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The Translation of the Word By: Bobby Graham

The Trangation of the Word

If people are to have access to the Word of the Lord, then it must be accurately and faithfully
trandated - that is, it must be conveyed from the languages in which it was originally written by the
ingpiration of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 2:10; Eph. 3:3-5; 2 Tim. 3:16; 2 Pet. 1:20, 21) - Hebrew for the Old
Testament and Greek for the New Testament. If the Word is not trandated correctly, then thereisno
Word of God, but the twisting and perversion of the so-called trand ator.

Thetrandator, then, must himself be an honest individual, willing to place principle ahead of
personal belief so that the Word of God might aways show through. If he places his own ideas ahead of
principles of correct trandation, then hiswork will become a hodgepodge of false and distorted notions,
capableof mideading peopleinto the belief and practiceof error. Itisimportant, therefore, tolearn about
the trandlator as well as the trangdlation, lest his own ideas take us unaware through his faulty work.

Some principlesfor determining the worthiness of aparticular verson of the Scripturesaretimely:
(1) Not every trandation is correct, and no trandator isinspired of God to do hiswork. (Any version
claiming inspiration or specia guidance for the trandator bears watching.) (2) If trandation is done
accurately, we do not lose the origina meaning, as some claim, but rather gainit! (3) Though clear,
understandable Englishisdesirable, it should not be gained at the expense of truth, as has been donewith
most modern versions. What good s clear, understandable English that does not trandate the truth? (4)
All words added as thought necessary by the trandator should beitalicized to sgnad their addition. This
isviolated by the Revised Standard Version and theNew English Bible. (5) Group trandationsare much
more preferable than one-man trand ations because the one man would be more likely to impose hisidess,
doctrines, and comments upon hiswork, not being restrained or checked by the group. Most modern
versionsarethework of oneman - for example, Today's English Version (Good Newsfor Modern Man)
and The Living Bible.

The chief reason for alarm and concern over the modern versions of the Bible is that their
producers, dmost to aman, do not believein theinspiration of the Bible or the deity of JesusChrist. We
can not, therefore, expect them to handle God's Word carefully or to present Jesus as the Son of God.
Thosewho do hold to the verbd inspiration of the Word and thedeity of Jesus have, in many cases, pushed
somefasenotionthroughtheir work: origina sin, salvation by faith one, themiraculouswork of the Holy
Spirit today, premillennialism, etc.

It iswith these thoughtsin mind that we appeal for concern on the part of the reader for acorrect
verson. Tothisend we shal be exploring the different versions that have flooded the market in recent
years.

The Revised Standard Version
Thisversion, apurported revision of the American Standard Version of 1901, has served asa
vehiclefor modernism sinceitspublication. Itsappearancein 1947 wastheresult of an effort on the part
of liberds, especidly thelibera Nationa Council of Churches. Itstrandatorswere extremely modernigtic,
denying the inspiration of the Bible and the deity of Jesus Christ.
Oneof themgor faultsof thisversonisitsomisson of italicswhenever words have been supplied
by thetrand ators, thusgiving noindication of wherethe sacred text spoke or wherethe trand ators spoke.
Another of itsmgjor faultsisitsattack on the miracul ous conception of Jesusinthewomb of Mary
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by the Holy Spirit by means of itsfaulty rendering of "virgin" in Isaiah 7:14 as"young woman" and its
change of Mary's"l know not aman” inLuke 1:34to "l haveno husband.” Another areaof themodernistic
attack isthedeity of Jesus, Hisbeing the only begotten Son of God. 1n John 3:16 and infive other verses
the expression "only begotten” ismishandled in such away asto cast doubt on the deity of Christ and to
verify the deliberate attempts of the unbelievers on the trand ating committee. TheNew English Bible, the
British counterpart in thelibera movement of the Revised Standard Version in the United States, doesthe
same damagein the area of Jesus miracul ous conception and His being the only begotten Son of God.
That pernicious paperback perversion, Good Newsfor Modern Man, doesthe samething to Jesus deity.

ThisRSV aso butchered Jesus avowed relationship to the Law and the prophetsin Matthew 5:17
by having Him say that He came not to abolish, but to fulfill. To the contrary, He did cometo abolish it
according to God's eternal purpose and to enact abetter covenant to takeits place. Paul even said that
the Old Law had been abolished by Jesus death onthe cross. (Eph. 2:15.) Yes, the sameversion has
Jesus doing exactly what they have Him saying He did not cometo do! The point of Matthew 5:17 isnot
the abolishment of the Law, but Jesus attitude and action toward it. He meant that He did not cometo
destroy it, to run roughshod over it and to disregard it, but rather to respect it, to observeit, and by so
doing to fill it full or to complete it; and that means abolish it!

Thefina areaof fault in the Revised Standard Version that we shal concern ourselveswithinthis
brief study isits omission of the final paragraph of Mark 16, for which there is completely adequate
evidencethat it wasapart of Mark's origina record of thelife of Christ. The RSV, however, leavesit out
of the text and relegates it to the position of a footnote.

Onthe basis of these and other glaring weaknesses, the RSV does not deserve aplace with the
King James Version and the American Standard Version. Its poisonous parts are enough to render it
unusable for teaching the whole gospel and for propagating New Testament Christianity.

The New English Bible

This product of the 1960's was to England what the Revised Standard Version was to United
States, avehiclefor modernism. Its producerswere not men of faith in theinspiration of the Bible; their
product bears out their lack of faith.

Theabsence of italicsto mark additionsby thetrandatorsis one of the chief weaknesses. A host
of passagesbecome unclear asto speaker because of the missing itdicized letters. Thisverson throwsthe
word Christian around with abandon, using the word some 32 times; thefact isthat it gppearsonly 3times
in the Word of God.

Peter receives specid emphasisastherock in Matthew 16:18 through the capitalization of theword
Rock. Thefact is, of course, that the word did not refer to Peter at all, but to the fact of truth just
confessed by Peter, as 1 Corinthians 3:11 also indicates.

A serious mistake appearsin Matthew 1:18, where the trand ators rendered "before they came
together" (what the text really says) as"before their marriage." Such inexcusable rendering provides
something of abasisfor theideathat Jesuswastheillegitimate child of Mary and Joseph, anideaheld to
by many modernists.

The doctrine of justification by grace alone gets some support from this version's wording of
Romans 3-24, where the word alone was added to the verse.
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Themiraculous conception of Jesusand Hisdeity comeinto doubt if one acceptsthe mistrandations
of Isaiah 7:14, Luke 1:34, and the six "only-begotten” passages in the writings of John.

Theroleof the Holy Spirit in creation isdenied in Genesis 1.2, where this version has "the wind
swept."

According to thisverson'srendering of Matthew 5:17, Jesus did not cometo abolish the Law and
the prophets. Though the word here can mean abolish, such is not the ideain this passage: Jesus was
stressing Hisrespect for the Law so that Hemight fulfill it. He did abolish the Law, according to Ephesians
2:15.

Acts 20:7 says Saturday night instead of thefirst day of theweek; Mark 1:4 speaks of baptism as
atoken of repentance; Matthew 16:22 has"Heaven forbid" for Peter's"Beit far from thee, Lord"; Romans
11:26 aids premillennidism with "when thewhole of Israd shall be saved" instead of showing how Isradl
could be saved with theword so; 1 Corinthians 2:14 offers help to theideaof the miraculouswork of the
Spirit in conversion when it says "unsaved man can't understand”; it has Paul stating hisopinionin 1
Corinthians 7:25, 40; the mystery of godlinessin 1 Timothy 3:16 is"our religion"; spiritisbreath in James
2:26; "thelanguage of ecstasy™ appearsin 1 Corinthians 14:2; Paul "sponged on no one" in 2 Corinthians
11:9; 1 Corinthians 16:8 puts Whitsuntide, areligiousfestival of the Church of England, for Pentecost. 1
Corinthians 5:9, 10, speaks of loose livers, and the popular (not true) saying of 1 Timothy 3:1isrelated to
aspiring to leadership.

Such aperversion is not worthy of the name Bible.

Today's English Version

Thisabominable product of one man, one of the darling productions of denominationaists, makes
every effort to write thedenominationa creedsinto aso-caled Bible. Inthisone, thereisaddiberate effort
onthepart of Mr. Bratcher to eliminate theideaof atonement by the blood of Christ and all ideaof blood
by changing the word blood to other words- 16 timesinreference to the blood of Christ and 20 timesin
reference to other blood than Christ's.

Along with the Revised Standard Version and the New English Bible, thisunwarranted piece of
literature removes the word begotten in John'swritings, asin John 3:16; and it has Jesus disavowing any
intent to abolish the Law and the prophets, but "to givethem red meaning” in Matthew 5:17; puts Peter as
therock in Matthew 16:18, athough Jesus did not say that Peter was the rock; says Saturday night in Acts
20:7, aswell asreferring to the fellowship meal instead of breaking bread, as it aso does in
Acts 2:42.

Thedoctrine of faith aone getsits share of support in Romans 1:17 and 3:27, 28, by the addition
of the words only and alone.

Romans 3:25; 5:9; Ephesians 1.7; and 1 Peter 1:18 are just four passages where the word blood
was removed as uncultured and repugnant to the mind of Mr. Bratcher.

1 Corinthians 2:14 refersto "the man who does not have the Spirit," instead of the natural man as
inthe Greek text; 1 Corinthians 14:2 lendsaid to the current error on tongues by speaking of "strange
sounds' rather than unknown tongues.

Acts 2:1 supports the ideathat all believers received the baptism of the Holy Spirit.

Galatians 1:22 refers to Christian churches, inserting the word Christian where there is no
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justification for doing so.

TheTEV has Jesus sayingin Matthew 9:13 that He came not to call "respectable people, but the
outcasts," but such wording does not even come near the idea Jesus meant to convey, though it does
express the social gospel view of Jesus mission.

Thelanguage of ingpiration was overlooked in order to talk about certainonesgoing to hell in Acts
8:20; Galatians 1:8, 9.

Matthew 3:11 sets baptism forth as ameans of showing that repentance has aready taken place,
but John's statement spoke of baptism unto repentance.

1 Corinthians 16:2 talks of putting something aside, asif it could beaprivate action performed at
home, but the versered ly speaks of putting something into acommon treasury to prevent alater collection.

Such disrespect for the Word of God isintolerable, especially in a so-called Bible!

TheLiving Bible

An admitted paraphrase (putting what the author thought the verses mean rather than what the
origina text says), thisbook was composed by Kenneth Taylor for his children on hisway towork. A
simplereading is enough to convince the reader that, after al, not much time or thought was required to
producethisone! The book hasdang and cursewords; two picture editions of the Living Bible, The Jesus
Book and Reach Out, use pictures of trances, rock music groups, and couplesin embraceto illustrate
(imagineit!) the inspired Scriptures. Outright vulgarity appearsin the Old Testament section of this
"children’s book."

At least two errors appear in Genesis 1: verse one has"when God began creating” and later inthe
chapter wefind "period of time" used to explain the days of creation. A later Genesis passage, 6:2, says,
"Evil beings from the spirit world became sexually involved with human women."

Theplan of salvation could not belearned fromthisperversion. It speaksof Abraham finding favor
with God by faith donein Romans4:12; saysthat trusting (faith) isagift from God in Ephesans 2:8; words
Romans 8:3 thudy: "We aren't saved from sin's grasps by knowing the commandments of God, because
we can't and don't keep them"; and Romans 6:3 like this: "We became Christians and were
baptized.”

Instead of maintaining Paul's contrast between the partia information available to any one person
under the adminigtration of the miraculousand thefull knowledge under the completed revel ation of God's
Word, 1 Corinthians 13:10 says, "When we have been made perfect,” without any warrant
whatsoever.

Thefdseideaof inherited sinistaught in Ephesians 2:3 ("being born with evil natures’) and in
Psalms 51:5 ("born asinner").

Romans 8:16 talks about the Spirit speaking to usin our hearts and telling usthat we are God's
children, isared digtortion of what theverseredly says. " Only thosewho havetheHoly Spirit withinthem
can understand what the Holy Spirit means," according to 1 Corinthians 2:14 - another twisting to teach
the direct operation of the Holy Spirit.

Premillennialism comesinfor itsshare of helpin 2 Timothy 4:1, which spesksof Christ gppearing
to st up Hiskingdom; Isaiah 2:2, in speaking of Jerusalem and the Temple becoming the world's greatest
attraction inthelast days, and Revelation 7:14, where special emphasisisgivento the Great Tribulation by

BibleGuide.org PDF: Allan E. McNabb
BibleStudyGuide.org 4 allan@biblestudyguide.org



The Translation of the Word By: Bobby Graham

means of its capitalization.

The crude language of the gutter, not what thetext says, isfound in 1 Samud 20:30; Genesis 19:5;
2 Samuel 11:4; and John 9:34.

Suchflippancy asto beabsurd occursinlsaiah 5:14; Ecclesiastes 10:11; 1 Kings20:11; and Acts
23:3.

It should be obvious that genuine respect for the Word of God isjust as lacking among those who
claim to be giving the world a more readable Bible as it is among unbelievers and agnostics.

The New American Standard Version

Thiswas a purported effort to revise the American Standard Version of 1901, because of the
conviction of themembersof therevising committeethat the American Standard Versonwasvauableand
deserving of perpetuation. Whilethe purpose of the committee might be recognized by many asnobleand
commendable, theend product isinferior to the version of 1901 because the principles and procedures
used are, to some extent, faulty.

The"Principlesof Revison" noted at the beginning of the NASV state that "achange was made
inthedirection of amore current Englishidiom™ (manner of spesking iswhat they mean, B.L.G.) whenthe
committee felt that the literal trandation of the American Standard V ersion was not acceptable to the
modern reader. It would beinteresting to know those literal passages that were thought unacceptable to
the modern reader and the reasonswhy they were so judged. Thisvery principle of getting away from
literd trandation isjudtified only when theliteral trandation does not carry the thought of the origind into
the Englishlanguage. Where wasthisthe casein the American Standard Version of 1901? Thisfaulty
principleof revisonispossbly responsiblefor the bad rendering of 1 Peter 3:20, "brought safely through
thewater," instead of "saved through [or by, B.L.G.] water." Therendering of the NASV makesit appear
that thewater was not God's meansfor saving Noah and hisfamily from the destruction, but rather thething
they needed to be saved from. Thisis not the point of this passage in its context!

Thepremillennid biasof therevison committee showsthroughin Revelation 11:17 ("hasbegunto
reign”) and possibly other passages.

Just asthe producersof the Revised Standard Version, theNew English Bible, and Today'sEnglish
Verson (adso called Good Newsfor Modern Man), so do these ruin Matthew 5:17 by having Jesus say
that He did not cometo abolish the Law and the prophets, dthough Paul said that He did do thisvery thing
in Ephesians 2:15.

A grave mistake occursin Acts 10:43, where the idea of salvation or forgiveness even before
believing finds support (“every onewho believesin Him hasreceived forgivenessof Sns'). Acts15:11 puts
eterna salvation too soon through the rendering "are saved,” for the text reads "to be saved” or "shall be
saved."

Acts 15:14 indicatesthat God'sfirst concern wasfor the Gentiles, whereasthe text actualy says
that God at first (of the events being rehearsed) visited the Gentiles with salvation.

Romans4:9 aidstheideaof sdvation by faithaoneinitsuse of theword as, instead of the actua
word unto. Abraham's faith was counted to him unto (in order to obtain) righteousness, not as
righteousness. God's justification of him did not coincide with hisfaith, but followed it.

1 Corinthians has at |east three faulty passages: 5:1, 9-11 (immorality, not the equivalent of
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fornication); 7:25, 40, (opinion, not the same asjudgment); and 16:2 (put something aside, not the same
as"lay by in store," especially in view of Paul's stated purpose).

Other bad renderingsinclude 1 Peter 3:19 (unjustified addition of the word now, though it is
italicized); 2 John 9 ("goestoo far"- permits going beyond but not too far beyond); and Revelation 1:1
(communicated instead of signified, meaning "to set forth in symbols,” as the word really means).

Even thisversion is undesirable.

TheNew World Trandlation

Thisabominablework of the Watchtower Society, first published around 1950 and revised since
that time, doesafirst-classjob of butchering the Biblical text in an effort to pave theway for many of the
erroneous views of the Jehovah'sWitnesses. Inmany casesit becomes evident to aknowledgeable person
that the trand ators knew precious little about what they were supposed to be doing: it isno wonder that
the Watchtower Society refusesto reveal the names of the so-called trandators.

Their denid of the persondity and spiritua nature of the Holy Spirit startsoff their work in Genesis
1.2, where they have "activeforce," and that iswhat they believe Him to be. One of their books even
explained Him to be something like aradar beam.

Their fdseidea concerning the nature of man - that heistotaly physica, having no spirit - shows
through in Matthew 27:50, for there they said that Jesus™yielded up hisbreath.” Inaparallel account, Luke
23:46, it would have been absurd to trand ate breath, and they gave us spirit. Thisisaclear case of their
doctrinedriving them to mistrand ate God's Word to support their idea, but not being ableto do thejob
consistently.

The Witnesses denid of thedeity of JesusfindsexpressoninJohn 1:1; "agod" iswhat they call
Him. Hereagain, they weredriven by doctrine; but in John 1:6, 12, 13, and 18, they did not give the same
treatment to the sameidentical wordsin theorigina language because in these versesthereferenceisnot
to Jesus (whose deity they deny), but to the Father (whose deity they accept). Their incons stenciesoccur
in numerous other verses. In Colossians 1:16 and other verses of that context, the Witnesses added the
word other in an effort to substantiate their view that Jesus was a created being, not adivinebeing. Try
beating that one for unscrupul ous mishandling of God's Word!

They tried to removetheideaof existence after death for the spirit of man in their rendering of
Philippians 1:23. Instead of putting depart, they put releasing, even asthey did in 2 Timothy 4:6 and even
explained thisin the appendix at the back of the book.

In another assault on Christ'sdeity, Philippians 2:6 saysthat Christ "gaveno considerationto a
seizure, namely that heshould beequal to God." Imaginesuchamistrandation! Why, it forcestheverse
to say exactly the opposite of what the text really teaches. The truth of the passage is that Jesus did not
think the being on an equality with God was a thing to be grasped or held on to, even though He existed
intheformof God. Hewaswillingtolay Hisheavenly rank, position, and glory down that He might come
to earth to die for man.

Anointing, to them, is"greasing” in James 5:14, in a somewhat humorous rendering.

Reflecting thair view that Jesus camein 1914, though the coming wasinvisble, 2 Thessalonians 2:1
gpeaks of His presence and urges the people not to be upset by any message to the effect that the day of
the Lord is at hand.
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These are some of the "abominations of desolation" in the NWT.

The New International Version

This recent version seems at first examination to be a commendable effort, having several
advantagesto commendit. Thebdlief of thetrandatorsin the authority and trustworthiness of the Bible,
the techniques of trandation detailed in the" Introduction,” and the dubious distinction of having amember
of the church of Christ on the committee, dbeit the church was represented as adenomination in the same
paragraph. These considerations have made some enthusiastic concerning this work.

Upon closer examination, however, the work itself failsto fulfill our hopes. Itsfailings are
numerous. Thefirgt inadequacy, wethink, isthe omission of italicsfrom thetext, thusleaving the reader
without any indication of words thought necessary by the trandlators. Furthermore, in spite of the
I ntroduction’'sadmission that the precise meaning of some passages could not be ascertained, thisversion
fallsto trandate the exact words of the original text. If thereisever aneed for such trandation, itis
especialy needed in those passages. We surely do not need the theol ogical ideas of the trandating
committee. Thevalue of truth and our need for it demand that we have the words of the original writers
to make a determination of what they meant, in correspondence with other passages. What the trandators
thought they meant iswithout value in atrandation. Witness 1 Corinthians 15:29 ("Why are people
baptized for them?') asan example. Herethe mistrandation pointsin thewrong direction of thought. A
correct rendering of the words of Paul, on the other hand, lets the reader draw his own conclusion in
keeping with truth.

The content of the version manifeststhat the cloak of Calvinism has been wrapped around the
effort, particularly the pernicious poison of inherent total depravity, withwhich the epistiesreek. Tentimes
inRomans(7:5, 18, 25; 8:3, 4,5, 8,9, 12, 13), oncein 1 Corinthians (5:50), six timesin Galatians (13,
16, 17, 19, and 24 in chapter 5, and 6:8), oncein Ephesians (2:3), twicein Colossians (2:11 and 13), and
twicein 2 Peter (2:10 and 18) the word "flesh” is rendered "sinful nature.”

Thisverson has Jesus disavowing any intent to abolish the law and prophetsin Matthew 5:17, but
Paul said that wasthe very thing He accomplished in Ephesians 2:15. Theword abolish doesnot convey
theideaof Jesusin this passage; He meant Hedid not cometo be destructive toward. Abolishment was
necessary after His fulfillment of the law.

Mark 16:9-20 is classified as second rate Scripture when completely adequate evidence for it
exists. Romans4:3 mistrandates"as" instead of "for" or "unto,” asit should be aword looking toward
Abraham'sjusdtification. The"man without the Spirit" in 1 Corinthians 2:14 isnot what Paul said, nor is
"perfection” in 1 Corinthians 13:10 ("the perfect thing" or "that which is perfect” inthetext). Suchinstances
meake learning the truth without the poison of error dmaogt impossible with the sole use of some of the newer
versons. Those of uswho know the truth need to consider those who do not and point them to acorrect
version.

Theinadequacy of theword standsout in 1 Thessalonians 1:5 ("not smply inwords"), and "with
deep conviction” is not the assurance Paul provided by means of the miraculous powers heworked in
Thessalonica. Nor is"become" the same either inideaor in doctrine as "begotten” in Hebrews
1:5.

Can we not see the inferiority of thisversion?
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The Amplified Bible

The Amplified New Testament was published in 1958, with the Amplified Old Testament coming
in two partsin 1962 and 1964. The whole Biblein this seriesisa product of the middle 1960's. The
L ockman Foundation, responsiblefor the New American Standard, isaso theingtigator of thisbook. The
origina intent of the Amplified Biblewasagood one. It wasto make the meaning of variouswordsand
expressionsof the Biblical text clearer to thereader. If such had been carried out without bias, strictly
according to the meanings of words, who could fault such apurpose? The doctrinal bias, however, was
not discarded; and the strict meanings of words were not adhered to. The consistent use of brackets for
the explanations and el aborationswas not even maintained. Read John 17 and 1 Corinthians 2 to see
examples of amplifications not inserted in brackets.

TheCavinigticassumptionsof thecommittee definitdy show throughin Psms 515, wheretheidea
of inborn gnissometimes asserted; but in thisverson it iswritten into the versein the brackets. It iseasy
to seethisides, for the cross references accompanying this verse are Romans 5:12 and Ephesians 2:3, two
other passages used to support the samefasedoctrine. Romans4:3-6 hasthree sgnificant errors: (1) the
trandation of "unto" as"as," leaving theimpression that thereisan exchange of judtification for faith, when
theoriginal actualy placesjustification after ("unto” or "in order to") the believing; (2) the equating of
judtification, or righteousness, as"right living," whereas the origina word involvesalega declaration of a
verdict - not guilty; and (3) itsinvalidation of any effort of manin verse 7, whereworksdesigned to earn
justification were in view in the context; but the committee put "the works he does."

In a passage contrasting flesh and spirit, the Amplified Bible places"Holy Spirit," not just "spirit"
astheoriginal had it.

1 Corinthians 7:2 renders"fornication” as"immorality," aterm with too much latitude and not
enough specificity. Verse 25 of the same chapter has Paul giving his"opinion.” Thisisfar different from
the inspired judgment or conclusion that he was giving.

Ephesians5:19 renders"singing” as'offering praisewith voicesand instruments.” Itistruethat the
word psallo (making melody) involved plucking the strings of aninstrument (in this case the heart, asnamed
in the verse), but ado (singing) doesnot. Thisversion is based on poor Greek and poor English.

Thesgnsand symbolsof Reveaion arelost sght of in therendering "communicated” of Revelation

1:1.
Asisevident and will become even more obvious from detailed study of thisversion, in some
placesit over-amplifieswhilein othersit is not ample.

New Testament in Modern English

The Revised Edition of thisbook by J. B. Phillips makes some changesin his earlier edition,
especialy omitting his earlier interpolated remarks that he now recognizes as unjustified. We can
appreciate hisadmission and yet point out some other areasin which improvementsare mandatory if his
book be correct.

The Introduction, however, serves notice of the essential weakness of the author'swork - a
weakness spelled m-o-d-e-r-n-i-s-m. He does admit paraphrasein places. He likewise expresses doubt
of Paul's concern that he be consistent in hiswriting, obviously excluding any possibility of Divine
ingpiration. Notice how inconsgtent hisview iswith Paul'singstence on congstency found in 1 Corinthians
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7:17. Hisintroduction to the Book of Matthew aso includesthelibera view of the source from which the
author, "whom we can sill conveniently call Matthew," gained hisinformation. The same liberalism and
anti-supernaturalismis aso evident in the introduction to the Book of John. We need not get overjoyed
and expect too much from aman with such alow view of Scripture. Hewill not approach hiswork with
the respect and care needed, will he?

Notice the following mistakes, only a beginning of the complete list that could be given:

(1) Matthew 16:18 - He calls Peter therock, "and it ison thisrock that | am going to found my
church."

(2) Luke 1:34 -He has Mary avowing theimpossibility of her being with child because™l am not
married.”

(3) John 1:1 - Ingtead of affirming that Jesuswas in the beginning, he says, "1n the beginning God
expressed himself."

(4) John 1:14 and 3:16 -He removes the word "begotten” and theidea of Jesus being the begotten
Son of God.

(5) Acts 8:20 -In crude language he has Peter saying, "To hell with you and your money!" Peter
did not say that!

(6) Romans 1:16 - "I seeit asthe very power. . .." (Emphasismine, B.L.G.)

(7) Romans 11:26 -". .. al Israel will be saved."

(8) 1 Corinthians 11:4, 5 - Prophesying is "preaching” to him.

(9) Galatians 3:1 - The foolish Galatians become "dear idiots."

(10) Gdatians 3:27 - He omits "for," an important word introducing the cause of their sonship and
changes "Christ" to "family likeness of Christ."

(11) Hebrews 9:15 - The testament is weakened to an "argument.”

(12) Hebrews 10:9 - He hasthe old order of sacrifices being removed and the Lord establishing
anew order of obedience. Thisisdownright perversion!

(13) 1 Peter 3:20 - Noah and family were saved "from the water," destroying the analogy to
baptism so beautifully pictured in the passage. 1t comparestheir delivery from destruction by means of
water to our salvation from sin by the water of baptism, by Jesus' resurrection.

Such wanton disregard for inspired Scripture asis manifested in Phillips additions, deletions, and
changes leaves little doubt concerning the reliability of this version.

Concluding Statement

Whilethismaterid doesnot discussall versionsor any oneversonin exhaudtivedetall, it doesgive
the reader an idea of the areas in which several versions are weak and erroneous. The versions
consdered, like al others, are not al wrong; but they do have enough error in them asto render them
unusableexcept in very close connection with amorereliable one, such asthe American Standard Version
(1901) or theKing JamesVersion (1611). Thiseffort should not beinterpreted to mean that either of the
versonsjust named is completely free of mistakes, but their errors are not so numerous or so damaging
as most of these considered here.

BOBBY GRAHAM 507 S. Hoffman Athens, Alabama 35611
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