee imagined his to be, he could boast; but if a man
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sins and is forgiven, there is ground for humility, but not
for boasting.

.

Verse 4: Now to him that worketh, the reward is not
reckoned as of grace, but a s  of debt. The word reckon i s
met with so often in this fourth chapter that it is well for
us to notice carefully its significance. The reward is reck-
oned to the person that works, because it is his due. Paul is
not condemning salvation by works in this verse; he is mere-
ly stating a truth. We can rest assured that if we could so
work as to bring God in debt to us to the extent of our sal-
vation, he would pay that debt. But for that to be true, a
person’s work would have to be perfect--he would have to so
live as to never sin, never incur any guilt. But if a man sins
once, salvation can never come to him as a debt. Such a
man can never be justified by works of law. He needs for-
giveness, and the law does not forgive; it condemns. No
perfection of works will blot out, or forgive, a sin already
committed, nor make void grace in the forgiveness of that
sin.

Much random talk has been indulged in on this verse
(verse 4), and much of it is very hurtful. It has been made
to do service in an effort to prove that a sinner could do
nothing in order to be saved. Paul had no such point in
view. If we keep in mind his argument, we will have no
trouble in seeing his point; but if we switch his language
from his line of argument and make his language refer to
the conditions on which pardon is offered to an alien sinner,
we misrepresent him and lose ourselves in the confusion
of our own notions. To me it seems inexcusable that a per-
son should so misunderstand Paul as to draw the following
conclusion: “Indeed, it seems to be difficult even at the
present time for many to grasp the idea of righteousness
that does not depend on human effort.” Surely the author
did not properly consider the import of his words. If a Uni-
versalist or an Ultra-Calvinist had penned such words, we
would not be surprised. Not only am I not able to grasp
the idea of a righteousness that does not depend on human
effort, but I do not believe there is such righteousness in
any human being. If a human being is made righteous with-
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out any human effort, then why are not all righteous? It is
certain that the most of them are not making any effort to
attain to righteousness.

Verse 5: But to him that worketh not, but believeth on
him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is reckoned for
righteousness. The reader will notice that Paul says noth-
ing about “the one who depends on works,” nor “the one
who depends not on works.” He speaks of the one who
works and the one who does not work. Works must have
the same significance in both cases (verses 4 and 5), for
Paul had not changed his subject. Only perfect works,
works without any guilt of sin, can bring salvation as a
debt. The one “who worketh” is, therefore, the one whose
works are so perfect that he has no guilt of sin. But no one
has so lived. Hence, to the one whose work is not perfect,
but  who believes in Jesus Christ, God reckons, or counts
his faith for (eis, in order to) his righteousness--that is,
in order that, on the basis of his faith, he may forgive his
sins and thus constitute him a  righteous person. Let us
not be so unjust with Paul as to switch his language from
his line of reasoning and make it apply to the acts of obed-
ience required in the gospel. Certainly Paul did not mean
to say that God makes the person righteous who will not
obey him, the person who simply does nothing. If so, he
puts a premium on the very thing from which the gospel
is intended to save us, and contradicts other things said by
him.

Paul did not have special reference to the salvation of
alien sinners, as will be seen by observing his quotation from
David. The connection in Ps. 32, from which Paul quotes,
shows that David had special reference to his own forgive-
ness. He did not have in mind the forgiveness of alien sin-
ners, but the forgiveness of a servant of God. God counts the
man righteous, whose sins are forgiven. To such a man the
Lord does not reckon sin, because his sins have been for-
given, and he is no longer guilty. Such a one is righteous.

Paul and James. Paul says: “But to him that worketh
not, but believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, his
faith is reckoned for righteousness” (Rom. 4: 5). James
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says: “Ye see that by works a man is justified, and not
only by faith” (2:24). Paul says: “For if Abraham was
justified by works, he hath whereof to glory” (Rom. 4: 2).
James says: “Was not Abraham our father justified by
works, in that he offered up Isaac his son upon the altar?”
(2:21). Some have thought that there is a conflict between
Paul and James, but rightly considered there is not even a
seeming discrepancy between them. However, James does
flatly contradict the explanation sometimes given to Paul’s
language. Trouble comes from misunderstanding Paul or
misapplying James, or both. Paul was talking about works
of law; James was talking about works of faith. Paul was
showing the Judaizing Christians that no one could be righ-
teous, or justified, by works of law, for no one kept the law
perfectly, and that to be justified, or made righteous, a per-
son must believe in Christ. To the one who does not fulfill
the works of the law, but believes in God, faith is reckoned
for righteousness. Paul was arguing that works without
faith would not justify, and James was arguing that faith
without works would not justify. To exclude either is to fail
of justification. Both referred to Abraham to illustrate their
points. Abraham was justified without works of law, but he
was justified by works of faith. James laid down the prin-
ciple that faith without works is dead, and will not justify.
He used Abraham as an illustration, and then drew the
broad conclusion that a man--any man--is justified by
works, and not by faith only.

An effort is sometimes made to explain Paul and James
by saying that Paul was talking of justification of an alien
sinner, and James, about the justification of a Christian. It
is argued that an alien sinner must be justified by faith
only, in order that it may be by grace, and that if the sinner
has to perform any conditions, his salvation is of works and
not of grace. But what about the Christian? It is strange
that these super-exegetes do not see that if works of faith
destroy grace, then the works which they say a Christian
must perform to be justified destroys all grace from the life
of a Christian. Tell us, ye super-exegetes, how according to
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your judgment, there can be any grace in the justification
of a Christian by works.

But the theory that Paul’s argument eliminates all con-
ditions from the salvation of a sinner not only contradicts
James, but Paul also. If all works are eliminated, faith it-
self is eliminated, for it is a work. “They said therefore unto
him, What must we do, that we may work the works of God?
Jesus answered and said unto them, This is the work of God,
that ye believe on him whom he hath sent” (John 6: 28,29).
And Paul tells us emphatically that eternal life is granted to
those who “by patience in well-doing seek for glory and
honor and incorruption” (Rom. 2: 6,7). To seek by patience
in well-doing requires human effort. Again: But thanks be
to God, that, whereas ye were servants of sin, ye became
obedient from the heart to that form of teaching whereunto
ye were delivered; and being made free from sin, ye became
servants of righteousness” (Rom. 6: 17,18). They obeyed
from the heart. That means that their faith expressed it-
self in obedience to God. By this obedience they were made
free from sin. Here again is human effort.

Grace provided the plan by which sinners are saved, or
made righteous, and grace tells us how to come into posses-
sion of that salvation. If people would quit arraying the
commands of God against the grace of God, they would have
a clearer vision of the scheme of redemption. God’s grace is
in every command he gives. The sinner was lost; God pre-
pared a way by which he could get out of that lost state.
That was grace. But that was not enough. He needed to
know how to find that way, and how to walk in it. It is as
much a matter of grace to tell him how to find that way,
and how to walk in it as it is to provide the way. But when
the way is fully prepared, and full directions given as to how
to find the way, and how to walk in it, the next move is
man’s. The whole matter is strikingly illustrated by the
events of Pentecost. The way had been prepared and reveal-
ed to the people; and then, in response to their question, Peter
told them how to get in that way. That was all a matter of
grace. Then Peter exhorted them to save themselves. Many
did what was commanded and were saved. On God’s side
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their salvation was wholly a matter of grace. And the people
were as prompt in their obedience as if their salvation were
wholly a matter of works. And so far as anything they
could do about it was concerned, their salvation was wholly
a matter of works. (Whiteside, on Romans 4).

The Neo-orthodox translators are so impassioned with the
persuasion of salvation by faith alone that one who opposes
their postulation is considered spiritually askew. The af-
fected attitude resembles the inebriate who was required to
walk the log across the stream as a test of soberness--wad-
ing out he vociferated that the log was crooked ! Confronted
with the comparison of Romans 4: l-6 and James 2:20-26
they allege that the passages are contradictory and that
James was out of step with Paul! But faith alone cannot
connote more than faith by itself, and James, in chapter
2:26, avowed that “faith without works is dead,” and Paul,
in Galatians 5: 6, affirmed salvation by “faith which work-
eth by love.” Therefore the conclusion of the faith-without-
works affirmants lacks one word of deducing their doctrine
-the word alone. The particle intended to prove salvation
by faith alone is not in the proof-text, not in the premise,
and is not deducible.

(36) Romans 8: The eighth chapter of Romans is the
epitome of the false doctrine of original sin insinuated
promiscuously into Paul’s epistles of the New International
Version. It is slyly ensconced within the sinister phrase “our
sinful nature,” which nowhere occurs in the New Testament
but inserted nine times in Romans 8, in the New Interna-
tional. It is the denominational dogma of hereditary total
depravity. It is derived from the sin of Adam, and is like-
wise labeled the Adamic sin, indicated in the New Interna-
tional by the phrasal obscurity of our sinful nature. But
man does not possess a sinful nature--his nature is of God,
and he becomes a sinner.

The genealogy of Luke 3 begins forwardly with Jesus and
ends backwardly with “Adam, which was the son of God.”
It is now conceded, and is axiomatic that the child does not
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inherit the acquired characteristics of the parent, but it is
theologically theorized that all inherit original sin, the
Adamic sin--the sin of Adam. The resultant question is:
How did Adam become a sinner? If Adam inherited sin, as
he was “the son of God” he would have derived sin from
God; but if Adam acquired sin, it follows sequentially that
no one could inherit Adamic sin. The internal truth is that
Adam acquired the propensity of sin, consequently no one
inherits “the Adamic sin” and the doctrine of original sin
dispersed through the pages of the New International Ver-
sion is false doctrine.

The odious nature of the New International “our sinful
nature” intermittent interpolation rebounds with infamous
impact on the natural lineage of Jesus. The genealogy of
Jesus in the table of Luke 3 descends to Adam--so if the
New International version of “our sinful nature” is true
Jesus inherited the sin of Adam and was therefore by human
nature a sinner! That is the inevitable consequence of the
ignominious doctrine of original sin--the unscriptural sin-
ful nature theology of the New International Version.

Quoting with approval certain Athenian poets: For we
are also his offspring, Paul said: Forasmuch then as we are
the offspring of God. Man is the offspring of G o d - - t h e
word is genos, as in Revelation 22: 16 concerning Jesus the
offspring (genos) of David. This knocks sin out of nature.
If the doctrine of original sin is true, since the sin of Adam,
God has only preserved the posterity of the devil and per-
petuated hereditary total depravity.

The use of the word flesh in Romans 8, and/or elsewhere
in Paul’s epistles, does not denote sinful nature. The clause
of verses 1 and 4 “who walk not after the flesh, but after
the Spirit” is a contrast between flesh and spirit, and there-
fore not in reference to the Holy Spirit but rather one’s own
spirit--the human spirit, the spirit of man. To walk after
the flesh is to practice the deeds of bodily desires--yielding
to the dictates of evil passions, in living the worldly life. To
walk after the spirit is to lead the spiritual life, allowing
the spirit to control the fleshly appetency. To live “in the
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flesh” is to live the worldly life; to live “in the spirit” is to
live the spiritual life.

(37) Romans 9: The handed-down priori of man’s fallen
nature and our sinful nature is theological nomenclature and
is the root of other doctrinal deviations such as direct con-
verting power and immediate indwellings of the Holy Spirit
independent of the word of God, limited atonement and un-
conditional election, to all of which the editors of the New
International Version have accomodated portions of chapters
9 through 11. Chapter 9: 16 is reworded to read that the
grace and mercy of God does not depend on man’s desire or
effort, and that is the doctrine of unconditional election.

(38) Romans 11:26: A similar citation is verse 26: “So
all Israel shall be saved”- - t h e change from shall to will be
saved may appear unimportant but it is vital. The word so
is an adverb of manner, and shall is a verb of conditional
futurity, but will connotes an unconditional determination.
In chapter 10, and up to this point in chapter 11, the apostle
had elaborated at length on the election of “the remnant”
of Israel by their acceptance of the gospel, and all of Israel
he declared, in the conclusion of verse 11: 26, should be saved
accordingly--that is, so (in this manner) shall (conditional-
ly) be saved (by accepting the gospel). By the substitution
of the verb will for shall the new version editors accomoda-
ted Romans 11:26 to the future restoration of national
Israel--an integral component of premillennialism. Anyone
who does not know the difference in the verbs shall and will
needs a course in elementary grammar.

(39) Romans 14: The substitution of the word food for
meat in Romans 14 vitiates Paul’s very argument on the
distinctive characteristics of Judaism and Christianity. The
apostle did not write a dissertation on food to the Roman
Christians--he delivered an apostolic oracle on a constitu-
ent of “the Jew’s religion” in its relation to the church of
Christ. The word meat was a term of distinction in keeping
of the law and the observance of its ordinances. The word
food conveys no such distinction and has no meaning. The
discussion concerning meat in the epistle to the Corinthians,
chapters 8 and 10, applied to meat that had been offered to
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idols which involved an affiliation of Christianity and hea-
thenism; but the argument of Romans 14 had bearing on
keeping the law of Moses in the observance of days and the
eating of meat. The word meat is an essential term, to sub-
stitute food is senseless.

(40) Romans 15-16: In the Roman epistle there are omis-
sions and inferior paraphrasing too numerous to tabulate
within the scope of this supplement. In chapter 15:29 “of
the gospel," a key phrase of the Roman epistle, is deleted; in
verse 30 the benediction phrase “for the Lord Jesus Christ’s
sake” is stricken; in 16: 18 “by good words and fair speeches
deceive the hearts of the simple” is changed to “smooth talk
and flattery deceive naive people”--which, besides having a
different shade of meaning, is inferior and less simple; and
in verse 25, in the mediocre meddling with Paul’s bene-
diction, the true phrase “since the world began” is changed
to “for long ages past”--quite a difference in the span of
time! In verse 26 “the obedience, of faith” is excised.

As a final mention of multiplied examples of an unneces-
sary rewriting of the scripture text is the repeated use of
“brothers” in the place of “brethren.” A tyro in the use of
English terms knows that “brothers” is specific and limited
to men, but “brethren” is generic and inclusive of women.
The editors of the New International Version would impart
the impression that “the saints at Rome” were all men and
no women, brothers but no sisters! If not so serious such
tampering with the text of the scriptures would be amusing.

Throughout the Roman epistle these super-imposed re-
visionists have been consistent in one specification--they
have determinately adhered to their admitted policy to
translate into the text their own human thoughts instead of
adherence to the verbal authenticity of the apostolic scrip-
tures.

(41) I Corinthians 1:16: The Corinthian epistles begin
with perversion. “Even as the testimony of Christ was con-
firmed in you” is changed to “our testimony about Christ.”
Also in l-2: 1 “the testimony of God” is changed to “testi-
mony about God.” But “of Christ” and “of God” are indi-
cative of the source, as “the gospel of Christ” and “the
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gospel of God.” The gospel of Christ is His gospel; the gos-
pel of God is God’s gospel. So the testimony of Christ and
the testimony of God denote Christ’s testimony, God’s testi-
mony, equated with the gospel of Christ and the gospel of
God. But the testimony about God and about Christ are
phrases of different import, conveying the idea of testi-
monials. Compare Revelation 12: 17: “who keep the com-
mandments of God and have the testimony of Jesus Christ”
-and chapter 19: 10: “the testimony of Jesus.”

(42) In I Corinthians 1:10: the apostolic admonition "I
beseech you brethren” is changed to “I appeal to you, bro-
thers"--so Paul did not appeal to sisters. It is a simple mat-
ter of syntax that brethren is generic and includes sisters,
but brothers is specific and does not include sisters, and
with violation of plain grammar by the careless policy of
modernizing the text the reckless translators make monkeys
of themselves.

(43) I Corinthians 2:14: But the natural man receiveth
not the things of the Spirit of God is changed to “the man
without the Spirit does not accept the things that come from
the Spirit of God.” The text does not read “the man with-
out the spirit” nor “does not accept,” it reads receiveth not
the things of the Spirit of God.” Here the theology of orig-
inal sin is insinuated by the change made in the words of
this text--that the direct operation of the Holy Spirit is
necessary to enable the unregenerate man to “accept the
things that come from the Spirit of God”--but the natural
man of this passage is not the unregenerate man--he is
the man of natural knowledge, and through the channels of
the natural realm he cannot receive the knowledge of the
things that belong to the realm of revelation, the things re-
vealed by the Holy Spirit. For further comment on the
passage, in order to exhibit that the New International Ver-
sion is loaded with the same theological error as its pre-
decessors from the Revised Standard Version down the
gauntlet of translations to its own doorsteps, and to thus
reverse the wishful thinking being vocalized that out of the
range of false translations one good version has emerged--
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to serve that purpose a reprint of pages 431-432 from the
Review Of The New Versions  is here inserted:

In 2: 14 is one of the most important passages of the
Corinthian epistle: “Eut the natural man receiveth not the
things of the Spirit of God: for they are foolishness unto
him: neither can he know them because they are spiritually
discerned.” The context of both chapter 1 and chapter 2
makes it clear that the natural man is the man of natural
knowledge and wisdom which is compared and contrasted
with divine revelation throughout the first and second chap-
ters--and this man of natural knowledge cannot receive the
things of revelation through his natural channels of know-
ledge, neither can he know them through natural means.
The chemist is a natural man who can ascertain things of
that classification through his laboratory experiments, but
he cannot receive the things of revelation through his chem-
ical processes. The geologist is a n a t u a l  man who can as-
certain things that belong to geology in the earth and the
rocks, strata laid upon strata, but he cannot receive t h e
things of revelation through his drill. The astronomer is a
natural man who can peer through his telescope into the
heavens and ascertain things astronomical and astrophy-
sical, but he cannot receive through his telescope the things
that belong to revelation. All scientists are natural men,
but they cannot ascertain through scientific research “the
things of the Spirit of God . . . because they are spiritually
discerned"--they were necessarily revealed by the Holy
Spirit through the inspired apostles, as stated in verses
10-13.

Now, for complete mutilation of a scriptural text read the
Revised Standard Version on verse 14. The natural man is
changed to “unspiritual man”--the unregenerated man;
and cannot know is changed to “not able to understand.”
But Paul did not say the natural man cannot understand
these spiritual things--the apostle said that the natural man
cannot know because they must be revealed; but having been
revealed he can and does understand divine revelation--the
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things of God; revealed by the Holy Spirit through the word
of God, for Paul said in the conclusion of verse 16, but we
(apostles) have the mind of Christ, that is, the knowledge
of Christ through inspiration.

In the perversion of this preeminent passage the,revisers
have reverted to the old threadbare theology that the alien
sinner with his unregenerated nature of original sin and
natural depravity cannot understand spiritual things--and
this perversive theory was the soil that seeded the basic
theology of the twin doctrines of the immediate operation
of the Holy Spirit to regenerate the natural man so that
he can understand the things of the Spirit! And the Re-
vised Standard Version has implemented this wrong theology
in the rewritten text of I Corinthians 2: 14.

(44) In I Corinthians 4:15: Paul said, “For though ye
have ten thousand instructors in Christ, yet have ye not
many fathers: for in Christ Jesus I have begotten you
through the gospel.” The words of Paul are changed from
instructors to “guardians” and begotten to “became your
father”- - t h e translators of the new versions are all allergic
to the word begotten whether applied to the virgin birth of
Jesus or the germinating seed that converts sinners and
makes Christians. I Corinthians 4:15 is correspondent
with and equal to James 1: 18. “Of his own will begat he
us with the word of truth”--these correlative passages
emphasize the begetting power of the seed of God’s word,
vital to the process of conversion, therefore doctrinally
significant. These alterations in the word character of the
authentic text of the inspired scriptures are presumptuous.

(46) In I Corinthians 7:36: the apostle advises the
father concerning his behaviour toward his virgin daugh-
ter by with-holding permission “in the present distress”
for her to marry, but the revisers accomodate the passage
to a pre-marital behaviour of a man toward his virgin
fiancee; with the undertone of an improper pre-marital re-
lation, such as the Revised Standard Version explicitly im-
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plies. It is a palpable false translation, corrupt in its
character.

(46) In 1 Corinthians 9:27 the apostle made himself an
example of the possibility of apostasy by saying: “But I
keep under my body, and bring it, into subjection: lest that
by any means, when I have preached to others, I myself
should be a castaway.” The revisers have Paul to say:
“I myself will not b e  disqualified for the prize”--now,
whose words are those?--they are not Paul’s words. The
word castaway is adokimos, reprobate. It is the same word
of Titus 1:16: “They profess that they know God; but in
works they deny him, being abominable, disobedient, and
unto every good work reprobate (adokimos)." It is the
same word as in Romans 1:28: “gave them over to a re-
probate mind”; and 2 Timothy 3:8: “reprobate concerning
the truth.” Although the same word is used in these verses
these arbitrary revisers would have Paul to say that he
might be disqualified. It is an obvious effort to obviate the
possibility of apostasy, or falling from grace, as taught by
the apostle in this passage, and it exemplifies our oft-re-
peated assertion that with the new versions we cannot em-
ploy passages on which we have always relied to disprove
false doctrine for the passages have been rewritten.

(47) In 1 Corinthians 12:13: the statement “have been
all made to drink into one Spirit” is remodeled to read,
“and we were all given the one Spirit to drink.” The pas-
sage is clear as it reads. For by one Spirit (teaching) are
we all baptized (immersed in water) into one body (the
church) . . . and have been all made to drink into (partake
of the blessings) one Spirit”--but in the bent for change, with ap-
parent difficulty to reword it, these sham translators have Paul
to tell us all to drink the Spirit--thus to reduce a benevolent ad-
monition into a ridiculous expression. How stupid can translators
get?

(48) Chapters 12, 13, 14 are accomodated to both Neo-
Pentecostalism and premillennialism. The fulness of times,
(Ephesians 1: 10) and when that which is perfect is come
(I Corinthians 13: 8) and till we all come in the unity of
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the faith--are all erroneously made to refer to the future
by the revisers of these texts which the context of all of
them proves that the perfection has been reached in this
gospel dispensation, and the partial provisional order of
miraculous endowments has yielded to the permanent order
of complete revelation. (Turn to page 607 in A Review Of
The New Versions for full comments on these passages).

(49) I Corinthians 15:29: The perversion of I Corin-
thians 15: 29 on baptized for the dead accomodates the doc-
trinaire of vicarious baptism in the creeds of Catholicism
and Mormonism--that living people may receive baptism
for deceased persons. The apostle’s question is: “Why are
they then baptized for the dead?” The perversion reads:
“Why are people baptized for them?” The context of verses
29-32 is clear that the apostle’s comparison was in refer-
ence to their prevailing persecutions--their baptism in
suffering as of the Lord himself. (Matthew 20: 22-23;
Mark 10:38-39; Luke 12:50)--why be immersed in suffer-
ing and death for a thing that does not exist--it is death in
vain if the dead are not raised.

For further comment the following excerpt is inserted
from A Review Of The New Versions, pp. 435-6:

In chapter 15: 29 the new translators miss the meaning of
“baptized for the dead” by changing it to “baptized on be-
half of the dead” and thus translate Mormonism into the
text, that living persons were baptized for dead acquaint-
ances or loved ones. The Roman Catholic Church teaches
the doctrine of baptism for the dead contrary to the condi-
tions of pardon stated in the New Testament, based on
obedience to the gospel. Claiming that “baptized for the
dead” is a precept for the Roman ordinance, their applica-
tion of it is a plain perversion, and it is no less a perver-
sion that the Revised Standard Version should retranslate
the passage to impart that meaning. The apostle’s refer-
ence was to the martyrs who had died for believing and
attesting the resurrection of the dead. They were immersed
in sufferings for this belief and testimony. Furthermore,
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the Corinthians and Paul were in the constant danger of
death for the same cause. The next verses say: “Why
stand we in jeopardy every hour ?" . . "I die daily”--he
lived daily in threat of death; and “what advantage is it if
the dead rise not?” The context shows clearly that the
apostle refers here to the element of suffering as a baptism
of suffering, not to the element of water baptism at all. It
is the same baptism mentioned by Jesus in Luke 12:50,
where Jesus said, “I have a baptism to be baptized with;
and how am I straitened until it be accomplished,” refer-
ring to his suffering on the cross. In the same sense Paul
asks the Corinthians, What shall they do who like Jesus
are baptized in these sufferings, if there is no resurrection
of the dead; what is the gain, and what are the inducements
to such a baptism of suffering. That the Revised Standard
Version should so retranslate this text to lend sanction to
the doctrines of Mormonism and Catholicism for “baptism
on behalf of the dead” places a grim emphasis on the im-
portance of adherence to the Bible versus the modern ver-
sion.

The inferior grammar, language and sentence structure
of the entire fifteenth chapter of first Corinthians bears
increasing evidence that the makers of the New Interna-
tional Version are a committee of incompetent revisionists.

(50) Beholding with fervence the magnitude of the oc-
casion for the expansion of the gospel in 1-16:8-9 the apos-
tle said ponderingly: “But I will tarry at Ephesus until
Pentecost. For a great door and effectual is opened unto
me,” and there are many adversaries with poor literary
syllepsis the new editorial committee appropriates their
own predicates and phrases, as: “But I will stay on at
Ephesus until Pentecost because a great door for effective
work has opened to me, and there are many who oppose
me.” Aside from the unnecessary verbosity, Paul’s beauty
of diction, elegance of style and concision of verbal expres-
sion are not subject to the recension of a committee of
recent text-makers. The apostle’s “great door and effec-
tual” was great in extent and effectual in result, but the
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inferior rephrasing of the new editioners is neither great
nor effectual in clarity or quality. What the inspired pen
says in a word or a sentence, modern verbose revisionists
expand into complex paraphrases.

(51) I Corinthians 16:22: The omission of the impres-
sive peroration let him be Anathema Maranatha is a re-
flection on the readers intelligence to learn the meaning
of such a judicial declaration--and the replacement in their
self-devised phrase, weakens the apostle’s admonitory pro-
nouncement.

(52) Turning to second Corinthians, in chapter 1:21-22
and 5:5 the words “anointed” and “sealed” and “earnest”
are made to mean direct Holy Spirit indwelling as “a guar-
antee of things to come,” whereas the anointing was applied
to the apostles by the Holy Spirit as the seal of inspiration
and the earnest, a warranty--not of “things to come,” as
interjected into the text by the new editors--but hath
anointed and hath sealed and given to confirm the teach-
ing of the apostles in the guarantee of its inspiration “as
they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2 Peter 1: 21). The
interpolation of “what is to come” in both Corinthian pas-
sages (1:22 an.d 5: 5) is the sort of false insertions that
saturate the New International Version.

(53) In 2-2:6 “the many” refers to the whole church
but is changed to “the majority” of its members.

(54) In verses 14 to 16 the attempt to exceed the apos-
tle’s eloquence the verbosity elicits the question: whose
verbiage in this?--it is not Paul’s language.

(55) In 2-3:6 in reference to the contrast of the old
and new covenants--the letter and the spirit--the word
spirit is made to mean Spirit (Holy Spirit) whereas it
clearly refers to the spiritual nature of the new covenant
in contrast with the legal code of the old covenant.

(56) 2-3:7,11,13: In the effort to circumvent the aboli-
tion of old covenant the phrases “that which is done away,”
“which is abolished,” are eliminated and the substituted
phraseology is clothed with ambiguity and obscurity.
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The following chapters to the end of the epistle consist
in a rewritten periphrasis that is no better than its con-
temporary competitors in the race to supersede the syntax
of  the  scriptures. Interspersed through these chapters
quotation marks are inserted around the purported words
and phrases of Paul himself when his sayings were not
quotations at all, for he was not quoting anybody or any-
thing.

(57) 2-1 1:5: Paul’s statement that he “was not a whit
behind the very chiefest apostles” is reduced to ridicule as
he is made to refer presumably to Peter, James and John
in quotation marks as "super-apostles," thus having Paul
to speak scornfully of his fellow apostles.

(58) 2-l 1:23:: This verse has Paul saying “I am out of
my mind to talk like this”--Paul out of his mind! Pshaw !
Umph! It is worse than travesty in translation, it is dis-
graceful. The use of the term “fool” in that passage, and
others similar to it, has no such connotation, as in verses
6, 11 and by comparison 1-3: 18, 4 :  10. In the eyes of some
Paul was foolish but he was not out of his mind and never
said so.

(59) In 2-13:5-6 the phrases “except ye be reprobates”
and “we are not reprobates” are watered down to “you
failed the test” and “we have not failed the test”--a rather
mild definition of reprobate, with the manifest motive to
avoid any meaning that implies the possibility of apostasy.

(60) 2-13:11: At the end of the epistle the apostle’s
parting words were: “Finally, brethren, farewell.” But as
though the classical word farewell is not relevant, the tyro-
translators had Paul to say: “Finally, brothers, good-by”
--but he did not even say good-by to the sisters!

The chapters of the Corinthian epistles are degrading to
the apostle Paul, a perversion of his expressions, including
a vulgar misinterpretation of the apostle’s references to
himself both as an apostle and as a person. The apostle
does not need these egomania text-makers to tutorize his
terminology. Their alterations reflect on Paul’s person,
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character, intelligence and inspiration. Their word “boast”
is the opposite of the apostle’s use of the word glory. Their
misinterpretation of fool and foolishness is amateurish ex-
egesis--and false. Their slur in the reference to "super-
apostles” is worse than slang, it is profanity. Their peri-
phrastic emendations and subtractive eliminations are not
only an exhibition of literary inferiority but are repulsive
to reverent readers of the inspired holy scriptures.

(61) Galatians 1:6: The first chapter charts the course
of changes in the context of this epistle, some serious in
respect to the excision of sound doctrine, some the mere
assumptions of an egocentric committee of revisory cen-
sors, but all unnecessary and of secondary quality. In
verses l-6 "so soon removed from him who called you into
the grace of Christ” is modified by “so quickly deserting
the one who called you by the grace of Christ"--mani-
festly, removed and deserting are not synonymous, and
Paul’s rhetoric is certainly more classic.

(62) 1:11: The certified gospel of verse 11, “But I certify
you, brethren, that the gospel which was preached of me is
not after man” is changed to read: “I want you to know,
brothers, that the gospel I preached is not something man
made up” in no sense can “I want you to know” be made
equivalent to certify, and “not something man made up” as
a “revision” of not after man is juvenile--the puerility of
it is pitiable.

(63) 1:15: The insertion of “set apart” in verse 15 in the
place of separated injects the false doctrine of predestina-
tion. Paul said: “But when it pleased God, who separated
me from my mother’s womb, and called me by his grace to
reveal his Son in me, that I might preach him among the
heathen; immediately I conferred not with flesh and blood.”
But the text changers switched separated to “set apart”
which would teach that Paul was individually predestinated
from birth to his calling--and that is Calvinism. The teach-
ing of the passage as Paul wrote it, is clear: The same
God who separated Paul from his mother’s womb in the na-
tural birth called him by the spiritual birth and made him
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an apostle. By revising Paul these socalled e c u m e n i c a l  in-
ternational translators have made Galatians 1: 15 a seedbed
for Calvinism.

(64) 2:1 6,20: The three places in the second chapter of
Galatians where “by the faith of Christ” occurs (2: 16 and
2:20) are changed to “faith in Christ”--but  t h e  faith of
Christ and faith in Christ are not the same meaning. In
verse 16 Paul said: “Knowing that a man is not justified
by the works of the law, hut by the faith of Jesus Christ,
even we have believed in Jesus Christ, that we might be
justified by the faith of Christ”--here the faith of Christ
occurs twice in one verse. In verse 20 Paul said: “The life
which I now live in the flesh I  live by the faith of the Son
of God.” In Philippians 3: 9 Paul said: “Not having mine
own righteousness, which is of the law, but that which is
through the faith of Christ, the righteousness which is of
God by faith.” In two other passages (Romans 3:22 and
Galatians 3:22) the phrase “faith of Jesus Christ” occurs,
and justification is conditioned on be l i ev ing  the faith ac-
cepting the faith, obeying the faith. It is evident beyond a
doubtful dispute that the faith of Christ is the gospel sys-
tem of faith which we believe and obey. But in all of these
citations the New International revisers eliminate the faith
of Christ and replace it with “faith in Christ” thus to teach
the doctrine of justification by faith alone.

It is clear and plain that the substantive phrase the faith
of Christ is the object of the verb justified in Galatians 2: 16
and a modifying phrase of the verb l i v e  in verse 20. It is not
surprising that the unreliable new translations should prac-
tice such deletion, but for the usually reliable American
Standard Version to eliminate the faith of J e s u s  Christ twice
from Galatians 2: 16, but retain it in verse 20 in italics, or
that it should remove that essential part of the clause at
all, is without acceptable explanation, and candor requires
that this observation should in this context be recorded.

(65) 3:26-27: In such plain passages on baptism as Ga-
latians 3: 27--Romans 6: 3-4--Colossians 2: 12, where the
words of Paul are clear and plain, the revising editors as-
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sume to say it better than Paul and clobber the otherwise
simple statements of the apostle with the ambiguity of their
verbosity. No improvement, no clarification, can be made
by any revision of the “chapter and verse” references on
baptism and the clumsy construction put on these important
passages indicates a tenuous attempt to conceal their plain
import.

(66) The exhortatory portions of the fifth and sixth
chapters are so repetitive with the original sin phrase “our
sinful nature,” as in Romans 8, that the version leaves the
impression that inherently we are all the sons of Satan
rather that the children of God.

(67) Ephesians 1:9-1 1: Rewriting Ephesians the loquac-
ious revisers become so voluble that the forest cannot be
seen for the trees--an accumulation of expletives not within
the textual inspiration, additives that incorporate doctrinal
deviations. In verses 9, 10, 11, the completion of the divine
plan, according to God’s purpose, fulfilled by the inaugura-
tion of the gospel dispensation, is comprehensively stated:
“Having made known unto us the mystery of his will, ac-
cording to his good pleasure which he hath purposed in him-
self: that in the dispensation of the fulness of times he
might gather together in one all things in Christ, both which
are in heaven, and on earth, even in him. To whom also we
have obtained an inheritance, being predestinated according
to the purpose of him who worketh all things after the
counsel of his will.” The pronouncement of this initial
Ephesian passage is plain that the all things of God’s plan
have been gathered together i n  one, one complete whole, in
Christ now--in the gospel dispensation--which is the dis-
pensation of the fullness of times.” (See Galatians 4:4).
After a wordy rewriting of the verses involved the errotic
revisers assigned the dispensation of the fullness of times
and the all things in Christ to a future period: “to be put
into effect when the times will have reached their fulfill-
ment--to bring all things in heaven and on earth under one
head, even Christ.” Aside from the fact that the foregoing
sentences are not the words of Paul at all, they embody
concentrated premillennialism, yet members of the church
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are being assured by influential professors that this version
is al l  right! God forbid.

In its usual shifting style of adding to and subtracting
from, the conditional phrase “obtained an inheritance” is
deleted from verse 11, and the supreme yet simple phrase
“exceeding greatness in v. 19" is replaced by “incomparably
great”--a less enunciable and minor in meaning phrase, yet they
boast of simplification and improvement.

(68) In 2:2 the figurative phrase “the prince of the
power of the air” is changed to “the ruler of the kingdom
of the air”--but the prince of the power of the air is meta-
phorical and refers to evil influence, not to the ruler of a
kingdom. This is another of multiplied instances of inter-
pretation instead of translation.

(69) 2:22: By the rewording of chapter 2 with words,
words, words of human loquacity the teaching concerning
the church is all but lost to view, with the conclusion of
verse 22 resulting in an erroneous deduction. The revised
phraseology depicts the church as the habitat of the Holy
Spirit rather than God--that God is in the church, his habi-
tation, representatively, that is, he is represented in the
church by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit. Therein is the
devious deduction.

The metaphorical representation is based on the heathen
temple of Diana in Ephesus which was the habitat of their
gods and goddesses--their idols--into which the heathen
idolaters entered to worship their deities. But by the
agency of the Holy Spirit the church was built for the habi-
tation of God. 1. The church is the habitation of God; 2.
The Jew and the Gentile (verses 14-16) were "builded to-
gether” as the material of which the church was construc-
ted; 3. The Holy Spirit--“through (dia,  by, in, through)
the Spirit”- w a s the constructing agent by which the
church was built:--So, out of the material of the Jew and
the Gentile the Holy Spirit constructed the church for the
habitation of God.

The use of this Ephesian passage to teach the personal
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indwelling of the Holy Spirit is a fallacy in the analysis of
the entire context and is doctrinally contrary to the truth.
The Godhead is a trinity--three members, God, Christ, Holy
Spirit. The same indwelling phrase is used in reference to
the three alike: God dwells in us; Christ dwells in us; the
Holy Spirit dwells in us. It is not sensible to separate the
third member of the Godhead from the other two mem-
bers and assert that the same phrase insinuates another
sense--that it means something else in reference to the
Holy Spirit than in reference to God and Christ. God dwells
in us spiritually, Christ dwells in us spiritually, the Holy
Spirit dwells in us spiritually--the presence of God, Christ
and the Holy Spirit in the church and in its members is a
spiritual, not a personal indwelling. The new revisers do
not hold a basic belief of the truth and they are void of the
exegetical acumen to translate the teaching.

(70) 4:11-16: The inept revisers were unmindful of both
the tenure and the intention of the provisional order of
“spiritual gifts”- - t h e miraculous endowments--as it ap-
pears in their recasting of verses 11-16. Paul instructed the
Ephesians that the extraordinary gifts and the miraculous
endowments for their administration would prevail for only
a limited time: “till we all come in the unity of the faith,
and of the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect man,
unto the measure of the stature of the fulness of Christ:
that we henceforth be no more children, tossed to and fro,
and carried about with every wind of doctrine, by the sleight
of men, and cunning craftiness, whereby they lie in wait to
deceive . . ."” The apostle stated both the tenure and the in-
tention of special endowments: 1. the tenure--till the unity
of the faith and the knowledge of the Son of God through
the fulness of revelation came into its completion; 2. the
intention--to shield the members of the body, in the absence
of complete revelation of the truth, from the diverse doc-
trines of the deceiving men.

In apparent unawareness of the limitations of the pro-
visional period, the recent revisers changed the unity of the
faith to “we all reach unity in the faith”--thus to teach
continuation of the miraculous endowments--and here is
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an undertone and overtone of the Neo-Pentecostalism per-
vading the previously staid orthodox denominational bodies.
It should be plain to a casual student of the apostolic epistles
that the period of the miraculous gifts was provisional--
not permanent-and “when that which is perfect” (complete
revelation of the word of God) had come, “then that which
is in part” (partial revelation attended by the specified
gifts) was “done away” (I Corinthians 13: 10)--the pro-
visional period of miraculous gifts gave place to the per-
manent order of complete revelation.

The word that in 4: 14 expresses the purpose of the spirit-
ually gifted offices (miraculous gifts)--not tossed to and
fro (unstable)--not carried about by every wind of doctrine
(guarded by the guidance of the spiritually-gifted instruc-
tors from deception and doctrinal deviation), which per-
tained to their present condition--but the unwary revisers
took out that and put in then, thus changing from the pres-
ent contingency to future continuation.

In that provisional period the miraculous offices were re-
quired to discern “the sleight of men, and cunning crafti-
ness, whereby they lie in wait to deceive,” but in this per-
manent dispensation of complete revelation the knowledge
of the truth is sufficient to expose it--and there is no bet-
ter characterization of the modern meddlers with the oracles
of God than the descriptions of the cunning craftiness of
the men of this Ephesian passage.

(71) 5:18-21: The extended disregard for the scriptural
syntax is observable in the shifting of participles in verses
18:21: “And be not drunk with wine, wherein is excess; but be
filled with the Spirit; speaking to yourselves in psalms
and hymns and spiritual songs, singing and making melody
in (with) your heart to the Lord.” The passage of chapter
5:18-21 is one unbroken sentence with five participle phras-
es derived from the five respective verbs. The reckless re-
visers break up the one sentence into separate sentences,
making separate independent statements, eliminating all
five of the participles--speaking, singing, making melody,
giving and submitting. A participle is a word derived from
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a verb having the qualities of both verb and adjective and
may be active or passive, present or past. In verse 19 speak-
ing, singing and making melody are active present participles of
verbs in the imperative mood, which carries com-
mand and are therefore joined into one command. The
Greek verb psallo occurs only five times, in three forms,
and translated sing with exception of Ephesians 5: 19 where
it is making melody. The other passages are 1 Corinthians
14: 15 (twice) ; Romans 15: 9, and James 5: 13. The parti-
cipial phrase making melody in the Ephesian reference is
psallontes derived from the Greek verb psallo and therefore
has in this connection a definitive bearing on the applied
meaning of the controversial verb psallo--“singing and
psalloing with (en--in or with) the heart. " The argument
for mechanical instrumental music, based on the Greek
verb, is that the instrument inheres in psallo--being so, the
instrument is named, for it specifies psallo with the heart.
The clause is: adontes (singing) kai (and) psallontes (mak-
ing melody) en (in or with)  humon (your or te, the) kardia
(heart)--adontes kai psallontes en humon kardia: singing
and psalloing with your heart to the Lord: with the heart
is in the dative case--it is the dative of means, the dative
of instrument, the instrumental dative of means, and the
heart is the instrument.

For comparison: baptize with or in water, the element of
the baptizing is named; psallo with or in the heart, the in-
strument of the psalloing is named. In some texts the pre-
position en or with is not present, so it reads psalloing the
heart. In 1 Corinthians 14:15 it is: “I will sing with the
spirit:” Psallo en te pneuma--psallo with the spirit, again
the dative of instrument, the spirit--and “I will sing with
the understanding: Psallo with the nous (noi)--with the
understanding, with the mind--the psalloing is done with
these three: the heart, the spirit, the mind, excluding any
exterior instrument. The Romans 15: 9 passage reads: “Sing
unto thy name”--psalloo unto thy name--but the preposition
unto or to is not in the original, without which it reads:
psallo thy name--the object of the psalloing is name, psallo-
ing the name, or as the sense has been expressed, psallo with
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or by the name of the Lord, which again is the dative of
means, or instrument of the psalloing.

The other passage is James 5: 13: “Let him sing psalms”
--here it is psalein psalms--which maintains the New Testa-
ment meaning of Psallo. In the Greek Old Testament David
said: psallo with the harp--kithara  (Psalms 71: 22; 98: 5).
In the Greek New Testament Paul said: psallo with the
kardia (Ephesians 5: 19; 1 Corinthians 14: 15). There is
the contrast:  psallo with the kithara--harp; psallo wi th
the kardia--heart; one is mechanical, the other is spiritual,
and that is the difference. In Biblical Criticism J. W. Mc-
Garvey said that anyone who says that a mechanical in-
strument inheres in the Greek verb psallo is a smatterer
in Greek who can believe anything he wants to believe.

Notwithstanding these incontestable facts the peremptory
translators either avoid or evade clarity in the transmission
of their own vaunted thought pattern. In the breaking up
of sentences the teaching of the passage is lost.

(72) Philippians 2:13: The access to two copies of the
same edition--the third printing--of this verse reveals an
astounding demonstration of irresponsible and whimsical
translation, Chapter 2: 13 as in the New Testament reads:
“For it is God which worketh in you both to will and to do
of his good pleasure.” One copy of the third edition of the
New International, listed on the copyright page as the third
printing, February 1974, reads: “For it is God who works
in you to will and do what pleases him”--but another copy
of the same edition, also listed on the copyright page as the
third printing, February 1974, reads: “to will and to act
according to his good purpose.” Here are two copies of the
same edition, the same printing, reading two ways! There
are numerous examples of changes from one edition to
another--but here is an instance of changing their own
translation in the process of printing the same edition.
There are no dates or references to indicate the change and
there is no means by which to determine how many such
variations exist in copies of the same edition, for it is only
by chance that two people would be together reading the
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variant verses at the same time--and it was only by chance
that this reviewer of the New International Version dis-
covered it. This one feature alone disqualifies both the
translation and its translators. Such fickleness in the name
of translation is frightful; such disregard for consistency
of scripture text and context is dreadful. It is cause for
pause to wonder what the professor on the committee, listed
as representing the “Church of Christ,” will think or do,
or what certain influential brethren among us who have en-
dorsed it and are thus responsible for its imposition on many
members of the church will say or do to amend the wrong
they have wrought. Concerning any claim to be a true trans-
lation of the New Testament, it is rather a corrupt con-
glomeration of discordant doctrinaires and along with mul-
tiple other modern pseudo-translations, it should be readily
renounced.

(73) 4:8: One other sampling, of the several, in Philip-
pians will serve the purpose of this supplement. The lovely
finale, so peculiar to Paul, consists of the seven attributions
of 4:8:: “Finally, brethren, whatsoever things are true,
whatsoever things are just, whatsoever things are pure,
whatsoever things are lovely, whatsoever things are of good
report; if there be any virtue, and if there be any praise,
think on these things.” In Paul’s emphasis on these ultimate
virtues the praiseworthy qualities are accompanied by the
good words things seven times. In the customary inferiority
of their revisions the substantive word is omitted six times
and the apostle’s tribute to character is robbed of its excel-
lence.

(74) Colossians 1:2: The change in the salutation violates
grammar and makes Paul sound silly. The apostolic greet-
ing reads: “To the saints and faithful brethren in Christ
which are at Colosse.” It is changed to read: “To the holy
and faithful brothers.” The noun saints which designates
the members of the church is changed to “holy” which is an
adjective made to modify “brothers,” a specific masculine
word, instead of brethren, the generic word which denotes
brotherhood--why change it to "the holy brothers”--sounds
like a Catholic Order, and leaves the “sisters” out!
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(75) 2:11-13: Another case of confused translation is
2: 11-13, where putting off the body of the sins of the flesh
in verse 11 is changed to the putting off of o u r  sinful na-
ture. This is joined to the burial in baptism of verse 12--
so, as the sinful nature means original sin, these obtuse
translators have stumbled into a point-blank contradiction
of their theology of regeneration i.e. one must be baptized to
get rid of original sin, or hereditary total depravity, which
is totally inimical to their own denominational doctrine of
pre-baptism regeneration.

Continued confusion is observed in verse 12 where through
the faith of the operation of God is changed to “your faith
in the power of God”--but “your faith” and the faith are
quite two different things with distinct difference in mean-
ing: it is not “your” faith but the faith--and through the
faith of the operation of God manifestly means the system
of faith, the gospel system--through which God operates in
the remission of sins--and the mandate for burial in baptism
in the conclusion having forgiven you a l l  trespasses stands
squarely between the sinner and remission of sins. In the
graceless task of remodelling the scriptural language these
inconstant revisers wander in the maze of confusion and
contradiction.

(76) 2:14-16: In this passage the nullification of the
decalogue, as representative of the Mosaic law, is formally
declared: “Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances that
was against us, which was contrary to us, and took it out
of the way, nailing it to the cross . . . Let no man therefore
judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect of an holyday,
or of the new moon, or of the sabbath days." The reference
here to the sabbath has been changed to a sabbath day: But
in the Authorized Version, in the phrase “the sabbath days,”
the word days is in italics to indicate that it is not in the
original text--so the actual reading is or of the sabbath,
which is a specific reference to the decalogue sabbath, the
seventh day sabbath. The effort is made by all sabbatarians
to limit this annullment to the sabbath days of the “cere-
monial” law, not being applicable to the seventh day sab-
bath of the decalogue. But the original text does not so al-
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low it. The passage classifies the seasonal observances by
the calendar--annual, monthly and weekly: “an holyday,”
annual, such as Pentecost; “the new moon,” monthly; and
“the sabbath,” weekly--a specific reference to the decalogue
sabbath. The various versions that change the sabbath to
"a sabbath day” lend aid to the sabbatarians, and when the
generally accepted American Standard Version occasionally
does so, as it exceptionally does in what appears to be in
some particular inadvertence, it is no less in error and
“there is no respect of persons” in wrong translation.

(77) 2:20-23: In their patch-work this cumbersome com-
mittee lacked the prudence to perceive the contrast between
Christianity and heathenism in this Colossian passage. The
“rudiments of the world” (the heathen world) were the em-
bodiment of the mysteries of paganism, the elements of
heathen philosophy--and the “wisdom in will-worship” con-
sisted in the worship of the mysteries of pagan thought, the
influence of which surrounded the Gentile Christians of
Colosse in the midst of pagan society. The apostle admon-
ished them to “touch not, taste not, handle not,” these
philosophies which were not of God. Not sensible to these
surroundings the pretense of the revisers to revamp these
verses results in a translating fiasco.

(78) Thessalonians 1-1:3: The epistle to the Thessalon-
ians opens with the ruination of the favorite verse 1:3 “Re-
membering without ceasing your work of faith, and labor of
love, and patience of hope in our Lord Jesus Christ, in the
sight of God our Father”--a precision in the expression of
the superior spiritual qualities of the Thessalonica church
that is beyond improvement, but the modern amenders have
depreciated the perfect passage by replacing its flawless
phrases with their own verbal devising of less significance
than Paul’s excellent diction.

(79) 1-1:5: The revisers sectarian theology on direct
Holy Spirit influence and converting power and indwelling
tinctures their translations of all the Holy Spirit passages,
and particularly in the present case of verse 5 of this epistle
of Paul and verse 1:12 of the first epistle of Peter. The
first, Paul’s words: “For our gospel came not unto you in
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word only, but also in power and in the Holy Spirit, and in
much assurance.” The second, “unto whom it was revealed,
that not unto themselves, but unto us they did minister these
things, which are now reported unto you with the Holy
Spirit sent down from heaven.” God sent the Holy Spirit.
down from heaven upon the apostles through miraculous
signs to certify them as apostles of Christ, and to verify
their inspired teaching. The comparison of the version of
these professed redactors with Paul’s narrative of how the
gospel came to the Thessalonians reveals with noteworthy
emphasis the theological bias of the New International com-
mittee. Their revision replaces the apostle’s not in word only
with “not simply in words,” and in m u c h  assurance with
“deep conviction”--which were not Paul’s terms at all. The
plain import of not in. word only, but also in power, is that
the manifestation of the Holy Spirit in the miraculous signs
which accompanied Paul’s preaching in Thessalonica demon-
strated the power of inspiration in his preaching, and the
much assurance consisted in the proof of the source of his
teaching, verified by the miraculous signs as being of God,
thereby vindicating him as an apostle of Christ--that is
how the gospel came from Paul to Thessalonicans not in
word only, but also in power, and in the Holy Spirit, and in
much assurance. The implication of the revisers that a
“power” and “deep conviction” separate from “simply with
words” was bestowed upon the Thessalonians, and is im-
parted to us in addition to and independent of the word, is
the result of the sectarianism that governs the committee
and controls the translation in their miserable version.

It is claimed that the Holy Spirit operates upon the word
to make it effectual, or to i l luminate the word to enable us
to understand it. If that were true, without the operation
of the Holy Spirit the word is ineffectual. That theory has
the Holy Spirit operating on the word--a fallacy that has
the Holy Spirit operating o n  the Holy Spirit’s Word instead
of through the word in which the inspiration of the Spirit
already exists. It was the claim of Ellen G. White, the fe-
male pope of the Seventh Day Adventists, in her work en-
titled “The Great Controversy,” that the Holy Spirit in her
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illuminated the word, enabling her to understand it for the
interpretation to her duped disciples--it is irrational, but
such has been the allegation of the leaders of every radical
religious cult from imposter Joe of Mormonism, addled Ellen
of Adventism, temperamental Mary of Mental-scienceism,
Russell & Rutherford of Watchtower Millennialism, down
to recent Neo-Pentecostalism. That the churches of Christ
should be embarrassed by internal elements of such doctrinal
defection is baleful in all of its effects upon the cause we
have so successfully sustained since the existence of the
church on this continent. And persons of repute in our
brotherhood who claim immediate influence and direct in-
dwelling of the Holy Spirit, but disclaim sympathy with the
Neo-Pentecostal cults, and deny sameness in the sense of
their spiritual sentiments, nevertheless, because of the sim-
ilarity, give impetus to these parties within the churches.

The gospel is declared by Paul to be the power of God for
salvation. If it takes the direct operation of the Holy Spirit
on the word to make it effectual, then without this direct
operation the word is not effectual, so if that is true the Holy
Spirit must operate on the gospel as an aid to make it ef-
fectual, but Romans 1: 16 does not read that way--Paul did
not say: The gospel when aided is the power of God to save.
Paul declares that the gospel is the power--not what it
will be if aided.

(80) 1-2:13: The same apostolic declaration applies to
to the word in all of its working: “For this cause also
thank we God without ceasing, because, when ye received
the word of God which ye heard of us, ye received it not
as the word of men, but as it is in truth, the word of God
which effectually worketh also in you that believe.” In the
rewording of this verse the New International omits the
vital word effectual--the purpose is plain, it obviates the
theology of their version favoring the direct operation
of the Holy Spirit in addition to‘the word. The same power
that works effectually to save the sinner “effectually
worketh also in you”--the Christian--Paul said. If there
is a power that dwells in believers (Christians) apart from
the word, then there are two powers, which if true finds
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the power of God wanting, not effectual, for effectual
means adequate, sufficient--“producing the effect desired
or intended; having adequate power or force to produce
the effect, as an effectual remedy"--( Webster) ; and, “the
word of God which effectually worketh also in you”--
(Paul). That settles something--an argument !

It is assumed that there is a greater power in the direct
agency of the Holy Spirit than resides in the word-but
how do they know it ?--the Word does not say so.

In Hebrews 11:3 the apostle Paul declared that “the
worlds were framed by the word of God” and in 2 Peter
3:5, that apostle added the declaration “by the word of
God the heavens were of old, and the earth standing out
of the water and in the water.” One of our early great
men, in reply to Jarrell, the Baptist, said: “If the worlds
were framed by the word of God; if land and sea exist by
the word of his power; if the mountains rise and the sea
billows roll; if innumerable planets pass through infinite
space and suns beyond number light up unnumbered
worlds, and these are all upheld by the word of his power
(Hebrews 1: 3), here is miraculous power ascribed to the
word far beyond conception.” The Bible teaches that God
has worked miracles by the power of his word, and any
supernatural power in the pardon of sinners would be the
act of God in man’s compliance with his word--therefore
in the words of another among the greats, Alexander
Campbell: In conviction and conversion, in sanctification
and edification, the Holy Spirit operates only through the
word.

According to the direct operation doctrine, not only must
man be regenerated by the direct operation process, but
the Holy Spirit must also perform another direct opera-
tion process on the dead word to regenerate it, illuminate
it, to make it effectual. That false old theology was
once set to music in an old song: “Return, 0 Holy Dove,
return, to that dead word of thine, to make it what
it was again, to do the work divine.” The idea that the
Holy Spirit has a direct personal indwelling in us to illumi-
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nate the word so that we may understand it has the Holy
Spirit regenerating the word so that the word can regene-
rate us! But it was the Holy Spirit that imparted the in-
spiration to the apostles when it was given to them, and
the inspired word given to the apostles is the power that
works effectually in us.

The dead word theology is insinuated into the Holy Spirit
passages by these ecumenical editors--but in Hebrews 4: 12,
the apostle said that “the word of God is quick and power-
ful, and sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even
to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of joints
and marrow, and is a discerner of the thoughts and intents
of the heart.” The word of God is quick (zao)--it lives, it
is not a dead word, it is living; the word of God is power-
ful (energes)--it is the spiritual energy which effectually
works in us. There is no emotion that the Holy Spirit can
generate within us that the word of God does not engender;
new notions to the contrary notwithstanding.

(81) The pen-happy rewriters botch the beauty of the
Thessalonian benedictions of 1-3:13 and 2-2:16--substitut-
ing 3:13, the truly beautiful and truthfully stated “estab-
lish your hearts,” with the variable verbalism “inner
strength,” which can be manipulated to mean anything any
visionary religionist may want it to convey-besides, it
is not what Paul said. And in 2-2:16-17 the words of the
apostolic benediction of “everlasting consolation,” and
“comfort your hearts,” and “establish you,” and “every
good word and work,” are all revamped to fit the fancy
of the rewriters.

(82) 2-1:3-10: A total lack of appreciation of the su-
preme excellence of Paul’s long sentence, which has been
the literary marvel of generations, is manifested in break-
ing it up into light reconstructed, regrouped, rearranged
sentences, with alterations additions and omissions, vital
to the intrinsic truths of the marvelous exposition of the
righteous judgment of God, and the awful events related
to it when he shall come to receive the admiration of all
believers in that day. The verb recompense in this final



T HE N EW INTERNATIONAL V E R S I O N  727

judgment passage has two objects: tribulation and rest
(the word rest is not a verb here, but a noun, object of the
verb recompense)--the Lord will recompense tribulation
to the persecutors and rest to the persecuted when he shall
come. But in the exercise of their usual officiousness the
new versionists insert two verbs for Paul’s one, changing
the one word recompense to four words, “pay back” and
“give relief ."” The alterants of the new version beggar the
superlative description of the decisions of judgment at the
coming of the Lord.

The translators of the American Standard Version of
1901 recognized and respected the singularity in quality of
this unprecedented long sentence and retained it in un-
changed form with the Authorized King James Version.
But the meddlesome makers of the new version expose
their pettiness and exhibit their unfitness.

(83) Timothy: The remodelling of the apostolic mandate
to Timothy in 1-1:3 to charge some that they teach n o  other
doctrine is indifferently changed to “not to teach false doc-
trines any longer”--which puts phrases on Paul’s penpoint
that he did not write, and sentences on his tongue that he
did not say. The loose generalization “not to teach false
doctrines any longer” is not consonant with the specifica-
tion: No other doctrine:--and it is obvious that these
wordy rewriters are oblivious to the divine behest: T h o u
shalt not add thereto, nor diminish from it.

(84) Further exemplification of like indifference to
scriptural essence is the flippancy of their rewording of
1-1:7 Paul wrote: “understanding neither what they say
nor whereof they affirm”--which in brevity cannot be re-
vised and in accuracy cannot be clarified--but with the
pert colloquialism bordering on slang, the apostle’s precise
phrase was flippantly changed to “they do not know what
they are talking about,” which is altogether lacking in the
excellence of expression common to the language of scrip-
ture.

(85) In 1-2:6 Paul’s declaration in reference to Christ,
who gave himself a  ransom for all, is changed to “as a



728 A REVIEW of the NEW VERSIONS

ransom”--but Christ was himself a ransom, not merely
something as, which would not be the thing itself.

(86) In 1-2:8 the apostle’s bidding: "I will therefore
that men pray every where, lifting up holy hands is changed
to "I want”--but I will expressed an order, conveyed a
command, a charge, a thing Paul enjoined, not merely
something he “wanted.” Again, it presents the ever re-
curring inevitable interrogation: Why all of these inferior
and invalid variations from the true time-tested accuracy
of Bible language--all to satisfy the yen for a false rele-
vancy which has resulted in conglomerated corruption of
“the book divine.”

(87) The benediction of the apostle’s series of charges
to Timothy is 1-6:15-16: “Which in his times he shall show,
who is blessed and only Potentate, the King of kings, and
Lord or lords, who only hath immortality, dwelling in the
light which no man can approach unto; whom no man hath
seen nor can see; to whom be honour and power everlast-
ing. Amen.” In addition to the arrogance of changing the
syntax of this sublime scripture, the true statement who
only hath immortality is replaced by the untrue statement
“who alone is immortal.” The statement that God only hath
immortality, means, as any observant student can see, that
God has only immortality, he has no mortality--he only
hath immortality, which is a true statement. But the new
version reads: “who alone is immortal,” which is a false
statement. The angels of heaven are immortal, the soul of
man is immortal, “the spirits of just men made perfect”
in the paradisaical realm, and all “whose names are enrolled
in heaven”--these redeemed are all immortal. This is not
only an example of literary mutilation, it is the positive
proof of emission of false teaching from the pages of the
New International Version.

(88) The vein of variations from the text forms a con-
tinuous current through first and second Timothy. 2-1:8:
“Be not therefore ashamed of the testimony of our Lord”-
this testimony of the Lord to us is changed, with apparent
Neo-Pentecostal purpose, to “do not be ashamed to testify
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about our Lord”--what a difference ! The testimony of the
Lord to us is the Lord’s teaching through his apostle, and
Paul’s statement here is the same in meaning as “not
ashamed of the gospel of Christ in Romans 1: 16--and to
change the Lord’s testimony to “testify about” him imple-
ments the experientialism rife among the recent Neo-
Pentecostal elements which now infilter nearly all religious
affiliations, and which are heavily represented on the com-
mittees of the New International Version.

(89) The apostle’s moving monition of 2-4:5: "watch
thou in all things is changed to the crude expletive--‘keep
your head in all situations”--and in verse 6 the departing
word of Paul, I a m  now ready to be offered is changed to
“being poured out as a drink offering”! Such writing!
And the bold audacity of such writers! Thus it is that
Paul’s letter to his “own son in the gospel" is mutilated
too much for identification, censored and expurgated be-
yond recognition of its original form and features. The
impudence of the changers is preposterous. The New Inter-
national version of first and second Timothy begins wrong,
stays wrong and ends wrong.

(90) Titus 1:1-3: The first verses pose the initial ques-
tion: Why not leave Paul’s preamble as he wrote it? Next,
there is no cause to justify changing the common faith of
1:4 to “our” faith--the faith is the faith revealed (the
gospel) ; “our” faith may be anything one believes. It is
a doctrinal difference. In similar indifference to sacred
scripture in 1:9: the faithful word is changed to “trust-
worthy message”; and in 2:10 the apostle’s ornamental
analogy that they may adorn the doctrine of God our Sav-
iour in all things is deprived of both truth and adornment
in the change to making “the teaching about God attrac-
tive.” In the first place, the teaching “about” God is not
the doctrine of God--which is the doctrine which comes
from God, which proceeds from God (Matthew 4:4; John
15: 26) ; whereas, the teaching “about” God connotes what
anyone may teach concerning God. In the second place,
to adorn the doctrine of God in all things is not a simili-
tude of making it attractive. There was much “teaching
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about God” then and more of such teaching now that does
not adorn the doctrine of God.

(91) Another sample of beggarly translation is 2:11-12,
a gospel passage of long use on the grace of God that
teaches us, thus equating grace with the gospel. The pass-
age reads: “The grace of God that bringeth salvation has
appeared unto all men, teaching us that, denying ungodli-
ness and worldly lust, we should live soberly, righteously,
and godly in this present world.” After breaking up the
sentence, removing the participial form of the verb, teach-
ing, which denotes how the grace of God appears to all
men, the version removes denying ungodliness and world-
ly lust and changes it to “say ‘No’ to ungodliness,” thus re-
ducing Paul’s instruction to Titus to kindergarten level, as
the parent would say “no, no” to the child. Anyone old
enough to read the New Testament knows what the word
deny means, and it is plain puerility and a reflection on
adult intelligence to oversimplify the text of the New
Testament in such babied talk-down simple speech--and it
is no compliment to either Paul or Titus to insinuate that
Paul’s letter to Titus was originally composed in that child-
ish style.

(92) The sensitive one-sentence exposition of Paul on
the how of regeneration in 3:4-5, is broken up into two
sentences repeating the principal sentence he saved us
twice instead of once as it occurs in the passage. It reads:
“But after that the kindness and love of God our Saviour
toward man appeared, not by works of righteousness
which we have done, but according to his mercy he saved
us, by the washing of regeneration, and renewing of the
Holy Spirit.” In the deceptive manipulation of this pass-
age “the washing of regeneration” is made to mean the “re-
birth,” but even the denominational scholars and responsi-
ble commentators are in agreement that the washing of
regeneration is baptism, the washing that belongs to the
period of regeneration--the gospel dispensation--in con-
trast with the washings of the Mosaic law. It is compar-
able to Ephesians 5:26 on the sanctification and cleansing
“with the washing of water by the word.” In a diagram
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the principal sentence must be arranged, then the modify-
ing phrases. The principal sentence in this verse is: He
saved us, the dependent phrases, not by works--but by the
washing of regeneration; which is baptism. So here is the
diagram.

HE SAVED US

Not By But By

Works Baptism

ACCORDING TO HIS MERCY

It is generally asserted that the reason baptism has noth-
ing to do with salvation is because salvation is not of works
--but that is why baptism does have something to do with
salvation, because it is not of works: He saved us, not by
works, but by baptism, therefore baptism is not classified
with works-it is obedience to God’s command, and when
God saves a sinner by baptism it is according to his mercy,
says Paul, the theology of the new versionists to the con-
trary notwithstanding.

If Paul were called up from his hadean abode, and should
read this letter to Titus in the new version, he could not
recognize its phraseology as being his own parlance, or
manner of speech, or forms of expression. It is novel trans-
lation, indeed, to write the epistles of the apostles in a dia-
lect of the revising editors own choosing as they think Paul
should have penned it or would have composed it now--so
in such disregard why have the manuscripts of the scrip-
tures at all!

(93) Philemon: Paul’s one chapter letter to Philemon
was personal, written in the bond of faith, friendship and
fellowship, and his words of deep devotion are not subject
to emendation and revision. For any one to change a letter
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from one person to another is measured by all ethical stand-
ards as a despicable offense. But Paul’s personal letter to
Philemon is transcribed into a letter from these translators
themselves, as though they were writing it, which they ap-
parently thought they could compose better than Paul.
Their omissions and emendations may not be considered
important but to me they are infamous.

This letter on human relations teaches that all Christians
are on a spiritual level; that Christianity does not alter
one’s social or political state; that we should not disdain
persons of low estate but should do good unto all men; that
when offenses exist, but restitution is made, forgiveness
and reconciliation are required; that we should do as much
as within our power to restore all who are in error. Paul’s
teaching in Philemon is plain, and as he wrote it, not as
modern emendators revamp it.

(94) Hebrews 1:1: The omissions in this epistle begin
with 1:1 by the deletion of time from in time past, which is
in contrast with last days to designate the old and new dis-
pensations--this distinction is obscured if not lost in the
rephrasing.

The substitution of “become” for begotten in 1:5: Thou
art my son this day have I begotten thee is changed to “I
have become your Father.” The word for begotten in this
text is gennao, but the word for “become” is ginomai, two
words with different shades of meaning. The declaration
“Today I have begotten thee” is not in reference to the vir-
gin conception and birth of Jesus but to ascension and
coronation--the Son begotten of the Father as Priest and
King at once on his throne in heaven: “Unto the Son he
saith, Thy throne, 0 God, is forever and ever: A sceptre
of righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom.”

The word for the only begotten Son is monogenes in ref-
erence to the birth of Jesus; the word for firstbegotten or
firstborn is prototokos; the word for become is ginomai;
and the word for begotten, as in 1:5 is gennao, and it
should not be changed to “become’‘--forsooth one may “be-
come’ ' without being begotten. These original words have
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different shades of meaning with resultant connotations--
the Greek makes the distinctions, the English maintains
the distinction--it should not be ignored, and it allows no
tampering, but the free-handed revisers violate distinctions
and differences at their will.

(96) From 1:5 to 1:13, passages from the Old Testa-
ment in prose by quotation in the form of poetry clutters
the whole chapter--the passages quoted were not in poetic
form, and in addition to this infraction of literary form
words and phrases in the passages are changed, so the
transcribers are guilty of the greater offense--misquoting
the quotations! But in 10: 8--12: 26, and other citations,
the prose is retained in a cluster of quotations, demonstrat-
ing the fumbling irregularity throughout their version.

(97) The rewriting of 6:1-2 is a conspicuous case of cor-
ruption and perversion of a fundamental passage. It reads:
“Therefore leaving the principles of the doctrine of Christ,
let us go on unto perfection; not laying again the founda-
tion of repentance from dead works, and of faith toward
God, of the doctrine of baptisms, and of laying on of hands,
and of resurrection of the dead, and of eternal judgment.”
The new version changes leaving the principles of the doc-
trine of Christ to “leaving the elementary teachings about
Christ,” and repentance from dead works to “acts that lead
to death,” and of faith toward God to of faith in God”; and
of the doctrine of baptisms to “instruction about baptisms”
--which is proof that the translators do not know the
meaning of the passage and their interpretation is a com-
plete misfire. Leaving the principles of the doctrine of
Christ refers to the elements of the Mosaic law and of
Judaism which brought them to Christ as in Galatians 3:
23-25--"the schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ,” and 4:
1-4, the rudiments of the law as a tutor to prepare them
for Christ: “But after faith is come, we are no longer un-
der a schoolmaster." The principles in Hebrews 6: l-2,
which the Hebrew Christians were admonished to leave
were the elements of Judaism, and rudiments of the Mosaic
system, which were elementary and rudimentary to the
gospel system. Paul did not exhort the Hebrews to leave
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“faith in God”--h e said faith toward God, because under
the Jewish system Christ had not come. Paul did not in-
duce them to leave “teachings about Christ” which would
mean to abandon the gospel of Christ--they were en-
couraged to leave the rudiments--the principles of the tu-
torship--that prepared them for Christ. (Galatians 3: 23-
25) And Paul did not importune them to leave “instruc-
tion about baptisms” (if the revisers mean baptism of the
new covenant)--there is only, one baptism, therefore “bap-
tisms” referred to the “divers washings of the Mosaic sys-
tem, which they were being urged to leave. Paul himself
did not leave instruction about baptism, for all that he
said on the subject in print he wrote to the churches. We
never leave anything that belongs to or is a part of the
gospel--therefore, “leaving the principles of the doctrine
of Christ” refers to the rudiments of Judaism, and “let us
go on unto perfection” means into the perfection of the new
covenant. The rudiments of Judaism are detailed as fol-
lows : 1. laying again the foundation of repentance from
dead works--the dead animal sacrifices; 2. of faith toward
God-for Christ had not come; 3. of the doctrine of bap-
tisms--the plural washings of the Mosaic law; 4 .  of the
laying on of hands--the priestly and prophetical ceremonies
of the Mosaic system; 5. of the resurrection of the dead--
resurrecting the dead ordinances of the Mosaic system; 6.
of eternal judgment--the dispensational judgment of no
remission, the word eternal (aionicus) covering all of the
period to which it refers, of the whole dispensation, such
as everlasting incense, everlasting burnt offerings, eternal
judgment: all of the period to which it refers.

After this enumeration of the rudiments of Judaism, the
following verses 3-6 were cautionar--“if they shall fall
away,” that is, from the new covenant that had provided
their enlightenment and manifold spiritual gifts and bless-
ings--the sacrifices to which they returned could no longer
“renew them again unto repentance” as once they did, for
the Mosaic altars were nullified, they have no efficacy, they
cannot renew “the comers thereunto,” they are dead altars
of Judaism and belong to an abrogated law.
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In chapter 5:12 the context is clear that the first princi-
ples of the oracles of God is a reference to the rudiments
of the Mosaic law, as in Galatians 3:24,25 and 4: l-4. The
first principles of the Mosaic law were as milk, and the
new covenant was as meat--this comparison is joined to
chapter 6: 1-6, a comparison between the Mosaic law and
the new covenant, contrasting Judaism and Christianity.
On this point Adam Clarke comments: “Ye have need
that one teach you a second time certain elements of the
doctrines of Christ, or oracles of God; i.e. the notices which
the prophets gave of the priesthood of Jesus Christ, such
as found in Psalms 110 and Isaiah 53. By the oracles of
God the writings of the Old Testament are undoubtedly
meant.”

In the New International Version the text of Hebrews
6: 1-6 is packed with perversion-and it lends unrelenting
emphasis to the necessity of leaving the text of the Bible
intact and unchanged.

(98) Concerning the Old Covenant and the New Cove-
nant in 8:7-8:, the apostle said: “For if that first covenant
had been faultless, then should no place have been sought
for the second. For finding fault with them he saith, Be-
hold, the days come, saith the Lord, when I will make a new
covenant with the house of Israel and with the house of
Judah.” The new version reads: “For if there had been
nothing wrong with that first covenant”--but there was
nothing wrong with the first covenant, it was God-made and
God-given. The reference, if that first covenant had been
faultless does not imply that it was wrong, or something
wrong with it, rather it was not complete for redemption.
The word fault does not mean wrong--it was right for its
purpose, but not faultless in that is was not final, not the
completion of God’s purpose--not perfect for redemption,
for sanctification (10: 9-10) and righteousness or justifica-
tion--Galatians 3: 21: “For if there had been a law given
which could have given life, verily righteousness should have
been by the law”--but that does not mean the law was
wrong. The translation of the New International casts a
reflection on God.
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(99) In reference to the passing of the old covenant,
in 8:13 the apostle said: “In that he saith, a new covenant,
he hath made the first old. Now that which decayeth and
waxeth old is ready to vanish away.” The present tense is
ready to vanish away is changed to the future tense “will
soon disappear”--how soon?--is ready to vanish meant then,
and the change is ambiguous, and unnecessary, Paul did
not say: will soon dissappear.

(100) A similar change in the verb tenses is in 10:1:
“For the law having a shadow of good things to come”
was the past condition when the law was in force and oper-
ating, and good things to come pointed to the new cove-
nant before it had come. But Paul’s statement is changed
from having to “is the shadow” and to “the good things
that are coming”--which can be made to mean any future
theory any one wants it to mean. The good things to come
were the things that were foreshadowed in the law--they
have come, not “are coming”--and again the new editors
exhibit ineptness.

(101) Reverting to the chapter order, for further illu-
stration of fumbling, in 9:15-17 the translators presume
to recast Paul’s language into their own parlance. The
reference in verse 15 to the death of Christ as the means
for the redemption of the transgressions that were under
the first covenant is changed to “he has died as a ransom”
--which is wrong two ways: first, Christ did not die as
a ransom, he was himself a ransom; second, the phrase here
is for the redemption of the transgressions--“ransom” is
not Paul’s word and is not the word for this denotation.
For some cause, apparently to accomodate translations to
a phase of their modern theology, the atoning word re-
demption is being relegated as not being relevant to their
versions and is being removed. We wonder if that redeem-
ing word will not eventually be discarded by all the new
versions. The version under review appears to be headed
that way. However, it is quizzical that although the word
redemption occurs eleven times in the New Testament,
only one time out of eleven it is here changed to as a ran-
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som--ten times redemption, then one time the same word
is changed to something else without reason or explana-
tion.

In verse 16 the apostle stated a known condition for the
legal validity of a will: “For where a testament is, there
must also of necessity be the death of the testator." To
cap the climax of senseless translation this verse is made
to read: “Because a will is in force only when somebody
has died”--to put “somebody” in place of testator and
“somebody has died” in place of the death of the testator
is worse than senseless--it is stupid.

(102) The 10:25-26 passage connects the assembly--
the first day of the week assembly--with the new covenant
of the previous verses, for the Lord’s Supper is the em-
bodiment of the new covenant: “This cup is the new testa-
ment in my blood” (Luke 22:20) ; “For this is my blood
of the new testament” (Matthew 26:28). The command
not to forsake the assembly referred to abandoning the
new covenant under the pressures of the Judaizers and the
threat of the impending persecution; to exhort one another
so much the more as they saw the day approaching did not
mean “between Sundays” but rather the ominous day of the
impending persecutions, which called for accentuated ex-
hortation not to abandon the assembly; to sin willfully
after having received the knowledge of the truth referred
to a rejection of the new covenant; and there remaineth no
more sacrifice for sins meant that the sacrifices of the
altars of the Mosaic system, to which the Judaizers were
persuading them to return, no longer remained--they were
abrogated, no longer efficacious, they would return to them
in vain.

This analysis of the text and its context is inserted be-
cause the New International revisers are obviously oblivi-
ous to its textual import. In place of not forsaking they
put “let us not give up meeting together,” as applied to
neglect. But forsake means to abandon, from egkataleipo
to leave down in; to abandon, and it is the same word used
in 13:5: “I will never leave thee nor forsake thee.” A
thing is not forsaken until it is renounced, abandoned.
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Then, the revisers again miss the point in changing if we
sin wilfully to “deliberately keep on sinning”--this wilful
sin is the abandonment of the new covenant. Next, the
changing of there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins to
“no sacrifice for sins is left” applying it to the one sacri-
fice of Christ for us; but the sacrifice of Christ remains--
tragical indeed if it does not! This reference is to the
Mosaic altars the sacrifices of which do not remain, and
the return to them would bring no benefit. But in Christ
we have a continuous sacrifice for sin”--chapter 13:10:
“We have an altar of which they have no right to eat who
serve the tabernacle.” The tabernacle was symbolic of
the Mosaic system, they who served the tabernacle were
the Judaizers--but we (Christians) have an altar in Christ
of which they have no right to partake in abandonment of
the new covenant. It requires more time and talk to refute
error than to assert it--so this excursus is intended to off-
set the erroneous translation of the entire context of He-
brews 10:25-39, which clearly indicates the danger of re-
nouncing the new covenant and the threat of persecution.

(103) In 10:34 Paul’s reference to his own imprison-
ment is deleted. He said: “Ye had compassion of me in my
bonds.” Omitting this reference to Paul the revisers say:
“You sympathized with those in prison,” leaving out Paul’s
reference to himself among the persecuted who had suf-
fered imprisonment. What sort of translation is that?

(104) Chapter 11: The audacity with which the entire
eleventh chapter of Hebrews is paraphrased is forbidding
--their changes exceed mere paraphrase. Their phrases
are indeed para--that is, beyond and phrasis, beyond the
phrase, and more--they are the invented interpolations of
egotistic editors who have assumed the role of a redaction
of the inspired scriptures, as if they were writing the book
instead of translating its words. It is repulsive.

(105) 12:28: In a final citation from the Hebrew epistle,
the far-reaching effect of erroneous revision is chapter 12,
verse 28: “Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which cannot

 be moved, let us have grace, whereby we may serve God
acceptably with reverence and godly fear.” The word
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wherefore reverts to verses 22-23: “Ye are come unto
mount Zion . . . the church of the firstborn . . . wherefore
we receiving a kingdom which cannot be moved”--the
church and the kingdom are herein equated as being one
and the same, and the coming to the one is the receiving
of the other. But by the insertion of one three-letter word,
the verb are, the grammar of the verse is altered and its
teaching is changed. The revisers inserted are in verse 28
to make it read "we are receiving a kingdom” which ac-
comodates the future-kingdom theory that the kingdom is
only in process now and will reach it culmination in future
fulfillment. This is the ingenious implementation of pre-
millennialism which we have refuted in oral and written
polemics, and now by insidious means is disseminated in
pretended translations of the word of God. It is time to
sound out the watchword: Watchman what of the night?

(106) The epistle of James is composed with such loose
paraphrasis that it is no more than a theological treatise
of that International committee of editors. The over-simp-
lification of the syntax is downgrading to the entire text.
Beauty of diction and elegance of style peculiar to the
scriptures are destroyed. The grammar in places could not
pass an elementary grade test. For instances: “do what
it says” in 1:22; “does not do” in 1:23; “what he looks like”
in 1:24:: “you want something but don’t get it” in 4:2;
“doesn’t do it” in 4:7;; “now listen, you rich people” in
5:1--these few are not only instances of poor grammatical
form but they serve as a sampling of the literary medioc-
rity that pervades the pages of the New International Ver-
sion.

(107) The words of the various memorized verses which
by common knowledge are virtual doctrinal aphorisms have
been castrated: such as, “receive with meekness the en-
grafted word, which is able to save your souls” in 1:21;
“Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers only” in 1:22;
“the perfect law of liberty” in 1:25: “pure and undefiled
religion” in 1;27;; “even so faith, if it hath not works, is
dead” in 2:17;; “ye see then how that by works a man is
justified, and not by faith only” in 2 : 2 4 :  “for as the body
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without the spirit is dead, so faith without works is dead
also” in 2:26; the effectual fervent prayer of a righteous
man availeth much” in 5:16 . In the changes made in these
prime passages they have not only been deprived of the
doctrine they contain but have also been reduced to in-
excusable linguistic inferiority.

(108) The translators are allergic to works, so they in-
sert “deeds” in its place, but. works as used in James 2:26
means obedience to God’s commands, and “deeds” can mean
anything one may do--so James declared that a man is not
justified by faith only but by obedience to the gospel.

(109) The prayer passage of 5:16 is ruined also. James
said the effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man avail-
eth much. The new editors said “the prayer of a righteous
man is powerful and effective”--but effectual is a fuller
word than “effective” as any one can learn by consulting a
good dictionary. A thing may be effective in degree but
not effectual in extent--and “powerful” is not a true trans-
lation of availeth much nor consonant with its use as the
influence of prayer on the providence of God. It is enig-
matic to imagine magnificence of the scripture language to
the poorness of their own phraseology. The utter abandon
with which this is done in the epistle of James is solid
evidence of disregard for the preservation of the verbal
importance of the Word of God, and if the time comes that
such a version is in reality international and universally ac-
cepted to replace the Bible it would result in the total de-
struction of the original scriptures to an untoward genera-
tion until its recovery could again be accomplished. We
have not forgotten nor do we doubt the declaration that
“the word of the Lord endureth forever”--but it can be
lost to a generation--and now, the Bible is at stake for this
generation.

(110) 1 Peter 1:1-2: The first verses of the apostle’s
introduction are cluttered. Added at the start of the ex-
ordial sentence to the strangers scattered throughout is the
misplaced expression “God’s elect” which is not only out
of place but not in the text at all--but the word elect which
is in verse 2 is changed to “who have been chosen of God”;
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and through sanctification of the Spirit is changed to “the
sanctifying work of the Spirit”; and sprinkling of the blood
of Jesus Christ is changed to “sprinkling by his blood"--
changes that involve the technical details of certain de-
nominational doctrines, but anyhow is too much changing
in disarranged lines for any one to make who has any re-
spect for the original words of inspired apostles .

( 111) In 1-2:1 the sincere milk of the word is a familiar
phrase to the readers and preachers of the word--but o f
the word is omitted and “crave spiritual milk” is inserted
without the mention of what the spiritual milk is--it is
the word of God, and of the word defines the properties of
the milk. The phrase “spiritual milk” could be variously
interpreted as other “spiritual” sources than the word of
God as certain cults of spiritual experientialism are even
now doing, regrettably including a minimal charismatic
element within our brotherhood. The apostle Peter defines
the milk to be the word of God--the sincere milk of the
word--and if sincere should be translated spiritual, as also
in the American Standard Version, it still would read the
spiritual milk of the word, which would not be objection-
able, but to omit of the word is objectionable. To do so
leaves the apostle’s admonition incomplete and vitiates the
passage. This phrase of the word is not in italics in the
Authorized (King James) Version which is evidence that
it is in the multiple manuscripts that produced it, and its
omission is without acceptable explanation. The more I
read in the later versions, the more is my reverence for
the Authorized King James Version.

(112) In 3:18-21 this version follows the second chance
notion of the Mormons, and Jehovah’s Witnesses, and the
Catholic concept of purgatory--that in the hadean regions
Christ preached to the antediluvian “spirits in prison"--
with the further inference that chapter 4, verse 6, “for this
cause was the gospel preached also to them that are dead”
is a reference to “the spirits in prison” of 3:19--even so,
they were not dead when the preaching was done. The
preacher was Noah, and it was the Spirit in him (Genesis
6:3) preaching to the antediluvians under the sentence of
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death and therefore figuratively “spirits in prison,” but in
the Noachian period of probation there was a stay in the
execution of the sentence, at the end of which probationary
period the flood came and the deliverance of the eight souls
of Noah’s family from the old world of destruction into the
new world of renovation by the floodwater was the figure,
the type, of our salvation from sin by baptism--“baptism
doth also now save us.” But this new version changed the
pronoun us of the first person plural to the pronoun you
of the second person plural, “baptism that now saves you.”
The apostle Peter did not say “you,” he said us, which in-
cluded himself with all to whom he was writing--they were
all saved by baptism. This passage has been made complex
by creeds and commentaries but as written by Peter it can-
not be misunderstood without help. (For further comments
on 1 Peter 3:18-21, see A Review Of The New Versions
p. 463).

(113) Another passage of paramount importance is the
oft-quoted 1 Peter 4:11: If any man speak, let him speak
as the oracles of God. The word oracles is a special term,
ranking higher than an ordinary word--but the New In-
ternational revisers removed it and replaced it with “the
very words,” a phrase of their own preference. The word
oracle is used seventeen times in the Old Testament and
four times only in the New Testament. The International
Students Bible Encyclopedia describes the meaning to be
an oracular utterance--a divine utterance delivered to man
derived from the special Hebrew word debir, not from the
usual word dabar. And in the New Testament it is the
Greek word logion, not the usual word logos. In word
studies, Marvin R. Vincent (translator on the American
Standard Committee and author of Word Studies In the
New Testament) comments that the word oracle was a
special word for emphasis on divine utterance from God
himself. Adam Clarke comments that in the Old Testament
the word signified the place in the Holy of Holies (The
Most Holy Place of the Tabernacle and of the Temple)
were God gave oracular answers to the High Priest--hence,
the oracle in the Old Testament use referred to this sacred
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structure within the Most Holy Place. It was also the
place of the Ark of the Covenant. In 1 Kings 6: 5-31 the
surroundings of the oracle are described in delineations of
divine glory almost beyond imagination. Its setting was
between the cherubims; the partitions and appurtenances
were overlaid with pure gold with ornaments of grandeur
--the sacred place which was designated the oracle. This
is why David in Psalms 28: 2 with all reverence said: “Hear
the voice of my supplications, when I cry unto thee, when
I lift up my hands toward thy holy oracle”--David prayed
and sang with uplifted hands toward the oracle.

This veneration for the oracles is conveyed from the Old
Testament to the New Testament in the four citations. In
his tribute to Moses, Stephen said in Acts 7:38, “This is
he that was in the church in the wilderness, with the angel
which spake to him in the Mount Sinai, and with our fath-
ers: who received the lively oracles to give unto us.” In-
structing the Jews on the advantage of having had the
original revelation from God, in Romans 3:2, Paul said:
“Much every way: chiefly because that unto them were
committed the oracles of God.” Reproving the inaptitude
to apprehend the illustration of Melchizedek as typical of
the priesthood of Christ, in Hebrews 5: 12, the apostle said:
“For when for the time ye ought to be teachers, ye have
need that one teach you again which be the first principles
of the oracles of God”- -that is, instructing them again in
the oracles of the Old Testament, the writings of Moses
in the law which were the first principles, the elementary
rudiments, that brought them to the gospel, because of
which they were as babes on the milk of the Mosaic law,
when they should have become ready for the strong meat
that belongs to the doctrine of Christ--the gospel. So
Peter, seeing that some were inclined by the possession of
spiritual gifts to over-extend their authority in teaching,
in 1 Peter 4: 11 he commanded: “If any man speak, let
him speak as the oracles of God.” The command extends
to every man on earth--if any man  speak--to teach only
what the oracles of God authenticate.

The term word is used many times in all the scriptures,
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and if the apostle Peter had been inspired to say words
here he would have done so--but he said oracles, a special
word for a specific emphasis on authoritative divine reve-
lation, and only the whims of a committee of modern re-
visers could imbue them with the egotism to remove it. An
inconsistent set they are, indeed, who switch oracles to
“very words” when they themselves have changed the
words from the beginning to the end of their false transla-
tion.

(114) 2-1:1-5: The first verses of the second epistle of
Peter innovate egregious error into the body of the text.
Verse 1: To them that have obtained like precious faith
with us is inexcusably changed to “have received a faith
as precious as ours.” But obtained and received are not
synonymous--one is active and the other passive, a vital
distinction between an active agent and a passive recipient.
Then--like precious faith with us (the apostles) is changed
to "a faith as precious as ours”--two faiths, one as pre-
cious faith with us (the apostles) is changed to "a faith as
precious as ours”--two faiths, one as precious as the other!
What bungling verbosity! The faith obtained was the one
precious faith with us--the apostles--not a faith as pre-
cious as ours. Such editorial absurdity must surely be ob-
vious to “even those who have their senses exercised to
discern both good and evil”--all who are able to see the
difference between truth and error.

(115) 2-1:5: The first named of the seven graces that
proceed from faith, of verses 5 to 7, is add to your faith
virtue--here virtue is changed to “goodness.” But virtue
here is from arete, which means strength of mind, force
(Young)--it is applied to courage in the conflict of faith
and valor in its defense (Macknight) . This word was em-
ployed to denote military courage and was so used by Peter
to the scattered Jerusalem church (to whom his epistles
were addressed--l-l: 1; 2-3: 1) in application to fortitude
in defending the faith in their state of dispersion and per-
secution. The word virtue in this passage means valor.
The word goodness is more closely related to the piety of
godliness, the fifth grace, than to virtue, the first, accord-
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ing to MacKnight:: “By desiring us to join godliness to
patience, the apostle teaches us, that piety, or the firm be-
lief that the wisdom and goodness of the divine dispensa-
tions, is the only foundation by which patience can be ef-
fectually supported.” It is erroneously translated in this
new version--it should not have been changed.

(116) 2-2:14-22: These verses are an apostolic denuncia-
tion of the apostasy of cursed children who had forsaken
the right way, who had gone astray . . . after they had
escaped the pollutions of the world through the knowledge
of t h e  Lord and Saviour J e s u s  Christ, but being again en-
tangled there in  a n d  overcome, their apostate condition was
w o r s e  than before they had knowledge of the truth, for it
had b e e n  better for them not to have known the way of
righteousness than after having known it to turn from the
holy commandment  delivered unto them. The omission of
cursed children, and inserting “accursed brood” along with
the reference to “their sinful nature,” in verses 10 and 18
is the apparent attempt to classify these apostates as a
totally depraved brood of humanity rather than children of
God who had “fallen from grace” and had become degener-
ate. To circumvent the plain teaching of this text on the
possibility of apostasy the word children  is changed to
brood. But cursed children here in 2-2:14 is the same word
teknon  for chi ldren  as obedient children  in 1-1:14, and
children of God in 1 John 3:10--and the same word teknon
used for children  in sixty New Testament verses. But
brood from nossia, is used only once, in Luke 13:34, “as a
hen doth gather her brood under her wings,” and refers to
chickens, not children! So accordingly the veering version-
ists could as well have changed cursed children to accursed
chickens!

These two phrases as used by the apostle Peter--obedient
children, in 1-1:14 and cursed children in 2-2:14--are clear-
ly in contrast of the state of approval in favor with God
and of apostasy in the sight of God. The endeavor to elude
one phrase was too complex and the new composers bogged
in the mire of their own rambling rescription.

(117) 2-3: 1-l 8: The entire third chapter of second Peter
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is interspersed with omissions and insertions. The original
one sentence of verses 1-4 is broken up into four separate
sentences eliminating modifying phrases and dependent
clauses. The apostle stated that the purpose of both the
first and the second epistles was to stir remembrance of
previous prophetic and apostolic teaching, but the apostle’s
statement to stir up your pure minds by way of remem-
brance is changed to “stimulate you to wholesome think-
ing”; and that ye may be mindful is changed to “I want
you to recall.” The particle that in this (the apostle’s)
sentence is a conjunction introducing a clause expressing
purpose (the purpose of the epistle), but in its omission
the nominative “I” is put in place of the conjunction that,
and “I want you to recall” changes the entire structure of
the apostle’s sentence. Peter did not say “I want you to
recall” - - h e said what the text says, not what the meddlers
make him say. In the same verse the commandment of us
the apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ is changed to “through
your apostles”--but “your apostles” and the apostles of
our Lord Jesus Christ could not by any stretch of grammar
be equivalent or made to mean the same thing.

(118) In verse 4 where is the promise of his coming is
entirely reversed in the change to “where is this ‘coming’
he promised” with quotes around “coming.” But the scof-
fer’s question was where is the promise--the apostles had
preached the promise of the Lord’s coming and the taunt-
ing skeptics were speaking in derision of the promise.
Again, out of all this medley of omissions and insertions,
what is the motive for the meddling?

(119) In verse 10: The earth and the works that are
therein shall be burned up is changed to “the earth and
everything in it will be laid bare.” The word for burned
up in this verse 10 is katakaio and is used in only two
other New Testament passages: Matthew 3: 12 “but he
will burn up the chaff with unquenchable fire”; and Reve-
lation 8:7 which refers to the trees and the grass as being
“burnt up.” But the word “bare’ ‘is used only one time
in the New Testament, in 1 Corinthians 15: 37, in reference
to “bare grain”--which citations show that the change
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from burned up  to “bare” is wrong. If the earth in 2 Peter
3:10 will be burned up as the burned up chaff of Matthew
3: 12 there will be nothing “bare” left of it. The new re-
vision allows for a renovation of the bare earth for the
theory of millennial events, and are wont to connect verse
10 with verse 14 to look for new heavens and a new earth
wherein dwelleth righteousness, which is changed to “the
home of righteousness,” thus substituting an altogether
variant phrase. The changes made by the new revisers
here, and in various other verses, are premillennial by im-
plication and slanted toward that interpretation with a
sequent conclusion that the phrase new heavens and a  new
earth means the millennium. But the earth burned up as
the burned u p  chaff, means annihilated: reduced to nothing,
non-existent--thus a mundane millennium would require
another material creation, which would not be the earth,
this earth, but another terrestrial planet, for which there
is not a biblical implication from which to draw an infer-
ence, much less a premise from which to reach a conclusion.

In the contextual sequence, the new heavens and a new
earth, of verse 14, is indicative of the eternal state--heaven
itself. As an e x c u r s u s ,  vital to this review for further ex-
planation of n e w  heavens a n d  a  new earth, an excerpt from
God’s Prophetic Word by the author is here inserted:

It is not a new expression. It is found in the Old Testa-
ment and elsewhere in the New Testament. Turning to
Isaiah 68:22-23 the expression is applied to God’s people
Israel after their return from Babylon. After being re-
leased from captivity, restored to their own land, in their
“new heaven and new earth,’ they would again “from one
new moon to another and from one sabbath to another”
come “to worship before me, saith the Lord.” So in Reve-
lation 21 the deliverance of the persecuted church from
their persecutors is described as their “new heaven and
new earth.” If deliverance from captivity in the old dis-
pensation could be called a new heaven and a new earth to
Israel, certainly victory over the persecutors of the church
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in the new dispensation could be appropriately referred
to in a like figure, and that is the force of the expression
in Revelation 21. But when this old earth has been destroyed
by fire, according to 2 Peter 3: 13, there will be “a new
heaven and a new earth” for all eternity. There the con-
trast is between this transient mundane sphere and that
eternal world called heaven. But the new heaven and the
new earth, whether in the Old Testament or in the New
Testament, never refers to a millennial age on earth. (God’s
Prophetic Word, p. 297-8).

The instances of divergence from textus receptus--the
received text--are so implanted in this deviant version that
“the time would fail me to tell” of them all--a final cita-
tion from the epistles of Peter is next to the last verse:

(120) 2-3:17: Ye therefore, beloved, seeing ye know
these things before, beware least ye also, being led away
by the error of the wicked, fall from your own stedfastness.
There is not a syllable in that verse that could be correctly
criticised, but under the spell of redaction the editors
changed fall from your own steadfnstness to “fall from
your secure position”--thus their redaction is ridiculous,
for falling from a secure position is a contradiction in
terms. It is an effort to accomodate the Calvinistic claim
of “the security of the believer” or the final perseverance
of the saints. The theology of Calvinism is the doctrine that
all who are elected cannot “fall from grace” but will be un-
conditionally preserved unto salvation. As a tenet it is
variously entitled “the perserverance of the saints”-“the
impossibility of apostasy”--“the security of believers.”

There was a weapon of war used by ancient aborigines
known as a boomerang, a device also employed in hunting,
that when thrown it curves and spins until it returns to
the place where it was thrown. In the change of verse 17
to “fall from your secure position” the revisers have thrown
a boomerang which recoils to demolish their own theology.
Anywise, the rendering as it is should be retained: “Be-
ware lest ye also, being led away by the error of the wicked,
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fall from your own steadfastness"--there is no verbiage of
revising editors which can improve on that imperative pre-
cept. It is in correspondence with Peter’s reference to Paul,
in verse 15, “even as our beloved brother Paul also accord-
ing to the wisdom given unto him hath written unto you,”
as in 1 Corinthians 15: 58. “Therefore, my beloved breth-
ren, be ye stedfast, unmoveable, always abounding in the
work of the Lord, forasmuch as ye know that your labor is
not in vain in the Lord”--neither of which, nor any other,
should be botched by blundering hands of pen-happy
changers.

The purpose of this preview of the reputed international
version is not a verse by verse or chapter by chapter cri-
tique but rather salient specimens of perversion through-
out the New Testament, and with a few salient citations
from the remaining epistles of John and Jude this cause
shall have been served.

(121) 1 John 2:1-2: If any man sin we have an advo-
cate with the Father, Jesus Christ, the righteous: and he
is the propitiation for our sins. There are two words here
that should not be removed by any version: Advocate and
propitiation--but the version of the present review elimi-
nates both words, inserting “our defense” for advocate and
“atoning sacrifice” for propitiation, and both insertions
are mistranslations.

1. Advocate: To replace advocate with “our defense” rep-
resents Christ merely as a defense attorney, whereas the
term advocate has far higher and deeper connotation. That
it occurs only one time in the New Testament--here in 1
John 2: l--is an indication of special significance. The
meaning inherent in advocate here is not a defense attorney
in a court of trial to acquit one of guilt, but rather in the
present progressive tense of cleanseth u s  in 1: 7, Christ is
the ever-present representative of our cause before the
throne in heaven. The text says we  have an advocate, a
favor limited to children of God, within his family. Other
general blessings in the world are available to all alike “for
he maketh his sun to rise on the evil and on the good, and
sendeth rain on the just and the unjust,?’ but this advocacy
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is within the family of God, for his children--we have an
advocate with the Father--for granting favor of continual
cleansing from sins of which we are all liable but not
habitual--and our cause is ever in his hands for the dis-
pensation of this grace. The word “defense” does not
convey the depth of this meaning, and cannot replace the
word advocate--Christ is our Advocate. Both the Author-
ized and American Revised versions so translate it, and even
the Revised Standard with all of its deviant textual in-
trusions, retained it. But the New International classifies
itself in the company of such travesties as Good News For
Modern Man and The Living Bible Paraphrased by remov-
ing the special word Advocate from its one place in the New
Testament.

2. Propitiation: This word, rare in use, and singular in
meaning, occurs only three times in the New Testament:
Romans 3:25--"whom God has set forth to be a propitiation
through faith in his blood to declare his righteousness for
the remission of sins that are past, through the forbear-
ance of God;” and 1 John 2:2--“and he is the propitiation
for our sins: and not for ours only, but also for the sins of
the whole world;” and I John 4: 10--"herein is love, not that
we loved God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son to be
the propitiation for our sins.” The word for propitiation in
John is hilasmos and in Romans 3:25 it is hilasterion, a
form of the same word, and sets forth Christ himself as the
propitiation ! and the only other place where hilasterion
occurs is in Hebrews 9: 5, where it is translated mercyseat:
“And over it the cherubims of glory shadowing the mercy-
seat”--so propitiation (hilasterion) in Romans 3:25 is
equated with mercyseat (hilasterion) in Hebrews 9:5, and
these are the only verses in the New Testament where the
word is employed.

We turn to the Old Testament for its meaning. The de-
scriptions of the mercyseat are in Exodus 25: 10-22; 37: 1-9;
40: l-3: It was placed upon the Ark of the Covenant in the
Most Holy Place, overlaid with gold, between two cheru-
bims with the wings overspreading, and God said: “And
there I will meet with thee, and I will commune with thee
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from above the mercyseat, from between the two cherubims
which are upon the ark of the testimony, of all things which
I will give thee in commandment unto the children of
Israel.” The New Testament references to propitiation rest
on the Old Testament type which is fulfilled in Christ i.e.
Christ is our mercyseat, and there alone, in him alone, does
God meet with us. There, the mercyseat was the place of
meeting with God. Here, propitiation is the mercyseat
(hilasterion) of Romans 3:25 and Hebrews 9: 5--the place
where we meet God, and it is in Christ--here it is that God
meets sinning man. So I John 2:2, he is the propitiation
for our sins, reaches beyond the sacrifice to the mercyseat.
That is what makes it a special word. To remove it is an
audacious act of an egocentric committee of aribtrary translators,
and God will not hold them guiltless.

(122) 1-2:29: “If ye know that he is righteous, ye know
that every one that doeth righteousness is born of him.”
This doctrinal declaration is changed to “every one who
does what is right has been born of him,” a general phrase
that denotes nothing in particular. The word righteousness
is not a term for moral and ethical generalities--it is doc-
trinal to the core. The change to “every one who does right”
poses the question, first, who has done what is right about
what; and, second, what is doing what is right. There is
nothing definitive in the interpolated clause. But doeth
righteousness is the act of obedience to the commands of
the gospel (Acts 10: 34; Romans 1: 16-17) which inducts
the one who obeys into the state designated born of God.
To be born of God is the same thing as begotten of God
and the two terms are used interchangeably, in 1 Corin-
thians 4: 15, “begotten you through the gospel,” and 1 Peter
1: 23, “being born again, not of corruptible seed, but of in-
corruptible, by the word of God;” and born of God in 1
John 2: 29 is the same word gennao as in the verses cited--
therefore to do righteousness, as the condition of being born
of God, is equated with through the gospel in 1 Corinthians
4: 15 and by the word of God in 1 Peter 1:23; and, to bring
forth (apokueo) in James 1: 18, “of his own will begat he
us by the word of truth.” Accordingly, doeth righteousness
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in John 2:29 is obedience to the commands of the gospel
which is the essential condition to being born of God.

Another arbitrary change contrary to the truth in this
passage is in the tenses of the verbs. The present tense is
born of him was changed to has been born of him. The
present tense verb in “everyone that doeth righteousness is
born of him,” connects with the other present tense verb
“doeth righteousness” and places being born at the time and
in the act of obedience to the word of truth, as in 1 Peter
1:23. But changing is born to “has been born” puts the
being born in past experience before the doeth righteous-
ness, or what they indefinitely put “does what is right. "
That is what the revisers believe--that being born occurs
before the doing, and that is why the tenses of these verbs
were changed. In 5:1 “Whosoever believeth that Jesus is
the Christ is born of God” is rendered “every one who be-
lieves that Jesus is the Christ is born of God,” and these
revisers retain the present tense is born with believe in this
verse, but they changed is born in 2:29 to “has been born”
--why? The answer is: it is their theology that one is born
of God when he believes, at the point of faith, before any
act of obedience, and the tenses of the same verbs are ma-
nipulated to accomodate their theology.

(123) In chapter 3:7 John said: he that doeth righteous-
ness is righteous”; in Romans 1: 16-17 Paul said that the
gospel reveals the righteousness of God; and in Romans
10:3 he said that the Jews were ignorant of God’s right-
eousness and did not submit to it. So the righteousness of
God in these verses is not an attribute of God, for the Jews
were not ignorant that God himself is righteous--but they
were ignorant of God’s righteousness; therefore, it was that
righteousness which the gospel reveals, to which the Jews
did not submit. It was the gospel system of justification,
how God makes man righteous by his obedience to the
gospel--and that is the full import of 1 John 2:29: Ye
know that every one that doeth righteousness is born of
him.

The mathematical axiom that things equal to the same
thing are equal to each other may be properly applied here:
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All of these passages being equal to the same thing are
equal to each other--and the conclusion is that to do right-
eousness is obedience to the gospel, by which means we
are brought into the state of justification, which is the
righteousness that God imparts to man, in which all of the
qualities extolled by the apostle John exist.

(124) The 1 John 5:1 passage, whosoever believeth that
Jesus is the Christ is born of God is employed to implement
the theology of salvation, or justification, by faith alone--
that one is born of God when he believes. But in the same
epistle, chapter 4:7, the apostle said everyone that loveth
is born of God--which comes first, faith or love? If love
comes first, then one is born of God before he believes--but
here again the revisers changed is born in 4:7 to “has been
born.” Where it is believe the revisers retain the present
tense is born, but where it is doeth, or anything to be done,
the same verb is changed from present tense is born to the
past tense “has been born.” Such travesty is dishonesty.
Its improbity approaches criminality in “handling the word
of God deceitfully.”

(125) l-5:16-17: “If any man. see his brother sin a sin
which is not unto death, he shall ask, and he shall give him
life for them that sin not unto death. There is a sin unto
death: I do not say that he shall pray for it. All unright-
eousness is sin: and there is a sin not unto death.” This new
version puts God in place of the pronoun he, and “leads to
death” or “leads not to death”--neither the name of God,
nor the phrases used are in the text.

First, it should be noted that the pronoun he is in this
passage three times: “he shall ask; and he shall give him
life: I do not say that he shall pray for it.” It is the same 
he in all three places, and its antecedent is the asker w h o
prays for the sinning brother--and “he shall give him life”
indicates that by means of his prayer and the penitence of
the one sinning not unto death, the one for whom he pray-
ed should receive life, spiritual life, forgiveness. But pray-
ing for the forgiveness of the persistent, habitually sinning
man did not come within the prerogatives and spiritual
functions of the one who prayed. This passage is evidently
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connected with the special endowments of the spiritually
gifted men in the apostlic churches in the similar reference
of James 5: 14.

Second, the contrast is in the two words--life and death,
both spiritual. This contrast extends to two classifications:
a sin not unto death and a sin unto death--it is not a refer-
ence to one act of sin, unto or not unto death, but the class:
sinning not unto death--we are all liable to sinning, but it
is not the course of life and through prayer does not de-
stroy spiritual life; sinning unto death is persistent, de-
termined sin, the life of sin, the condition of sin which
is the total destruction of spiritual life, and consequently
death, spiritual death. The saying of the apostle, I do not
say that he shall pray for it only indicates that to pray for
the forgiveness of one in such a state of determined sin-
ning was not within the offices or function of the spiritual
endowments of the one who prayed--"I do not say that he
(the spiritually gifted asker) shall pray for it.”

With this analysis we close with the comments that the
profuse rewriting and the rewording such as “I refer to
those whose sin does not lead to death” or “a sin that leads
to death” is not only incorrect translation, it tends toward
the Catholic concept of venial and mortal sins--the false
dogma of Roman Catholicism.

(126) Jude 3: Beloved, when I gave all diligence to write
unto you of the common salvation, it was needful for me to
write unto you, and exhort you that ye should earnestly
contend for the faith which was once delivered to the saints.
There is not a syllable to be added nor a word to be deleted
in this special and precious passage. But unwilling to leave
it alone, and allow Jude to word his message of salvation,
this careless committee changed Beloved to “Dear friends”;
and the common salvation to “about the salvation we
share”; and delivered to "entrusted"--albeit, not one word
of this passage is subject to omission or alteration. The
change “about the salvation we share” is too indefinitive
for the common salvation, and “entrusted” is not consonant
with delivered--the word delivered has in it the apostolic
authority to reveal and bind, whereas “entrusted” implies
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only the trustworthiness of the recipients. It is a manifest
mistranslation. Jude 3 is the marvelous message that the
faith exists in an organized body of truth; that being de-
livered by the apostles, it is an authoritative body of truth;
and once delivered means that it is a complete body of
truth, allowing neither present nor future amendments.

(127) Revelation 1:1-3: In this vagrant version the book
of Revelation begins wrong, continues wrong and ends
wrong, the delineations and descriptions of its apocalypse
is so rephrased, its symbolism so recast, and its imagery so
warped, that seemingly these text-casters were the seers
receiving the Patmos vision instead of John. At the start
he sent and signified by his angel unto his servant John,
is changed to “who testifies to everything he saw”--and
the subjects and predicates of the first and second verses
are so disconnected that the syntax of its textual form is
so obscured as to obstruct its meaning. The simple sen-
tences of John are revamped into clumsy rearrangement.
John said that the angel was sent to signify the things that
must shortly come to pass--but the word signify was chang-
ed to “testify” which has entirely another meaning. To
signify means to set forth in signs--how God by the angel
would show to John “those things that are written therein.”
The word “testify” does not translate signify and the chang-
es of the first three verses destroy the Introduction to the
revelation which God gave to John.

(128) 20:4 And I saw thrones, and they sat upon them,
and judgment was given unto them. This is changed to: “I
saw thrones on which were seated those who had been given
authority to judge.” Any reader with ordinary intelligence
and of casual interest to compare the passage cannot fail to
see that the reading of the new version is not the text of
Revelation 20:4. The scene reverts to chapter  6:9-10 where
the vision of persecution and martyrdom commenced: “I
saw under the altar the souls of them that were slain for
the word of God and the testimony they held: and they
cried with a loud voice, saying, How long, 0 Lord, holy and
true, dost thou not judge and avenge our blood on them that
dwell on the earth?” Verse 11 declares that God would
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avenge but that they should rest (wait) for the fulfillment
of the things in the vision. The altar of chapter 6:9-10 was
the scene of martyrdom, the thrones of 20: 4 the symbol of
victory over the persecutors. In 6:10 John heard the souls
of the slain calling for judgment against their persecutors.
In 20:4 John saw these souls (same souls)--“the souls that
were beheaded”--receiving that judgment against their
persecutors for which they had cried in 6:9-10. In the
vision, taking the souls from beneath the altar and elevating
them to thrones symbolized victory for their cause--“and
judgment was given unto them” refers to the judgment for
which they had pleaded under the altar--John heard them
calling for it in 6:10, he saw them receiving it in 20:4. They
had waited as John decreed, in victory they were avenged.

John, the Seer, did not say they “had been given author-
ity to judge”--that is consummate millenialism. It is per-
fidious perversion and it warrants the pronouncement of
22:18: “For I testify unto every man that heareth the words
of the prophecy of this book, If any man shall add unto
these things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are
written in this book: and if any man shall take away from
the words of the book of this prophecy, God shall take away
his part out of the book of life, and out of the holy city, and
from the things which are written in this book.”

A commentary is one thing but changing the text is
another, the former is permissible, the latter is reprehen-
sible. The writers of the various assignments of the com-
mittee abandon the scriptural forms and nomenclature and
arbitrarily substitute their own sentence arrangement and
rearrangement, construction and reconstruction, together
with multiplied addition, omission and interpolation, result-
ing in the destruction of the scriptural text, the purity of
which requires the word translation--the transplanted
words. If ever a cause existed to execute the judgment of
the plagues and exclusion from the book of life of the
22:18-19 verses, this is surely a case where such would in-
variably apply. And for professors in the church of Christ,
or colleges associated with it, to be connected with the pro-
duction and promotion of such a work of perversion is too



T HE N EW INTERNATIONAL V E R S I O N  757

shuddering to discuss. The clemency of mercy extends to
men who sin, but the wrath of God descends without grace
upon men who change His Word.

III PERORATION

The clarion call of the New Testament is for fidelity to
the word of God coupled with forewarnings against its
corruption by evil men--“ lest Satan should get an advantage
of us: for we are not ignorant of his devices” in his employ-
ment of men who are “walking in craftiness--handling the
word of God deceitfully.” What more effective device could
Satan employ for his advantage than the deceptive dealing
with the Word, for “many shall follow their pernicious ways,
by reasons of which the truth shall be evil spoken of; and
through covetousness shall they with feigned words make
merchandise of you.” There is no more appropriate de-
scription of the competitive proliferation of versions in the
merchandising of the scripture by every marketing method
through every public facility.

The devil is not a delusion and his devices are not illu-
sions, They are both existent. Since the Garden of Eden he
had contradicted the word of God and that has been his
tactic ever since, as it is now effected through his agencies
that have “changed the truth of God into a lie.” The devil
accomodates his activities to conditions. In Pergamos, the
center of commerce, Satan established a seat; “I know thy
works, and where thou dwellest, even where Satan’s seat
is”--that was his sphere of influence through wealth and
wickedness. But in Smyrna, the city of synagogues, a center
of religion, Satan set up his synagogue: “I know thy works,
and tribulation, and poverty, (but thou art rich) and I know
the blasphemy of them which say they are Jews, and are
not, but are the synagogue of Satan”--his sphere of influ-
ence in operating through religion to oppose religion. In his
religious pretenses Satan has his doctrines: “Now the Spirit
speaketh expressly that in the latter times, some shall de-
part from the faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and
doctrines of devils”--and he has ministers for the promotion
of his doctrines: “For Satan himself is transformed into an
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angel of light. Therefore it is no great thing if his min-
isters also be transformed as ministers of righteousness”
--he originates and initiates and manipulates doctrines
(plural) on the commercial basis of supply and demand.
These ministers of Satan are ecclesiastics who devise false
doctrines and thereby hinder the truth of the gospel: “For
the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all un-
godliness and unrighteousness of men, who hold the truth
in unrighteousness.” The word hold is katecho, which means
to hold down, to restrain, to hinder, and it is descriptive of
ministers of Satan who hold down and restrain the truth in
the pretext of righteousness while actually rendering service
to Satan by the propagation of false doctrines.

These things concerning Satan’s tactics are not illusory
--creations of imagination--they are authentic, and evoked
the monitions of Paul to his protege: “In all things show-
ing thyself a pattern of good works; in doctrine showing
uncorruptness." Aware of the sinister stratagem of Satan,
and the need of armoured uniform to repulse his onslaughts,
in the tone of military command to the Ephesians, the
apostle said: “Finally, my brethren, be strong in the Lord,
and in the power of his might. Put on the whole armour of
God, that ye may be able to stand against the wiles of the
devil.”

After extensive examination of the errors and evils of this
New International version, and of its predecessors in pseudo-
translation, due deliberation leads me to the inevitable con-
clusion that they are all the diabolical devices of the devil
to destroy the Bible as the inerrant word of God. The com-
parison of the New International Version with the New
Testament yields evidence that it is a worthless ecumenical
farce. First, as a translation, it ignores the Greek text,
and is therefore not a version. Second, as a classic, it is
totally lacking in literary quality and reads like a second
rate fiction, an inferior, poorly written novel. Third, in
doctrine it is a promiscuous mixture of Calvinism, Neo-
Pentecostalism, and premillennialism. Fourth, true to its
title, it is an ecumenical product of an international con-
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glomeration of religionism--it is not “The New Testament
of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ.”

Yet--heedless of the errors and the evils of this version-
book, that have been exposed, a man in high position among
us recently said in a letter to an inquirer that this entitled
New International Version in his opinion may well become
the one accepted version to replace the Bible which in the
past has been universally accepted in all the English speak-
ing world. After the perusal of its pages from Matthew to
Revelation our only verbal coinage is: God forbid!

It is further being said in certain high places that the
adoption of these multiple new versions is a matter of judg-
ment which allows for disagreement. But the perversion of
the word of God is not question of judgment--it involves the
integrity, authenticity, and genuineness of the Inspired
Scriptures. Again, God forbid that we should surrender to
the marketers of Neo-Modernism who manufactured the
earlier Revised Standard Version and the New English
Bible, and to the vendors of radical religionism who have
authored the later Today’s English Version, the Living
Bible Paraphrased, and the New International Version:
and all their ilk--of the babel of pseudo-versions. Why
professors in the colleges, preachers of the gospel, elders of
the churches, and the members of churches of Christ, should
abandon the Bible for these multifarious versions is the
greatest enigma of this generation. As for the colleges,
they have become centers of powerful influence within the
brotherhood, and sources of domination, and they possess
the potentiality of taking the Bible and the church away
from us, as we have had them and have known them. And
in this the greatest crisis that faces the churches of Christ
in this generation--the acceptance of the pseudo-versions,
by their adoption in the colleges the last academic bastion
for the defense of the Bible has been breached.

Finally--what any one does privately is his own personal
affair, but what is done in the pulpits and classes of a church
of Christ is the responsibility of the elders, and what is done
in classes of a Christian College is the responsibility of its
administrators--and God will not hold us guiltless.
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It was my pledge at the start of this review of the New
International Version to prove that it has rot at the core
and is tainted throughout, and to substantiate the assertion
that it is an evil version-I pledged to do so, and I have done
so. “To God only wise be glory through Jesus Christ for-
ever. -Amen.”

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

(1) Concerning “Only Begotten.” It is now claimed that
the one word only alone translates the two-syllable word
monogenes (mono-genes). If so, first of all, the one-hun-
dred-forty-eight did not know it, for the forty-seven of Eng-
land’s Authorized Version and the one-hundred-one of Amer-
ica’s Revised Version translated it with two words: only be-
gotten; and, in the second place, what word is necessary or
would be required to translate only begotten, or could convey
that full phrase, if or when it should be employed. If none,
then the phrase is without meaning and non-existent, in
which case monogenes would imply conception without be-
gettal. The incontrovertible fact is: the word monogenes--
mono-genes--cannot be fully translated into the English
without the two words: mono (only) and genes (begotten),
and that simply spells: only begotten. Only the modern
liberals of the later versions have omitted it. (Read chap-
ter six under the title “The Only Begotten Son” in Review
Of The New Versions).

In an effort to offset “the only begotten Son” it is being
said that all Christians are begotten of God. But in the
same sense we are all sons of God--so the same sophism
used to dispose of “only begotten” would also eliminate
“only Son.” To dispose of one they eliminate both ! The
word monogenes (only begotten) is used five time in ref-
erence to Jesus and once in reference to the miraculous in-
tervention in the birth of Isaac--but never, not once, em-
ployed in reference to us in being spiritually begotten of
God. It should be evident to any one qualified to teach or
to preach that the reference to those who are spiritually be-
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gotten of God is a metaphor--and the effort to compare it
with John 3: 16 is a dodge unworthy of honest exegesis.

These professors insist that they are not modernists, but
they are employing the modernist shibboleth and chattering
the modernist line to the letter. The words of Professor 0.
T. Allis, the conservative scholar of Princeton, in his ref-
erence to the Revised Standard Version, are appropriate
here: The version was prepared by liberals; it is owned by
liberals and they will see to it that no change will be made
to make it acceptable. It is sad to the point of tragic that we
cannot depend upon our own professors to expose the mod-
ernism of these versions.

(2) It is now suggested that we should “acquiesce” to
a certain Hebrew professor and discontinue the argumen-
tation on the new versions substituting “young woman”
for virgin in this prophetic passage, in deference to him as
"a Hebrew scholar.” Why not rather defer to “the one-
hundred-forty-eight” world renowned Hebrew, Greek and
English scholars of England and America who produced
our English Bible--who unanimously translated the He-
brew almah into the English virgin. Consider who says
almah means virgin and who says it does not. The transla-
tors of the Syriac Version (the oldest existing version)
said it did; the translators of the Greek Old Testament (the
version of Christ and his apostles) said it did; the trans-
lators of the Authorized Version (the King James) said it
did; the translators of the American Revised, (Nelson’s
American Standard) said it did--leaving out the number
of Syriac translators, 72 of the Greek Old Testament,
47 of the England’s Authorized, 101 of America’s Re-
vised, plus 1 (the apostle of Jesus Christ, Matthew 1: 18-
23)--a total of 221, the one an inspired apostle of Jesus
Christ, who said it (almah) of Isaiah 7: 14 did mean
virgin. Now who says it did not? That motley handful
of neo-orthodox theologians of the “New Christianity
Movement” who do not believe the Virgin Birth of Jesus
nor the verbal inspiration of the Scriptures. The infidel
Jew, Harry M. Orlinsky, of the Jewish Theological Insti-
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tute of New York was put on the Old Testament Commit-
tee of the Revised Standard Version and assigned the role
of writing the Introduction to the Old Testament, and this
committee “acquiesced” and “deferred” to him in taking
the virgin out of the prophecy of Isaiah 7:14--and now
we are asked to defer to professors who receive a degree
in Hebrew and rate a biased “scholarship” under the tute-
lage of the infidel Jew rabbis who deny the begotten of
God-virgin birth deity of Jesus Christ, and reject the in-
spiration of the New Testament. Excuse me, please--I will
stay with the inspired apostle Matthew who said that Isaiah
said virgin, and that it was “spoken of the Lord by the
prophet,” without deference to any professor who contra-
dicts it.

(3) To cap the climax of unrestrained effort to dis-
credit “the King James Version” a professor avers that
Acts 2: 47--"the Lord added to the church daily such as
should be saved”--indicates the inclusion of only the elect
and the exclusion of the non-elect and is therefore Calvinis-
tic. But verse 47 is connected with verse 41 which states
that the baptized were the added, and verse 47 states that
the added were the saved. The Lord added all and only the
baptized, but the Lord added all and only the saved--there-
fore, only the baptized were saved. The Acts 2 verses are in
connection with Mark 16: 16--"he that believeth and is
baptized shall be saved.” In grammar shall is a verbal aux-
iliary the function of which is to express conditional futuri-
ty, and should is the past of shall, and is a verbal auxiliary
the function of which is to express conditionality from the
point of view stated. If “such as should be saved” in Acts
2:47 is Calvinistic so is “shall be saved” in Mark 16:16--
and that is a new definition for Calvinism! Except that a
professor has so averred, such a far-fetched thing would
not deserve a notice much less an answer. But it poses a
question: Is that the type of teaching the young preachers
are receiving now in the college that has claimed the high-
est rating for soundness? It but demonstrates that the pro-
fessors will go any length to discredit our Bible. Another
question is posed: Shall the sponsors, the promoters, the
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trustees, the administrators of a college, or contributors to
one, acquiesce to the imposition of such illusory falsehood
upon a trustful brotherhood? It is proper to repeat the
apostle’s alert, “Awake thou that sleepest”--for this is
what is being taught to the young preachers and the stu-
dent body by professors who are bent on debunking our
Bible. Infidels may hold a jubilee over the ridicule within
our ranks now, in almost their own parlance, of the Bible
which we have defended against their attacks through all
the generations that we have possessed it.

(4) There has been an overplay of the insertion of the
word “Easter” in Acts 12: 4 by the King James translators
in reference to Peter’s imprisonment and Herod's determi-
nation “to bring him forth to the people after Easter.” It
is not disputed that the word Easter was put for Passover
and that the Greek word is Passover. Concerning this sub-
stitution there are two observations in order: (1) Peter
was not being released for either the observance of the
passover or a festival known as Easter, for the apostles
and the Jewish Christians observed neither, and if pass-
over had been retained it would not have meant that Peter
would observe it--why then conclude that the passage
teaches Easter observance any more than it would teach
passover observance? (2) The season called Easter was
derived from the vernal equinox, and both the passover and
Easter came the first full moon after the vernal equinox--
the same season. The equinox is derived from the Latin
aequinoctium, or aequus--equal; and nox--night: the pre-
cise time when the sun crosses the equator making day and
night everywhere of equal length; the vernal (spring) equi-
nox occurring near the end of March, and the autumnal
equinox near the end of September. In his Revisers Greek
Text, Whitney mentions that the translators discarded Eas-
ter in several other places where the word occurred in the
documents, so the obvious purpose for its occurrence in
Acts 12:4 was the reference to the vernal equinox season
which was also the passover season; and though Passover
is the word in the Greek text the use of Easter is not an
untruth: for it was Easter--it was the vernal equinox sea-
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son as was also the Passover. We do not defend the substi-
tution of the word, but it is an ado over a technicality of no
doctrinal significance, and not being able to answer the
citations specifying the doctrinal corruption and perversion
of the pseudo-versions, it is an effort to make a case for the
semblance of something wrong with the King James Ver-
sion. Hard pressed, indeed, are they in their attempts to
find it.

It is remarkably noticeable that while exaggerating the
instance of Easter in Acts 12:4 the critics are as silent as
the tomb on the substitution by the New English Bible of
Whitsuntide (Whit-Sunday) for Pentecost in I Corinthians
16:8. Verily, the legs of the lame are not equal!

(5) In this irreverent vein a professor has vociferated
that the Revised Standard Version is likely to become gen-
erally accepted in the near future and that our adherence
to the King James Bible will make fools of us before the
world. Ignoring the impiety of his pronouncement, he has
it in reverse--the facts are just the opposite. With a mil-
lion dollars provided by the National Council of Churches
to market it, and with a blare of publicity in advertising
it, the Revised Standard Version had a bon voyage of 26
percent of all Bible sales, but from the first edition it began
to decline--it dropped to 20, to 15, to 12, and the present
statistics is less than 10 percent, and still declining. The
tragic predicament is that young preachers in the Bible
Departments of our colleges, who in the whole course of
study learn only the Revised Standard Version, are on the
limb of a declining version which is being sawed off be-
tween them and the tree. Even though the American
Standard Version is not to be downgraded by comparison
with the Revised Standard, it is nevertheless struggling
for survival--but “the grand old version,” the Authorized
King James Bible, still holds the lead in Bible sales through-
out the English-speaking world.

Fools? Of the classic character of the King James Bible
the literary genius, Thomas Carlyle, wrote: “When our
Shakespeare was packing up for Stratford there came out
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another priceless thing--a correct translation of the Bible,
of importance unspeakable.” Before and since, the literary
names of prose and poetry renown have acclaimed the
Authorized King James translation as the paragon of all
English literature--produced as it was in the period of its
highest perfection in excellence of expression, elegance of
style, and beauty of diction, and added to these superb at-
tributes, the accuracy of transcription. The vulgar ver-
nacular and common crudity of the novel new versions, in-
stead of relegating “the grand old version,” have rather
enhanced its par-excellence in literary eminence.

Fools? That professorial emission is worse than stupid,
it borders on sacrilege. Howbeit, if the apostles of Christ
could bear the stigmata of “fools for Christ’s sake,” for us
to be branded fools for the Bible’s cause is no disgrace.
“Within this ample volume lies, the mystery of mysteries;
happiest they of human race, to whom God has given grace;
to read, to fear, to hope, to pray: to lift the latch and force
the way; and better had they ne’er been born, who read to
doubt or read to scorn.”

(6) Another recent sophistical editorial emission from
a professor appearing in print is that the church had its
existence berfore “the King James Version” existed and does
not therefore depend upon it. But the church was establish-
ed before the Four Gospels and the Apostolic Epistles of the
New Testament-all were written after the church already
existed, therefore according to this professor’s sophistry
the church does not depend on the New Testament. Away
goes our age-old argument of the all-sufficiency of the Bible
--but this basic plea now is made merely traditional. Such
talk beclouds and bewilders and is irresponsible palaver.
The church existed before any Greek, Latin or English ver-
sion of the Scriptures--but it is a matter of fact that the
Authorized (King James) Version brought the church to
this English-American continent and the church did not
exist on this continent before it--and it does depend on what
it is. It is blandly declared that “after all, the old King
James Version is not inspired, it is only a translation"--
but what it translates is inspired--and as for being “just
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a translation,” so was the Greek Old Testament. It was a
translation of the Hebrew Old Testament, but it was the
version of Christ and the Apostles, and when it was quoted
in the New Testament, accompanying the quotation was the
phrase “the Holy Spirit saith." Some of our modern pro-
fessors should have been there to remind Jesus and Paul
that it was just a translation!

(7) The professors are now attempting to equate the
Authorized and American Revised version with the Revised
Standard and the New International versions, et al. In so
doing the  corruption of the new versions is naively ignored
--the diffusion of egregious doctrinal error throughout the
texts of the new versions. Such an appreciatory project
disregards the indubitable matter of fact that there is no
doctrinal point involved in the belabored criticisms of the
Authorized (King James) Version--not one error in doc-
trine or practice--it is the correct translation of Textus
Receptus authenticated by five hundred manuscripts and two
thousand copies. The Authorized (King James) Version
and the American revision of it (the American Standard
Version) are not corrupt versions--but the Revised Stand-
ard, New International, New English Bible, et cetera, are
corrupt translations: this has been proved, and there can be
no basis for the attempted equation with the Bible which
we have had and known, and which we still have and know.

But now they talk and write condescendingly of “the in-
fluence of the King James Version”--quite a patronizing
compromise indeed: the grand old version reduced to an in-
fluence! Shades of the innumerable hosts of valiant de-
fenders of the inerrant word of God!

In the case of the last college among us to succumb to the
pseudo-versions, the compromise policy for the comparative
use of these new translations has had apparent approval.
Such a course on the face of it is a farce. It provides the
opportunity for the professors to favor and teach the new
versions in their classes--it actually means comparative
courses in the new versions in which the professors have
the advantage and the students are victimized in submis-
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sion to being taught the new versions, and in known in-
stances in which “the King James Version” is made the tar-
get for ridicule and rejection. It is a deceptive policy which
leaves the general impression that the college is sound on
the issue of the versions.

In this connection it is stated that no version is basic,
that the Greek is the basic text and all the versions are com-
pared with it, which amounts to teachers in the schools pro-
fessing to know more than the one hundred forty-eight
English and American translators who gave the English
speaking world a correct translation of the Bible long before
these modern collegiate pedantics knew a syllable of Greek
or English, and all that they know of either is derived from
them. As for the Greek text--what Greek text? The new
committees are on record that their versions are the pro-
ducts of modern Greek texts and various other eclectic
sources--that is, a symposium of sources, admittedly not
original, but theological. Parents send students to our
colleges to study the Bible, not to be confused and bewilder-
ed by wiseacre professors discoursing to them on the in-
feriority of our Bible in favor of the theological new trans-
lations, the effect of which is the weakening of confidence in
the Bible, resulting in a shaken faith of young people in the
Bible, of which there are known numerous examples among
ex-students of our colleges. It is a sad comment, but it has
come to pass, that parents who send their sons and daugh-
ters to our own colleges now had better know who will be
their Bible teacher and whether he will teach the Bible or
the new modern versions.

(8) A college president deplores the threat of division
over the versions. How much does he deplore it? Enough
to withdraw the cause? Innovations cause division, such as
mechanical instrumental music and the missionary societies.
The new versions are innovations and they will divide the
churches. So it is the duty of the elders to prohibit their use
in the classes and in the pulpit. What people do privately
is their own affair, but what is taught in the classes of a
Christian college is the responsibility of the administration,
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and what is done in the classes and the pulpit of the church
of Christ is the responsibility of the elders: And God will
not hold u s  guiltless. In the treatise entitled The  Battle Of
The Versions, the author R. C. Foster dared to write that the
one who accepts the Revised Standard Version injects into
his spiritual system a poison virus. Shall the administration
of the colleges allow such injection into the student body?
Shall the elders of the church, who are shepherds of the
flock, permit this injection of poison into the spiritual body
of Christ? “Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and to
all the flock, over which the Holy Spirit hath made you
overseers, to feed the church of God, which he hath pur-
chased with his own blood,” said Paul to Ephesian elders;
and to the dispersed Jerusalem church Peter said: “The
elders which are among you I exhort, who am also an elder
. . . . feed the flock of God which is among you, taking the
oversight thereof.”

As for the colleges: Now that the last of the colleges al-
lowing these pseudo-versions to be taught in the Bible De-
partments succumbed to their invasion, the last collegiate
bastion for the defense of the Bible has been breached.

As for me: Let the pen drop from my right hand, my
right arm fall limp to my side, my tongue cleave to the roof
of my mouth, and the earth receive my mortal frame rather
than relent in one instance or retreat by one step in the
exposure of the spurious versions and in the defense of the
Bible as the inerrant Word of God. Let the mantle of cour-
age and of vigilance descend upon us as we echo the biblical
warning: Watchman, what of the night?
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Introduction

When we first learned that the modernistic International
Council of Religious Education had taken upon itself to
“charge” a group of some thirty scholars to bring out a new
version of the Bible we were deeply concerned. How could
modern scholarship which is so tainted with liberal and Uni-
tarian beliefs be trusted to improve upon the translations of the
King James and the English and American Revisions? Would
not such a group inevitably produce a translation that would be
of the same order as their Christ-denying theology? Would
they not offer us a translation bearing the same attitude as ex-
pressed in the International Missionary Council’s statement that
the “moral influence” theory of the atonement is the one suita-
ble to our times? Would not their attitude be essentially that
of the Chairman, Dean Luther A. Weigle, of Yale Divinity
School (indeed, we have seen this version referred to as “the
Weigle Version”), when he was president of the Federal
Council of Churches of Christ (so-called) in America and said
they had never asked any member of that super church organ
ization what they meant by their acceptance of Christ as
“Savior and Lord?” Could we trust a group of scholars who
had produced six or eight theories of the atonement with a
take-your-choice-they-all-lead-to-God attitude? Could we accept
an interpretation of the Word of God from the pens of a group
of men of whom almost a majority were from such frankly
modernistic institutions as Union Theological Seminary, New
York; Yale. Harvard and Chicago Universities; and the re-
mainder largely imbued with the same liberalism as taught at
those schools?



And finally could we trust a translation of the Scriptures
brought out by the International Council of Religious Education
which, at its fiftieth anniversary convention, listened with
equanimity and printed in the minutes of its anniversary book
the “expressed amazement” of Dr. M. Leo Rippy “that the
present program of the International Council should be called
in question. He said it was the fruitage of the best minds over
a long period of thought and planning. He saw no reason why
the ‘store front’ sects with their slaughter house theology (he
meant atonement by the blood of Christ--A. F.) should trouble
men of wisdom and poise. . . . With some heat he declared,
‘Thank God, the Sunday School is dying?” (Quoted from The
Christian Standard.)

That these fears were amply justified is clearly established
by the following able critique of the New Testament section of
this Revised Standard Version. This brochure is a condensed
reprint of a series of four articles published in February and
March in the Christian Standard.

This new version comes to us looking like a book--not like
the Book. Much is being made of its modern appearance but to
u s  it has lost the dignity and sense of uniqueness that the Bible
of our forefathers had and which should be retained at all costs
of modernity. Even in its boasted format this book suggests the
modem theology which it with subtlety presents.

Alexander Fraser.
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A new translation of the New Testament on which a dis-
tinguished group of scholars have worked since 1930 came from
the press on February 11. The names of thirtyone scholars who
have had a part in the work of translation include a number who
have died or retired since the work began. During the past eight
years the most intensive labor has been given to the task. It will
be four more years before the translation of the Old Testament
will be completed.

In a notable document entitled “An Introduction to the
Revised Standard Version of the New Testament,” the corn
mittee attempts to prepare the public for a favorable recep-
tion of the new translation. This document contains nine
chapters written by scholars selected to speak for the whole com-
mittee. It immediately impresses the reader with the condensed
and lucid statement of facts and the sobriety and restraint with
which they are presented. Occasionally something is stated
bluntly as a fact which was only the opinion of the writer,
radical theories are advanced at some points, but extreme caution
seems to have been observed by the writers lest they prejudice
the initial reception of the new translation.

Translators Noted Liberals

Four of the chapters offer informing discussion of the
strength and weaknesses of the King James and Revised Transla-
tions and the guiding principles of the English style used in this
new translation. Dean Luther A. Weigle, of Yale Divinity
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School, who is chairman of the committee, is the author of the
introductory chapter on “The Revision of the English Bible,”
and also the seventh chapter, which discusses “The English of the
Revised Standard Version of the New Testament.” Professor
Clarence T. Craig, of Oberlin, and W. R. Bowie, minister of
Grace Church, New York, have important chapters discussing
the King James and Revised Versions. Remembering the im-
mense learning of the celebrated Greek scholars of Harvard
Divinity School in the last generation, George Foot Moore and
James Hardy Ropes, it is no surprise to find that Prof. Henry J.
Cadbury, who has succeeded to the Hollis Scholarship in Harvard
Divinity School, was selected to write the chapter on “The
Vocabulary and Grammar of New Testament Greek.” In the
light of the great amount of study which Prof. Charles C.
Torrey, of Yale, gave to the problem of the Aramaic background
of the New Testament and the tremendous discussion his views
have evoked, it is significant that Prof. Millar Burrows of Yale
Divinity School was chosen to write on “The Semitic Background
of the New Testament.” Prof. E. J. Goodspeed, of Chicago Uni-
verstiy, whose private translation of the New Testament, and
whose recent book, “Some Problems in New Testament Trans-
lation,” might be considered an independent preview of this
larger work, is the author of the chapter on “The Making of
the New Testament: Greek and Roman Factors.” Prof Fred-
erick C. Grant, of Seabury-Western Theological Seminary, fore-
most protagonist of the more recent phases of the radical two-
source theory, “Form Criticism,” was selected to write on “The
Greek Text of the New Testament.” The last two writers have
introduced into their essays more of their radical theories than
the other writers. Most astonishing is the assertion of Dr. Good-
speed that “demons and angels, are not introduced to us in the
Old Testament, but in the Apocrypha,” and his whole effort to
tie the New Testament to the Apocrypha rather than to the Old
Testament. In outlining the changed principles which have
guided this new group of scholars in their efforts to regain the
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original text of the New Testament, Professor Grant indicates
how the two-source theory has operated in their procedure and
conclusions.

Almost three hundred years intervened between the King
James and American Revised Versions. In this time a vast
amount of new manuscripts had been discovered, and this en-
abled the revisers to build a broad base for their translation to
replace the slender Textus-Receptus foundation of the King
James. Comparatively speaking, the number and importance of
the new manuscripts of the New Testament which have been
unearthed since 1901 is not considerable. The committee is free
to admit that. Professor Grant says: (p. 41), “It is really ex-
traordinary how often, with the fuller apparatus of variant
readings at our disposal, and with the eclectic principle now
more widely accepted, we have concurred in following West-
cott and Hort."

Modernistic Subtleties

This new translation comes from the press in an hour when
a confusion of tongues has overtaken the intelligentsia. The last
halfcentury has been filled with the attempts to undermine the
New Testament, to deny the truth and accuracy of its contents,
to charge that the books are not the work of eyewitnesses, but
late, psuedonymous writings, to pose pagan sources for cardinal
Christian doctrines found in the New Testament, to suppose all
sorts of imaginary “sources” or earlier documents back of the
books of the New Testament which developed by a process of
evolution into the text we possess. In all this weird collection of
charges, guesses, and theories, there has emerged no sort of unan-
imity among the critics who indulge in them. Prof. James Hardy
Ropes, who certainly could not be accused of conservative preju-
dice, in his posthumous work, “The Synoptic Gospels,” sharply
protested against current “radical or destructive books,” and
“very good and learned books” which “are thoroughly mislead,
ing” (p. 102). He warned that the two source theory “has
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reached enormous proportions and attained to bewildering per-
plexity" (p. 67). He himself thought that the thorny difficul-
ties which blocked the theory in every direction would somehow
finally be overcome, but he soberly reminded his students that no
library on earth contains any such documents as Q or Ur-Mark;
no living person ever saw or handled such documents; no ancient
writer ever mentions such documents; their existence is pure
hypothesis. Professor Grant thinks that by reading Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and John, not only is he able to carve out the two
major sources--Q, “The Sayings Source” and Ur-Mark, “The
Deeds Source”--but he also claims to be able to discern in the
mists back of these the forms of five earlier and smaller sources--
anecdotes, parables, sayings, miracle tales, legends (“The Earli-
est Gospel,” p. 39). The theory of evolution certainly is the
prolific source of a maze of critical theories. This is the Prof.
Frederick C. Grant whom the committee has selected to speak
for them on the important theme of “The Greek Text of the
New Testament.” He announces to the world the new “eclectic”
system for arranging and evaluating the ancient Greek manu-
scripts. As the two source theory retreats still farther into the
fogs and bogs of uncharted imagination, readers of the new Re-
vised Standard Version will naturally observe carefully any
changes in translation which may indirate the influence of this
mystical theory of mythical source.

Use of Greek in Palestine

A second great field of investigation which finds the world,
famous scholars in the fiercest combat is the extent to which
Greek was spoken and written in Palestine in the first century.
Everyone admits that the country was bilingual, but to what
extent?

Emphasizing the established fact that the Jews of the first
century B. C. and A D. wrote in Greek, and that we have
abundant extant copies of their writings to prove this fact, Pro-
fessor Goodspeed declares in measured words: “If we possessed
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one single Aramaic text from anywhere in that century [first
century A. D.J. or even a copy of one, in the language of Pales-
tine, we should be fortunate. But none has ever been found”
(p. 63).

Prof. Henry J. Cadbury, of Harvard, summarizes in suc-
cint language the violent difference of opinion among scholars as
to what extent Palestine was bilingual and the effect of this upon
the translation: “The Semitic element in the New Testament
was in the past both minimized and exaggerated. Today, also,
no unanimous appraisal of its source and extent is forthcoming.
Its existence is a fact, and it affects our understanding of many
passages” (p. 46). It is going to be of very great importance to
observe how far the current theory of Aramic originals back of
our Greek Gospels has entered into this new translation.

This “Introduction” indicates that in some respects the new
translation is to be streamlined as words in the Greek text which
are Hebraisms and are considered by the committee to be unes-
sential to the meaning are completely omitted--thus kai egento
(“And it came to pass”). Dean Luther A. Weigle gives a table
of comparison to show how the new version uses fewer words in
many passages (p. 57). He states that it was only after two years
of debate and experiment that the committee decided to abandon
the use of the Old English forms, “thou,” “thee,” “thy,” "thine,"
and to follow modern usage, “except in language addressed to
God.” Opinions will differ undoubtedly in regard to this change.
The committee considered the style of Ring James and (Ameri-
can) Revised Versions stiff and archaic in this usage; many will
feel a loss of dignity and weight of meaning in the change.

“Rich in Knowledge, Feeble in Faith”

It is not possible for a man to be purely objective. In spite
of every attempt to state the exact facts of what he has seen and
heard his report will be in some measure colored by what he is,
thinks, helieves or disbelieves. When an attempt is made to
translate documents separated from us by two thousand years,
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the personal element is bound to show itself. It is evident from
this foreword that the new translation will improve upon both
the King James and the American Revised Versions in many
separate passages, but it remains to be seen whether a generation
so rich in knowledge but so feeble in faith can produce a trans-
lation of the Bible which will offer any real competition to either
of the great versions now in use,

Although in form and appearance this first edition of the
new translation of the New Testament is more like a book than
a Bible, it certainly is an attractive book. The size of the volume,
the clear type, and the incisive paragraphing impress the reader
favorably. The device of enlarging and bringing to the margin
the verse numbers which mark a decided change of thought aids
the reader in following quickly the sequence. Occasional foot-
notes give cross-references and add information as to alternate
translations and manuscript differences, although no effort is
made to offer a critical apparatus to show just what the division
of manuscripts is, even in the case of  omission of sections of
Scripture which are of the greatest importance.

Liberal Attitude Affects Translation

The reader does not proceed far, however, even in observ-
ing the format of this edition without finding the theological
notions of the scholars protruding from their translation. The
use of quotation marks is so clear-cut and universal in English
literature that the sight of this new edition is apt to make the
untrained student wonder how the King James and American
Revised Editions found it possible to refrain from using this
method of indicating when a direct quotation is being made.
The reason for their restraint was their desire to devote them
selves as much as possible to the work of translation and to leave
the work of interpretation to the commentators and the readers.
The Greek language did not use quotation marks. It indicated
the beginning of a direct quotation by capitalizing the first word
of a direct quotation; it had no means of indicating the close of

10



the quotation. It has been a subject of heated debate in recent
years as to just where the sermons or conversations of Jesus in the
Gospel of John end, and where the comments of the writer of
the narrative begin. Many readers will register disapproval when
they see that this new translation arbitrarily closes the conversa-
tion with Nicodemus at John 3 : 15, and hence declares the im-
mortal declaration of 3 : 16 not to be the words of Jesus as the
Christian world has held through the centuries, but the com-
ment of the narrator. The translators did not even append a
footnote indicating that this was merely a personal opinion of
theirs. This is not a matter of too great importance to the reader
who believes that the Gospel writers were uniquely inspired of
God, that the writer of this Gospel told the truth when he de-
clared himself to have been an eyewitness (19:35) that the
ancient manuscripts, their contents and superscriptions, and the
testimony of the early Christian writers prove beyond all doubt
that these Gospel narratives were written by apostles and eye-
witnesses, or their companions, as the superscriptions declare. In
the light of the violent discussions of the last century, however,
there comes into view the whole sublime emphasis of the apostle
John upon the deity of Christ and the desperate efforts of mod-
ernists to claim that “the anonymnus writer of the fourth Gospel”
merely presents a fictionized account and picture of Christ into
which he has woven his own fancy and imaginations.

It is inevitable that a man’s presuppositions, conclusions,
and prejudice are an integral part of him that limit his range of
vision, causing him to see certain things and to overlook others:
that focus the intensity of his vision, causing him to become
acutely aware of some things and to underscore them. God gave
man a divinely inspired revelation in the Bible. He provided the
program of preaching where in the give and take of free public
discussion the truth should be made known and prevail. It is a
most engrossing study to take the various translations of the
Bible, especially the King James, the American Revised, the
new Roman Catholic edition published in 1941, and now this

11



Revised Standard edition, and trace the ebb and flow in the
versions of all sorts of unscriptural ideas and of personal preju-
dices of the translators. This does not mean that the reader is
clothing his own judgment with the halo of infallibility, but
merely that he is exercising the freedom of the will and the judg-
ment which God has given to him. If he does this humbly seek-
ing God’s truth and striving always not to twist and pervert what
he finds in the Word of God to fit his own ideas, but ever say-
ing, “Speak, Lord, for thy servant heareth,” then he is not only
within his province, but he is seeking to meet the most sublime
obligation life affords. Professor Godspeed insists that the busi-
ness of the translator is to translate not words, but ideas. But
the pertinent question is, “Whose ideas?’

New Version Product of an Age of Doubt

The King James and the American Revised Versions are
the product of an age of faith; this new translation, “The Re-
vised Standard Version,” is the product of an age of doubt. The
next decade is sure to see a mighty combat between this new
translation and the American Revised Version, with the latter
still receiving powerful assistance from the King James, in spite
of its occasionally antiquated verbiage and its comparatively slen-
der textual foundation.

The “Introduction,” which has sounded the prelude to
this new translation, points out that more than one-half of the
churches still use the King James. Professor Dinsmore is quoted
as saying: “For it was written and published in the great age of
English literature, in the year when Shakespeare was retiring
from the stage, when Ben Jonson was still at work, and John
Milton had been born, and it echoed the richness and rhythm of
our language at its best. Many literary critics have studied and
analyzed the qualities that have given the King James Version
its incomparable nobility of sound, but multitudes of men and
women who are unconcerned with literary reasons hear it quite
as surely” (Quoted from W. R. Bowie, p. 62). This is very true,
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but there is something deeper than the richness and resonance
of language and the genius of literary phrasing; there is that
mysterious quality which came from the faith of martyrs dying
for the privilege of giving the Word of God to the common
people in their own language. The unquenchable faith of
Wycliffe and Tyndale breathes in the King James rendition.

It will be immediately observed in this new translation the
freedom with which the translators remove from the text passages
which are lacking in some manuscripts. Notable examples are
John 7:53-8:11 and the close of Mark’s Gospel, 16:9-20. These
verses are printed as footnotes in small, italicized type. Thus
Mark’s Gospel is made to end with the following words: “And
they said nothing to any one, for they were afraid.” Such an
ending might well be called the epitaph of the unbelieving
preachers who smother the spiritual life of this generation. Al-
though Westcott and Hort have long been criticized for giving
too much weight to the Aleph-B combination. Westcott and
Hort and the scholars associated with them in the revision of the
Ring James did not feel the manuscript evidence justified the
omission of this closing paragraph of Mark. Published photo-
graphs of choice copies of the Chester Beatty collection show
that these fragile papyri are in a dilapidated condition. Textual
critics are sure to discuss with vigor the question as to how much
weight in discarding important passages of Scripture should be
given to these papyri in contest with carefully written, well-pre-
served leather manuscripts of known lineage. Perhaps this com-
mittee itself will issue a monograph stating in detail the evidence
on which this important decision rests so that the general public
may learn how much their judgment is based upon actual evi-
dence and how much upon subjective arguments. Radical com-
mentators admit that they are not satisfied that the manuscript
variation is sufficient to prove their case against these verses when
they spend most of their time arguing on what they choose to
call “internal evidence,” such as the fact that seventeen new
words or phrases used in these twelve verses show that it must
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have been written by a different author from the rest of the
Gospel. Broadus long ago exploded this argument by discover
ing that there are exactly the same number of new words and
phrases in the twelve verses immediately preceding those ques-
tioned. McGarvey examined the last twelve verses of Luke and
found nine new words not used elsewhere in Luke’s narrative,
yet no one has ever tried to question these two passages. The
omission of the last verses of Mark from some manuscripts is
readily explained by the fact that manuscripts, like modern
books, wear out. The last page was evidently lost from a worn’
out manuscript, and defective copies resulted.

The failure of the new version to use italics to indicate to
the reader when words are added in the English translation
which have no counterpart in the Greek text is another extreme,
ly important innovation. Both the King James and the Revised
Versions carefully indicate to the reader, by the use of italics,
when they are assuming the role of interpreter and are adding
words or phrases to make clear what the translators felt to be
the evident meaning of the text. The American Revised Version
is especially careful in adding explanatory footnotes, and show
ing where the Greek may be given alternate translations. The
new version only rarely adds a footnote to show what the Greek
word actually says or to show an alternate translation. The
abandonment of italics in the text is typical of the manner in
which the new version usurps the work of interpretation. In
undertaking to translate “not words, but ideas,” they continu-
ally fail to indicate how far their very free translation has
strayed from the actual Greek text.

Attack Upon Deity of Christ

The Revised Standard Version offers a very subtle attack
upon the deity of Christ. It is subtle because many readers will
not perceive the implications of the translation. It is not subtle
in that the translators have tried to hide what they have done.
Their discrimination is clear in the version; they state their policy
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in the “Introduction” (p. 56). They divide the New Testament
into two categories: (1) God; (2) man. They show the division
by using “Thou” in language addressed to God, and "you" in
language addressed to men. The irrepressible question immedi-
ately arises: “What think ye of the Christ?” The answer of the
version is : “man,” “you.”

Reading the great affirmations of the deity of Christ in the
Revised Standard Version one can see everywhere the influence
of a modernistic generation which affirms that Christ is only the
Son of God in the sense that we all are His sons, that Christ is
a man, not God. This fills the translation with curious contra,
dictions. Jesus says, “I and the Father are one”; “He that hath
seen me, hath seen the Father”; “Before Abraham was, I am”;
but the Revised Standard Version says: No! Not God, but man:
“you.” The translators must translate a text which declares:
“You shall worship the Lord your God, and him only shall you
serve,” which has Peter protesting to Cornelius about to wor-
ship him: “Stand up; I too am a man" (Acts 10:26), which
shows Paul and Barnabas protesting against the attempt of the
multitude at Lystra to worship them: “Men, why are you doing
this? We also are men, of like nature with you” (Acts 14 : 15) ;
and which also shows Jesus being worshipped and accepting the
worship on numerous occasions, as Matt. 14:33 : “And those in
the boat worshipped him, saying, "Truly you are the Son of
God"; yet in the face of this evidence they still affirm: Not God,
but man: "you"” The central proposition of the Christian re-
ligion is the incarnation: God in the flesh. Even Isa. 9:6 de-
clares: “For unto us a child is born, . . his name shall be called

Mighty God, Everlasting Father.” But this new version says:. .
No; not God, but man: “you.” The Revised Standard Version
is frankly Unitarian.

In quoting the words of God to Christ at the baptism (Mark
1:11) the translation says, “Thou are my beloved Son.” (Is this
because it is considered a quotation of Ps. 2:7?) In presenting
the judgment scene at the final day, the translation says: “Lord,
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when did we see thee hungry and feed thee” (Matt. 25 :37) ;
and the song of praise of the saints to Christ in Rev. 5 :9 is ren-
dered: “Worthy art thou to take the scroll and to open its
seals”; but how can this be harmonized with their refusal to
admit that Christ while on earth was “God in the flesh”?

Not even the apostles while standing in the very presence
of the risen Christ and possessing the full-grown faith of the eve
of Pentecost are permitted to admit His deity and to address
Him as “thou” (Acts 1:6). Not even Saul of Tarsus when he
beholds the glorified Christ revealed from heaven on the road to
Damascus is allowed to say "thou" (Acts 9: 5). Instead of per-
mitting the readers to determine for themselves the psychological
content of Saul’s startled and perplexed ejaculation, the trans-
lators insist on assuming the task of interpreting and becloud in
this passage the preaching of Peter and the apostles, the sermons
and the dying word of Stephen, the conscience of Saul of Tarsus,
and the mighty miracle by which he was even then beholding the
Son of God.

The Revised Standard Version says: “If you are the Son
of God, command these stones to become bread. . . . If you are
the Son of God, throw yourself down. . . . All these will I give
you, if you will fall down and worship me” (Matt. 4:1ff). It
might be argued that this does not mean that this version denies
either the deity of Christ or the reality of the devil’s existence,
but that it is only a very clever subtlety on the part of the trans-
lators to suggest the insulting manner the devil used in his assault.

This escape is not possible when we come to the many pas-
sages where the demons cry out in terrified reverence and are
cast out by Christ. The Revised Standard Version translates:
“What have you to do with us, Jesus of Nazareth? Have you
come to destroy us? I know who you are, the Holy One of God”
(Mark 1:2 3). Now, how can the committee explain the above
translation and that of the many similar passages? Here is the
bed of sharp spikes which the scholars made for themselves so
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they might lie upon it. In all such passages they could translate
“thou,” and thus subject themselves to the scorn of their radical
comrades who long ago have denied the reality of the existence
of demons and tossed all such accounts away as ignorant super-
stition. On the other hand, they could translate “you,” and
thus cause Christian readers of this version everywhere to rise
up and ask, Is not, then, Jesus incarnate God? Is not this a
truthful account of historic facts concerning actual demons who
in terror cried out to Jesus as Deity? It is no wonder that the
committee debated for two years before they took the plunge!

“Possible Greek But Bad Theology”

The Greek word for “God” (Theos) is used in the New
Testament either with or without the definite article. The word
for “Son” (Huios), when referring to Jesus, is also used with or
without the article. This new version does not insert the in-
definite article “a” when translating the word “God” where it
does not have the definite article. Yet in the tremendous declara-
tion with which the Epistle to the Hebrews opens, the new ver-
sion insists on inserting an indefinite article because the definite
article is not used with the word “Son.” The Revised Version
translates: “God, having of old time spoken unto the fathers
in the prophets by divers portions and in divers manners, hath at
the end of these days spoken unto us in his Son"  (the "his" is
italicized). This new version renders, “But in these last days he
has spoken to us by a Son.” The American Revised Version
translators add a footnote indicating that the Greek may be
translated strictly “a son" (since the definite article is absent),
but they decided, in the light of the whole content of the Old
and New Testaments and the immediate context in this sentence,
that they must render “in his Son” (supplying the “his”). One
might conclude were it not for the insistent use of “you” in
addressing Jesus, that this new translation in Heb. 1:1-4 is
merely following Rotherham’s translation "Son-wise," but the
change in translation carries a different flavor in the light of the
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whole procedure. Translate “not words, but ideas,” is their
maxim. They cite in their “Introduction” the brusque criticism
of the American Revised Version: “Good Greek, but poor Eng-
lish.” One is inclined to add the parallel critique of this new
version, “Possible Greek, but bad theology.”

The new version says in this same passage (Hebrews 1:3):
“He reflects the glory of God and bears the very stump of his
nature.” The American Revised Version has: “Who being the
effulgence of his glory, and the very image of his substance.”
For the new version to declare that Jesus only reflects the glory
of God (as do all men more or less) is in line with their whole
attitude. An effulgence is a direct shining; a reflection is only
an indirect transfer.

Modernistic Preachers Welcome New Version

Some who defend the new version are declaring they can
prove it is not a Unitarian translation by the fact that it does
not yield to what they consider the general tendency to use the
lower case type in referring to Christ. In other words, the new
version does not read: “‘You are the Christ, the son of the living
god”; it reads: “You are the Christ, the Son of the living God.”
If this is the strongest evidence which they can adduce to prove
that it is not a Unitarian translation, then the plight of the de-
fenders of the new version is much worse than anyone could
have imagined. It is true that extremely radical writers are using
the lower case type to make vivid and dramatic their attack upon
the deity of Christ. They like to say "christ," “lord,” “master,”
“son of man.” They even use the lower case type in referring to
God. When they say “god,” they plainly declare they do not
believe there is any such person as God, but that He is only an
idea in the mind of man. The desperate nature of this attack
upon the deity of Christ is seen when these radical writers even
violate the ordinary rules of English grammar in order to use
lower case type when referring to Christ.

18



“A specific name given to an individual person is capital)
ized. A title that is used for a name is capitalized.”

The fact that defenders of the new version should think of
offering special congratulations to the translators because they
do not use lower case type in referring to Jesus is in itself an
admission. Such a crude and obvious method of attack upon the
deity of Christ would have frustrated the very purpose of the
translation. It would have been consigned immediately to the
museum of radical theological curiosities. After all, the new
version must be sold to the people, if it is to affect them. Some
more subtle method of reducing Jesus to purely human stature
had to be devised. The double-dialect use of “thou” and “you”
has the advantage of avoiding any initial shock of the readers by
too obvious an attack, and promises to achieve the same object
by gradually seeping into the consciousness of the reader and
changing his attitude and ideas.

It is as if the scholars who now publish this New Revised
Standard Version were saying: “This stubborn and unscientific
generation of the twentieth century insists on maintaining that
Jesus was God in the flesh, but by the use of a literary device we
will put such words into their mouths as they read this version
that they will consciously or unconsciously admit that Jesus is not
God, but man.” This Revised Standard Version sets forth by its
discrimination of pronouns that Arianism is true and Jesus is not
God, but man. The King James and American Revised Ver-
sions wisely refused to make any such artificial distinction. They
did not undertake to turn their translation into a treatise on sys-
tematic theology and determine for their readers the exact rela-
tionship of the Trinity. They rather present the sacred record
and allow it to speak for itself and show Jesus to be both God
and man. Modernistic preachers who desire to minimize the
miracles and the claims of Jesus and reduce Him to the stature
of a mere man are welcoming this new version with great acclaim.
The concentrated might of the hierarchies of the Protestant de-
nominations joined together in the Federal Council is being
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thrown into the promotion of this version. Men of faith, how-
ever, will read it with both eyes open for close observation.

Further evidence on the attitude of the new version toward
the deity of Christ is seen in the account of the man born blind
in the ninth chapter of John. Both the King James and the
American Revised Versions state that Jesus declared Himself
to be “the Son of God” in ‘talking with the man born blind, but
now healed. This new version changes this to read that Jesus
declared Himself to be “the Son of man” and further reduces
the attitude of reverence in the passage by having the man born
blind address Jesus the first time as “sir” instead of “Lord.”
The Greek word kurios may mean either “sir” or “Lord.” Both
the King James and the American Revised Versions consist-
ently had men address Jesus with the title “Lord” (in translat-
ing kurios) , and the reader was left to determine for himself the
amount of understanding, faith, and reverence which was in the
mind of the speaker. The new version proceeds with its policy
of interpreting down the content by translating the word kurios
as “sir.” . . .

The American Revised Version translates at this point
(v. 35-38) : “Jesus heard that they had cast him out; and find-
ing him, he said, Dost thou believe on the Son of God? He an-
swered and said, And who is he, Lord, that I may believe on
him? Jesus said unto him, Thou hast both seen him, and he it
is that speaketh with thee. And he said, Lord, I believe. And
he worshipped him.” The new version translates: “Jesus heard
that they had cast him out, and having found him he said, ‘Do
you believe in the Son of man?’ He answered, ‘And who is he,
sir, that I may believe in him?’ Jesus said to him, ‘You have
seen him, and it is he who speaks to you.’ He said, Lord, I
believe’; and he worshipped him.” The translation “sir” over-
looks the fact that the man had had the opportunity to hear
Jesus talk in the most thrilling fashion imaginable while blind-
ness accentuated the keenness of his hearing; the fact that he was
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now face to face with Jesus as He was declaring His deity. It
gives an atmosphere of triviality to the man ' s  reply.

As to the manuscript difference between “Son of God” and
“Son of man,” it is again a battle between the Aleph-B com-
bination and the main body of Greek manuscripts. Although
the American Revised Version tended to give great weight to
Aleph-B, they refused to yield to them here and change "Son of
God" to "Son of man.” It will be interesting to learn whether
this new version has been changed here because of subjective
arguments, or whether the committee has unearthed important
new evidence.

Just what is the net attitude of the new translation toward
the doctrine of the deity of Christ? If we take Matt. 25:37 and
Rev. 5 :9 and place their use of “thee” and “thou” alongside of
the insistent use of “you” in addressing Christ elsewhere, are we
to conclude that the version teaches that Jesus was not God in
the flesh while on earth, but that He became divine at His ascen-
sion or some subsequent time? This is surely a strange doctrine.
The adoptionist heresy of the early centuries denied the virgin
birth of Christ and held He was merely a normal man during His
youth, but that He became the Son of God at baptism. But was
there ever such a view even among the Adoptionists that Jesus
became the Son of God after His ascension?

There is still, however, the new version’s translation of
Mark 1: 11 to be considered. When we see that the version has
God address Jesus as “Thou art my beloved Son” at the baptism,
but has men address him as “you” (even the apostles and to the
very time of the ascension), then must we alter our analysis and
say that the new version maintains that Jesus was actually God
in the flesh: God knew it and declared it; but men--even the
disciples--did not know it, could not learn it, or did not believe
it, no matter how often God told them, and how often Jesus told
them, and how much miraculous proof He offered? God spoke
in the Old Testament through the prophets, and men under-
stood Him, but when God spoke in the New Testament through
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His Son, men could not understand Him! Such a wild theory
tears a path of violence through the entire Bible and leaves a
trail strewn with the wreckage of broken Scripture. There
can be no question of the content of the final confession of
Thomas, after the last obstacle (the death of Jesus) had been
overcome in the heart of the last of the apostles to be convinced.
Thomas addressed the risen Christ as “My Lord and my God”
(John 20:28). And yet after this declaration and after many
more appearances of the risen Christ had added their testimony,
this new version still insists on declaring that the apostles did
not recognize Jesus as God: “So when they had come together,
they asked him, ‘Lord, will you at this time restore the kingdom
to Israel? :  (Acts 1:6).

Do Contradictions in New Version Represent Compromises?

Another and an entirely different explanation of the strange
inconsistencies of this new translation suggests itself. Do these
contradictions result from the political maneuvers of the Inter
national Council of Religious Education and from across-the-
table compromises between the smaller committee which did the
work of translation and the larger committee which exercised the
right of veto when even one-third voted against the smaller com-
mittee's translation of a passage? This may explain why the ver-
sion has “you” in address to Christ almost universally, and yet
in these three important passages changes to “thou” which it de-
clares it uses only in address to God. Did the International
Council decide before attempting this work that they must have
the unanimous support of Protestant denominations in America,
if they could hope to make the version “Standard” and secure its
general adoption? In order to secure this support, did the Coun-
cil find it necessary to appoint upon the larger committee some
men of conservative leanings and to give this committee the right
of veto; if only one-third of the committee opposed the transla-
tion of a passage offered for its approval? Did the smaller com-
mittee produce a thoroughgoing. Unitarian translation which de-
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nied the deity of Christ plainly? Did the larger committee go
along with the smaller committee in this course, but did one-
third of the larger committee veto the proposed translation at
these critical points? Their “Introduction” suggests this solution
to the puzzle. It declares: “One of the great issues which the
present revisers faced was whether or not to retain the second
person singular, “thou,” with its correlative forms, “thee,” “thy,”
“thine,” and the verb ending "est" and "edst." After two years
of debate and experiment it was decided to abandon these forms
and to follow modern usage, except in language addressed to
God” (p. 56). “All changes in the translation of the New Testa-
ment have been submitted to the entire committee, and in a very
few cases a majority vote in the section has been reversed by
failure to receive support of two-thirds of the members of the
committee” (p. 11). If the International Council should see fit
to make known to the general public just what these passages
are and what the reasons for the veto exercised by one-third of
the larger committee in these “very few cases,” a flood of light
might be turned upon the theological background of this new
translation and upon the inconsistent use of “thou” and “you.”
It was in just such compromises that the early creeds of Chris-
tendom were written. If the International Council had been
content with publishing a translation of the New Testament
instead of trying to write a creed, they might have avoided an
immense amount of controversy which is sure to be provoked.

If it be argued that, in refusing to permit any man to
salute Jesus on earth as incarnate God, the Revised Standard
Version does not mean to deny the deity of Christ but only to
affirm that no man was able to understand perfectly His deity
--what then? If perfect understanding of deity is the necessary
prerequisite to address deity, who, then, could pray to God--
then, now, or ever? Can the finite encompass the infinite? Did
the apostles when they prayed to God understand God perfectly?
If partial understanding of God entitles one to address God, why
did not this version permit the apostles so to salute Jesus, at
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least when all that God’s Son could say or do to reveal that He
was incarnate God had been said and done? If partial under-
standing of God is sufficient for one to salute God as deity, how
much understanding of Christ’s deity was necessary before men
could be represented as so addressing Him? Who but God Him-
self has the infinite wisdom and authority to answer such a ques-
tion? What presumption for any man to presume to write into
the very text of God’s Word a human opinion of the amount of
understanding necessary and actually attained in each case!

The proposition that men never were able to recognize
Jesus as incarnate God stultifies every prediction and promise in
the Old Testament of the glorious revelation of Himself in the
person of His Son,  which God was about to make.  It nullifies
every declaration of Jesus that the understanding of God Him-
self is to be attained bhrough the understanding of the Son. “He
that hath seen me, hath seen the Father.” “No one knoweth the
Father save the Son and he to whomsoever he willeth to reveal
him.” It is true that in this same majestic passage in Matthew
11 (in Matthew, mind you, not John!), Jesus says that “No one
knoweth the Son save the Father,” but if perfect understanding
were required, why were men commended for addressing God?
Jesus also said, “If ye had known me, ye would have known my
Father also: from henceforth ye know him, and have seen him”
(John 14 :7). Their knowledge of God and His Son are put on
the same plane, and their knowledge of God is declared to be
in the measure of their knowledge of the God-man in their
presence.
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The Revised Standard Version.

(Foreword: The
dthe Christian Standar 
uly Church News-Letter carried an article from
by Professor R. C. Foster, of Cincinnati Bible

Seminary, on the Revised Standard Version of the New Testament.
This challenging critique was reprinted in brochure form and widely
distributed. Professor Clarence T. Craig, formerly of Oberlin, now of
Yale, one of the translators of the R. S. V.. replied to that article and
here Professor Foster discusses Dr. Craig’s repl also published through
courtesy of the Christian Standard. Do not ad to read “Dr. Craig’sr’,
Beliefs” on page 14. Editor.)

Since the publication of the New Version last February,
Dr. Clarence T. Craig, of Oberlin College, a member of the
smaller committee which did the work of translation, has been
campaigning over wide areas of the country publicizing the
New Version and speaking in its defense. He has just published
what he declares is a reply to the review which appeared in the
CHRISTIAN STANDARD last February-March. Strange as it may
seem, he publishes this reply in The Methodist Challenge, of
Los Angeles, Calif.

The Methodist Challenge, in its issue of June, featured a
strong editorial which assailed the new version as radical propa-
ganda and gave a ten-point indictment. The September edition
carries a reply by Dr. Craig which concentrates upon point No.
10, in which he declares he is also replying to the review which
appeared in the Christian Standard. The spirit in which Dr.
Craig has written may be judged by the closing sentences of his
statement: “I have taken the time to write at this length, for I
have assumed that you are interested in bringing to your readers
opinions based on correct facts. In the light of the distortions,
which I assume were due to failure to secure information, it is
certainly due them to write a corrective statement. I shall be
eager to see a copy of the same when it appears. That will show
the honesty of your intention and your own respect for the
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truth which we all seek to serve.” The spirit of Mr. Shuler,
editor of The Methodist Challenge, is revealed in the closing
statement with which he introduces Dr. Craig’s article: “I am
delighted to give Dr. Craig’s full article in THE METHODIST

C HALLENGE. Here it is:” The editor publishes in parallel
columns a brief summary of his original ten-point indictment,
with the replies of Dr. Craig opposite. Mr. Shuler does not
attempt to answer at length, but shows a keen sense of humor
in some of the brief comments he adds to his summation.
Naturally, the two reviews (Mr. Shuler’s and mine) raise a
number of similar issues, but this essay will be limited to the
statement on Point 10, where Dr. Craig declares he is replying
to the reviewinthe CHRISTIAN STANDARD.

Mr. Shuler’s summary of Point 10 is as follows: “I
charged that the deity of Jesus was ‘watered down’ in this New
Version by the use of the word ‘you’ in referring to Him, while
‘thou’ was always used with reference to God. This is conceded,
but explained by Dr. Craig on the ground that the disciples in
referring to Him were not aware of His deity. My readers are
their own judges as to that explanation.”

Dr. Craig says: "( 10) Here you come at last to something
specific, which you may have borrowed from the Standard in
Cincinnati. It is so ridiculously easy to refute that I marvel
that intelligent men can repeat it. Would you have casual by-
standers address Jesus in His historical life on earth as if they
believed in the Trinitarian theology of the Nicene Creed?
Would you have the disciples, described by evangelists as with-
out understanding, speak as if they at that time ascribed deity
to Christ? Clearly you have not thought through the implica-
tions of what you are charging. When we come to passages in
which the faith of a disciple is fully established, the Revised
Standard Version is unequivocable in using exactly the form
which you demand. When the Lamb sits upon the throne, He
is addressed “thou” (Rev. 5 : 9 ) .  The Standard conjectures that
this was due to the reversal by the Old Testament section. I
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can assure both of you that this was not the case. On no point
of reversal was there any theological significance. On the other
hand, the Moody Monthly review will point out to you a num-
ber of passages where we adapted a translation referring to
Christ as God where the King James Version did not so render
the Greek.”

An examination of the above statement will show that in-
stead of being a defense it is actually a confession which strongly
confirms the main criticisms I offered against the new version.
The first of these was that the translators, instead of limiting
their work to faithfully translating the text, invaded the field
of interpretation and imbedded their radical interpretations in
the translation. Observe that the first thing Dr. Craig does is
to divide into three classes the individuals who come in contact
with Jesus in the Gospel narratives: (1) Casual bystanders;
(2) disciples not fully instructed; (3) disciples fully established
in their faith. In order to make such a classification the trans-
lators would have to be able to read the heart of each person,
determining when a person is a casual bystander and when he
is a disciple with faith fully established. Only God can read
the hearts of men. One of the cardinal proofs that Jesus was
God-in-the-flesh is the fact that He read infallibly the hearts of
all who approached Him. There not only was not the slightest
necessity for the translators to attempt to read the heart of
every individual and by the double dialect, "thou-you" scheme
make every individual speak the language determined by the
opinion of the translators, but they violated their sacred trust
of translation and romped all over the field of interpretation
when they attempted such a bizarre translation. The widest
difference of opinion is sure to develop the moment a person
begins to discuss who is a casual bystander and who is a disciple
with faith fully established. What right has any man or any
group of men to invade such a field and write his opinion into
the text of the Scriptures? These are matters which the reader
should be permitted to determine for himself.
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It might be powerfully maintained that no casual bystander
wins a place upon the pages of the Gospel narratives among
the persons who converse with Jesus. To be sure, there must
have been casual bystanders in the first century as there are
today, but the New Testament narratives do not waste the
readers’ time by introducing a succession of ciphers. Only those
with sufficient intellectual acumen and force of personality to
react either favorably or unfavorably to the claims to deity by
Jesus are introduced. The casual bystanders may be roundly
denounced for their refusal to believe as in the great sermon of
Matthew 11, where the inhabitants of Capernaum, Bethsaida,
and Chorazin are condemned for their unbelief, but they are
not individually featured in the accounts.

It is true that sometimes the necessity is faced by the trans-
lator to interpret and decide what he thinks waa in the heart of
the speaker. The Roman centurion who had charge of the
crucifixion is an important illustration. Was he a casual by
stander as the New Version declares? Or did he speak a
declaration of faith in the deity of Christ? The New Version
reads: “Truly this was a son of God”; the King James and the
Revised versions read : “Truly this was the Son of God?” (Matt.
27:54). How much intelligence and character did the cen-
turion posses? Was he just a stupid pagan who was talking in
terms of pagan myths? Had he heard the charge of blasphemy
brought against Jesus that He claimed to be the Son of God;
had he been commissioned to crucify Him; had he listened to
the jeers of His enemies as they walked back and forth in front
of the cross hurling as an insult the title, "The Son of God”;
had he heard Jesus’ words and observed His conduct as He died;
had he seen the tremendous miracles; had he heard and wit-
nessed all this and did it still mean nothing more than a pagan
notion when he said, “Son of God”? The American Revised
offers a footnote explaining to the reader that in this case they
have interpreted and that it is possible to render the Greek text:
“a son of God.” The New Version gives cross references to
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Matt. 3 : 17 and 17 : 5, but gives no indication to the reader that
it has interpreted and that there is an alternate translation. Al-
though one may point out that their interpretation fits in with
the whole Unitarianism of their new translation, no one should
blame the translators because they attempted to read the heart
of the centurion. They were compelled to do so. But the whole
effort to awange a scheme of translation which has no basis
whatsoever in the Greek text and read every person’s heart on
every occasion he addressed Jesus, indicating by the address
whether he recognized His deity, is a violation of solemn trust
of the translator and an unpardonable affront to the reader.
Since the translators force into the very language of the persons
speaking the opinion of the translators that they did not believe
that Jesus was actually God in the flesh, the New Version
might be called: “Modernism Dramatized and Standardized.”

The second criticism which is confirmed by Dr. Craig’s
statement is that the New Version is not a translation, but a
work on systematic theology; it is a creed. Observe how he
immediately appeals to the Nicene Creed, measuring the
Scripture by the Nicene Creed, introducing the problems of
systematic theology, and writing a new creed in the process.
His questions are not difficult to answer. Here is his first ques-
tion : “Would you have casual bystanders address Jesus in his
historical life on earth as if they believed in the Trinitarian
theology of the Nicene Creed?” Answer: (1) I would not
presume to write into the text my personal opinion as to whether
each person was a casual bystander, an uninstructed disciple, or
a disciple with faith fully established. (2) I would not have
the persons who address Jesus in His historical life on earth use
the language of the Nicene Creed or any other human creed;
I would faithfully fulfill my task as a translator and have them
use the simple language of the New Testament as found in the
Greek text. Dr. Craig talks as if he had been compelled to
translate the Greek text into two dialects of English at once,
using one dialect for Nicene Creed and one dialect for non-
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Nicene Creed. A more disastrous admission of my whole con-
tention on this point could hardly have been constructed.

Here is his second question : “Would you have the disciples,
described by evangelists as without understanding, speak as if
they at that time ascribed deity to Christ?” Answer: Since the
evangelists declare that the disciples did understand the deity of
Christ and that Jesus confirmed their delaration of faith, then
I would not be guilty of violating the text of the Word of God
by trying to impose upon it and to imbed in the translation a
perpetual, subtle contradition of what the New Testament af-
firms. I would read the New Testament with enough care to
see when and why the evangelists declare that the disciples were
without understanding and what it was they did not under-
stand. At first, they had difficulty in understanding the in-
carnation, but after the good confession at Caesarea Philippi
climaxed their earlier declarations of faith in His deity, their
lack of understanding was concerning the atonement. Since
they were convinced He was the Son of God, how was it possi-
ble that He could die or would permit His enemies to slay Him?
Every passage of Scripture which can be cited and argument that
can be advanced to show the lack of understanding on the part
of the disciples concerning the death of Christ is a proof of
their faith in His deity. Dr. Craig has hopelessly enmeshed
himself in his underscored words, “they at that time.” Take one
of the last and most critical passages which can be cited: Jesus
is speaking to the two going to Emmaus: "O foolish men, and
slow of heart to believe in all that the prophets have spoken!”
(Luke 24 :2 5.) This warrants the conclusion (but not the
violation of the text of Luke to insert the conclusion) that these
disciples were simply crushed by the death of Jesus and at the
time did not know what to believe. But does this warrant the
conclusion that when Jesus revealed His identity to them, risen
from the dead, before them in His very divine person, they still
did not believe? Yet the translators thrust into the text a subtle
contradiction of the glorious story of the recovery of faith by
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the disciples and their declaration of faith after the resurrection.
John 14 : 1 ff shows the disciples at that time did not fully com-
prehend the deity of Christ. Who of us so comprehend it now?
What finite man can encompass the infinite God? But who
dare forbid us to address God because we do not fully under-
stand Him? What an outrage to clutter up the New Testament
itself with such radical insertions--the opinion that the disciples
did not sufficiently understand His deity to so address Him!
After confessing their lack of understanding and their burning
desire for a larger faith, they turn to a flat affirmation that
they do understand in John 16:30. Jesus warns them of the
terrible testing of their faith in His deity which is about to
come upon them through His death. All of these explicit
declarations of the Scripture meet with monotonous, defiant
contradiction by the translators--"you," “you,” "you."

The crucial sentence in Dr. Craig’s statement is as follows:
“When we come to passages in which the faith of a disciple is
fully established, the Revised Standard Version is unequivocable
in using exactly the form which you demand.” It is amazing that
Dr. Craig should risk his reputation for veracity and scholarship
upon such a colossal piece of bluff as this. Did he not realize
when he perpetrated such a thing that some one was certain to
catch him flat-footed and expose him? Did he so underestimate
the intelligence of the American public as to imagine they, with
the New Version in their hands, would not test the moral
integrity of his declaration and find it does not weigh as much
as a feather? Where are the “passages” in which, during the
historical life of Jesus on earth, the disciples are permitted by
the translators of this New Version to address Him “Thou,” as
God in the flesh? Dr. Craig might have written with candor
and courage; he might have said: “We translators decided that,
in our opinion, there was not a man during the historical life of
Jesus on earth who ever understood or believed that He was
God, so we did not permit anybody to use ‘thou’ and thus ad-
dress Him as deity; but we did so render Rev. 5:9 that, in
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heaven, He is addressed as “God.” Such a statement would
have produced a furious rebuttal on two grounds: (1) This
radical view contradicts the entire account of the Scripture and
vitiates the fundamental purpose for which Christ came to earth.
(2) The insertion of such a radical opinion into the translation,
especially in such subtle, dramatic form and with such high,
pressure backing from the modernistic Protestant hierarchies,
constitutes the most deadly attack upon Christian faith in this
century. But after the first wave of resentment had exhausted
itself, men everywhere would feel something of the sympathy
which a frank declaration of opinion receives. But what shall
we say of this exhibition of bluff, bluster, and deceit by Dr.
Craig? He says later: “I can assure both of you.” But whom
can he now assure of anything, unless he appends concrete proof
of his assertions? What man of faith would trust Dr. Craig’s
judgment as to what constitutes “any theological significance”?
When the committee finally publishes a scholarly statement com-
parable to that issued by the British and American Revision
committees listing the passages on which they differed and the
issues at stake, then the general public will be in a position to
draw their own conclusions as to whether there is “any theo-
logical significance” involved in the reversals of the smaller com-
mittee by the larger committee.

My review was anchored on Acts 1:6 because it is the last
passage in which the eleven apostles have the opportunity to
salute Jesus during His historical life on earth; it is the hour
of ascension. All the evidence is in; the apostles have heard the
complete revelation; they have had all the instruction and ex-
planation which Jesus has to give; they have seen all the miracles
which prove the truth of His claim to be God; the crowning
evidence of the resurrection has been presented in manifold and
indubitable fashion, and is even now before them. Do the trans-
lators even in this final meeting permit the disciples to affirm
their belief in His deity? They do not--“you.” Moreover, the
last of the apostles to be convinced by the last tremendous mir-
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acle, the resurrection, has given his verdict in crying out to
Jesus: “My Lord, and my God” (John 20:28). This is not a
statement which even a modernistic scholar can pervert, twist,
and distort into less than an affirmation of faith in the deity of
Christ. Thomas did not say: “Son of God,” although this
would have sufficed for any fair-minded reader of the New
Testament. The modernist cannot begin his usual rigmarole
that Son of God means nothing more than we are all sons of
God, etc. His roadway is blocked. Thomas said: “My Lord
and my God.” The central proposition of my review culminated
in Acts 1:6 and John 20:28. Dr. Craig ignores the issue. He
did not even attempt to refute my review. He fought a three-
round bout with a Lilliputian man of straw he himself con-
structed.

Since Dr. Craig failed to meet the issue, let us face it for
him. How was it possible for the translators still to deny in
Acts 1:6 that the apostles believed in the deity of Christ?
Answer: Because they deny the truth, the historical verity, of
the Gospel of John. Quote the Gospel of John to any modern-
ist and what happens? A lifting of the eyebrows, a shrugging
of the shoulders, the offhand remark: “Oh, the Gospel of John!
It is not fact, but fancy; it is not history, but fiction. We cannot
tell how much of it is true or false.” Here is the reason Dr.
Craig did not dare to discuss the main proposition I submitted.
It would have led immediately to an attack upon the Gospel of
John, which would forthwith have constituted an attack upon
the deity of Christ. In their translation of Acts 1:6 the trans-
lators deliberately turn and give the lie to the Gospel of John.

It is not merely the Gospel of John that is assailed, and it
is not merely Acts 1:6 and John 20:28 that are involved. The
Synoptic accounts swarm with the evidence that Jesus plainly
declared His deity; that His disciples declared their implicit
faith in whatever He said; that they specifically declared their
faith in His deity; worshiped Him; and were commended by
Jesus as having stated the truth. All of this is contradicted by
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the double dialect "thou-you" scheme and the radical insertions
in the text that result. It is not merely men who address Jesus.
The devil and the demons address Him. Immediately the trans-
lators invade the field of systematic theology. At every turn in
the Gospel accounts they undertake to pass judgment on the
credibility of the narrative and to write into the translation
their radical conclusions.

When the translators adopted this double dialect "thou-
you” scheme they threw their translation into the arena with a
wild jamboree of radical theories. One of the controversies im-
mediately involved concerns the Messianic expectation of the
Jews in the time of Christ. Even among radical scholars an
imposing list of names can be assembled of those who hold that
before Jesus was born in Bethlehem the Jews understood and
believed from the Old Testament prophecies that the Christ
would be a supernatural being coming on the clouds of heaven
to rule the world. If this be true, it was a natural step for the
disciples to accept the explicit declarations of deity by Christ,
especially when accompanied by such unassailable, miraculous
proof. The difficulty was why, when Jesus was God with un-
limited power, did He proceed in such humble fashion, teaching,
preaching, healing? Later, the difficulty became His death. The
translators of this New Version plunge headlong into this con-
troversy and take the opposite side. They declare by their trans-
lation that the deity of Christ was such a startling and impossi-
ble thing to understand or believe that the apostles not only did
not understand the predictions of the Old Testament that the .
Christ would be a supernatural being, but they rejected the testi-
mony of God at the baptism, the testimony of John the Baptist,
the repeated, explicit declarations of Jesus accompanied by un-
paralleled miracles to prove His claim to deity. Even though
His enemies in one furious round of controversy after another
charged Jesus with blasphemy for claiming to be God, and re-
peatedly tried to kill Him for claiming to be God, finally con-
demned Him to death on this charge and crucified Him, the

11



apostles heard and saw all this, but were so stupid they did not
understand or so perverse they would not believe! It is true
that the enemies of Christ understood His prediction of His
resurrection on the third day, and the disciples did not; but they
at that time were in a stupor because of the death of Jesus. The
New Version keeps them in a stupor after the resurrection and
even at the ascension. In fact, they are represented as in a stupor
throughout the ministry of Jesus. They become ventriloquists’
stooges to chatter back the radical denials put in their mouths
by the translators. This fills the historical narratives with con-
tradictions in the New Version. Matthew, Mark, Luke, and
John affirm that the disciples declared repeatedly their faith in
the deity of Christ and worshiped Him. Even Thomas saluted
Him as “God.” The translators could not tear all this out of the
New Testament. Instead, they arranged a new poll of their
own. They polled each man who addressed Jesus, put to him the
question as to whether Jesus was a mere man, or whether He
was God in the flesh. They make each man answer in the
negative by addressing Jesus as “you” throughout His historical
life on earth. Thus, alongside the central affirmations of faith
in the deity of Christ, the translators plant their perpetual
denials cunningly imbedded in the text. Thus they achieve one
of the chief objectives of modernism--the claim that “the Son
of God" is a title which does not imply deity. In the New
Version the disciples salute Jesus as “the Son of God,” but
explain (via the ventroloquists) that they consider Jesus merely
a man.

Stalking the shadows behind the New Version is the ugly
specter of the two-source theory with its progeny the multiple,
source fantasies--the reigning, radical fad of the moment. It
is imagined that back of Matthew, Mark, Luke, John there
were earlier written “sources” from which were evolved the
Gospels we have; that in the original “sources” Jesus was pic-
tured as merely a man, a great man, a good man, a great teacher
who said and did remarkable things, but only a man. It is held
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that the miracles of the New Testament are merely fanciful
developments (“miracle tales, myths, legends”) of what in
aotuality were ordinary events. It is held that in our Greek
gospels there still remain the indications that the “original
sources" do not represent Jesus as more than a man; the dis-
ciples who were closest to Him did not believe Him to be more
than a man.

It is true that the New Version does not sweep the deity
of Christ completely out of the New Testament. They could
not hope to sell such a version. There are still passages in the
Epistles and Revelation which affirm the deity of Christ (as also
the Gospels, but these are stymied by the contradicting “you”).
But the radical highway is still open. Of course, the “fanatic,”
Paul, got the idea that Jesus was God and so declared, as did
the unknown author or authors of the Gospel of John and
Revelation! But who is more likely to be correct, the apostles
who actually were with Him, who saw and heard Him, or those
who came later, who lacked firsthand knowledge (the appear-
ance of Christ to Saul on the road to Damascus having already
been carefully embalmed in the New Version with “you”), who
were misled by their devotion into imagining that Christ was
deity? If the apostles who heard everything Jesus had to say,
saw everything He did, lived with Him for years, did not be-
lieve Him to be God in the flesh, is it not more likely that they
were correct than those who came later, never saw Him, and
who “spiritualized and fictionized” the accounts? This is the
whole proposition of the New Version. Of all the attacks ever
made on the Scripture this is the most crafty.

The controversy over the New Version is still in its initial
stage. Not because of its merit, but because of the high pressure
with which the modernistic ecclesiastics are thrusting it upon
the public, the controversy over the New Version is certain to
continue for many years. Every Christian should inform him-
self as to the issues and the evidence. The whole proposition of
the New Testament is that Jesus did declare Himself to be God
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and that He did prove His claim, and that the apostles did
declare to Jesus that they believed Him to be God. A denial
of this is a denial of the fundamental proposition of the New
Testament.

ADDENDUM: --
Dr. Craig’s Beliefs

We think it of value to present to our readers some authentic informa-
tion as to Dr. Craig’s unbelief in respect to the truth of the Bible as held
by the United Presbyterian Church. The following excerpts from responsi-
ble religious publications give some idea of Dr. Craig’s Modernistic i n -
beliefs which show us better than argument his unfitness to be trusted as
translator and interpreter of the Bible by those who receive it as the Word
of God:

“Christ As God And Saviour” (From the Southern Presbyterian
Journal)

The World Council of Churches which is in process of formation has
so far taken over the doctrinal basis used by the World Conference on
Faith and Order. This consists in an invitation “to all Christian bodies
throughout the world which accept our Lord Jesus Christ as God and
Saviour." At the 1945 meeting of the American Theological Committee
this formula was subjected to a vigorous attack by the “liberal” members
of the Committee ably led by Prof. C. T. Craig, of Oberlin College. Dr.
Craig maintains that God performed an ultimate act of redemption and
revelation in Jesus Christ but rejects the doctrines both of Christ’s pre-
existence and of His post-existence as mythological. His whole interest in
Jesus is the historical interest. He rejects the conception of the present
intercession of Christ, the heavenly High Priest, as setting up a conflict
of two wills in God. To me this precious representation of the Epistle to
the Hebrews keeps before us the fact that God is both just and merciful
when He forgives our sins-Christ pleads the merits of His death and
righteousness so that God is just even in justifying a sinner.

(From The Sunday School Times-Ernest Gordon’s Column)
Dr. Clarence T. Craig, of the School of Theology, Oberlin, one of the

translators of the new Revised Standard Version of the New Testament,
has been granted leave from his seminary to interpret the work of the
Bible translation committee to outstanding church gatherings, summer con-
ferences, national denominational meetings, and the like. In CHRISTEN-
DOM, early in 1946, he sets forth his religious opinions. He does not
believe in the pre-existence of Christ. This is “mythological presentation”.
“The essence of New Testament Christology is not to be found in the myths
of a pre-existent heavenly being,” that is, a Word existing in the begin-
ning with God, a Lamb slain before the foundation of the world. “Why,”
ha asks, “should the myths employed in the New Testament ever have been
taken over by reasoned theology?” Of the supernatural birth of Jesus he
thinks as little--they are “LATE STORIES preserved in Matthew and Luke.”
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(From The Sunday School Times-Notes on Open Letters)
During the summer of 1942 I studied under Prof. Clarence T. Craig

of Oberlin Graduate School of Theology at Union Theological Seminary in
New York. Dr. Craig, one of the nine members of the committee, was at
that time working upon the Revision. Since the course was “The Pauline
Interpretation of the Gospel,” Dr. Craig made a number of comments
about the Revision in class. These comments are found with my other notes
on the lectures, which I took down rather completely.

In an exegesis of Romanr 3:25 Dr. Craig stated that here as in I John
2:2 the reading in the new Revised Standard Version would be “expiation”
rather than “propitiation,” for I is not the propitiation of an angry Godit
but the blotting out of our sins. With reference to sacrificial theories, Dr.
Craig stated that all attempts to show that something in the character of
God had to be satisfied before God could save man end only in blacken-
ing the character of God.

Concerning the phrase “through faith in his blood” (Rom. 3:25). Dr.
Craig declared that this wording was the sacrificial view: the other word-
ing (adopted in R. S.V.), meaning “in blood relationship with Christ,”
was the non-sacrificial. At that time (1942) he said that the classical inter-
pretation (sacrificial) would be used in the text, the other in the margin.
(The word “interpretation” was Dr. Craig's.) However, subsequent con-
vening of the committee must have changed this, for the late non-sacrificial
interpretation alone is given. Dr. Buswell has pointed out that the order
of words in the Greek has been changed in the R.S.V.

According to Dr. Craig, there was not even any discussion about the
translation of “harpagmon” in Philippians 2:6, all nine members of the
committee agreeing upon this point, that equality with God was not some-
thing to be held onto but booty to be grasped.

One of the difficult questions facing the committee at that time,
according to Dr. Craig, was whether to translate the pronouns referring to
the Holy Spirit by the masculine “he” or neuter “it.” For himself, Dr.
Craig resolved the difficulty by saying that if Paul could personify death
and sin, he could also personify the Spirit of God; but the Spirit was no
more a person than the wisdom of God.

Discussing Colossians I :15-20, and the possibility of this passage being
an interpolation, Dr. Craig frankly declares that he was against a man who
propounds a theory and then edits the sources to agree with his theory.
To such intellectual honesty on the part of the completely liberal commit-
tee of revisers must be credited the value of the new translation. To the
fact that any translation is of necessity also an interpretation must be
credited the dangerous weaknesses of this new translation made by liberals.

JOSEPH T. BAYLY, JR.
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Dr. Oswald T. Allis on the R. S. V.

We believe, and we think we have proved, that Revised
Standard Version represents a radical departure from the high
standard of accuracy in translation which was set by Authorized
Version more than 300 years ago and which English Revised
Version and American Revised Version felt called upon to main-
tain. We cannot escape the conclusion that the standard of accur-
acy represented by RSV is quite a different one. “New manu-

”scripts,” “papyri, “better understanding of vernacular Greek,”
“necessity of modem diction,” and the like, may be responsible
for many of the changes to be noted here. But most influential
of all in determining the character of the version has been, we
believe, the determination of the revisers to establish their right
to exercise a freedom in the rendering of Holy Scripture, which
might be tolerated in dealing with many books of merely human
origin, but which is quite incompatible with the divine origin
and authority of the Bible. Plenary inspiration, an inspiration
which extends to the words of Scripture--this is the only in-
spiration which gives the Bible real authority as the very Word
of God--has accuracy of translation as its necessary corollary.
The freedom with which RSV treats the text of Scripture in-
dicates the low conception of its inspiration entertained by the
revisers. It is this more than anything else which makes the RSV
“important.” It represents a type of translation which, certainly
in the case of a “standard revision” of the AV, would have
aroused a storm of protest fifty years ago. Should RSV attain
to anything like the popularity which its publishers anticipate,
this will be indeed an important event. It will be a signal
triumph for Modern Liberalism.

(Excerpt from Christianity Today.) 
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CHAPTER I

THE THREE VERSIONS

SUFFICIENT time has now elapsed
in the Battle of the Versions for
certain trends to be obvious. Wheth-

er the new Revised Standard Version is
to be relegated to a conspicuous place in
the museum of theological curiosities or
is to gain general acceptance by a
generation whose faith has long been
shaken and corrupted, is yet to be seen.
Nothing has ever been seen in America
to compare with the advertising extrava-
ganza which has been staged to fo ce
immediate acceptance of the new ver-
sion. The presumption of the radical
National Council in its pronouncements
declaring it is the authoritative mouth-
piece of all the millions of Protestant
people in America, is of one piece with
the mighty blare of trumpets for the
new version as the sole, authoritative
translation of the Scriptures which
straightway must be “adopted.” The
vast sums of money expended in the
advertising campaign have been various-
ly estimated from $250,000 to $1 ,000 ,000 .
It would probably be as difficult to dis-
cover the total amount spent by the
National Council through the advertis-
ing firm of Batten, Barton, Durstine,
and Osborne, and through the council’s
subsidiary organizations and affiliated
corporations, as it would be to arrive at
the total amount of expenditure in a
modern, national, political campaign in
America. Typical of the promotion of
the new version is the following pro-
nouncement : “An advertising budget of
$250,000 has been set up to properly
publicize the sale during the remainder
of 1952. After we have spent that, you
may be assured that nobody in the
United States will remember that there
was a King James Version of the Bible. "
Is the scholarship of the translators of
such caliber that the promoters must
depend on the power of a quarter of a
million or a half million dollars rather
than on the merit of translation !  The

propaganda campaign has produced
such high-pressure sales that the general
dissemination of the new version is as-
sured. But what happens to the copies
of the new version now that the text is
in the hands of the people who will read
and compare, and then decide for them-
selves ?

THE Battle of the Versions is a three-
cornered encounter between the King

James Version, the American Standard
Version, and the new Revised Standard
Version. With cunning military strate-
gy the modernists have sought desper-
ately to reduce the struggle to a straight
combat between the King James and the
new version. Although the statements
issued by the translators declare that
their version is a revision of the Ameri-
can Standard Edition of 1901, the pro-
motional campaign has sought to ignore
the American Standard and feature con-
trasts between the King James and the
new version. It is really not the King
James Version which the propagandists
would have the people forget. On the
contrary, every conceivable means has
been used to conceal the American Stan-
dard Version, which they evidently re-
gard as their more dangerous rival, and
to cause the people to forget that they
now have in their possession a trans-
lation made in 1901 which already has
achieved the meritorious features of the
new version such as the change of
archaic English words like " wist,"
"wot,"” into the understandable usage
of our own time. When the promoters
of the new version make such a great
fanfare about the improvement made
from the obsolete English of the King
James to the modern usage of the new
version, they deliberately create the im-
pression that this is a new and much
needed achievement. As a matter of
fact, it has already been done in the
English Revised Version of 1881 and



the American Standard Version of 1901.
Moreover these revisions corrected much
of the faulty translation of the Greek
seen in the King James because they
were not subject to some of the theologi-
cal notions that hampered the King
James translators and because their
careful following of an improved Greek
text in most cases gave a more exact
translation.

THE preface to the new version states
briefly the facts that show the Ameri-

can Standard Version is in existence, but
the entire weight of the promotional
campaign has been devoted to the effort
to shove the American Standard Version
out of the picture In their official docu-
ment, An Introduction to the Revised
Standard Version of the Old Testament,
Professor George Dahl admits that the
American Standard Version corrected
the obsolete words of the King James,
but claims sixty-five cases in which “mis-
leading words" are retained in the
American Standard Version (p. 22).
When the long arguments are offered for
the new version on the basis of cor-
rection of obsolete words in the King
James, the question should be asked:
“What ‘misleading’ words are f o u n d  in
the American Standard Version to be
corrected by the new version, and in
what way are they ' misleading ' ? ' ' Many
conservative reviewers have fallen full-
length into this trap which had been set
for them. A ministerial association re-
cently sent forth a pronouncement de-
nouncing the new version for its brazen,
radical perversions of Scripture, but
ended their statement with the humble
declaration that they intended to wait
patiently until a modern translation
which is faithful to the text of the Scrip-
tures is produced which will correct the
archaisms of the King James. This over-
looks the very great value of the Ameri-
can Standard Version already in our
hands.

I n  a speech delivered at Columbus, Ohio,
in 1946, when the new translation

of the New Testament was being dedi-
cated, Dean Weigle admitted that the
American Standard Version is the most
accurate translation of the Greek text
in existence, but he claimed there was
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need for a revision because the American
Standard Version followed the structure
of the Greek too closely resulting in com-
plex English sentences difficult to follow.
In his recent book, The English New
Testament, Dean Weigle repeats his
criticism : “But with all their accuracy,
the revised versions of 1881 and 1901
lost some of the beauty and power of
the King James Version. This is be-
cause they are too obviously ‘translation
English. ' They are mechanically exact,
literal, word-for-word translations which
follow the order of the Greek words, so
far as this is possible, rather than the
order which is natural to English.“’
He attempts to cite some instances in
which the new version has improved
upon the American Standard Version,
while arguing for the most part that
improvements have been made in the
King James. Noteworthy is his admis-
sion that Professor James Hardy Ropes,
the celebrated New Testament scholar
who was head of the New Testament de-
partment at Harvard Divinity School in
1929 when the lengthy discussions were
being carried on as to whether this new
version should be attempted, opposed
the whole plan and held that the King
James was adequate. “At one extreme
stood Professor James H. Ropes, who
held that the revisions of the King
James Version published in 1881 and
1901 ought not to have been made, and
opposed any further revision. "2’ Pro-
fessor George Foote Moore of Harvard,
pre-eminent as a Hebrew scholar, shared
with Professor Ropes, the high estimate
of the King James Version. In his class
lectures Professor Moore continually
pointed out details of superiority in the
King James Version,

One of the things which has enabled
the National Council to push the Ameri-
can Standard Version into the back-
ground of this struggle is the fact that
the International Council of Religious
Education, now merged into the Na-
tional Council as its Division of Chris-
tian Education, has controlled the copy-
right of this version since 1929. It is
significant that the copyright was se-
cured at the same time that the plans
---

1Weigle, Luther A.,  The English New T e s t a m e n t ,
Abingdon-Coksbury Press, Nashvil le ,  Tenn., p. 1 0 2 .

2 Ibid., p. 1 0 2 .



were laid for the new version. Roy G.
Ross, General Secretary of the Interna-
tional Council of Religious Education
declares in The Scroll of May, 1946,
that immediately upon gaining actual
control of the copyright of the Ameri-
can Standard Version the officers of the
International Council began discussion
of plans for this new version. The legal
renewal of the copyright finally runs
out in 1957. This should be a memora-
ble date in the Battle of the Versions
for the American Standard Version,
coming from under commercial control
of the mammoth, radical superorganiza-
tion is sure to exercise a more powerful
influence in this struggle.

SINCE human beings are unable to
maintain a purely objective attitude,

it is inevitable that the personal opin-
ions and prejudices of the translators
should show themselves in any transla-
tion. No one can claim that either the
King James or the American Standard
is without fault. In the King James
Version erroneous theological ideas pro-
trude. The translators showed their
subjection to the idea of a type of pre-
destination which overshadows the free-
dom of the will in such translations as:
“And the Lord added to the church
daily such as should be saved” (Acts
2 : 47). This was corrected by the more
accurate translation of the Greek in the
American Standard Version “such as
were saved’ ' and the footnote ; “were
being saved. " On the other hand, in
this very verse most readers would
probably feel that the King James Ver-
sion had the better of the argument in
the reading : " The Lord added to the
church, " where the American Standard
Version reads “The Lord added to
them. ' ' The Greek text does not have
the word “church, " nor does it contain
the plural pronoun “them.” It reads
epi to auto-“The Lord added to the
same thing” or “to the same body.”
The King James translators decided this
meant the church, and went directly to
this goal. The American Standard
translators introduced the plural pro-
noun “them” into their translation, but
added a footnote rendering epi to
auto as "together. "

The King James translators failed to

discriminate between the Greek words--
gehenna and hades; they translated
both words with the English word,
“hell.” The American Standard care-
fully discriminates, reserving the trans-
lation “hell” in the New Testament to
the thirteen times the Greek word ge-
henna occurs and meeting the difficulty
of the double meaning of “hades” by
transliterating the Greek word into a
coined English word, "hades. " The
Greek word "hades" like the parallel
Hebrew word ' ‘sheol” can mean (1)
the grave, the abode of the dead regard-
less of whether they are righteous or
wicked, in a state of blessedness or of
punishment ; (2) the intermediate place
of punishment where the rich man was
in torment (Luke 16 : 23) and which is
distinct from hell, the final place of
eternal punishment of the wicked
(Revelation 20 : 14).

The fact that obsolete words are
found in the King James is a matter of
minor concern compared with the many
passages in which the American Stand-
ard Version of 1901 offers a more accu-
rate and clearer translation of the Greek
text. Prominent among such corrections
is Acts 2 : 27, 31 where the King James
reads : “Because thou wilt not leave my
soul in hell, neither wilt thou suffer
thine Holy One to see corruption”; and
where the American Standard renders
' ' hades, ' ' instead of “hell,” On the
cross, Jesus had declared : "It is fin-
ished ' ' (John 19 : 30), and had prom-
ised to the repentant thief ; "Today
thou shalt be with me in paradise”
(Luke 23 : 43). The idea of Jesus being
in hell or even in the intermediate place
of punishment, Tartarus (the verb,
tartarosas, is translated “cast them
down to hell” with “tartarus” in the
footnote and “committed them to pita
of darkness” given as the rendering of
the related phrase of the American
Standard Version-2 Peter 2 : 4) is en-
tirely foreign to the Scripture. The
parallelism of Hebrew poetry repeats in
the second line of the couplet the af-
firmation of the first, either by affirma-
tion, negation, or addition. The second
line of Psalm 16 : 10 affirms the meaning
that God did not allow the Christ, after
His death on the cross, to see corrup-
tion. This strongly confirms the meaning
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of " t h e  grave"for"sheol"and “hades”
in the respective passages instead of the
pit of torment. The King James trans-
lates both Psalm 16: 10 and Acts 2: 27,
31 by using the word “hell "  ; but the
American Standard Version renders
“sheol” in Psalm 16 : 10 and "hades"
in Acts 2 : 27, 31, thus leaving the com-
mentators to thresh out the theological
problem and the reader to make up his
mind for himself as to which of the two
meanings of “sheol,” “hades,” he
chooses to understand. The new version
renders Psalm 16 : 10 : “Thou dost not
give me up to sheol, or let thy godly
one see the Pit”-which follows closely
the translation of Rotherham. The in-
troduction of the translation “see the
pit” by a man of faith such as Rother-
ham is to be taken only as evidence of
his penchant for straining after un-
usual and eccentric translations, but in
the concerted attempt of the translators
of the New Version to throw the mes-
sianic predictions of the Old Testament
out of gear with the quotations and
declarations of the apostles in the New
Testament, this rendering takes on a
different color.

In any effort to compare the King
James and American Standard ver-

sions to estimate their value and to spec-
ulate on the probability of their survival
and relative influence, it is impossible
to pass over the unfortunate fact that
even among the translators of the Amer-
ican Standard Version there was a radi-
cal element. When one considers the
fact that Professor Henry T. Thayer,
head of the New Testament department
of Unitarian Harvard Divinity School,
was secretary of the New Testament
Committee and exercised a powerful in-
fluence in the translation, then certain
conclusions are immediate and inevita-
ble. Since this radical element was in
the minority, the radical trend in the
American Revised Version shows itself
mainly in footnotes. To turn from the
American Standard Version to a study
of the new version is to see these foot-
notes suddenly spring into life in the
text itself, full-grown and possessed of
such proportions as to overshadow the
central narrative.

The Battle of the Versions by its very

nature is such as to stir deeply the
emotions. Every Christian should be-
ware of the danger of allowing himself
to be committed to a blind, fanatical
devotion to either the King James or
the American Standard versions. The
new version itself has used many inter-
esting synonyms and has clarified many
phrases in the rendition. It is impossi-
ble that such a concentration of scholar-
ship should work for so long a time
without achieving some admirable re-
sults in the translation of specific pas-
sages. It is not arrogant presumption
for a Christian to insist stubbornly that
he intends to study the original Greek
and Hebrew text with all his power and
to compare carefully all the various
available translations. It is rather his
personal obligation to use his freedom
of will and whatever intellectual powers
and training he possesses and whatever
time God allots to him on earth in the te-
nacious effort to study to show himself
approved unto God by rightly dividing
the Word of truth. But he should al-
ways remember that it is the original,
autograph copies of the books written
by the inspired messengers of Qod, that
are infallible ; the translations are hu-
man and fallible. To follow blindly
either the King James or the American
Standard versions with the idea that it
must necessarily be right in every de-
tail is to embrace a religion which seeks
freedom from the obligation to think.

SINCE freedom of speech is a most
precious heritage of all Americans,

the modernists were within their legal
rights when they produced and pub-
lished their new version embodying as
much of their radical theories as they
cared to expose to the view of the gen-
eral public at this time in such a set-
ting. If they had published this new
version for what it is-a massive piece
of radical propaganda-it would have
been accepted immediately by their own
coterie and would have been diligently
studied by a great number of persons
interested to observe the presupposi-
tions, conclusions, and objectives of the
modernists. But when these radical
leaders attempt a shrewd coup to con-
vert the nation en masse to modernism
by pretending that this monstrous piece



of radical propaganda is actually a bona-
fide translation of the Hebrew and
Greek texts, and by using all the vast
power and financial resources of the
great radical superorganizations to
force this new version-sight unseen--
upon the general public and to control
its acceptance as the “Authorized” ver-
sion to be read in public worship with
all other versions discarded,. then this
reveals itself as the most critical attack
upon the Christian religion in this cen-
tury. If so many tragic results of the
Battle of the Versions were not in-
volved, there would be a touch of com-
edy in the fact that the radicals with
all their learning should be so naive in
their perception of human nature and
the record of history as to imagine they
could succeed in perpetrating such a
colossal fraud. Above all else, God
reigns.

One of the most distinguished Greek
scholars of this century was Dr. John
A. Scott of Northwestern University.
Writing in the Classical Weekly o f
January 6, 1947, shortly before his
death, Dr. Scott delivered a scathing
denunciation of the Revised Standard
Version. Among the many citations
which Dr. Scott offered are the follow-
ing : "Luke 1: 3 : This version has "It
seemed good to me also, having followed
closely for some time past. ' To trans-
late the fine Greek word meaning ‘from
the beginning’ with the tame ‘for some
time past’ seems irony, not an intended
translation. . . . Luke 1: 34 : When the
angel told Mary that she was to bear
a son, this Version makes her reply:
'How can this be, since I have no hus-
band, ' Mary gave no such reply ; she
said : 'How can this be, since I know
not a man,’ Many an unmarried girl or
woman has become a mother. Mary
knew this. "

In his long series of citations of mis-
translation in the new version, Dr.
Scott &livers the climactic charge that
the translators did not even intend to
translate the Greek text, and accuses
them of “trifling with the original” and
“offering the ultimate in mistransla-
tion, ' ' and of constantly inserting their
own ideas and interpretations instead of
making a translation of the Greek text.

In closing his review he employed with
bitter sarcasm a quotation from Shake-
speare’s Hamlet. “The King James
Version is, immeasurably superior in the
knowledge of Greek, and the mastery of
English and, above all, in the honest
and docile fidelity to the Greek text.

"The thing in this Version which dis-
tresses me most is the irreverent disre-
gard for the simple meaning of the
original, and while reading it I feel as
Hamlet felt, when he chanced upon the
jovial gravediggers: ‘Has this fellow
no feeling of his business that he sings
at gravemaking ? ' "

Christ’s own words assure us that the
interment of the Word of God will not
prove to be so simple a task, no matter
how cheerful the demeanor of the grave-
diggers.

THE entire campaign of the Na-
tional Council t o  produce a new ver-

sion and compel by sheer force of propa-
ganda its acceptance as the "authorita-
tive ' ' translation, has offered an un-
paralleled sounding board for their
radical propaganda. But there has been
the stern limitation which the commer-
cial side of the project has afforded.
Perversion of the text for propaganda
purposes could not be forced too far or
the shocked public would react immedi-
ately with resentmgnt and repudiation.
Shrewd changes calculated to allow the
radical theories gradually to seep into
the consciousness of the reader had to
be used rather than point-blank denials.
A careful reading of the radical books
published by the dominant personalities
on the committee of translators and a
comparison of these stated positions
with what one finds in the new version,
confirms this conclusion. The erratic
and contradictory nature of the new
version is the result of the collision of
radical propaganda with the commer-
cial considerations and the practical
difficulties of placing in the hands of
the public an edition of the Bible so
emasculated as to represent properly
their radical theories. The translators
could not afford to cut right through
the middle; they had to keep trimming
the edges in as many critical spots as
possible.



CHAPTER II

THE INSPIRATION OF THE SCRIPTURES

0 NE of the doctrines of Christiani-
ty most directly assailed in the
new version is the inspiration of

the Scriptures. Basic to everything that
Christianity has to offer the world is the
proposition: “God . . . hath . . . spoken
unto us” (Hebrews 1: 1, 2). If this
claim be proved false, then the gospel
is not “good news” of redemption, but
bad news of deception and hoax, all of
Christianity falls. In turning through
the new version to place the messianic
prophecies of the Old Testament along-
side the quotations and arguments of
the New Testament, one finds that not
only is the divine inspiration of the
writers assailed, but the elemental truth
and accuracy of their assertions is
denied. This has been the sector where
modernists have concentrated their at-
tacks for decades. They have charged
that the apostles and the other New
Testament writers deliberately twisted
and perverted the predictions and decla-
rations of the Old Testament to secure
proof that Jesus is the promised Mes-
siah and the Son of God. By using the
shrewd double - dialect “thou - you”
scheme with which they had operated
on the Gospel narratives to cut the
ground from under Jesus’ claims to
deity, the translators of the new version
change the content and atmosphere of
messianic quotations in the Old Testa-
ment and bring them into conflict with
the quotations in the New Testament.
In the same manner, perverse transla-
tions of words are used in the messianic
passages of the Old Testament so that
the citations and arguments of the New
Testament writers are denied. By pass-
ing through the Old Testament and
clipping the ends of these passages and
leaving them to float idly in thin air,
the solid contact of prediction and ful-
fillment is broken.

Chief among these passages is Isaiah
‘7: 14 where “young woman” is sub-
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stituted for “virgin” as the meaning of
the Hebrew word almah. In Hebrews
1: 5 “Thou art my son” is retained, but
the declaration of Psalm 2 : 7 is changed
to read: “You are my son.” Thus also
in Psalm 45: 6 "Thy throne, 0 God,
is for ever and ever” is changed to read
“Your divine throne endures for ever
and ever” which leaves the new version
in a state of confusion. The translators
thus insist that the Messiah who is a
mere man must be addressed in terms of
“your” rather than "thy, " and yet
they find themselves unable to escape
the declaration that His reign is to be
eternal! The new version retains the
quotation : "But of the Son he says,
"Thy throne, 0 God, is for ever and
ever’ " in Hebrews 1: 8. It translates
Psalm 2: 7: “You are my son” 1 making
the reference point to a mere man and
removes entirely the messianic content
of Psalm 2: 11, 12 by following a mav-
erick reading : " Serve the Lord with
fear, with trembling kiss his feet” in-
stead of the established Hebrew text
followed by both the King James and
the American Standard versions : “Kiss
the Son, lest he be angry. " Hebrews 1:
5 is still allowed to affirm the quotation
from Psalm 2 : 7 as : " Thou art my
Son.”

Professor Millar Burrows admits that
the reading "Kiss his feet” is merely
an “emendation” of the Hebrew text:
“As ASV had to relinquish 'the beauty
of holiness ' (Psa. 29. 2, 96. 9), so
RSV has been constrained in honesty to
give up ‘kiss the son’ (Psa. 2.12) as
an indefensible translation even of the
traditional Hebrew text, which in this
case clearly requires emendation. "3 He
does not inform us as to how much

3 Burrows, Miller. An Introduction to the Revised
Standard Version of the Old Testament, p. 58, Thom-
a s  Nelson and Sons,  New York, N.Y. Copyright,
1952, by Division of Chriatian Education of the
National Council of the Churches of Christ in the
United States of America. and used by permission.



dishonesty is to be attributed to the
translators of the King James, the Eng-
lish Revised, and American Standard
versions, when these scholars did not de-
lete the messianic content from this
verse and substitute some stray guess of
their own.

AT first, it seemed that such astonish-
ing confusion and contradiction be-

tween the translations of the Old Testa-
ment and the New Testament and in the
New Testament itself, might have re-
sulted from the conflict of opinions
among the translators, especially be-
tween those of the Old Testament and
New Testament divisions, but a study
of the roster of names of the translators,
a perusal of their published works, and
an analysis of the conflicting transla-
tions in the new version do not confirm
this conjecture. Whatever order or
pattern is to be found in their proced-
ure other than denying when they
dared, and refraining from denying
when they dared not, must be found in
the menacing shadow of form-criticism
with the evolutionary development of
the Gospel narratives from bits and
fragments of “myths,” “legends”
“miracle-tales” into larger “sources”
which finally were gathered by “anony-
mous editors” into our four Gospel
narratives, and in the various documen-
tary hypotheses by which the modern-
ists seek to dissect and discredit the
books of critical importance in the Old
Testament.

Their central attack has been focused
upon the effort to imbed in the Gospel
narratives and in Acts, the constant
assertion that the immediate associates
of Jesus, the eyewitnesses who saw and
heard for themselves what He was, what
He did and said, did not believe that
He was anything more than a mere
man : they always address Him as
"you"” in this new version ; they are
never permitted to address him as
“thou” and thus admit His deity.
Thus the validity of their worship of
Him and their confession of Him as
"the Son of God” and “my Lord and
my God,” is denied and the Gospel ac-
counts left in a state of confusion. Hav-
ing welded into the text itself this prop-
osition that the eyewitnesses did not be-

lieve Jesus to have been more than a
man, the translators are content to al-
low that the process of evolution did
actually achieve at a later date “the
deification of Jesus,” as “myths” and
“miracle-tales” came to be accepted as
history, and people who had never seen
Jesus came to imagine that He actually
was God-in-the-flesh who had come from
heaven to save mankind. By this means,
they are willing to admit that a book
which was written many decades after
the time of Christ, such as the Book of
Revelation does actually address Jesus
as God: “Thou” (Revelation 5: 9).
This is merely the imagination of " the
anonymous author of Revelation” ac-
cording to the modernists and has noth-
ing to -do with the impression made on
the eyewitnesses. Since they hold that
even the Synoptic accounts were com-
piled at a late date by “editors, " it is
quite possible for the translators of the
new version to allow Mark 1: 11 to read
“Thou art my beloved Son,” since his
can still be discounted as merely the late
recording of a myth about God’s having
spoken from heaven at the time of the
baptism of Jesus. This line of attack
is, of course, not entirely satisfactory
since the modernists find it exceedingly
difficult to deny even to their own satis-
faction the Pauline authorship of all
the epistles which the text of the New
Testament declares that he wrote. Here,
also, they can call in their favorite re-
minder that Paul was not an eyewitness
of the ministry of Jesus and not really
an eyewitness at all, but simply had
an epileptic fit on the road to Damas-
cus.

I N like fashion, the translators of the
new version are content to allow the

anonymous compilers of late New
Testament books to quote Old Testa-
ment predictions with the use of
“thou” affirming the deity of Christ
and with the affirmation "Behold a vir-
gin shall conceive, " so long as they
keep control of what the Old Testament
prophets are allowed to say, and they
prevent them from predicting the su-
pernatural birth and the deity of the
Christ. Thus, they can assail at once
both the messianic nature of the Old
Testament predictions and the divine
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inspiration of the New Testament writ-
ers.

A further advantage w h i c h  the pro-
motional propaganda for the new ver-
sion has gained from keeping the Ameri-
can Standard Version out of the battle,
is in the vast claims of a wealth of new
manuscripts which have b e e n  discovered
and which give such a superior Greek
text for the new version. This is true
so far as the contrast between the new
version and  the K i n g James is con-
cerned. It is not true i n  the battle be-
tween the new version a n d  the American
Standard Version, The advertising cam-
paign gives the impression that a great
advantage was enjoyed by the trans-
lators of the new version in the posses-
sion of manuscripts hitherto unknown,
but Dean Weigle in his book, The Eng-
lish New T e s t a m e n t ,  admits t h a t  “ t h e
sum to ta l  o f  the  new evidence as to
Greek test” is thet " Washington Codes
of the late fourth or fifth century, and
the  C h e s t e r  Beatty papyri, which date
from t h e  early third century."  4

The  Washington uncial was discovered
i l l  Egypt  i l l  1906, and w a s  presented  t o

A m e r i c a  by M .  F r e e r  o f  D e t r o i t .  Like

Codex Bezae  (D),  the  Washington m a n -
uscript is "Western text” which carries
many curious readings. The Chester
Beatty Papyri are in a dilapidated con-
dition and instead of trying t o  p o i n t
out one single passage in which signal
improvement  in the Greek text has been
achieved through these two manuscript
sources, Dean Weigle admits that these
discoveries have "  not issued in results
s o  different f r o m  those reached b y  the
revisers of 1881 and 1901, as to be in
itself sufficient reason for a fresh re-
vision of the English text of the New
Testament. " 5 He fu r the r  po in t s  out
that the first of A .  Deissmann 's
studies of the papyri  discovered in
Egpyt was published in 1895 (p. 104).
This was six years before the American
Revised Version came from the press.

MANY uninformed camp-followers of
the new version have taken the

propaganda about the vast number of
new manuscripts now available to the

4 Weigle, Luther A., T h e  English New Testament,
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press. Nashville, Tenn., p. 104.

5 Ibid., p. 1 0 4 .

translators as warrant for announcing
to the world that the Dead Sea Scroll
which furnishes a Hebrew text one thou-
sand years older than the oldest Hebrew
texts previously in our possession, is the
basis for the greatly improved Hebrew
text of the new version. But a recent
article in Collier’s admits that the most
minute study of the Dead Sea Scroll of
Isaiah led only to a dozen minor changes
of which the change in Isaiah 3 : 24 from
' ' burning " to the word “shame” is
given as an example.

In his article entitled The H e b r e w
Text and the Ancient Versions, which
is Chapter IV of the Introduction to the
Revised Standard Version of the Old
Tes tament ,  one of the translators, Dr.
Harry M. Orlinsky-a Jewish scholar
of the Jewish Institute of Religion, of
Sew York, says bluntly that the scroll
of Isaiah, said to have been discovered
in 1947 in a cave near the Dead Sea,
has no value for the reconstruction of
the Masoretic text.

The discovery of these scrolls in a
cave overlooking the northwest corner
of the Dead Sea made in 1947, caused
all immense amount of excitement and
controversy. It was thrilling to con-
template that the Book of Isaiah which
contains so many magnificent messianic
predictions that  echo and re- echo
through the New Testament should have
been o n e  of these scrolls. Would the
radicals now secure some actual evidence
on which to rest their attacks upon these
messianic passages and especially upon
the virgin birth of Christ1 If they had
found that Isaiah 7: 14 in the Dead Sea
S c r o l l   r e a d  beulah i n s t e a d  o f  al-
m a h making it affirm “ B e h o l d  a
married woman shall conceive” instead
of s a y i n g  : "Behold a virgin shall con-
ceive what a shout of triumph would
have ' arisen from the modernists ! But
not so !-the Dead Sea Scroll has "al-
mah," just as the other Hebrew texts.
It is no wonder that Dr. Orlinsky says
with such evident disgust that the Dead
Sea Scroll has virtually no value for
the reconstruction of the Masoretic
text. Ba lked  a t  every  tu rn  by  the
archaeological discoveries and refused
the slippery footing of even this single
manuscript, the radicals find themselves
compelled to return to their intermina-



ble task of trying to construct their at-
tack against the virgin birth upon the
quicksand of their own unbelief.

If it were necessary that the new
version should receive “the kiss of
death,” this touch has been provided by
the Campbell Institute in their official
organ, The Scroll. The issue of October,
1951, carries a lengthy editorial entitled
"The Event of the Decade” in which
the “liberals” are congratulated on their
choice twin-products : this new version
and the Interpreter's Bible (new radical
twelve volume commentary.) The edi-
tor declares that the new version and its
commentary are the evidence "of the
work of higher criticism as it affects the
whole Bible. " In reciting the course of
"higher criticism, " the editor says : " It
had developed an extensive literary
criticism of the Scriptures and was al-
ready refining it into 'formgeschichte'--
the illuminating history of the forms
through which biblical materials passed
on their way to becoming Scripture.”
The editor affirms that the new version
and the Interpreter’s Bible "will serve
the new theological interest of our own
day. '  '

AT a dedication service for the new
version held in the Cincinnati Gar-

den on Sunday, October 26, with nine of
the translators present, the speaker for

the occasion, Dr. B .  C. Clausen, built his
address around a veiled illustration. He
told how once he had been assembled
in the gymnasium of a high school pre-
paring to go out into the stadium with
a procession of students for a service
at which he was to be the speaker. A
nervous high-school teacher kept rushing
from one to another of the student-
participants trying to bolster up their
courage to the sticking point with the
jittery question :: " Are you ready ? Are
you ready ? " Finally, a broadshouldered
husky who looked as if he might have
been the fullback of the football team
arose in disgust and said : “Ready or
not, here we come ! " This became the
rallying cry of the entire company ; it
was turned into a battle cry by the
speaker in the Cincinnati Garden,

All those who still believe Jesus Christ
to be the Son of God and who still be-
lieve that the Bible is the Word of God
had better put on the whole armor of
God and renew their grasp upon the
sword of the Spirit. They should look
with discerning eye to see who it is that
is shouting : “Ready or not, here we
come”; where it is they propose to
“come”; what is it they plan to do
which has caused such timorous delay
and now demands such desperate de-
termination.
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CHAPTER III

AQUILA’S VERSION

T H E magazine, Time, in a “scoop”
review of the new version published
the same week it came from the

press, predicted that there would be
controversy over the translation of
Isaiah 7 : 14. " Some of their changes
are sure to rouse controversy. In Isaiah
7 : 14--‘Behold a virgin shall conceive
and bear a son ‘-they have substituted
‘young woman’  for  v i rg in ,  on  the
basis of a second century text. "

I t  r equ i red  no  g rea t  in te l l ec tua l
acumen to predict there would be con-
troversy over such a decisive change,
inasmuch as this controversy has raged
through the centuries. Most astonishing
was the declaration that the change had
been made on the basis of a second cen-
tury text. What sort of principle of
textual criticism was now to be enunci-
ated by the translators to justify the
setting aside of all the hundreds of
manuscripts in order to follow one single
text? Some began to speculate that,
this was the recently found Dead Sea
Scroll on which the translators had de-
cided to stake their case. But instantly
it was plain to any informed person that
this could not be the text, for the Dead
Sea Scroll is of the first century B. C.
rather than the second century A. D.
Moreover, the Dead Sea Scroll has the
standard reading a l m a h  in this pas-
sage. It  seemed evident that what
Time called "a second century text, "
would turn out to be a translation made
in the second century from Hebrew to
Greek. This conjecture has proved to be
correct.

When the new version of the New
Testament was published in 1946, it
was naturally expected that the trans-
lators would shortly follow their publi-
cation with a scholarly document listing
the manuscripts pro and con in each
disputed passage, and giving the relative

cision of the committee in each case.
A person need only take up the volume
published by B. F. Westcott, speaking
for the scholars who translated the Eng-
lish Revised Version-a committee which
included such giants as Lightfoot and
Westcott-to see the meticulous care
with which Westcott set forth all t h e
details of manuscript evidence and the
principles upon which the translators
proceeded. I n  l i k e  manner  Ph i l ip
Schaff, chairman of the American com-
mittee, published the detailed evidence
on which the American Standard Ver-
sion rested in its differences with the
English committee. Then compare these
volumes with the chatty book, The Eng-
lish New Testament, which Dean Weigle
has published in promotion of the new
version. Take up the document pub-
lished by the translators of the new
version in 1946, entitled Introduction
to the Revised Standard Version of the
New Testament,  and observe for ex-
ample how Dr. Craig substitutes anec-
dotes for evidence. Take the recent docu-
ment, Introduction to the Revised Stan-
dard Version of the Old Testament, and
follow the lead given in the footnote of
the new version, Psalm 2: 11, 12, which
declares that the Hebrew of llb and 12a
is uncertain (“kiss the Son” vs. the
conjecture “k iss  h i s  fee t” ) .  Try  to
discover from their Introduction what
the evidence is which they have rejected
and what it is they have accepted. You
find Dr. Burrows affirming that the King
James, the English Revised, and Ameri-
can Standard translators made an un-
justifiable translation of the traditional
Hebrew text, which, he claimed, required
' ' emendation. ' ' The public is not in-
formed as to why the translators threw
away the Hebrew text to insert a guess
of their own, and why all the preceding
scholars made “an indefensible transla-

weight allotted to the various manu-  tion.” But the public should not have
scripts and the reasons for the final de- to read very far in any of the books pub-

13



lished by these radical translators or
very far in the new version itself to be
able to ' ' emend” Dr. Burrows ' state-
ment and insert a guess of their own as
to why these radical scholars ripped the
messianic content from this verse in
such bold fashion.

Dr. Barton Payne, professor of Old
Testament, Bob Jones University, has
published “A Criticism of the Revised
Standard Version of the Bible,” in the
December 19 issue of The Sword of
the Lord. He analyzed the conjectural
emendation of the new version in this
verse as follows: “RSV, ‘Kiss his feet,’
lest he be angry, a reading gained by
taking the Hebrew for ‘and-rejoiced’
from the preceding verse and adding it
to that for ‘son’ in v. 12, plus certain
other changes. Even the Jewish version
is content simply to repoint bar, ‘son,’
as bor, reading ‘Do homage in purity. . .'
Scholarly juggling, this may be; trans-
lating, it is not.”

ANY one who possesses a copy of the
new version can turn to page 5 of the

preface and read the affirmation that
most of the corrections which have been
adopted in the text are based on various
ancient translations rather than upon
the Hebrew text; and on page 6, the
statement, that where a Hebrew word is
rendered in a way which contradicts the
' 'traditional " interpretation (what a
neat package, for all the translations
by faithful Christian scholars through
the centuries, not t o  mention the ex-
plicit declarations of the inspired writers
of the New Testament !), they have not
given any footnotes to warn the reader,
but assure the general public that the
evidence upon which they rested was
entirely convincing.

If  the translators in this preface or in
their Introductions had added the as-

surance that in due time they planned
to publish a full defense of their trans-
lation with scholarly citations of the
actual manuscript evidence in each ease
and the principles of textual criticism
upon which their decisions rested, then
the public would in all justice be com-
pelled to control its impatience and give
these translators further time to prepare
such a document. As a matter of fact,
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these scholars are now at work on a new
Greek text of the New Testament which
they hope will supplant the standard
Westcott and Hort or the Nestle texts
that have prevailed for so many decades.
What they have done to the English
translation gives ominous warning of
what they plan to do by way of cutting
up the Greek text. The blunt fashion
in which the preface of the new version
brushes aside any expected challenge of
their sweeping emendations and perverse
translal ions with the brusque declaration
that they had sufficient evidence or they
would not have made the changes, re-
minds one of the insolence of the first-
century enemies of Christ, as He was
being crucified the first time : "Pilate
then went out unto them, and said, What
accusation bring ye against this man?
They answered and said unto him, If
he were not a malefactor, we would not
have delivered him up unto thee” (John
18 : 29, 30).

This entire attitude of the translators
concentrates the attention of the reader
upon the statement of Dr. Orlinsky in
the Introduction to the Revised Stan-
dard Version of the Old Testament, in
which he offers as much of a statement as
the translators are willing to make pub-
lic of the basis on which the change was
made in Isaiah 7: 14 from “virgin” to
“young woman.” Dr. Orlinsky offers
six lines of explanation. They are the
most revealing six lines which the trans-
lators have allowed to come forth in their
explanations of the changes they have
made in the Old Testament.

If any readers are astonished that a
Jewish scholar should have been one of
the translators of this new version which
is being heralded as the “authoritative
translation” to be read in all Christian
churches and used by all Christians,
even to the point of forgetting there
ever was a King James Version, then it
should be made plain that there is no
essential difference in the position of an
unbelieving Jewish scholar and that of
a modernistic scholar. They occupy
common ground in their bitter hostility
to the Christian gospel, and to the deity
of Christ. Both the unbelieving Jewish
scholar and the modernistic scholar unite
in the most violent attacks upon the in-
spiration and upon the truth and accu-



racy of both the Old and New Testa-
ments.

THE declaration of Dr. Orlinsky of the
grounds upon which the translators

justify their epochal change of trans-
lation in Isaiah 7: 14 from “virgin” to
“young woman,” brings to light “the
second century text” upon which they
rest. It is the translation of the Old
Testament from Hebrew to Greek made
in the second century by a Jewish pro-
selyte named Aquila. Dr. Orlinsky 's
statement is  as follows: “There are
several other translations, into Greek,
Aramaic, Syriac, and Latin, which were
made shortly after the turn of the era
directly from the Hebrew Bible. Early
in the second century A. D. Aquila, a
convert to Judaism, made an indepen-
dent and unique Greek translation of
the Hebrew Bible. He incorporated
the kind of Jewish interpretation which
was current in his day, and he avoided
the Christological elements which had
been introduced in the Septuagint text.
Thus Aquila rendered the Hebrew word
ha-almah in Isaiah 7 : 14 literally, 'the
young woman’ in place of the word
‘virgin’ which the Christians had sub-
stituted for it .  Unfortunately, only
fragments of Aquila have survived.“’

It is quite true that there was “the
kind of Jewish interpretation which was
current’ ' in the second century, but we
are not dependent upon Aquila for our
knowledge of its existence. This “kind
of Jewish interpretation” was “cur-
ren t” much earlier than the second cen-
tury. This is the “kind of Jewish in-
terpretation” which charged Jesus with
being a "gluttonous man and a wine-bib-
ber," with being in league with the devil
and with casting out demons by the
power of the devil. This is “the kind
of Jewish interpretation” which plotted
the assassination of Lazarus in order to
remove from the public view the cli-
mactic evidence which the resurrection
of Lazarus gave to the deity of Jesus.
The perversion of the meaning of a
Hebrew word, such as almah, would

Orlinsky, Harry M.. in An Introduct ion to  the
Revised Standard Versi on o f  t h e  O l d  Testament,
p. 30. Thomas Nelson and Sons, New York, N. Y.
Copyright, 1952, by Division of Christian Education
of the National Council of the Churches of Christ
in the United States  of  America.  and used by
permission.
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be a mere bagatelle compared with such
plots and such slanders as had already
been perpetrated in the deadly effort
to destroy Jesus and the Christian
gospel.

This is the “kind of Jewish interpre-
tation " which  charged  Jesus  wi th
“perverting the nation” and with being
"guilty o f  b lasphemy”  because  He
claimed to be the Son of God; and which
forced the Roman authorities to execute
Jesus as a criminal. This is the same
line of interpretation which, when it
found itself faced with the public pro-
clamation of indubitable, historical testi-
mony to the resurrection of Jesus, re-
sorted to scourging, imprisonment, and
murder of the witnesses. It was this
line of interpretation which rent asunder
the Jerusalem church and scattered it
to the four winds only to find that the
blood of the martyrs was the seed of
the church as Christianity spread all
over the civilized world.

In our present crisis, few things could
be more important than to examine care-
fully this “kind of Jewish interpreta-
tion " of the second century, to analyze
its presuppositions and conclusions, to
search for factual basis, and to give the
Christian scholars of the second century
the chance to tell us what they thought
of this line of interpretation.

A STUDY of the man, Aquila is of
first importance since the translators

of the new version have actually revealed
the flimsy character of the evidence upon
which they rest by naming Aquila as
their authority. An English scholar,
Dr. A. E. Silverstone, o f  Cambr idge
University, has published a book entitled,
Aquila and Onkelos (1931). This work
had been preceded by a German work:
Onkelos und Akylas, written b y  M.
Friedmann (1896). Dr. Silverstone’s
thesis is that Aquila and Onkelos are one
and the same person. He proves this
identification with a vast array of
scholarly data, both from the biographi-
cal material  found in Christian and
Jewish sources, and from the textual
criticism of the fragments of Aquila.
At the close of his book he offers a
biography of Aquila based upon the
facts to be gleaned from the accounts of
Epiphanius and other early writers. The



noted textual critic, Dr. H. B. Swete, of Religious Literature compares the
also of Cambridge University, published conversion, of Aquila to Christianity to
in 1900, An Introduction to the Old the conversion of Simon Magus, Sa-
Testament in Greek, a work which has maria’s worker of black magic. This
been the standard authority in the field. was indeed the sort of stuff from which
Dr. Swete also gives a careful study of pagan astrology was concocted. After
Aquila in his book (p. 31ff). his excommunication from the church,

Aquila was born in Sinope, Pontus, Aquila apostatized back to Judaism aud
where he is pictured in his youth by Dr. in furious hatred of Christianity under-
Silverstone as living the typical life of took a translation of the Hebrew text
a wealthy pagan. He lived during the of the Old Testament into Greek in a
reign of Hadrian (A. D. 117-138). Ac-  version which would enable him to deal
cording to the history Epiphanius gives, a deadly blow at Christianity by pervert-
he was a relative of the emperor, Had- ing the translations of the messianic
rian, and was employed by him in the passages. Dr.  Silverstone says that
reconstruction of Jerusalem as Aelia Aquila gave himself to the study of
Capitolina. Jewish tradition represents Hebrew in order to render the Scrip-
Aquila as the pupil of Rabbi Akiba and tures afresh into Greek with a view to
also of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Joshua, setting aside the Christological passages
predecessors of Rabbi Akiba, who taught which were drawn from the Septuagint.
from A. D. 95-135. Dr. Silverstone also notes that the Chris-

Dr. Silverstone conjectures that  t ians charged that  Aquila’s version
Aquila was born about A. D. 80. He rendered the messianic passages incor-
uses as the historic data in his argument rectly. Dr. Swete says of Aquila: “The
the statement that Aquila began the purpose of his translation was to set
study of Hebrew in his fortieth year (cf. aside the interpretation of the LXX, in
The Dialogue Between Timothy and so far as it appeared to support the
Aquila)  and the tradition that he was views of the Christian Church.“’ Sir
present at  the funeral of Rabbi Gama- Frederic Kenyon in his standard
liel II at Jerusalem about A. D. 117, work, Our Bible and the Ancient Manu-
and that he burned costly raiment in a scripts (last edition, 1948), after point-
gesture of reverent devotion to Gamaliel ing out the manner in which the Chris-
at the funeral. Dr. Silverstone holds tians found the Septuagint version very
that this act showed Aquila was in A. D. useful in proclaiming the Gospel to
117 either a devoted student under Greek-speaking people says :: "The re-
Gamaliel or that he was at least sympa- sult of this appropriation of the Sep-
thetic toward Judaism and had begun tuagint by the Christian Church was
his study of Hebrew. that the Jews cast it off. When the

Epiphanius relates that Aquila was Christians in controversy pressed them
impressed by the- miracles which he with quotations from the Prophets, of
saw certain lingering disciples of apos- which the fulfillment had been found in
tles work (A few leaders of the church Jesus Christ, the Jews took refuge in
upon whom the apostles had bestowed a denial of the accuracy of the Septua-
this power by the laying on of their gint translation. In the second century
hands, would undoubtedly have still of our era this repudiation took form in
been living). As a result, Aquila became the production of rival versions” (p.
a convert from Judaism to Christianity. 56).
But all the while Aquila had been a
devotee of pagan astrology which he re- ANY one who desires to get a close-up
fused to abandon. He seems to have had view for himself what "the kind of
no trouble combining his pagan astrology Jewish interpretation which was current
with his acceptance of Judaism, but in his [Aquila’s] day” was like should
when he began to teach this false doc- go to the library and secure a copy of
trine in the church, the Christians re- the book, Jesus of Nazareth, by Joseph
coiled from it and excommunicated him. ---
The author of the article on "Aquila" 7 Swete, H. B.. Introduction lo the Old Testament

in McClintock and Strong’s Cyclopaedia in Greek, p. 31. Cambridge University Press, Cam-
bridge, England.
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Klausner, noted Jewish scholar of Jeru-
salem. The book was published in 3.925.
The chapter on “The Hebrew Sources”
assembles and sifts the various scurrilous
attacks upon Jesus which were current
in the second century and which were
repeated over and over in various forms
in the Talmud. Generally the writers
have such bitter spite against Jesus that
they will not use His name, but call
Him “That Man,” “The Fool,” “The
One Hung, " “Son of the Stake,” “Wor-
shiper of a Brick.” On page 23ff, Klaus-
ner sifts the Jewish legend that Jesus
was the illegitimate son of Mary of
Nazareth and a Roman soldier named
' ' Panther. " Origen in his work, Contra
Celsum I lx, 32, 33, had taken up the
attack of the noted pagan opponent of
Christianity of the second century, Cel-
sus, who had reported that about the
year A. D. 178, he heard from a Jew
the declaration that Mary was divorced
from her husband after it had been
proved she was an adulteress and that
while wandering about abandoned and
in shame she had given birth to Jesus,
whose father was a certain soldier named
Pantheras. Klausner decides that the
theory of Nietsch and Bleek is probably
correct  : Pantheras is just a corrupt
travesty of " Parthenos. " The Chris-
tians called Jesus “Son of the Virgin”
(uios  tou parthenou) and the Jews in
bitter mockery invented this story and
called Jesus : ' ' Ben ha-Pantera, ' ' ' ' son
of the leopard.” Pantera finally was
taken as the name of a Roman soldier
when the story grew with time.

Joseph Klausner offers as the proper
line of interpretation to accept the
Jewish version that Jesus was born of
fornication from Joseph and Mary. It
is noteworthy how Klausner keeps quot-
ing Talmudic stories attributed to Rabbi
Eliezer and Rabbi Akiba,  l isted by
Jewish tradit ion as the teachers of
Aquila. It is also important that he
cites on page 33 a Talmudic record about
the conversion of Oukelos (now held to
be the same as Aquila by scholars who
are expert  on "Aquila") i n  w h i c h
Onkelos performs various magic spells
(pagan astrology) in seeking to call up
spiri ts  of  departed persons such as
Balaam, and asks from them advice as
to his becoming a proselyte to Judaism.
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The climax comes in the fierce hatred of
the prediction that Jesus (who appears
under the pseudonym “That man”)
shall be condemned to spend eternity in
boiling fil th.  The “kind of Jewish
interpretation which was current in his
[ Aquila’s] time” really throws the flood-
light on the new version, its authors, and
their motives! By way of expressing his
personal regret  for the unfortunate
origin of Jesus from an illicit union,
Klausner says that the birth of Jesus
really could be considered as legitimate,
since the moral standards prevailing in
Galilee would not be so high as in Judea
(pp. 232, 233). He cites a long list of
Talmudic studies to justify this benev-
olent theory that fornication would be
condemned in the capital, Jerusalem, but
that in the provinces, such as Nazareth
in Galilee, it would be quite common.
In fact, Klausner, in a very generous
mood, is willing to admit that Jesus
might have been as legitimate as any
other child in Galilee. Behold the depths
to which the Jewish haters of Chris-
tianity would descend in heaping calum-
ny upon a great mass of their own
people, if only they can thrust their
attack to the Son of God! And this is
“the kind of Jewish interpretation which
was current in his [Aquila’s]  day”
brought up to date with the twentieth
century line of attack upon Christ. The
translators of the new version have the
boldness to declare that they rest their
case in Isaiah 7  : 14 upon the “kind of
Jewish interpretation current in his
day ! '  '

Now observe how the translators of
the new version, themselves, introduce
this same scurrilous slander against our
Lord into their translation by the fol-
lowing foot-note appended to Matthew
1:16: " Other ancient authorities read
Joseph, to whom was betrothed the
virgin Mary, was the father of Jesus
who is called Christ.”

EPIPHANIUS and Irenaeus denounce
Aquila for his mistranslation of

the messianic passages and lay bare
h i s  b i t t e r  ha t red  fo r  Chr i s t i an i ty .
About  A .  D .  1 4 0 ,  J u s t i n  M a r t y r
wrote his famous Dialogue With Try-
pho,  the account of a debate he had
had with a Jew named Trypho. This



was about ten years after the date
scholars assign to Aquila’s translation.
In the Dialogue With Trypho, Justin
argues for many pages over the mean-
ing of almah and shows conclusively
that the Jews in their recent trans-
lations are guilty of deliberate change
of  the  meaning  of  the  word  f rom
“virgin” to “young woman” in order
to falsify the Gospel of Matthew and
deny  the  v i rg in  b i r th .  He  a rgues
powerfully on the context of Isaiah
7 : 14 that God was predicting a stupen-
dous miracle through this utterance of
Isaiah, challenging Ahaz to ask for a
sign in the heaven above or the earth
beneath, and that the virgin birth of the
Messiah was predicted in the promised
name of the son: “Emanuel’‘-“God
with us,” even as Matthew declares.
Justin Martyr goes further than this:
he charges the Jewish translators of
his time with deliberately mutilating
the Hebrew text of the Old Testament
in the messianic passages, omitting key
words which enabled them to conceal
or deny the messianic content.’

Irenaeus assails Aquila as one of the
bitter enemies of the Christian religion
whose false teaching would destroy the
truth of God. “God, then, was made
man, and the Lord did Himself save
us, giving us the token of the virgin.
But not as some allege, among those
now presuming to expound the Scrip-
ture, (thus :) “Behold, a young woman
shall conceive, and bring forth a son,”
as Theodotion the Ephesian has in-
terpreted, and Aquila of Pontus, both
Jewish proselytes. The Ebionites, fol-
lowing these, assert that He was be-
gotten by Joseph ; thus destroying, as
far as in them lies, such a marvelous
dispensation of God, and setting aside
the testimony of the prophets which
proceeded from God.” 9

Words frequently change their mean-
ings with usage. It is even possible for
a single person to change on a specific
occasion the meaning of a word in a
significant manner by the change of
facial expression or a peculiar lilt of
the voice. The raucous defy of the
roisterers of the Old West was: “When
you say  tha t  word-smi le  !" It is all

8 Dialogue with Trypho, LXXII . L X X I I I .
9 Against Heresies, Chapter XXI.

the more possible for a people em-
bittered by controversy to change the
meaning of a word. The unanimity of
the Jewish lexicons of the Middle Ages
and of modern times, in declaring that
almah means merely a young woman of
marriagable age without regard as to
whether married or unmarried, whether
respectable or disreputable, must be
considered in the light of the bitter
controversy. The translators do not cite
these lexicons ; they go back as far as
they can-to Aquila.

A study of the seven passages in the
Old Testament where almah is used
(Genesis 24: 43 ; Exodus 2: 8; Proverbs
30: 9; Psalm 68 : 25 ; Song of Solomon
1: 3; 6: 8; and Isaiah 7 : 14) will show
that the context strongly supports the
meaning “virgin,” and in no case justi-
fies the adoption of the colorless mean-
ing, “young woman." " Of course,
an old woman might be a virgin. That
this is not the meaning of almah is quite
clear from these Old Testament pas-
sages. It does carry something of the
meaning of “young woman,” but as
between “young woman” and “virgin,”
it is not a case of either-or, but of both-
and, “a young woman who is a virgin.”
Certainly none of the passages suggests
either a young woman of bad character
or a married woman.

Professor Solomon Birnbaum of Moo-
dy Bible Institute,  Chicago, has an
interesting article i n  t h e  N o v e m -
ber-December issue of The Messianic
Witness,  a magazine devoted to the
carrying of the gospel to the Jewish
population of America. Professor Birn-
baum repudiates the new version’s trans-
lation of Isaiah 7 : I4 which changes
“v i rg in” to "young woman. " One of
the important points in his essay is the
proof he adduces from the Old Testa-
ment to show that the Hebrew word
bethulah, which the radicals claim is
the specific word of the Old Testament
for “virgin,” actually is used in the
sense of “married woman”: Joel 1: 8
“Lament like a [ bethulah] over the hus-
band of her youth. " The translators of
the new version try desperately to save
themselves from this dilemma by trans-
lating : “Lament like a virgin girded
with sackcloth for the bridegroom of her
youth. " In other words, the translators



claim that the bridegroom falls dead or
is killed just as the wedding service is
concluded, and the marriage is not con-
summated. Such straining to imagine
some sort of conceivable situation which
would enable them to deny the obvious
meaning of the passage as it pictures a
widow looking back across the years and
lamenting "the husband of her youth, "
underscores the demise of their theory.
It is self-evident that Joel gives an illus-
tration common enough to be under-
standable to his readers, such as the
untimely death of a husband during the
early years of the married life of a
young couple, and not some fantastic
circumstance that might conceivably be
imagined. Professor Birnbaum also cites
Jeremiah 18 : 13, “The virgin of Israel
hath done a very horrible thing” where
the word bethulah is used in the com-
parison of Israel “in a state of marri-
age relationship with Jehovah, from
whom she had gone astray. Here is a
' wife ' who has left or lost her husband,
and is yet called a Bethulah. "

THE immediate proof that the word
almah means virgin is the inspired

declaration of the apostle Matthew
(Matthew 1: 23). To deny this is to
assail instantly the inspiration of Mat-
thew and the truth and veracity of
his record. The enemies of Christian-
ity have not hesitated to charge that
Matthew misrepresented the content of
Isaiah ‘7: 14, but the stone wall against
which they collide is the Septuagint
version. This version was made in
Egypt c. 285 B. C. by seventy-two
scholars sent by the high priest to make
a translation of the Hebrew Scriptures
into Greek for the library of Ptolemy.
They rendered Isaiah 7: 14 by the pre-
c ise  Greek  word  for  “v i rg in” -
parthenos. Greek literature is very
emphatic about the fact that Athena,
the patron goddess of Athens, was a
virgin. The temple on the citadel above
Athens was called “The Parthenon.”

It is seventy-two against one, when
Aquila 's version is placed along-
side the Septuagint. Even taking into
account the rabbis who prompted
Aquila, the odds are very great in
favor of the judgment of seventy-two
scholars as against two or three. More-
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over, Aquila’s version is the product of
an age of bitter controversy. The
seventy-two men who translated the 
Septuagint version were not trying to 
prove anything for or against Jesus of
Nazareth. They lived some three cen-
turies too early for that. Again, they,
were four centuries closer to Isaiah
than was Aquila. It is not surprising,
that when the rabbis got in their hands
this translation of Aquila which con-’
tradicted the Septuagint version on the
messianic passages, they swiftly burned
or destroyed the available copies of the
Septuagint version in their synagogues,
so as to blot out such formidable, un-
prejudiced testimony to the truth of
the claims of Jesus. The manner in
which Dr. Orlinsky leaps to attack the
Septuagint as soon as he has introduced
Aquila as the authority on which the
new version rests is most significant.
In a later article an effort will be made
to probe the cryptic charge of Dr.
Orlinsky that this translation of almah
as parthenos represents “Christological
elements which had been introduced in
the Septuagint text.”

The Septuagint version gave the
authentic meaning of almah in translat-
ing Isaiah 7: 14 virgin. They offered a
translation which was in harmony with
the context as Isaiah declares he is
predicting a miracle as high as the
heaven and as wide as the earth. Their
translation was confirmed by the name
predicted for the virgin-born Messiah--
“Emanuel.” Aquila crossed out par-
thenos from his version and inserted
a colorless Greek word meaning “young
woman” (the rabbis had argued neanis
should have been used-Justin, Dialogue
With Trypho, 71, 84; Iren. 111. 21. 1).
R. M. Abrahams declares neanis was the
word used by Aquila in Isaiah 7 : 14
(Aquila's Greek Version of the Hebrew
Bible, p. 6). Aquila thus left the passage
in the same state of contradiction seen in
the new version. Whether or not the
translators of the Septuagint had some 
understanding of the significance of the 
prediction of Isaiah or simply were,
humbly translating what the Hebrew 
text said and left the fulfillment of the
prediction to God, we can not tell. But 
we can tell that the new version trans-
lation a la Aquila is self-contradictory.



TWO strange aspects of Aquila’s ver-
sion confront us : (1) Although Greek

was his mother tongue, the Greek of
his version was clumsy in its Hebraic
style. (2) Although, even according to
Dr. Silverstone’s calculations, Aquila
had had but little more than a decade
in which to master Hebrew, yet, with
the exception of the messianic passages
where Aquila had a theological axe to
grind which led him to perverse render-
ings, his following of the Hebrew text is
for the most part so literal and exact
that Jerome declared it read like a
Hebrew dictionary. (Jerome, of course,
assailed Aquila for his mistranslation of
the messianic passages.) The above con-
trasts make the prejudiced mistransla-
tion of the messianic passages by Aquila
stand out in stark contrast. Considering
these two aspects of Aquila, concerning
both of which the ancients have much
to say, suggests the proposition as to
whether the version is really the work
of Aquila or whether he served as
amanuensis for the rabbis who instructed
him what to write. They might thus
secure the pagan prestige of a relative
of the Roman emperor as the author of
their version and might find a cunning
camouflage of supposed objectivity in the
translation of one who was not a Jew by
birth. In the preface to Burkitt's,
Fragments of Aquila, Dr. C. Taylor
says : “Aquila in a sense was not the
sole or independent author of the ver-
sion, its uncompromising literalism be-
ing the necessary outcome of his Jewish
teachers ' system of exegesis. ' ' 10

At this point consideration should be
given to the Talmudic story about the
conversion of Onkelos (Akylas or
Aquila) to which reference has already
been made. Before quoting the ac-
count certain solid facts should be
pointed out, for the account itself is
such blasphemous nonsense, they are apt
to be overlooked: (1) It is a fact that
this story is not from Christian sources,
but was written by the rabbis them-
selves, and is a part of their own
Talmud. No one can deny this. (2) It

10 Quoted by H .  B. Swete in I n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  t h e
Old Testament in Greek, p. 33, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, England.
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is a fact that this account is woven
around the experience of a certain pagan
astrologer who is struggling with the
problem as to whether he should become
a proselyte to Judaism. No one can
deny this. (3) It is a fact that this
story shows how the rabbi (who wrote
the account) condoned, if he did not
glory in, the witchcraft and sorcery
which the pagan astrologer was practic-
ing. No one can deny this. We do not
need this story from the Talmud to
establish this point: we can call the
roll, out of the New Testament, of Simon
Magus of Samaria, Elymas of Cyprus,
Sceva and his seven sons, the strolling
Jewish exorcists of Ephesus. But it
throws a flood of light upon the histori-
cal account of Epiphanius when he states
that Akylas (Aquila) was a pagan
astrologer and was excommunicated
from the Jerusalem church by the
Christians because he persisted in his
devotion to it. This story from the
Talmud gives a clear view of what pagan
astrology was like. Watch Onkelos
(Akylas or Aquila) as he goes to work
with his magic spells, his hocus-pocus of
sorcery by which he is supposed to be
able to call up the dead for consultation.

Klausner is very sure that this Tal-
mudic story is early, which would mean
a second-century product. He cites in
proof the fact that the hero of the ac-
count, Onkelos, is presented as a rela-
tive of the emperor Titus. He intro-
duces evidence from the scholar, Graetz,
to show that “the son of the sister of
Titus” called Flavius Clemens or
Kalonymos or Kalonikos, was actually
put to death by the Romans for atheism
(“we know that the heathen regarded
belief in a one and invisible God as
atheism”). The date of this martyrdom
was about A. D. 96. Notice how this
curious account thus gives incidental
confirmation to the historical account of
Epiphanius that Akylas (Aquila) was
a relative of the emperor Hadrian and
how it gives an inside view of the col-
laboration of second-century Judaism
with pagan astrology. Here is the Tal-
mudic legend :

"The story is told of ' Onkelos son of
Kalonymos, son of Titus’ sister,’ that
he wished to become a proselyte. He
first called up Titus by means of spells.



Titus advised him not to become a
proselyte because Israel had so many
commandments and commandments hard
to observe ; rather would he advise him
to oppose them. Onkelos then called up
Balaam, who said to him in his rage
against Israel, 'Seek not their peace nor
their good. ' Not till then did he go and
‘raise up Jesus by spells and say to
him: What is the most important thing
in the world ? He said to him, Israel.
He asked, And how if I should join my-
self with them? He said to him, Seek
their good and do not seek their harm;
every one that hurteth them is as if he
hurt the apple of God’s eye. He then
asked, And what is the fate of that man ?
He said to him, Boiling filth. A Baraita
has said : Every one that scoffeth against
the words of the wise is condemned to
boiling filth. Come and see what there is
between the transgressors in Israel and
the prophets of the nations of the
world. ' " 11

THE utter stupidity of this account is
self-evident. Yet out of the midst

comes the most surprising, incidental
confirmations to the historical account of
Epiphanius. Onkelos seems an entirely
different name from Aquila, but the
Greek alphabet has no letter, “q,” and
the moment one sees the Greek spelling
of the name Aquila as it is found in the
writings of Irenaeus, Epiphanius and
others of the period, then the similiarity
between Onkelos and Akylas appears.
Dr. Silverstone proves by lengthy, de-
tailed arguments that Onkelos, Akylas,
and Aquila are variant spellings of the
name of the same man. He gives a care-
ful, scholarly explanation of how the
changes in the letters of the variant
spelling of the name took place. He
cites the following scholars who hold the
same view: S. D. Luzzatto, Graetz, Bur-
kitt, Rabbi Eliyahu of Wilna, Frankel,
Weiss, Adler, Berliner, Deutsch, Bacher,
Buchler, Hyman, Blau, Abrahams (pp.
34, 35). Thus an overwhelming weight
of scholarship identifies Onkelos, Akylas,
and Aquila. Dr. Silverstone uses the
above passage from the Talmud to show
lines of contact with the biography of
Aquila given by Epiphanius. Incident-

“Quoted by Joseph Klausner in Jesus of Nazareth,
p. 33, The Macmillan Co., New York, N. Y.
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ally, it may be noted that where Joseph
Klausner translates : “He first called up
Titus by means of spells,” Dr. Silver-
stone renders : "He raised Titus from
the grave by necromancy.” Dr. Silver-
stone rejects the statement of Epiphani-
us that Aquila first became a Christian,
but he admits Ottley accepts it as his-
tory (p. 159). R. M. Abrahams in his
monograph, Aquila’s Greek Version of
the Hebrew Bible, holds that the Jewish
account of the life of Aquila agrees with
the account of Epiphanius except that
the former says nothing of Aquila’s
conversion to Christianity. He admits,
however, that his colleague, Dr. Louis
Ginsberg, holds he can see in the Jewish
account some trace of the account of
Epiphanius (p. 6).

Although the story in the Talmud is
merely a rabbinical fantasy, in the
midst of its distorted imaginings, the
shadowy outlines of the life of Aquila
appear. Notice that he first calls up
from the dead, Titus the Roman em-
peror. This brings to mind the period
in the life of Aquila when he was first
toying with the proposition of becom-
ing a proselyte to Judaism. Next, he
calls up his fellow-traveler, Balaam.
This depicts his tenacious devotion to
pagan astrology when sternly chal-
lenged by the Jerusalem church and
finally excommunicated. Finally, the
story ends with a terrific explosion of
hatred against Christ and Christianity.
What invective could be conceived
more steeped in hatred than to have
Aquila call up Jesus from the dead,
compel Him to admit the superiority of
Judaism to Christianity, and then pass
sentence upon Himself to spend eternity
in boiling filth? See how it reflects
Aquila’s hatred of Christianity after his
excommunication. Just as the rabbini-
cal composer of this fantastic legend of
the Talmud kept control of what was
said, turned the question given to
Jesus into : “What is the most impor-
tant thing in the world ? ", forced Jesus
to repudiate the Christian gospel, and
answer in the language of fiercely
fanatical Judaism, so Aquila in making
his anti-Christian translation of the
Hebrew Scriptures into Greek, kept
control of what the prophets were per-
mitted to say and thus blotted out,



where possible, the predictions of a
virgin-born, divine Messiah.

To  a person unacquainted with the
labored subtleties of the Talmud, it

will  not  be clear that  this passage
refers to Jesus as “That man.” But
even Joseph Klausner freely admits
that this is the customary way to refer
to Jesus in the Talmud. And in the
above passage, he admits that Jesus is
charged with being “a scoffer against
the words of the wise” and “a trans-
gressor in Israel” (p. 34). In the Tal-
mud you will see that these charges are
the basis upon which “that man” is con-
demned to an eternity in boiling filth.

One last phase of the life of Aquila
furnishes a problem staggering in its
impact. I t  is  the historic fact that
Aquila was a builder as well  as a
scholar and that he bad charge of the
reconstruction of Jerusalem as Aelia
Capitolina, with its contemptuous des-
ecra t ion  of  the  s i t e  o f  So lomon’s
temple by the erection of a pagan temple
to Jupiter and the placing of a statue
of the emperor in the very place where
the Holy of Holies had been. No greater
insult could be offered to the Jewish
nation than this! Dr. Silverstone does
not deny the historic merit of the ac-
count of Epiphanius that Aquila had
charge of this rebuilding of Jerusalem
as Aelia Capitolina. He is rather on
the defensive to prove that his accept-
ance of the tradition which has Aquila
burning costly raiment at the funeral
of Rabbi Gamaliel II in A. D. 117, can
be properly harmonized with the time
element of the account of Epiphanius.
He offers the simple and quite plausible
conjecture that Aquila had come to 

of the statement of Epiphanius which
he  quo tes ,  bu t  the  Greek  tex t  o f
Epiphanius merely places the t ime
when  Aqui la  f lour i shed  as  in  the
twelfth year of Hadrian’s reign. He
“became known” or “was recognized”
by this translation when it was pub-
lished in the twelfth year of Hadrian’s
reign. Professor G. F. Moore, on the
basis of a citation from the Roman
historian Dio Cassius, declares that
the bloody revolt of the Jews resulted
from the visit of Hadrian to Jerusalem
in A. D. 130, when he announced his
intention to rebuild Jerusalem with a
temple of Jupiter Capitolina on the
site of the temple (Judaism, p. 89). Col.
C. R. Conder, the great pioneer in the
field of history and archaeology of
Jerusalem, has a learned and fascinat-
ing discussion of this period of the
history of the city: the chapter entitled
“The Roman City,” in his book, The
City of Jerusalem. He holds that the
reconstruction of Jerusalem as Aelia
Capitolina did not take place until
A. D. 135, at the close of the Jewish
rebellion (p. 193ff). Dr. J. T. Barclay,
another pioneer in the history and
archaeology of Jerusalem, names A. D.
136 as the date when the construction
of Aelia Capitolina was actually begun
(The City of the Great King, p. 33).
Perhaps there is no great discrepancy
in these views with the emperor’s edict
for reconstruction and some prepara-
tory work in A. D. 130, and the actual
work of building in 135-6 after the
Jewish rebellion had been quelled, ex-
cept that Conder argues strongly that
the Jewish rebellion was the cause of
the desecration of the city by this pagan
reconstruction,  rather than the pro-

Jerusalem some years before he actu- posed outrage against the holy place
ally began the rebuilding of the city. of the Jews being the cause of the re-
He quotes Epiphanius as saying Aquila bellion. Dr. J. S. Riggs has the fol-

was appointed by his relative Hadrian lowing summation of the bitter struggle
to rebuild Jerusalem as Aelia Capito- in his work, A History of the Jewish
l ina forty-seven years after the de- People:: “Unmindful of the disastrous
struction of the temple in A. D. 70. He issues of A. D. 70, and heedless of all
supposes that  Aquila translated his  warnings concerning the strength of
version in A. D. 30 and started his work its foe, Judaism in Palestine, in the
of reconstruction the same year. Dr. year A. D. 132, dared once more to
Swete says: “The 12th year of Hadrian risk all in war. The immediate occasion
was A. D. 128-9, the year in which the was Hadrian’s determination to build
Emperor began to rebuild Aelia” (p.
32). This calculation is on the basis

a heathen city on the site of Jerusalem
and, climax of desecration, a temple to
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Jupiter on the old temple mount. The
outrage was beyond endurance. All
the pent-up feelings of sixty years
broke forth in volcanic fury. The
fretting, exasperating requirements of
the Romans had worn on the temper of
the nation until it virtually became in-
sane. A clever trickster, styled Bar-
Cochba, the Son of a Star, was ac-
cepted as the messiah, and followed
through suffering and blood to ruin.
By his side stood the very pride of the
schools, Rabbi Akiba, of whom tradi-
tion related that a thousand volumes
would not contain the wonderful things
which he did and said. Akiba, the
Rabbi, the herald of Bar-Cochba the
Pretender-and both woeful deceivers
of the people! Reason had again for-
saken Judea. Had we any such record
of this war of three years and over
(A. D. 132-135) as Josephus has given
us in that which ended in the fall of
Jerusalem, it would be as full of daring
deeds, pitiless suffering, atrocious
cruelties, and bitter issues. Says Dio
Cassius, ‘All Judea was well-nigh a
desert. Fifty fortresses and nine hun-
dred and eighty-five villages were
destroyed; five hundred and eighty
thousand men fell in battle, while the
number of those who succumbed to
their wounds and to famine was never
reckoned’ (lxix. 14) ." 12

12 Riggs, J .  S., A History of the Jewish People ,
pp. 280-281, Charles Scribner's Sons, New York. N. Y.

HERE is the shocking problem which
the writers on Aquila consistently

gloss over and evade : the man who super
vised this contemptuous outrage
against the Jews of building a pagan
temple on the site of the temple of
Solomon and of putting a statue of the
emperor where the Holy of Holies had
been, was none other than this pagan
astrologer, Aquila, the author of the
Greek version of the Old Testament!
In other words, Aquila ends his vaude-
ville career and bows off the stage of
history in the role of a traitor of
traitors to the Jewish race! Since they
still found this Greek version an in-
dispensable aid in their infamous can-
ard, it is not surprising that the Jews
of the next generation began to obscure
his identity by changing the spelling
of his name. There were two great
accomplishments of Aquila : (1) The
publication of a Greek version of the
Old Testament which enabled him to
vent his hatred of Christianity by per-
verting the messianic passages of the
Old Testament ; (2) The reconstruction
of Jerusalem as a pagan city with the
climax of all insults that could be
hurled at the Jewish race in the erec-
tion of a pagan temple on Mount
Moriah. These two achievements de-
serve to be boxed up together and in-
scribed with the same label!

23



CHAPTER IV

THE SEPTUAGINT VERSION

TH E Battle of the Versions in the
twentieth century is only a phase
of the War of the Versions which

has lasted through the Christian era.
The second century saw a Battle of the
Versions which was much more hectic
than anything in the middle ages or in
modern times. It was a three-cornered
battle with the Hebrew text, the Sep-
tuagint translation, and three Jewish,
anti-Christian translations by Aquila,
Symmachus, and Theodotion that fol-
lowed the same pattern, engaged in the
melee.

Theodotion, a Jewish proselyte, trans-
lated the Hebrew text into Greek.
Irenaeus describes him as a convert to
Juda ism who came f rom Ephesus .
Epiphanius adds the information that
Theodotion had been a disciple of the
heretic Marcion of Sinope, Pontus, be-
fore he accepted Judaism. Jerome states
he was an Ebionite. Epiphanius dates
the activities of Theodotion in the reign
of the Emperor Commodus (who lived
from A. D. 161-192). Dr. Swete ex-
presses doubt of the account of Epi-
phanius when he says that ‘Theodotion,
as well as Aquila, came from Sinope,
Pontus (Introduction to the Old Testa-
ment in Greek, p. 43), but what could
be more likely than that the same locale
should develop a hotbed of heretics ?
Theodotion’s translation was actually
a revision of the Septuagint rather than
a translation of the Hebrew text such as
Aquila had made.

Eusebius and Jerome describe sym-
machus as an Ebionite ; Epiphanius gives
the additional information that he was of
Samaritan origin and had become a con-
vert  to Judaism. Epiphanius places
Symmachus in the reign of Marcus
Aurelius, who lived A. D. 121-180.
Symmachus worked on the basis of
translating “not words, but ideas” and
attempted a free rendering of the sense
of the Hebrew text rather than a word-
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for-word translation. He had Aquila’s
strict translation before him and repre-
sented the opposite extreme in his free
translation. Epiphanius denounces Sym-
machus, along with Aquila and Theodo-
tion, as producing anti-Christian trans-
lations of the Old Testament.

The most radical departure from the
established procedure of textual criticism
which is seen in the new version, is the
bold manner in which versions are fol-
lowed in preference to the Hebrew text.
Professor James Hardy Ropes was so
eminent in the field of textual criticism
that the question may well be asked as
to where there is to be found today any
comparable expert in the New Testa-
ment field. In his classroom lectures
on textual cri t icism at the Harvard
Divinity School, Professor Ropes was
always hammering at the proposition
that in the case of variant readings, the
shorter is to be preferred above the
longer; the more difficult is to be chosen
over the easier. This was because of
the tendency of the scribes to inflate a
passage by the addition of an explana-
tory word or phrase; or to ease the
difficulty of Greek structure by simplifi-
cation of a hard passage. It is im-
mediately obvious, however, that this
whole proposition is based upon the
presupposition that the majority of the
scribal errors are intentional rather than
accidental. The field of textual criticism
is so difficult and involves the mastery of
such an enormous amount of detailed in-
formation, only a few people ever reach
the expert stage where their views ac-
quire authority. But it is possible even
for the relatively untrained to take a
poll of the experts on this question and
observe the data they offer. Their an-
swer is overwhelming in -favor of the
proposition that the great majority of
the scribal errors were accidental. This
immediately impinges upon too strong
an emphasis on the superiority of the



shorter or the more difficult readings.
A passage might be made shorter or more
difficult by the accidental omission of a
word or phrase.

W h e n  this proposit ion is  turned
toward an analysis of the textual pro-

cedure which has been followed in the
new vers ion ,  what  do  we f ind?  A
number of textual critics had felt that
the translators of the English and
American revisions of 1881 and 1901,
had given too slight consideration to
the versions. The oldest and most im-
portant Greek uncials had been followed
in the New Testament and the Hebrew
text followed in the Old Testament, with
only minor weight allowed to the ver-
sions. It was argued that the trans-
lator of an early version probably had
at his disposal a number of Greek and
Hebrew manuscripts far earlier in origin
than any we now possess. This was
held to enhance greatly the relative im-
portance of the early translation over
the later Greek and Hebrew texts.

The translators of the new version
have given us a very dramatic and sadly
effective demonstration of how much
this proposition can be overemphasized.
Again the balance of accidental and
intentional changes comes into view.
The translator of an early version un-
doubtedly had at his disposal many
Greek and Hebrew manuscripts much
earlier in origin than any we now pos-
sess, but this same translator also had
certain prejudices and points of interest
and emphasis which were sure to color
his translation. It is this human element
which makes a translation partake of
the nature of an interpretation. Any
attempt to deny this and to affirm that
the translators were completely unbiased
in their translation, is utterly naive. The
last  sentence in the chapter,  “The
Hebrew Text and the Ancient Versions
of the Old Testament,” by Dr. Harry
M. Orlinsky (Introduction to the Re-
vised Standard Version of the Old Testa-
ment, p. 32) declares that the Hebrew
text passed down to us by the Masoretic
scribes has not been amended very
drastically by the translators of t h e  new
version when one considers how much
greater use the translators made of
the versions. This is a most significant

statement. His carefully stated excep-
tion concentrates attention upon the fact
that once translators start out to elevate
the versions above the Greek or Hebrew
text, all they have to do is to search
around until they find a translator who
had the same bias as theirs, and they
are able to cut themselves loose from
the text. With this proposition in mind,
see how the translators of the new
version gravitate to the enemies of Chris-
tianity in the second century, who give
them their basis for their attack upon
the virgin birth by rendering a l m a h
as "  young woman " rather than
' ' virgin. ' ' The fact that they actually
name Aquila as their authority brings
the issue out into the open.

If the translators of the new version
were able to go into any library of
the world and take up an ancient manu-
script and say: “Here is the translation
of the Book of Isaiah by Aquila, the
Jewish  p rose ly te ;  see ,  he  renders
almah not by the Greek word parthenos,
but the word neanis," their situation
would not be quite so desperate. But
they are unable to do this. Here is the
attenuated process which they have had
to follow in order to deliver this blow
at the virgin birth: they take the ster-
ling defense made of the Christian re-
ligion by the early scholars of the church
and they find these writers denouncing
the enemies of the faith for their mis-
translation of the word almah as
these enemies assail the evidence for the
virgin birth. The modernistic trans-
lators straightway ally themselves with
these hostile writers and make them
their authority on the basis that they
can tell that there was in existence in
the second century such a translation
by Jewish writers!

This procedure is so revealing of the
bias of the translators of the new version
that it should have positive substantia-
tion. It brings up one of the most
fascinating products of textual criti-
cism : Origen’s Hexapla. Origen was such
a brilliant and forceful personality that
at the age of eighteen he was made head
of the famous Catechetical School of
Alexandria. The older teachers had
been driven into hiding by persecution
and this young man was selected to be
the head of the institution. After a term
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of service, he traveled widely over the
Roman empire and studied under teach-
ers in both the East and the West. Born
about’ A. D. 185, Origen was forced by
persecution to leave Alexandria in A. D.
215. He taught in Caesarea, returned to
Alexandria, and visited Palestine,
Greece, and Asia Minor about A. D. 227.
Between the years of 220 and 250 Origen
wrote a prodigious number of com-
mentaries, sermons, and notes on nearly
all the Old Testament books. He had
begun the most diligent study of Hebrew
in his early youth and dedicated his
life to the enormous task of publishing

a revised text of the Septuagint version.
Here was one advantage which Origen
had over Aquila who did not begin the
study of Hebrew until he was forty years
old. A second advantage is to be seen
in the fact that while Aquila followed
only one line of descent of Hebrew manu-
scripts-that in the possession of the
Jewish scribes in Jerusalem-Origen un-
dertook to broaden the scope of his
textual criticism by collecting all avail-
able Greek versions of the Old Testa-
ment and arranging the important ones
in parallel columns alongside the He-
brew text.

The
Ps. xlv. (xlvi.) 1-3 1.

ax . ,y’Y’

x0. vcpa

hWP

l In the MSS. Xavor
appears in the third
column,where it has dis-
laced Aquila’s render.
ing.

1 Cf. Un palimpsesto Ambrosiano d e i Salmi Esapli (Gior. Mercati) in
Atti  d, R. Accademia d. Scienze di Torino, IO Apr. 1896; and E. Kloster-
mann. die Mailander Fragmente der Hexapla..
the Hebrew column.

The MS. does not supply
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The accompanying chart of Origen’s
Hexapla illustrates what this extraor-
dinary document was like. The chart
appears on pages 62, 63 of Swete’s In-
troduction to the Old Testament in
Greek. It was constructed from a frag-
ment of the Hexapla found in Milan,
Italy, in 1896. The fragment did not
have the column of the Hebrew text;
this had to be supplied in the chart.
Up to the time of this discovery, and a
similar fragment from Cairo (both of
them fragments of the Psalms), the
Hexapla had no longer been extant, al-
though a number of quotations from it

Hexapla*
Ps. xlv. (xlvi.) 1-3.

l MS. zais.

which included readings from Aquila
had been found in the form of marginal
notes in various manuscripts of the
Septuagint version or in the writings of
the early Christian scholars.

It will be seen that Origen first copied
the Hebrew text with no more than two
Hebrew words to a line in order to leave
abundant space for his critical appara-
tus. In the next column he transliter-
ated the Hebrew words into the parallel
letters of the Greek alphabet. This may
seem like a strange process since the
Greek letters did not form words or make
sense. But this column has been of

l With marginal
var ian t s ,  eis rb r&w,

@$%ith interlinear
v a r i a n t  rais dpdsarr
ljp&.

$ With interlinear
variant /.~+cd8dar.

 *From Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek by H. B. Swete,
pp. 62. 63, copyright, 1900, Cambridge University Press. Cambridge,
England. Used by permission.
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interest in showing the current pro-
nunciation of the Hebrew consonants
and the vowel pointing which developed.’
This was different in many places from
that of the later Masoretic text. I n  the
third and fourth columns, Origen placed
the Jewish translations by Aquila and
Symmachus, both of whom were trans-
lating the Hebrew text. In the fifth
column, Origen placed the Septuagint
version which was 400 years earlier than
the other versions, which represented
the impartial scholarship of the Jewish
nation in 285 B. C., and which had been
accepted by Jew and Christian alike
before the furious controversy enveloped
them. It is self-evident that Origen
regarded the Septuagint as the standard
of excellence, since his lifetime objective
was to bring this version as near to
perfection as possible. We hardly need
the explicit declaration of Epiphanius
to assure us that Origen regarded the
Septuagint version as the standard
translation of the Old Testament into
Greek. Theodotion’s translation, since
it was a revision of the Septuagint, was
naturally placed in the sixth column.
Notice the careful markings that Origen
used (asterisk, obelus, and metobelus) to
indicate differences in the Hebrew and
the Septuagint texts. The Hexapla was
probably finished about A. D. 240. Dr.
Swete figures that if written in one
massive codex, it would have contained
3,250 leaves or 6,500 pages. He con-
jectures that it would have been done on
papyrus, since the cost of such volumes
in parchment (sheep or goat skin) or
vellum (calf or antelope skin) would
have been prohibitive. But it is hard to
imagine that Origen would have spent a
lifetime on such a work and not been
able to get the financial backing to put
it on permanent material. Origen left
this great critical product in the library
of Pamphilus at Caesarea. It is note-
worthy that Jerome in producing the
Vulgate translation made extensive use
of Origen’s Hexapla. The original (and
the accompanying Tetrapla, Quinta, and
Sexta) probably never were copied, ex-
cept only in part. They seem to have
perished in the Saracen conquest of
Palestine in the seventh century.

Radical critics like to accuse Origen
of giving too much weight to the Hebrew
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and Septuagint columns, which is just
a back-handed way of objecting to his
refusal to accept the mistranslations of
Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion on
the messianic passages. When Origen
found that the Hebrew text and the
Septuagint text agreed, he acted on
the assumption that he had recovered
the original. The anti-Christian pre-
judice of the three, second-century,
Jewish translators did not enter into the
picture in the greater part of the Old
Testament where Jewish-Christian con-
troversy was not involved. In such
cases Origen would have found great
help from the three additional lines of
manuscript evidence, in supplying any
omissions or clarifying ordinary diffi-
culties. The critics who hold that
Origen gave too much weight to the
Hebrew and Septuagint columns, find
themselves unable to state what Hebrew
and Septuagint text or texts Origen
used. In the great libraries available
for his research, there must have been
a wonderful collection of Hebrew texts
of the Old Testament and copies of the
Septuagint. The scholarship evident
in his product bears testimony to the
fact that he would have carefully com-
pared available Hebrew and Greek texts.
Any such work of collation would have
vastly broadened the basis of his textual
criticism.

A PALIMPSEST is a manuscript,
either parchment or vellum, on

which a second author had written
his work after the manuscript had
become so old that the first writing was
illegible. Sometimes centuries elapsed
between the first and second publica-
tion of the same material as a different
book. The cost of these manuscripts
was so great and their durability so
remarkable that writers in the middle
ages frequently resorted to this use
of the ancient manuscripts in their
libraries. Both of the fragments of
Origen’s Hexapla, found at Milan and
Cairo respectively, are palimpsests. The
scientists long ago discovered means
for bringing out the original writing
on these manuscripts.

‘The English scholar, Dr. F. C. Bur-
kitt, discovered in 1897 some fragments
of Aquila’s Greek translation of the Old



Testament. Dr. Schechter and ‘Dr. C.
Taylor had secured from the old syna-
gogue at Cairo a great mass of loose
leaves of old documents. Dr. F. C.
Burkitt was able to identify six leaves
as part  of two codices ( v e l l u m )  o f
Aquila’s translation : three leaves were
from a codex of 1 Kings and 2 Kings;
three leaves were from a codex of the
Psalms. The former contain 1 Kings
20: 7-17; 2 Kings 23: 11-27; the latter,
Psalms 90: 17 -- 103 : 17, with some
breaks. The fragments do not bear the
name of Aquila, but his style was S O

peculiar because of its Hebraisms that
it was possible to identify it. The pages
are about twice the length and width
of those of an ordinary, modern book.
The handwriting is of a Greek uncial of
the sixth century. Two photographs of
pages of these fragments accompany this
essay. The reader will immediately
notice the two documents that have
been written on the same material: the
first, that of Aquila’s version is in the
large Greek uncial writing; the second
is the smaller Hebrew lettering of a
later writer. These were two pages
where the original Greek uncial writing
was the clearest. On some of the pages,
it was so faded and only visible in such

a small segment that it was just possible
for the textual expert to be sure it
was originally a part of the same manu-
script. A study of these photographs
will show why so few scholars in any
g i v e n  g e n e r a t i o n  e v e r  a t t a i n  t h e
enormous learning and technical skill
to be considered textual critics.

Among the papyri found in Egypt
in 1900 by Grenfell and Hunt, small
fragments of Aquila’s version cover-
ing part  of the first  five verses of
Genesis have been identified. Besides
this there are isolated translations from
Aquila’s version found in the Jerusalem
Talmud and Midrashim.

A survey of these scattered frag-
ments underscores the admission of Dr.
Orlinsky that only a few fragments of
Aquila’s version remain, and that the
translators rested upon their knowledge
that such a translation had been made
b y  A q u i l a  i n the second century.
Origen’s Hexapla shows how broad
was  the  tex tua l  foundat ion  of  h i s
revision of the Septuagint version.
Since Jerome used Origen’s great work
diligently,  the Vulgate carried this
same broad foundation plus any addi-
tional copies he possessed of the He-
brew text and the Septuagint version.

From Fragments of I and II Kings According to Aquila, by F. C. Burkitt. Cambridge University Press,
1897, Cambridge. England.

Palimpsest fragments bearing portions of Aquila’s Greek version of the Old Testament. The large Greek
uncial letters are from the Aquila text. The small Hebrew lettering was superimposed by a  later writer.
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But the reason the translators turned
back to the narrow basis seen in
Aquila’s version was their determina-
tion to translate almah a s
woman” rather than “virgin.”

' ‘gyai

already been pointed out that the
advantage of both age and number
of translators rested with the Sep-
tuagint version over Aquila’s version.

The duel between Dr. Orlinsky and
Dr. Albright in their respective chap-
ters of The Introduction to the Revised
Standard Version of the Old Testament,
over the Dead Sea Scroll of Isaiah, is
noteworthy. There is just enough of a
tinge of conservatism about Dr. Al-
bright, combined with his profound
learning in the field of archaeology and
his dynamic personality, to make him
a thorn in the flesh in any extremely
radical group of scholars. He takes
note of the violent controversy which
immediately ensued after the discovery
of the Isaiah Scroll in 1947 (p. 35).

T h e  annual meeting of American
scholars teaching in the Biblical field

in American colleges was held at the
Hebrew Union College of Cincinnati,
December, 1949. The Jewish scholars
were particularly violent in their de-
nunciation of the newly found scroll
as of little value. Dr. Orlinsky at-
tempted to argue it is from the second
century A. D. Some have attempted
to argue that it is of very late date
(in the early middle ages). One Jew-
ish scholar discussing the Isaiah Scroll
before the scholarly assembly at the
Hebrew Union College held that the
manuscript was the work of an ignora-
mus who did not know the ordinary
rules of Hebrew grammar since the
kind of mistakes in the Isaiah Scroll
were blunders of the most stupid vari-
ety e.g. singular instead of the plural
form found in the Masoretic text, or
vice-versa. The speaker was challenged
by another scholar who pointed out
that the speaker was assuming the
point to be proved; he was assuming
that the Masoretic text was correct,
whereas the opposite might well be
true with the Isaiah Scroll presenting
the Hebrew text of 1,000 years earlier
than ‘the oldest Masoretic text. This
constituted a direct challenge to the
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claims of almost perfection for the
Masoretic scribes, which the Jewish
scholars have made through the years.
(cf. A. DuPont-Sommer; The Dead
Sea Scrolls, p. 20).

The important fact for all the Chris-
tian world is that the Isaiah Scroll and
the Masoretic text show solid agree-
ment on all matters of doctrine, although
more than a thousand years separates
them. The differences as to minutiae,
while they give the scholars ground
for heated debate as to the relative
perfection achieved by the Masoretic
scribes and as to the degree of scholar-
ship possessed by the scribe who copied
the Isaiah Scroll, do not impinge upon
the united testimony of the two separate
lines of manuscripts.

THE volume, The Dead Sea Scrolls of
St. Mark’s Monastery, published in

1950 by Dr. Millar Burrows with the as-
sistance of Dr. Trever and Dr. Brownlee,
contains the beautifully photographed
pages of the Isaiah Scroll. The authors
declare that the text of the Isaiah Scroll
is substantially that of the Masoretic
text. They do not seem to rate the
scholarship of the scribe too highly,
but point out that he did observe and
correct a number of his own errors. A
study of the photographs readily cor-
roborates their analysis of the manner
in which the scribe wrote in his cor-
rections-usually in the space just
above the line.

A. Dupont-Sommer has published a
work, The Dead Sea Scrolls, which was
translated from the French by E. Mar-
garet Rowley (1952). It includes a
study of both the scrolls of St. Mark’s
Monastery and those secured by Profes-
sor Sukenik of the Hebrew University
of Jerusalem. All of these scrolls were
purchased from the Arabs who dis-
covered them in 194’7 in the cave over-
looking the Dead Sea. His estimates
agree with those of Dr. Albright in
dating the scrolls and fragments in the
second and first centuries B. C. He
quotes Mr. Harding and Father de
Vaux as holding the view that some
of the fragments of Leviticus date from
the fourth century B. C. (p. 16). He
points out that many critics assign the
original composition of part of the Book



of Isaiah to about 200 B. C. (p. 22).
He concludes that in spite of the ex-
tremely early date which he assigns to
the Isaiah Scroll it is still possible to
hold that the late portions of Isaiah
were composed in 200 B. C. It should
be observed that Dr. Albright’s studies
of the Isaiah Scroll make it evident he
holds to the latter part of the second
century B. C. as the probable date of
its origin. The common statement that
the Isaiah Scroll is from the first cen-
tury B. C. is, then, a generality which
is an understatement. Dr. Albright
says “not later than 100 B. C.”

Dr. Crlinsky represents the extreme
of skepticism in regard to the Isaiah
Scroll when he says “the scroll of
Isaiah, said to have been discovered
in 1947 in a cave near the Dead Sea.”
This expresses doubt not of the an-
tiquity of the original document, but
even of the facts of its recent discovery.
He further denies that it has any

 significant value for the reconstruction
of the Masoretic text. On the con-
trary side, there is a note of triumph
in the assurance with which Dr. Al-
bright speaks of the age of the Isaiah
Scroll. He points out that all of various
means for testing the age of the manu-
script bring the same result: the agree-
ment of the script in which it was writ-
ten, the dating through archaeological
tests of the jars in which the scrolls
had been placed, and the radiocarbon
testing of the date of the linen cloth
in which the scrolls had been wrapped
-a test that science has recently de-
veloped by which a portion of the cloth
is burned and the resulting carbon
tested for its radio-active qualities in-
dicating its age. Dr. Albright dates
these Dead Sea Scrolls as from the first
and second centuries B. C. He is very
sure the Isaiah Scroll could not be
later than about 100 B. C. He points
out that the Isaiah Scroll uses vowel-
letters to indicate the pronunciation of
words which he claims to be of great

 help in recovering points of grammar
 lost before the time of the Masoretes
 and the original pronunciation of many

words and names, especially Assyrian
names (Introduction to the Revised
Standard Version of the Old Testament,
pp. 35, 36).
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T h e  discovery of the Isaiah Scroll and
the proof of its early date presses

hard against the current radical
theories which attempt to carve the
Old Testament books into various
“sources” or fragments held to be writ-
ten or assembled by scribes at a very
late date. Dr. Orlinsky outlines the
radical view on page 27 of the Intro-
duction, where he dates some of the
Old Testament as late as 165 B. C.

The traffic jam in the radical theories
as to what happened in the second cen-
tury B. C. is becoming acute. When
they deny the genuineness and authen-
ticity of the Old Testament books, they
assail the common faith of both Jew
and Christian through the centuries,
in the integrity of these books. At-
tempting to dissect these books and
move l the fragments which would
destroy their radical theories, to as late
a date as possible, they find themselves
crowding as much of the writing of
the Old Testament as they feel com-
pelled to do, into the second century
B. C. At the same time, in their zeal
to discredit the Septuagint version,
they drag down to as late a date as
possible the translation of such seg-
ments of the Old Testament as they find
objectionable, and place this work of
translation also in the second century
B. C. As if this situation was not em-
barrassing enough, they now find the
Isaiah Scroll with all its vital messianic
prophecies crowding into the late sec-
ond century B. C. When Dr. Albright
declares that the Isaiah Scroll can not
be placed later than 100 B. C., that
means it belongs to the close of the
second century B. C. Here is an actual
manuscript of the Book of Isaiah from
the close of the second century B. C.,
a single, unified book, with every con-
ceivable evidence that it had been in the
hands of the Jewish people and held in
the greatest reverence for centuries.
How can the second century be ex-
panded to make room for all of this sup-
posed “development 4 " If only the
Isaiah Scroll had shown a few cracks
where the radical scholars could insert
a crowbar and pry off a few of their
imaginary ' ' sources.' ' ' ' documents, ' '
and "editorial additions, " this would
relieve their embarrassment by leaving



room for their theory of " Christological
development. " But the Isaiah Scroll
contains the same text as the more than
800 Hebrew manuscripts of the ninth
century A. D. and following centuries,
so far as doctrinal declarations are con-
cerned. It is no wonder that Dr. Orlin-
sky says that the Isaiah‘ Scroll "is said
to have been discovered in 1947 in a
cave near the Dead Sea”!

The Septuagint version remains the
chief obstacle in the path of the radical
to change the translation of almah
from “virgin” to “young woman.” Just
how can he explain the fact that the
Septuagint version does translate
almah by the decisive Greek word
parthenos? Several desperate alter-
natives present themselves. One posi-
tion is to attempt the denial that
parthenos necessarily means "virgin."
This is the position taken by R. M.
Abrahams in his treatise, Aquila’s
Greek Version of the Hebrew Bible.
But he does not try to adduce proof
of his assertion from Greek literature.
The very decisive use of the word in
Greek literature is against his sup-
position which sounds like a faint hope
rather than a solid argument.’ More-
over, if it were true that parthenos
did not necessarily mean virgin, why
did the Jews of the second century go
to all the trouble of putting Aquila’s
Version, with its use of the colorless
word neanis (young woman) instead
of parthenos, into the synagogues and
of destroying the available copies of
the Septuagint version ?

A SECOND alternative is to deny that
there ever was a Septuagint version

such as the ancient Jewish and Chris-
tian writers declare. They proceed
to operate on the Septuagint version in
the same fashion that they cut up
the books of the Old Testament. They
deny that the Pentateuch was written
by Moses and affirm instead that it came
from “documents” that grew up over a
long period of time. Dr. Orlinsky de-
clares (p. 27) that large portions of
the Pentateuch were written as late as
850 B. C. (The date of the building of
Solomon’s temple is the key-date of the
Old Testament-about 1000 B. C.).
The radicals make Isaiah with its mes-

sianic prophecies a central point of
attack. Unable to maintain their radi-
cal theories by means of the supposition
of two Isaiahs, they proceed with facile
imagination to create a dozen or even
fifty writers for the decimated frag-
ments of the book.

In similar fashion, the radical
scholars declare unhistorical the ac-
counts of the translation of the
Hebrew Old Testament into Greek by
seventy-two scholars sent from Jeru-
salem at the request of Ptolemy, about
285 B. C. Naturally they would have
to deny this since they hold parts of
the Old Testament were not actually
written until 165 B. C.! Their theory
is that there never was a Septuagint
version but merely an Alexandrian line
of translation which gradually de-
veloped. First, they hold that the Penta-
teuch was translated; then later, other
books were rendered into Greek; finally,
all the Old Testament was available in
the Alexandrian Greek translation. Dr.
Orlinsky declares that this version was
made by Alexandrian Jews during
the third and second centuries B. C.
(p. 29).

Th
E Letter of Aristeas is the main

source of information concerning the
translation of the Hebrew text into
Greek under the reign of Ptolemy
Philadelphus (285-247 B. C.). A con-
venient translation of this Greek docu-
ment was published in 1917 by H. St.
J. Thackeray of Cambridge University,
and more recently (1951) by Moses
Hadas, of Columbia University. It is
obvious that The Letter of Aristeas gave
birth to one element of the legend that
each of the seventy-two scholars worked
to produce their translation of the
Hebrew text and then when they com-
pared their translations, they agreed
perfectly to the last minutia. Aristeas
represents that the translators arrived
“at an agreement on each point by com-
paring each others’ work” which sounds
like a very intelligent statement of the
process. Later writers developed the
idea that the translators were insulated
from one another (or worked in pairs)
in doing their work of translation, and
the proof of their divine inspiration for
their work of translation was offered at
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the close by the absolute agreement of
their respective translations.

The Letter of Aristeas claims to be
the writing of one Aristeas, a Greek
official in the court of Ptolemy Phila-
delphus, who was sent to Palestine by
Demetrius, the royal librarian of
Ptolemy, along with other members of
an embassy, to request Eleazer the high
priest to send a company of the best
scholars of Israel to Alexandria to make
a translation of the Hebrew Scriptures
(called “The Law”) into Greek for
the famous library of Ptolemy. Since
the work introduces into the account of
the translation a wide variety of dis-
cussion of current events and things,
such as a lengthy description of Jeru-
salem and its environs, and of life in
Alexandria, it has been subject to the
severest testing, as scholars compared
its assertions with the accounts of other
historians of the period.

Jerome, who was in a position to
understand the extreme difficulties faced
by a translator in trying to render a
profound document from one language
to another exactly and effectively, poured
withering sarcasm on the later accounts
that there were seventy cells on an
island in the harbor at Alexandria where
the translators worked separately and
yet wrote the same words. He pointed
out that Aristeas represented that they
“assembled in a single hall and con-
ferred together. "

The general trend of radical scholars
has been to denounce The Letter of
Aristeas. They claim to have found
historical inaccuracies in the work which
discredit it. The brusque manner in
which Dr. Swete brushes aside The
Letter of Aristeas as a forgery is typical
of the general position of critics at the
turn of the century (p. 15). But the
great mass of papyri discovered in
Egypt in the last decade of the nine-
teenth century and the opening years of
the twentieth century has thrown a great
flood of light upon life in Egypt in the
time of Ptolemy Philadelphus. The sharp
reversal which the critics have suffered
in these discoveries is registered by H.
St. J. Thackeray in his more recent book,
published in 1917. He points out that
Professor Lumbroso had published a
comparative study of The Letter of
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Aristeas even as far back as 1870 and
the few Egyptian papyri then available
had declared that these papyri confirmed
the accuracy of The Letter of Aristeas
in every detail such as to court titles,
institutions, laws, magistrates, technical
terms, and other data. He even declares
that there is not a single piece of the
civil history recorded by Aristeas which
is not now confirmed by the papyri.
H. St. J. Thackeray protests rather
mildly that Professor Lumbroso was a
little extreme in his assertion, but he
admits that the massive collection of
papyri now available does bear out his
statement “on the whole” (The Letter of
Aristeas, pp. 10, 11). He also advances
the position, and quotes various authori-
ties to sustain it, that the author by his
vivid description of Jerusalem and
Palestine, shows he is an eyewitness of
the period or the years closely following
(PP. 11, 12).

Moses Hadas represents much of the
current opinion today, in his work,
Aristeas to Philocrates, which repub-
lishes the Greek text of Aristeas from Dr.
Swete’s book and the translation from
H. St. J. Thackeray’s book, The Letter
of Aristeas, and then offers very illumi-
nating discussion of echoes of the Sep-
tuagint translation from the Talmud.
He, too, quotes the ringing declaration
of Professor Lumbroso with about the
same comment as H. St. J. Thackeray
upon its slightly exaggerated quality. He
quotes some typically obscure accounts
from the Talmud which differ in some
details, but still place the translation in
the time of Ptolemy. Arranging the Tal-
mudic accounts in chronological order,
Moses Hadas presents first a Talmudic
account of the translation by seventy-
two elders in the time of Ptolemy, which
repeats the story about the insulation of
the scholars during their work of trans-
lation, but becomes self - contradictory
when it protests at the last that they
had altered thirteen passages in the Old
Testament. A later Talmudic account
he quotes as saying there were only five
translators, but still declaring the trans-
lation was made in the time of King
Ptolemy (pp. 80, 81). One is inclined
to wonder as he looks over the list of
translators of the new version, the
American Standard Version, and the



English Revised Version, if an estimate
of five translators out of seventy, as
the pre-eminent scholars and dominat-
ing personalities, is not about the
ordinary percentage. Moses Hadas con-
jectures that the number five is a
scribal error.

THE later Jewish writers propounded
the theory that the Septuagint trans-

lation made by the seventy-two scholars,
contained only the Pentateuch. This
was a shrewd move, for the messianic
predictions in the Pentateuch are rela-
tively few, obscure, and unimportant.
This theory enabled them to relegate to
a later date and an anonymous author-
ship the translation of the prophetic
books with their thrilling messianic pre-
dictions. The Christian writers, begin-
ning with Justin Martyr in A. D. 140,
are very clear and insistent in their
declarations that the Septuagint trans-
lation contained the sacred Scriptures
of the Jews, with especial mention and
emphasis by Justin and the others upon
the prophetic writings. It is true that
the later Jewish writers declared that
only the Pentateuch was translated by
the seventy-two scholars who made the
Septuagint. It is not true that Aristeas
made such a declaration. The Letter of
Aristeas keeps using the general term
“the law,” “the whole law” (x. 309),
which could mean either the Pentateuch
or the entire Old Testament. The Jewish
writers interpreted that Aristeas meant
the Pentateuch ; the Christian scholars
held he meant the whole Old Testament.
The weakness of the Jewish interpreta-
tion is immediately manifest. Ptolemy
desired to add to his grand library at
Alexandria (400,000 or 500,000 vol-
umes), the celebrated writings held
sacred by the Jews. What conceivable
reason could there be for securing the
first five of these books and ignoring the
others? The solid faith of the Jewish
nation was that the writing of the last
books in the Old Testament was com-
pleted in the time of Ezra, and the sacred
canon collected by Ezra. The date of
Ezra’s return from captivity with the
second caravan of exiles is 458-457 B. C.

There is ready proof in the New Testa-
ment that the term “the law” is some-
times used to mean the entire Old Testa-

ment : John 10 : 34; John 12 : 34 ; John
15 : 25. Indubitable proof of this same
usage in the Jewish writings is found
in 1 Maccabees 1: 56, 57. The author
described the horrible persecution, tor-
ture, and death experienced by the Jews
at the hands of Antiochus Epiphanes,
who was determined to destroy the Jew-
ish religion and compel the Jews to ac-
cept the pagan religion of Greece. He
told how Jerusalem was captured, sack-
ed, how the temple was defiled, and how
faithful Jews were tortured and slain.
Then he declared: “And they rent in
pieces the books of the law which they
found, and set them on fire. And where-
soever was found with any a book of the
covenant, and if any consented to the
law, the king’s sentence delivered him to
death.”

EVEN the radical scholars admit that
by this time all the Old Testament

had been written. Now as the soldiers of
Antiochus Epiphanes rummaged through
the temple and the homes of the scholars
to find and destroy the copies of the
Old Testament-the lifeline of the
Jewish religion-it is impossible to sup-
pose that they opened and examined the
scrolls, discovered which were of the
first five books of the Old Testament,
destroyed these, and left the rest of the
sacred books intact.

It is equally absurd to suppose that
when Ptolemy Philadelphus sent a dele-
gation to Jerusalem to secure seventy-
two scholars to translate the sacred writ-
ings of the Jews into Greek, so as to
give these famous books a place of
honor in his great library in Alexandria,
he only had them translate the first five
books of the Old Testament and left all
the rest untranslated and unavailable to
the Hellenistic world. The terms “the
law, " “the books of the law,” evidently
mean the entire Old Testament in both
cases.

The radical position today is to dis-
sect not merely the Septuagint, but the
books of the Old Testament and put as
late as possible as much of the Old
Testament as proves fatal to their
evolutionary theory of its development.
We have seen that Dr. Orlinsky names
165 B. C. as the date for the writing of
the last segments of the Old Testament.
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They have been forced to accept the
date which the Letter of Aristeas gives
for the translation of the Septuagint.
The date is usually stated by conserva-
tive writers as 285 B. C., the time of the
beginning of the reign of Ptolemy
Philadelphus, but this is only an ap-
proximation as the actual accomplish-
ment of the undertaking must have been
some little time later.

Radical scholars denounce the number
of translators given by The Letter of
Aristeas as an invention on the ground
that it seems improbable to them. They
declare the original translation was only
of the Pentateuch and that the rest of
the Old Testament was gradually added.
They date The Letter of Aristeas at
about 130 B. C.

There is a very powerful argument
inherent in the very name " Septuagint "
because it is so incisive and because of
the great antiquity of its use. It is true
that the ancient writers wobbled between
seventy and seventy-two translators by
their use of this name, but it is evident
that seventy was used as a round num-
ber. Just how impossible a name for a
book, seventy-two would have been in
Greek is very plain: hebdomekonta kai
duo; the Latin form for seventy, Sep-
tuaginta, made a good, usable name.
The supposition that the Letter of Aris-
teas was the sole source of information
concerning so epochal a work as this
Greek translation of the Old Testament
is nothing more than supposition. Clear,
powerful traditions must have been
handed down in many lines of contact.

It is significant that Philo (c. 20 B. C.
--c. A. D. 54) does not quote, Aristeas
and does not say that the Septuagint
contained less than the entire Old Testa-
ment. The fact that he lived and wrote
in Egypt, that he was intensely inter-
ested in philology, Greek philosophy,
the Greek language and civilization, and
was passionately devoted to the Old
Testament, to Judaism, and to the Jew-
ish nation and its whole history adds
power to his testimony. It is weakened
by his claims of divine inspiration for
the translators, but the bold, free use
of the imagination is characteristic of
the manner in which he changes and
adds details to the accounts of the Old
Testament itself. Philo keeps referring
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to “the law” as does Aristeas ; once he
mentions the “pure spirit of Moses,”
which reflects the fact that he is writing
the life of Moses and introduces the
Septuagint as throwing light on his life.
But when he describes the translators
beginning their task, he pictures the
entire group of translators as “taking
the holy books, they extended their hands
with them to heaven, entreating God that
they might not fail of their purpose”
(Life of Moses, II. 5-7). Certainly, Philo
did not consider the first five books of
the Old Testament as the only "holy
books” which the Jews possessed. Philo
declares that the Jews of Alexandria
had through the years kept an annual
feast, and still observed it in his time,
commemorating the day on which the
Septuagint version had been completed
and delivered to Ptolemy. This testi-
mony makes it unquestionable that Phi-
lo was testifying to the fact that the
entire 0. T. was translated by the
seventy-two scholars in t h e  time of
Ptolemy.

STRONG reliance is placed by radical
scholars on the statement of Jose-

phus in their efforts to prove that the
Septuagint Version made under Ptole-
my included only the Pentateuch. An
example of this emphasis on Josephus
can be seen in, Selections From the
Septuagint, by Conybeare and Stock,
pp. 9, 10. These authors especially com-
mend Josephus because he aid not fol-
low Philo into an assertion of divine
inspiration for the translators of the
Septuagint.

A careful examination of what
Josephus actually said, will show that he
did not say that it was only the first
five books of the Old Testament which
were translated into Greek by the
seventy-two scholars in the time of
Ptolemy. He did not say that it in-
cluded only the law, or that it aid not
include the prophets and the hagio-
grapha. Conybeare and Stock start their
whole discussion with the affirmation
that the first translation of the Bible,
as it existed at that time, was made at
Alexandria under the Ptolemies (p. 1).
As they unfold their radical theories for
the late date of the writing of much of
the Old Testament, they how that they



mean only the first five books of the
Old Testament were translated into
Greek under Ptolemy. But when we
allow Josephus to speak on this point
they find themselves stymied for he
affirms flatly that the entire Old Testa-
ment had been written by the time of
Artaxerxes (465-425 B. C.) .

“For we have not ten thousand books
among us, disagreeing with and con-
tradicting one another, but only twenty
two books, which contain the records of
all time, and are justly believed to be
divine. And five of them are by Moses,
and contain his laws and the traditions
of the origin of mankind and the subse-
quent history of the Jews till his death.
This time was little short of three thou-
sand years. And as to the time from the
death of Moses till the reign of Artax-
erxes, king of Persia, who reigned after
Xerxes, the prophets who succeeded
Moses wrote down what happened in
their times in thirteen books ; and the
remaining four books contain hymns to
God, and precepts for the conduct of
human life. Our history has also been
written in detail from Artaxerxes to our
own times, but is not esteemed equally
authoritative as the before-mentioned
books, because there was not then an
exact succession of prophets. " 13

Josephus cites Aristeas and gives a
paraphrase of his account of the trans-
lation of the Septuagint. Again we find
the same problem as in Aristeas and
Philo: the general use of the term “the
law” which can mean either the first five
books of the Old Testament or the entire
Old Testament. Josephus is writing the
preface to his major work: The Antiqui-
ties of the Jews. Both in this opening
statement and in his closing word (XX.
11.1), he shows that he is looking back 
across the years from his vantage point
in the closing half of the first century
A. D. He is using typically loose verbi-
age as is seen in his use of the round
number, “5,000 years.” He compares
two great efforts to make known the
history of the Jewish race to the Hellen-
istic world: the Septuagint made in the
reign of Ptolemy and his own Antiqui-
ties which carry up to the twelfth year
of Nero. Neither Thackeray nor Cony-

13 Shilleto's Revision of W h i s t o n ’ s  T r a n s l a t i o n ,
Against Apion, I .  8.
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beare and Stock seem to see that their
citation of Josephus is sudden death to
their theory that the Septuagint con-
tained merely the Pentateuch. Josephus
leaves no room for any such subsequent
addition as the translation of the rest
of the Old Testament in the century fol-
lowing the translation of the Septuagint
under Ptolemy. He makes one, single,
sharp contrast between the Septuagint
made under Ptolemy and his own An-
tiquities. He congratulates himself on
the fact that Ptolemy did not obtain all
the records of the history of the Jewish
race. There is something, after all, left
for Josephus to make known to the
Graeco-Roman world. He has in his
hands certain books of the Jews which
contain records of wars, and great mili-
tary exploits which he intends to use
as source material and which will enable
him to complete the record from
Artaxerxes up to the twelfth year of
Nero’s reign. Evidently he is speaking
of the Apocrypha and is using the term
' ' sacred books ' ' in the same loose man-
ner as he uses the number, “5,000 years.”

FIRST and Second Maccabees tell of the
history of the Jewish struggle for in-

dependence in the period from 175-135
B. C. First Maccabees was written in
Hebrew and Second Maccabees in Greek.
No attempt to exploit these books to the
Hellenistic world had been made, so
that Josephus had here important and
fascinating source material. The state-
ment of Josephus is as follows (speaking
of Ptolemy) : “for he did not obtain all
our records, for those who were sent to
Alexandria as interpreters, gave him
only the books of the law. But there is
a vast number of other matters in our
sacred books, which, indeed, contain in
them the history of 5,000 years ; in which
time happened many strange accidents,
many chances of war, great exploits
of commanders, and changes in our con-
stitution. " 14

Volume I of Thd Interpreter's Bible,
fresh from the press in the opening days
of 1953, immediately confirms by its
roster of consulting and contributing
editors and by its contents, the assertion
of the editor of The Scroll, that this

14 Shilleto-Whiston, Antiquities, I. 3.



series of commentaries is the companion-
work of the new version. Although this
ponderous volume of 1,099 pages has 464
pages devoted to introductory subject
matter, it reduces its discussion of the
Septuagint to two columns on pages 58,
59 and one column on page 35. Their
furtive survey will seem strangely in-
adequate to any one who pauses to pick
up the gauntlet which Dr. Orlinsky, the
spokesman for the translators on these
critical matters, has thrown down
against the Septuagint Version on Isaiah
7 : 14. Dr. Arthur Jeffery, the author of
the chapter on "Text and Ancient Ver-
sions of the Old Testament,” admits that
the existence of the Greek translation of
the Old Testament, can be proved for
the early part of the second century
B. C. He also cites the fact that Jesus
ben Sirach, who wrote about 130 B. C.,
plainly referred to the Greek translation
of “the law, and the prophets, and the
rest of the books” of the Old Testament.
Now compare this precise statement of
Sirach in 130 B. C. with the general
language which Josephus uses at the
close of the first century A. D. : "he did
not obtain all our records.” Dr. Jeffery
admits on page 33 that Jospehus in the
passage in dispute (Antiquities, 1. 3)
uses the term “the sacred books” or
“the sacred writings” in the general
sense and hence means to include the
Apocrypha. This admission leaves the
radical scholars balanced on the point of
a needle trying to hold the top-heavy
theory that the Septuagint only included
the Pentateuch.

A CONVINCING illustration of the
manner in which Josephus used

the term “the law” to mean the entire
Old Testament is seen in his exciting
description of the triumphal march of
Titus through the streets of Rome after
the destruction of Jerusalem in A. D.
70. Vespasian shared the triumph with
Titus-father and son-since Vespasian
had been in command of the military
campaign in Judea up to the siege of
Jerusalem when the sudden death of
the emperor brought the elevation of
Vespasian to the throne and of Titus to
command of the Roman legions in Pal-
estine. Josephus describes how the con-
querors rode at the last of the triumphal

procession. “After these spoils passed
many men, carrying images of victory,
all made of ivory and gold. Behind
these rode Vespasian first, and Titus
followed him ; Domitian also rode with
them, himself also splendidly dressed
and mounted on a handsome horse. "

THE conquered, military heroes of
Israel were forced to march in the

first part of the parade where magnifi-
cent floats, some of them three or four
stories in height, were hauled through
the streets depicting the tremendous
sieges of cities, the spectacle of burning
fortresses, the slaughter of vast armies.
“On the top of every one of these pag-
eants was placed the commander of the
city that had been taken, just as he was
captured. Other spoils were also carried
in the procession in great plenty, but
those that were taken in the temple of
Jerusalem made the greatest figure of
them all.” There follows the description
of the golden vessels and furniture out
of the temple. Then comes this startling
declaration : “And last of all the spoils,
was carried the law of the Jews. " 15 What
keen perception the Romans showed of
the inner causes of the stubborn rebel-
lions of the Jews! They understood the
undying devotion of the Jews to the
Old Testament. The climax of their
mighty victory in Palestine was being
witnessed as “the law of the Jews” was
carried through the midst of the wildly
shouting Roman citizens. Josephus
does not define precisely what he means
by “the law of the Jews”; nor does he
tell how it was carried. But what un-
prejudiced reader can doubt it was the
entire Old Testament ? Why should
the Romans in the great triumphal pro-
cession strip out the first five books of
the Old Testament to gloat over them
in their triumph, and leave the rest of
the Old Testament behind? Was it not
the prophets and their thrilling pre-
dictions of the reign of the Messiah
which had so stirred the misguided
patriots of Israel to rebellion ? Were
not the Romans all too familiar with this
fact? What more fitting procedure
could the haughty Romans conceive than
that first the military heroes should be

15 Shilleto's Revision of Whiston's Translation, Jew-
ish Wars, V I I .



marched in humiliation amid the great
floats depicting their defeats; then the
priests carrying the vessels and golden
furniture of the temple; finally the
scholars carrying the scrolls which con-
tained the Holy Scriptures of Israel4
Jospehus closes his description of the
triumph of Titus by telling how Vespa-
sian took charge of the preservation of
“their law”: “And he gave orders that
they should place their law, and the
purple veils of the sanctuary, in the
royal palace, and keep them there. " 16

W h e n  Josephus relates in his own
free paraphrase of 1 Maccabees 1: 56, 57,
the account of the sack of Jerusalem by
bntiochns Epiphanes, to which refer-
ence has already been made, he uses
language which shows clearly he means
by “the law, " the Old Testament. After
describing the terrible sufferings of the
Jewish patriots, dosephus says : "And if
there were any sacred book or copy of
the law found, it was destroyed, and
those with whom they were found,
miserably perished also. " 17 The exact
statement of Maccabees is: “And they
rent in pieces the books of the law which
they found, and set them on fire." In
spite of the fact that the Greek noun is
plural--ta biblia (“the Books")--Good-
speed deliberately violates the Greek
text and changes to a singular in his
translation : ' 'Whenever they found the
book of the law, they tore them up and
burned them” (The Apocrypha, 1 Mac-
cabees 1: 56, 57). Dr. Goodspeed is
following his dictum of translating “not
words, but ideas. " Note also the incon-
sist ency between ' ' book ' ' and ' ' them. ' '

In order to assaii what they call “the
Christological elements” or " the Chris-
tological development” by which termin-
ology they mean the Messianic prophecies
predicting the Messiah is to be deity,
eternal, sinless, virgin-born, the Son of
God, the Judge of the world, the radical
scholars must deny the genuineness and
authenticity of various Old Testament
books, such as Isaiah. Hence they must
deny the translation of the entire Old
Testament in the Septuagint under
Ptolemy. Hence they must deny that
Josephus used the term “the law” to
mean the entire Old Testament. Hence

16 Ibid., p. 7 .
17 Ibid., Antiquit ies  of the Jews, 12. 4

the falsification of this text of 1 Mac-
cabees.

I N the account of the first visit of Jesus
to Nazareth we read of the excit-

ing service in the synagogue: “And, as
his custom was, he went into the syna-
gogue on the sabbath day, and stood
up for to read. And there was delivered
unto him the book of the prophet
Esaias. And when he had opened the
book, he found the place. . . And he
closed the book, and he gave it again to
the minister, and sat down " (Luke 4 : 16,
17, 20). The American Standard Version
has a footnote reading “roll” instead of
“book”; and translates “attendant.,”
instead of “minister” ;  and, of course,
renders ' ' Isaiah, " instead of ' ' Esaias. "
A. Dupont Sommer cites this passage
for comparison with the scrolls found
in the Dead Sea cave as proof that the
Hebrew Scriptures in the first century
were kept in the synagogues in the form
of scrolls, such as were discovered in
1947. He translates: "and unrolling the
book, he found . . . then he rolled up the
book. " 1 8 The force of the argument is
obvious.

18 /. Dupont Sommer, T h a  Dead Sea Scrolls, p. 18,
The Macmillan Co., New York. N Y.

A jar from the Dead Sea Scroll Cave, with an
accompanying l i d ,  both in the museum of  the
Oriental Institute, University of Chicago (note the
fifteen-inch ruler at the right of the picture. show-
ing its proportion to the container)--from “Bulletin
of the American Schools of Oriental R e s e a r c h . ”
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A further conclusion is inescapable.
If even the synagogue of so obscure a
village as Nazareth had in its synagogue
the Hebrew Scriptures in the form of
scrolls, kept in a special chest, case, jar,
or containers of some kind for safekeep-
ing, and in charge of a special attendant
who had supervision of this most precious
possession of the synagogue, so that the
speaker on the Sabbath day might re-
quest that any particular scroll contain-
ing the desired Old Testament book
might be brought to him to be read in
the service for the day, then it would
be true that the temple in Jerusalem
would have a master text of the Old
Testament scrolls written with the most
zealous care on the most precious
material and kept in costly containers--
perhaps jars such as found in the Dead
Sea cave, only made out of very precious
material. We see clear indications from
quotations in the New Testament that
frequently the scrolls contained several
prophetic books, inscribed on the same
scroll to make some sort of uniformity in
the size of the scrolls, with the scroll
bearing the name of the prophet whose
longer book occupied the major part of
the scroll. This immediately suggests the
possibility that the scribes who carried
“the law of the Jews” in triumphal
procession of Titus may have carried the
scrolls in the precious containers from
the temple.

THESE reflections receive strong con-
firmation from a recent, scholarly work

by Saul Lieberman, Hellenism in Jewish
gzptiy (1950): It carries the sub-

Studies in the Literary Trans-
mission Beliefs and Manners of Pales-
tine in the I Century B. C. E.-IV Cen-
tury C. E.” Saul Lieberman quotes
numerous Talmudic authorities to the
effect that there was an authorita-
tive text deposited in the archives of the
temple. He argues that the temple also
kept other variant texts for comparison,
but that the master text was considered
the standard of excellence from which
all others were to be corrected. This
text was legally authorized for the
public services. What he calls a special
college of book readers who drew their
fees from the temple funds checked this
master text (pp. 21, 22) He quotes

Rabbi Moshe Hadarshan (of the eleventh
century) “This is one of the words which
were written in the Scroll which was
captured in Jerusalem and was brought
to Rome and was stored in the synagogue
of Severus. " Saul Lieberman cites the
passage from Josephus on the triumph
of Titus in comparison, but offers no
comment on the conflict between the
statement of Josephus as to the palace
of Vespasian being the place where “the
law of the Jews” was stored, whereas
Hadarshan talks of the synagogue of
Severus.

Saul Lieberman is silent on the critical
question as to how large a scroll could
be and remain practical for public read-
ing, or on the question as to how the en-
tire Old Testament could possibly have
been contained in one scroll with the
letters large enough to be read. He re-
mains strangely obscure on the question
as to what books were contained in this
Jerusalem text of which he writes. The
reason for this obsurity is obvious. Un-
believing Jewish scholars and the
modernists who make common cause with
them in their attacks on the authenticity
and genuineness of the Old Testament
books, quote from authorities such as
Josephus who flatly declare that the
whole Old Testament was completed and
collected into one canon in the time of
Ezra, yet they themselves hold to their
evolutionary theory of the origin of the
Old Testament with some of its being
written as late as 165 B. C. Thus they
are in hopeless confusion, with their
authorities saying one thing and their
theories claiming another.

The discovery of the Dead Sea scrolls
written at the close of the second cen-
tury B. C. makes this dilemma of the
radicals most embarrassing. Look at the
Isaiah scrolls, observe their size, bulk,
and then figure on what a gargantuan
scroll i t  would have taken to include all
the Old Testament. Such a huge scroll
would have been an utterly impracti-
cal affair, if it could have been con-
structed.

A. Dupont Sommer describes the
Isaiah Scroll of St. Mark’s Monastery
as follows : "Scroll A which has now
been published in its entirety measures
exactly 7.84 metres when it is opened
out; its average height is about 26 cm.
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It is made of seventeen pieces of leather
sewn end to end ; many of these pieces
have been resewn together in the past,
which proves that the roll has been used
a great deal. Throughout the roll
there are forty-four columns of writing
each containing 29-32 lines. " 19 Reduc-
ing the meters to feet, we find the manu-
script is about twenty-four and one half
feet in length and a little more than 10
inches in height.

The Biblical Archaeologist for May,
1952, describes some of the more recent
finds, first reported in a news dispatch
from Jerusalem, January 29, 1952.
Fragments of manuscripts have been
found in two more caves near the Dead
Sea. The most amazing of these finds
is a copper roll with the Hebrew letters
stamped or engraved on it. The roll is
described as from twelve to fourteen
inches wide and ninety-four and a half
inches long (pp. 44, 45).

Dr. Carl H. Kraeling in an article en-
titled "A Dead Sea Scroll Jar at the
Oriental Institute,” published in the
Bulletin of the American Schools of
Oriental Research, February, 1952, de-
clares that some of the papyri discov-
ered in Egypt were forty centimeters in
height, but holds that thirty-four centi-
meters is a more average height, and
suggests the Dead Sea Scroll jars were
fashioned to preserve manuscripts of
about this height (p. 7).

Sir Frederic Kenyon, the celebrated
British textual critic, quotes at length
the Talmudic regulations as to a syna-
gogue scroll which had to be made of
the skins of clean animals, and must
contain a certain number of columns of
so many lines written in a specified type
of ink.“”

There is extant a copy of the entire
Pentateuch in one scroll (the Hebrew
Pentateuch of Brussels, Ninth Century,
on fifty-seven skins, forty yards in
length) 21

THE Dead Sea Scrolls join with Luke 4
and its ready reference to the roll

of the prophet Isaiah, to show that
the Old Testament was inscribed in a
large number of scrolls (one scroll for

“ I b i d . ,  p. 18.
20 Our Bible and the Ancient Manuscripts, p. 39.
21 The Catholic Encyclopedia. V o l .  9  -- A r t i c l e

‘Manuscripts of the Bible.”
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one book or several books). Rabbi
Hadarshaq, by his reference to “the
Scroll which was captured in Jeru-
salem? ' ' shows he is still valiantly
carrying on the battle of the second cen-
tury (A. D.)-Jews against the Chris-
tians trying to prove that the Septuagint
contained only the first five books of
the Old Testament (which could not have
been conveniently recorded in one large
scroll). Saul Lieberman, by his obscur-
ity on this question, seems to be trying
to create support for the radical views
of the origin of the Old Testament and
the nature of the Septuagint version.

It would be hard to find a clearer il-
lustration of the manner in which radical
scholars twist the evidence to support
their theories than in this passage from
Jospehus concerning the triumph of
Titus. Witness their translation trick-
ery. H. St. J. Thackeray published in
1927 a translation of The Works of
Josephus with the Greek text on one
page and the translation on the opposite
page (a part of the Loeb Classical
Library). In translating this sentence
he deliberately inserts the words “a
copy. ' ' The Greek words are plain? the
structure simple; there was no justifica-
tion for inserting these words. Footnotes
could have carried his argument, but he
insisted on violating the text of Josephus
and inserting these words. His transla-
tion reads : “After these, and last of all
the spoils, was carried a copy of the
Jewish Law. ' ' The Greek text says:
"The law of the Jews was carried.” W.
E. 0. Oesterley, in his work, A History
of Israel, Vol. II, 1932, completes the
falsification of what Josephus actually
said by translating: “a roll of the law”
was carried . . . and “the roll of the law”
was deposited (p. 451). They refuse to
permit Josephus to say what he wrote ;
they insist on mutilating the text of
Josephus to gain ground for their argu-
ments that only the first five books of
the Old Testament were meant by
Josephus when he says "the law of the
Jews. " When radical scholars have to
stoop to such deceitful mistranslations in
order to secure supposed evidence, they
make a very loud confession that they
have no real, solid, historical basis for
their theory.

It is a point to be proved that even



the five books of Moses would ordinarily
have been copied in a single scroll. The
Book of Isaiah takes up fifty-two pages
in the King James Version; the Penta-
teuch occupies 220 pages. This means
that a scroll the same height as the Isaiah
Scroll A from the Dead Sea cave would
have to be more than four times as long
(or more than ninety-eight feet) in
order .to contain the Pentateuch! Con-
sider the weight and bulk of a manu-
script of this length made from the skins
of animals. Think of the inconvenience
of̀  having to unroll a scroll through four
books of Moses to get to a passage in
Deuteronomy !

The description of the triumphal pro-
cession of Titus through the streets of
Rome does not in itself furnish con-
clusive proof, but it offers cumulative
evidence, that Josephus uses the term,
“the law of the Jews, " to mean the en-
tire Old Testament. Just as there would
have been no historical reason for
Ptolemy Philadelpus to have secured a
Greek translation of the first five books
of the Old Testament for his great
library at Alexandria, and to have ex-
cluded all the rest of the Old Testament,
so there is no reason why Titus should
have displayed as the climax of his
trophies from fallen Jerusalem, the first
five books of the Old Testament, with all
the rest disregarded. The Christian
scholars testify to the intense interest
which the Hellenistic world had in the
prophetic books of the Old Testament,
even in the time of Ptolemy. How much
more would this have been true of Rome
after all the deadly rebellions sparked
by false Christs in Palestine with the

messianic predictions of the Old Testa-
ment prophets as their inspiration. The
Romans would have felt their sense of
triumph over the prophetic books of
the Old Testament far more than over
the five books of Moses.

Following these assertions of Josephus
by fifty years is the flat declaration
of Justin Martyr that Ptolemy heard
of the prophetic writings of the Jews
and sent to Jerusalem that scholars
might be sent to translate "the prophe-
cies, "  “the books.” Justin is tangled
up when he introduces Herod into the
picture (unless this is a scribal error),
but he clearly affirms that the Septuagint
had included the entire Old Testament
(Apology, 1. 31). Irenaeus (c. 130-
c. 202) states correctly the historical
background as in the Macedonian period
and declares repeatedly that it was “the
Scriptures” of the Jews which were
translated by the seventy elders- (Against
Heresies III. XXI. 2). Clement of
Alexandria (c. 150-220) had the ad-
vantage of the background of life in
Egypt. as had Philo. He gives a clear
report : "The Scriptures, both of the
law and of the prophets, were trans-
lated from the Hebrew tongue into Greek
under King Ptolemy” (Stromateis, I.
148). Tertullian (A. D. 160-230) states
that Ptolemy “besought the Jews for
their own literature” (Apology, 18).
Eusebius testifies of "how the oracles of
the Hebrews passed into Greek hands,
the manner of the translation of the di-
vine Scriptures with which that nation
had been entrusted! ' (' ' Preparation for
the Gospel” VIII. 1).
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CHAPTER V

CHRISTOLOGICAL ELEMENTS

S INCE the translators of the new
version have been so bold as to de-
clare that they have abandoned the

Christian interpretation of Isaiah 7 : 14
and adopted the kind of Jewish interpre-
tation current in the second century
A. D., it becomes a matter of first im-
portance to call attention to the kind of
Jewish interpretation which was current
in the first cenutry A. D. This century
is spanned by the lives and the writings
of the great Jewish writers, Philo and
Josephus. They show the profound
respect and reverence with which the
Septuagint Version was regarded. In
fact, it is Philo who inflated the account
of Aristeas into a declaration of the
divine inspiration of the seventy-two
translators who worked separately and
then found that their independent trans-
lations agreed.” Josephus quotes Aris-
teas at great length rendering the ac-
count into his own peculiarly difficult
style of Greek.

The Christian finds intense satisfaction
in the fact that the New Testament writ-
ers, although they had the writings of
Philo available, did not repeat his folly.
They do not even mention the Septuagint
version, not to mention advancing
theories that it was divinely inspired.
They quote from the Hebrew text or
the Septuagint translation with equal
facility. At times, when the exact word-
ing is not essential to the argument, they
seem to quote freely from either the
Hebrew or the Greek text. Jesus had
promised that they would have the direct
guidance of the Holy Spirit to bring to
their remembrance all that He had said
and done. They were able to predict
the future. When they quote the Old
Testament, they do so with a divine
authority which rises above any scribes
who copied Hebrew manuscripts or
translated a Greek version.

22 Philo, Life o f  Moses, I I .  5-7.

What caused the sudden, catastrophic
change in the kind of Jewish interpre-
tation current in the first century and
the second century A. D.? In the first
century, the Jewish writers were declar-
ing the Septuagint version was divinely
inspired and infallible; in the second
century, they hurried to publish trans-
lations which would contradict the
Septuagint version and then to burn and
destroy the available copies of the very
translation they had so revered in ‘the
preceding century. The reason for the
change is the Christian gospel which
swept the Roman Empire like a forest
fire-the gospel that Jesus is the Christ,
the Son of God, virgin-born, crucified,
risen, reigning, and coming again to

Jars found in the cave (after Sukenik, "Megilloth
Genuzoth," II, Plate I) from “The Dead Sea Scrolls"
by A. Dupont-Sommer, translated by E. Margaret
Rowley, The Macmillan Co.. New York.
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judge the world. The unbelieving Jews
turned in furious rage to denounce and
destroy the Septuagint version when
they saw how its renderings verified the
Christian gospel. Nothing could reveal
more clearly the whole attitude and the
modus operandi of the translators of
the new version, than that they should
actually declare that they have made
common cause with the kind of Jewish
interpretation current in the second
century A. D.

What is the answer of the translators
to the undeniable fact that the Sep-
tuagint version translates almah by
the Greek word parthenos? Try as
they will to discredit The Letter of Aris-
teas, both H. St. J. Thackeray (pp. 12-
14) and Moses Hadas (p. 54) can not
favor a date later than the second cen-
tury B. C. for its composition. Dr.
Orlinsky admits that even under the dis-
section of the Septuagint version into
segments made at different times, the
Iast of the translation can not be Iater
than the second century B. C.” Now if
almah did not mean “virgin,” then
who translated it as “virgin” (par-
thenos) and why ?

It is significant to observe the differ-
ence in the positions of Dr. J. G. Machen
and Dr. Orlinsky. Since Dr. Machen
held that the Hebrew word almah
was correctly translated “virgin,” the
Septuagint version offered no particular
problem. The translators rendered the
Hebrew text before them correctly. They
may or may not have understood some
of the startling significance of the
prophecy as they translated it. But Dr.
Machen argues powerfully in his master-
work, The Virgin Birth of Christ, that
there is no proof the Jews in the pre-
Christian period ever held to the view
that the Messiah would be virgin-born.
He thoroughly sifts The Dialogue With
Trypho, by Justin Martyr and the writ-
ings of Philo, as well as the arguments
of the radicals, on this issue (pp. 280-
316).

But Dr. Orlinsky, since he denies that
almah means “virgin,” is bound to
explain why the Septuagint version
rendered it by parthenos. His an-

“Introduction to the Revised Standard Version of
the Old Testament, p. 29, Thomas Nelson nod Sons,
New York, N. Y.
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swer is “the Christological elements
which had been introduced in the Sep-
tuagint text. " Who introduced these
" Christological elements "--parthenos--
a virgin-born, divine Messiah4 Moses
Hadas charges that the Christians inter-
polated these Christological passages into
the Septuagint version (p. 81). But why,
then, did not the Jews in the second
century A. D. display their ancient
copies of the Septuagint version and
show that it did not say parthews?
Why go to the extreme of putting out
Aquila’s version to contradict the Sep-
tuagint and of destroying the Sep-
tuagint version, if the translation of
Isaiah 7: 14 was not so generally known
for so many decades and centuries that
they could not dispute the fact?

The next question for Dr. Orlinsky to
answer is-Who interpolated the "the
Christological development” into Isaiah
9 : 6 as Isaiah offers further prediction
of the virgin-born Messiah : "For unto
us a child is born, unto us a son is given :
and the government shall be upon his
shoulder: and his name shall be called
Wonderful, Counsellor, The mighty God,
The everlasting Father, The Prince of
Peace”? It is as if a person attempted
to tear off the corner of a piece of paper
-a corner which he finds very obnox-
ious. But as he tries to tear, he pulls
and tugs, but it will not be separated
from the rest of the tough material and
finally, in a fury the person tears the
whole paper through the middle and in
all directions. The " Christological de-
velopment” has to be torn out of the
Old Testament text, itself! Therefore,
two Isaiahs, twelve Isaiahs, fifty Isaiahs
any fantastic extreme which may be
necessary to deny the messianic pre-
dictions of the Old Testament! And now
watch the near collision and the im-
minent explosion as the Isaiah Scroll
moves into the picture at the very close
of the second century B. C. ! Again we
can understand the acute embarrassment
of Dr. Orlinsky as he mutters : "the
scroll of Isaiah, said to have been dis-
covered in 1947 in a cave near the Dead
Sea” !

A. Dupont Sommer, after relating how
the Dead Sea scrolls were found by
Bedouin Arabs and purchased by the
scholars through a Bethlehem merchant



who acted as go-between, tells of the
further exploration and excavation in
the cave by two archaeologists, Mr. L.
Harding and Father de Vaux. ". . . The
excavators discovered many remains of
the greatest interest.

“In the first place, they found some
pieces of linen which had been used to
wrap the scrolls. These pieces of linen,
of a very closely woven texture, were
coated with wax or pitch or asphalt,
which proves the scrolls were hidden in
the cave for safe preservation, to be
recovered and used again later.

“In the second place there were a
great number of fragments of earth-
ware. . . . The pottery fragments which
have been gathered up make it clear that
the cave housed at least fifty jars, as
we have already pointed out. As each
jar could hold an average of four or
five scrolls, it would seem that the hid-
ing place originally concealed a mini-
mum of 200 or 250 scrolls.” 24

The cave had been discovered at some
past time and most of the jars and manu-
scripts had been broken to bits. Frag-
ments of a large number of manuscripts
were recovered by the two archaeologists.
The fragments were too small to do
much more than establish the identity of

separate manuscripts. “ In  the  th i rd
place, about 600 manuscript fragments
broken off from the leather scrolls were
found. For the most part, they are
extremely small, bearing only a few
letters or a few words in the square
Hebrew script. Nevertheless they are of
great interest ; indeed, by examining
them it has been possible to recognize
that certain of these small fragments
definitely belonged to the scrolls which
were already known, that is, to those
which the Bedouins said they had dis-
covered in the cave. This, then, is defi-
nite proof of the authenticity of these
manuscripts. " 25 The archaeologists are
still trying to purchase seventeen frag-
ments of a manuscript of the Book of
Daniel which Arabs are holding.

The most important of the finds are
t w o  s c r o l l s  of Isaiah, o n e  o f  w h i c h  i s
known as Scroll A and has been pub-
l i shed  by  Dr .  Burrows. T h e  o t h e r ,
Scroll B, was purchased from the Arabs
by Professor Sukenik of the University
of Jerusalem. “Scroll B  is as yet only
very imperfectly known. When it was
acquired in November, 1947, by Profes-
sor Sukenik, the leather pages were S O

dried up that it was practically impos-
sible to unroll it. It was therefore neces-
sary to submit it to a special preparation,

‘“Ibid., p p .  15, 16.

Scroll A. of “Isaiah” partly unrolled (after "The Biblical Archaeologist,”
Sept . ,  1948 ,  p,. 48) from “The Dead Sea Scrol ls”  by A.  Dupont-Sommer,
translated by B. Margaret Rowley, The Macmillan Co.. New York.
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and it was only during the course of
the summer of 1949 that it could at
length be unrolled. The pages were
covered with an opaque deposit caused
by the disintegration of the leather;
thanks to the infra-red photography,
however, there is a hope that even the
most illegible lines will be successfully
revealed. " 26

A. Dupont-Sommer quotes his com-
patriot, M. Andre Parrot: “The amaz-
ing revelation of the 'Ain-Feshka cave
is that it proves the solidity of the bibli-
cal, canonical tradition. . . . Never have
we been closer to the original edition of
a canonical work, and it is this which
makes us dizzy.” 27 A. Dupont-Sommer
is exceedingly anxious to disclaim any
dizziness on his part, but his haste t o  as-
sure his readers that the radical theory
can still be edged in ahead of the Isaiah
Scrolls makes one think of Hamlet;
“The lady doth protest too much, me-
thinks. " He stubbornly unfolds the
fantastic theory that the composition of
the Book of Isaiah took six centuries.
He objects to Parrot’s statement about
the original edition of Isaiah. “What
is meant by the ‘original edition’ of the
biblical Book of Isaiah? This book is
an extremely composite collection : first
it includes some groups of oracles authen-
tically uttered by the eighth century
prophet Isaiah himself; then it has been
enriched, from time to time, with various
additions and new collections which
make of this wonderful book the work
of generations, the mirror of prophecy
in Israel from the eighth century B. C.
to the second century B. C. . . . With
regard to the Isaiah scrolls, . . . Those
are extremely valuable, even sensational
discoveries, but they do not cause diz-
ziness ! ' ' 28

This is bold talk to keep up the
courage in a critical hour. It is enough
to make any radical scholar dizzy to
see these actual manuscripts in hand,
rising out of the close of the second cen-
tury B. C. like solid bastions, almost in
position for fatal, head-on collision with
those whirling dervishes of modernism--
the late Isaiahs!

26 Ibid., p. 1 9 .
“ I b i d . , p. 2 3 ;  f r o m  an a r t i c l e  i n  Le Monde,  o f

J u n e  20, 1950, e n t i t l e d "Les Manuscripts d e  l a  Mer
Morte."

28 Ibid., p. 2 4 .
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S CHOLARLY confirmation is now
available for two assertions made in

“The Battle of the Versions”; (1) that
a critical traffic jam has developed in
the second century B. C. between the
radical theories of late composition of
Old Testament books, the theory of late
translations of sections of the Septua-
gint version, and the actual presence
of the Dead Sea Scrolls; (2) that when
radical scholars, such as A. Dupont-
Sommer, protest so vehemently saying
the sight of the Dead Sea Scrolls does
not make them feel dizzy, they are in-
dulging a colossal piece of bluff. The
confirmation comes from Dr. W. F. Al-
bright. The American Scholar carries
in its January? 1953, issue an article by
Dr. Albright in Which he sums up his
conclusions concerning the impact of the
Dead Sea Scrolls upon the current criti-
cal theories.

Dr. Albright declares that the reason
so many scholars are so excited about the
Dead Sea Scrolls and are fighting so
fiercely to deny their antiquity and
merit is because they realize the lives of
so many of their “sacred theories” are
imperiled. He affirms that the impact
of this archaeological find sounds the
death knell for long-revered theories of
very late composition of various books.
He boldly predicts that these theories
will now have to be abandoned.

This is cheerful news to a Christian.
Having believed with all his heart that
the Bible is the Word of God, he is not
surprised to observe the imminent col-
lapse of so many attacks upon the Scrip-
ture current during the last one hun-
dred years! as they succumb to archae-
ological evidence and disappear into the
same grave where the attacks of pre-
ceding centuries already rest in peace.
“The late Isaiahs” and “late Daniel”
are very, very sick ; even “Form Criti-
cism ' ' has suddenly developed an in-
credibly high fever ; ' 'the Christological
development” theory is in a state of
coma.

When the new version came from the
press last October, a newspaper reporter
interviewed Dean Weigle in Washing-
ton and faced him with the following
proposition : Since the translators deny
that almah means “virgin,” did they
not stultify themselves when they added



the footnote “or virgin” to their trans-
lation of Isaiah 7: 14% Dean Weigle
replied that this footnote was added
“because it is the traditional word. We
would not put anything in a footnote
that was remote from the truth.“”
Dean Weigle has now had some six
months in which to think this over.
That footnote bears all the evidence of
being a political maneuver, intended for
use as an emergency exit.

Dean Weigle has now published a
sort of form letter, without salutation
or date, giving further explanation of
this footnote. He now claims that the
translators do not mean by this foot-
note “or virgin,” that the word al-
mah can be translated properly either
“young woman” or “virgin,” but only
that the Jewish scholars who produced
the Septuagint, falsely translated the
word almah as parthenos-“virgin.”
The American scholars who have
produced this new version, translating
the Bible into “plain, understandable,
modern English, ' ' have a curious way
of making themselves misunderstood.
They could readily have stated in this
footnote : " Translated parthenos --
‘virgin’-in the Septuagint.” Did they
fear the impact of a clear, frank foot-
note?

Dean Weigle begins his statement
with a repetition of the radical theory
that almah means “a young woman
of marriageable age.” He offers no
proof of this assertion. He says: . . .
“In answer to your inquiry concerning
the translation of Isaiah 7: 14, let me
say that the function of the Committee
is to translate the Hebrew text in the
case of the Old Testament and the Greek
text in the case of the New Testament.
The difference between Isaiah 7  : 14 and
Matthew 1: 23 is a difference between
the Hebrew text of Isaiah and the
Greek text of Matthew.

"The Hebrew text of Isaiah 7 : 14
uses the word almah which means ‘a
young woman of marriageable age.’
This word does not either assert or deny
the virginity of the young woman. The
Hebrew word for virgin is bethulah
which is not used here.

“In Matthew, on the other hand,
which is written in Greek, the word at

29 McIntire, C a r l .  The New B i b l e ,  p. 5 .
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1:23 is parthenos, which is the Greek
word for virgin. Matthew is here quot-
ing the Septuagint translation of Isaiah
7: 14, where the Greek word parthenos
is used.

“You will see that in the Isaiah pas-
sage the Hebrew uses a more general
term while the Greek translation and
Matthew’s reference to this Greek trans-
lation use the term which means virgin.
Our committee’s responsibility is to
translate the Hebrew and Greek in the
light of our soundest knowledge of what
the words mean, and we decided that
the only fair and true way to handle
the matter was to use ‘young woman’
as the translation for almah and ‘vir-
gin ' as the translation for parthenos.
In Isaiah we gave the alternative trans-
lation ‘or virgin’ in a footnote. This
is in recognition of the fact that the
Greek translation has parthenos.”

First, it should be noted that “The
difference between Isaiah ‘7 : 14 and Mat-
thew 1: 23,” in the new version, is not
“a difference between the Hebrew text
of Isaiah and the Greek text of Mat-
thew. " The new version is written in
neither Hebrew nor Greek. It records
in English the opinions of its transla-
tors. In the case of Isaiah 7 : 14, (1)
They deny the declaration of Isaiah
that he is predicting a prodigious mir-
acle and leave their translation of the
verse in a state of contradiction ; (2)
They introduce their own radical theory
that almah means only “young
woman ' ' and that the prediction is only
of a natural birth of some child in
Isaiah’s time ; (3) They leave unex-
plained the name of the Child--"Em
manuel”-“God with us”; (4) They
contradict Matthew who affirms that
Isaiah in using the term -- almah --
“virgin,” predicted the virgin birth of
the Messiah. Dean Weigle is very care-
ful not to make his attack directly upon
Matthew. He breaks the force of their
attack by claiming that Matthew is
merely copying what he found in the
Septuagint. He says : “Matthew is here
quoting the Septuagint translation of
Isaiah where the Greek word parthenos
is used. " But Matthew makes no such
affirmation. Matthew does not say that
he is quoting the Septuagint and rest-
ing upon the scholarship of the seventy-



two translators of that version. He de-
clares that he is quoting what Isaiah
says. Dean Weigle talks of “Matthew’s
reference to this Greek translation,”
but Matthew makes no such reference.
This is merely a pre-supposition of
radical scholars when they declare that
he is quoting the Septuagint or that he
is making a "reference to this Greek
translation. " They can not prove such
an assertion.

Matthew records the authority upon
which he rests in the words of Jesus to
which he had listened: “But when they
deliver you up, take no thought how or
what ye shall speak: for it shall be given
you in that hour what ye shall speak.
For it is not ye that speak, but the
Spirit of your Father which speaketh in
you” (Matthew 10: 19, 20).

It is of critical importance to observe
that Dean Weigle does not say that the
committee rested upon the authority of
Aquila and followed “the kind of Jew-
ish interpretation current in his time. "
Far be it! But it is too late now to
slam hurriedly the door of the room
where the translators held their delib-
erations. Dr. Harry M. Orlinsky has
already stated clearly that the transla-
tors followed “The kind of Jewish in-
terpretation current in his [ Aquila’s]
time. ' ' It is too late for Dean Weigle
to retract this revelation. It was pub-
lished by the National Council in their
own Introduction to the RXV of NT.
This statement from Dean Weigle, with
its continual references to the Septua-
gint only emphasizes the importance of
securing a good look at “the kind of

Jewish interpretation current” in the
second century A .  D., and of studying
carefully all of the lines of attack which
the modernists make upon the Septua-
gint version. We need to study the
evidence that it was actually made of
the entire Old Testament in the reign
of Ptolemy and that it was held in the
highest esteem by both Jews and Chris-
tians in the first century. We should
learn the reasons why the Jews so sud-
denly reversed themselves in the second
century and turned upon the Septua-
gint in rage to burn and destroy all
available copies. The reasons why the
modernists assail the Septuapint ver-
sion become clear when the background
is studied.

Truly, the new version has earned the
title of “The Classic Contradiction” of
our time. The translators repudiate the
Septuagint translation of Isaiah ‘7 : 14 as
" Christological elements which had
been introduced in the Septuagint.”
They hold the conception of a virgin-
born, divine Messiah was being intro-
duced in the second century B. C. Then
they muzzle the apostles and all the eye-
witnesses in the Gospel narratives and
refuse to permit them to address Jesus
as “Thou” because it would have been
impossible for them to have understood

!
hat the Messiah was deity! What a
ouble somersault! The only con-

sistency in the new version is the in-
consistency of its translators. The only
factor which joins together its contra-
dictory elements is their bitter animosity
against the Christian gospel.
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The opposite page exhibits an exact Facsimile, obtained by
Photography, of fol. 113 of Evan. COD. L, (" Codex Reguis")

No. 62,) at Paris; containing S. Mark xvi. 6 to 9 ;-as ex-
plained at pp. 203-4. The Text of tbat MS. has been pub-
lished by Dr. Tischendorf in his "Monumenta Sacra Inedita,"

(1846, pp. 67-399.) See p. 206.
The original Photograph was executed (Oct. 1869) by the

obliging permission of M. de Wailly, who presides over the

Manuscript Department of the " Biblotheque." He has my
beat thanks for the kindness with which he promoted my
wishes and facilitated my researches.

It should perhaps be stated that the margin of " Codex L"
is somewhat ampler than can be represented in an octavo
volume ; each folio measuring very nearly nine inches, by
very nearly six inches and a half.
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