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PREFACE

This book is written to provide you with a foundation for understanding
the New Testament in the form in which it comes to you today -- English
translations of texts written about two-thousand years ago in Greek.
There are many different English transiations of the Bible, and no two read
alike. If you have noticed this, you may have been alarmed. Since
Christians believe that their salvation to some degree depends upon
understanding the truths found in the Bible, the idea that Bibles differ in
what they say can be very disturbing.

In my experience, people want to know which translation is the
best, which is the most reliable, which has the least bias. Priests,
ministers, and teachers like myself are often asked for their opinion and
advice on this subject, and we aii freely give it. We recommend particular
Bibles and warn people away from others. Some people are content to
take our advice simply on our authority, but others would like to know
why we hold our opinion, and on what basis we have reached it. This
book is for all those who ask why -- and everyone should ask why.

The general public can see for itseif that Bible transiations differ,
but it possesses no criteria for judging those differences, or even clear
information on why those differences exist. As a result, a great deal of

it Cminian c bt mie mnd mmmricmtimin e beo Sanaad L4 Ll dicmiiccimin L
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the differences between Bibles. Of course there are reasons for the
differences between Bibles, some good reasons and some bad reasons.

To tell the difference between them, though, you need information on how

vii
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Bibles are made, who makes them, and what sort of things influence the
choices made by Bible makers. This book is designed to be a starting
point for exploring such information about the Bibles most widely in use
in the English-speaking world.

Since all Christians agree on the great importance of the Bible as
a source of religious truth, there is no more important subject for them to
be informed about than the accuracy and reliability of the book they turn
to repeatedly for answers and guidance in their lives. Yet, surprisingly,
while an enormous amount of energy is spent on the interpretation of the
bngllsn words of modern Bibles, very little attention is glVCJl in puu1iC to
assessing the quality of the translations themselves. Only a handful of
books have been published on this subject, and their own reliability is,

unfortunately, very poor.

It may come as a shock to intellectuals, theologians, and religious
philosophers to discover that the face of modern Christianity is being
shaped not by them, but by the Bible. The democratization of Christianity
over the last several centuries has instilled in the ordinary believer a
passion for direct encounter with the Christian scriptures. The motto of
the Protestant Reformation -- sola scriptura (“the Bible alone”) -- remains
the dominant voice in Christian reasoning and argument today, powerfully
felt even in non-Protestant forms of Christianity. We can see a
tremendous hunger to know the Bible especially in the large amount of
best selling support literature churned out year after year in the form of
books with titles such as, “How to Read the Bible,” “What the Bible Really
Says,” and “The Biblical View of Marriage,” “of Angels,” “of what-have-
you.” Equally telling is the large variety of “study Bibles,” which integra
such guidance into a Bible itself.

When the public turns to a Bible translation, or to a book that
claims merely to summarize biblical teachings on particular subjects, it
relies heavily on the principle of “truth in advertising.” The public trusts
that those who transiate have done what they claim to have done, namely,
accurately supply the meaning of the Bible in English. The public counts

on “truth in translation.”

y u
training and expertise of others to help make sense ofthe Bxble. The Blble
is a difficult book. It is nearly two thousand years old. Its thought world
is very different from that of modernity. The biblical text assumes
familiarity with the religious and social environment of the ancient
Mediterranean region, rather than the highways and byways of Middle
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America. Credit the people for their instinct that they cannot simply read
the words on the page and have it make immediate sense to them. They
are right.

The problem, then, that Christians face in their passion for, and
reliance on, the Bible as the shaper of their faith is that they must rely on
experts to guide them to its meaning. The average Christian may be
unaware to what degree he or she depends upon the knowledge and
intellectual integrity of papyrologists, translators, commentators,
historians, and ministers to accurately and honestly convey what the Bible
really says, as difficult as that may be in modern times -- uncertainties,
contradictions, and all. And in that dependence, modern Christians have
been let down terribly. There is no system of control, or of editorial
{\\IF!‘Q!th in the market of nnpnl r biblical “cnhnlarshjp"’ Anyone can
write a book about the Bible, claiming to explain it. In a free society, we
wouldn’t want it any other way. But the sensible advice of “buyer
beware” seems to be forgotten in this market. Even people with the best

of intentions can be led by their commitments and biases to produce

writing to clear up a number of misconceptions about the
Bible, and about the claims made by those who are listened to when they
speak about the Bible. 1 am not writing to support any denomination or
sect of Christianity, but simply to inform -- to add information to a debate
that has been conducted mostly in the shadow of ignorance. | am writing
because I am a biblical scholar, not by assertion or by the approval of
authorities, but by training -- | know the language in which the New
Ty

Testament was o all ittam a a q a
stament was Vr:gmu..y writien, as well as the auuia}, pUIILIbal, and

cultural environment that shaped how the New Testament expresses itself.

I was moved to write because of my shock at the lack of the most
basic facts about the Bible in the modern popular debate over its accurate
translation and meaning I was greatly disappointed to find that the few
well-trained scholars who have participaied in the debate, for reasons
known only to themselves, have chosen to reinforce rather than alleviate
the burden of misinformation and wanton bias in the debate. [ am writing
because 1 understand how to take on the role of a neutral inve
with a stake not in any predetermined outcome, but only in hearing what
a two-thousand-year-old book says in the terms of its own time and place.
I personally know dozens of other biblical scholars with the training and
self-discipline to do what | am doing, but they are detached from the

public debate (just as | was until now), engaged in their own very
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specialized and arcane researches, and perhaps unaware (as | was until
rudely shaken out of my ignorance) of the debate raging around us.
Modern Christians can determine for themselves how to use the Bible, to

take it literally or figuratively, what parts are the most important, how to
eave all of its ideas into a whole. This book is not about this process of

weave an G1 1S 1Geas inwC a Wiilic. [SAVARI N e bl -
interpretation and application. It is focused only on translation. It is
essential first that we have the most accurate transiations upon which ail
of the other questions can be worked out. Since Christians regard the
Bible as Truth, with a capital T, and this Truth was first communicated in
languages other than English, we need “Truth in translation” first of all,
before anyone can test this Truth, explore it, apply it. [ have written this
book to help you explore the issue of accuracy in Bible translation.
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INTRODUCTION

What do | mean by the words “accuracy” and “bias” used in this book’s
titte? By writing this book, I am involving myself in debates that have
been going on for a long time before me and no doubt witl continue long
after me. People have already been throwing around the words
*“accuracy” and “bias” quite freely, and 1 am merely taking up this rhetoric
and focusing it on solid reasons and criteria for judging the applicability
of the words to particular cases.

People are quick to charge inaccuracy and bias in someone else’s
Bible. On what basis do they make such charges? Charges of inaccuracy
and bias are based upon the fact that a translation has deviated from some
norm of what the translation should be. So what is the norm? It seems
that for many the norm is the King James Version of the Bible. If a new
transiation varies very far from that norm, it is criticized as inaccurate and
erroneous, and its translators are suspected of ulterior motives in
producing a different translation, a hidden bias that perverts the truth of
the KIV. You hear it all the time: someone has “changed” the Bible by
offering a new translation. The “change” is from the standard of the King
James Version, Wthh was, after all, presented as the “standard:

frangla
translation. If di
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from the “standard,” clearly it must be
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wrong,

Unfortunately, this view of things is based on ignorance of the
lnpst basic facts about the Bible. The King James Version was not the first
Bible (not even the first English Bible); it was itself a translation. It just
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xiv TRUTH IN TRANSLATION

happened to be a translation that was used by many people for a long
time. Age adds a certain sanctity to things. It starts to seem that it has
always been that way, and any change is a dangerous innovation. When
a new translation is made, it is, of course, different from the long-
established KJV, and people fault it for that. But what else can people d do?
The only thing they have to compare a new translation to is the old
translation. They have no means to assess real accuracy and bias
because they do not have a valid norm by which to compare translations.

But the fact that the general public does not have access to a
valid norm does not mean that one does not exist. In fact there is such a
norm that is available to anyone who is willing to take the trouble to learn
how to use it: the original Greek New Testament.

Truth in advertising in the realm of Bible translation centers on
the word “translation.” By claiming to be a “translation,” an English Bible
is being put forward as an accurate communication of the meaning of the
original text, in the case of the New Testament, the original Greek text. If
a translation freely departs from the meaning of the Greek, and rewrites the
Bible, leaving some things out and adding other things in, it must be
judged very poor in its accuracy. Notice that I said “sticks to the meaning
of the original Greek text.” Accuracy does not require following the Greek

ina h}’p“r literal, word-for-word way, Such a “translation” is what we call

an “interlinear translatlon,” and it is not really a “translation” at all, as you
can see if you ever try to read an interlinear. An interiinear is a stage on
the way to a translation, correctly identifying the basic meaning and
function of each Greek word, but not yet assembling that information into
coherent English sentences.

The important thing in judgments of accuracy is that the
translators have found English words and phrases that correspond to the
known meaning of the Greek, and put them together into English
sentences that dutifully follow what the Greek syntax communicates. Ifa
translator chooses rare or otherwise unattested meanings for Greek words,
and constructs English sentences which do not straightforwardly
communicate the most likely sense of the original, then he or she is
producing an inaccurate translation. Comparison to the original Greek is
absolutely necessary to make judgments of accuracy or inaccuracy.
Without the Greek as a factor in the comparison, no valid judgment can be
passed.

Bias comes into the picture when we try to identify why a

transiation shows inaccuracy in its handling of the original { Greek text
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first we have to demonstrate deviation from the meaning of the Greek, and
only then can we see if bias is the cause. After all, everyone makes
mistakes. Furthermore, in any transiation there are several ways to convey
the meaning of the original. There is a very good and untroubling reason
why Bible translations differ among themselves. Put simply, Greek is not
English. Greek words do not have a one-to-one correspondence with
English words in terms of their meaning. Greek sentence structure and
patterns of style differ radically from the English structure and stylistics
that would be used to get the same idea across. So there is room for
jegitimate variation in transiation. Bias does not necessarily enter into it.

Bias is involved when differences in translation cannot be
explained by reasons based in the likely meaning of the original Greek.
When a translation seems to come out of nowhere, we are likely to find
that it involves certain ideas that the translator would like to see in the
Bible. Most people interested enough to undertake the arduous work of
making a Bible translation have an investment in a particular
understanding of Christianity, and this investment can affect their
objectivity.

Since there are many different forms of Christianity, bias in New
Testament translation can be in various directions. Sometimes, translators
make their biases explicit, by identifying themselves with certain
denominations or interpretive agendas. The New American Bible was
prepared by Catholics, for exampie. The New World Translation was
produced by Jehovah’s Witnesses. The New International Version
translators confessed explicitly their commitment to ‘“evangelical”
Christian doctrines and hiblical harmonv And oo forth n

doctrines and biblical harmony. And so forth. But even
translations made by broad inter-denominational committees can be
subject to the collective, “mainstream Christian” bias of the transtators.
The hardest bias to catch is one that is widely shared, and it is quite
understandable that the common views shared by modern Christians of
many denominations would influence how the Bible is translated.
Understandable, but not acceptable. The success of numbers or of time
does not guarantee truth.

Accuracy in Bible translation has nothing to do with majority
votes; it has to do with letting the biblical authors speak, regardless of
Where their words might lead. It has to do with strictly excluding bias
towards later developments of Christian thought. Avoiding bias involves
obeying probable meamng rather than wished-for meaning. The first

Chrnr\n whan P with
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usually should be the most obvious, straightforward, unspecialized
understanding of the word or phrase. Any other choice needs to be
justified by strong evidence from the literary context or historical and
cultural environment. Such evidence can sometimes make a less obvious
meaning possible, even probable; but it cannot rule out the other possible
meanings allowed by the known rules of the Greek language.

When there is no way to resolve rival possible meanings, we
really can’t blame translators for following the one that corresponds with
their beliefs. But they owe it to their readers to make a note of the
uncertainty. In passing judgment on how well or poorly translators have
done in avoiding bias, we have to give them the benefit of the doubt. If

the translation given is at least within the realm of possibility for the
rant that fact and not be too hard on the

o
grant tnat 1act and el 9e 100

meaning of the Greek, we
translators for preferring one possible meaning over another. But if they
stretch beyond that rather generous range and reach for the truly novel,
rare, or unlikely sense of the Greek, we must be very suspicious of their
motives. We have to wonder why they couldn’t let the Bible say what it
has to say, why they had to put some other idea there in place of the more
likely, obvious meaning of the original biblical text.

Accurate, unbiased translations are based on (1) linguistic
content, {2) literary context, and (3) historical and cultural environment.
The very same three things are consulted to assess a translation once it
is done. We use these three bases for making and assessing New
Testament translations because we presume certain things about how the
New Testament was written by its authors. Our reliance on linguistic

e iaa d Greak carrectly in line with the
e with the

mnot
must
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content presupposes that an autnor usca Ureck cofrectly, in iin
linguistic conventions of his or her time. If he or she didn’t, we really
have no way to know what might be meant. Our use of literary context
assumes that an author was relatively consistent and non-contradictory
in what he or she said. If the author has not assembled a coherent piece
of writing, we would be unable to judge our ability to understand it. Our
attention to the historical and cultural environment presumes that an
author worked with images and ideas available in his or her world (even if
working to redefine or transform them), and that a contemporaneous
audience was the intended readership. If the books of the New Testament
were written in a way that was incomprehensible to the earliest Christians,
they never would have been valued, preserved, and collected into
scripture.

Having identified (1) linguistic content, (2) literary context, and
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3) historical and cultural environment, as the basis for valid assessment
of Bible translation, it follows that the person qualified to assess Bible
translations is the person who knows these three things. Let’s consider
these credentials more closely.

In order to have any ability to make a judgement about the
accuracy of a translation of the New Testament from its original Greek into
modern English, you have to know how to read Greek, and the particular
kind of Greek in which the New Testament was originally written
(something known as Koiné, or “common” Greek). [ am sure this seems
obvious to you. Yet, amazingly, the majority of individuals who publicly
pass judgement on Bible translations -- in print, on television and radio,
on the internet, and in letters they send to me -- do not know how to read
Greek.

The obvious question to be asked here is: then how can they tell
what is a good translation and what is not? The fact is that they cannot.
Their opinions are based not on the accuracy of translating Greek words
into English words, but on the agreement of the final product with their
own beliefs about what the Bible must say. In practice, people who do not
read Greek compare a new translation with an existing one of which they
approve. Any difference is judged negatively, and is considered to be

changing or disterting the text of the Bible. But differences are bound to
arise in new translations because Greek words often can mean several

different things in English and, besides that, the good news is that with
every passing generation we are learning to read Koiné Greek better as we
learn more about it.

So the first question you should ask anyone who claims to have
the credentials to speak about the translation of the New Testament is: Do
you know how to read Koiné Greek? If not, then you have no basis to

render an opinion, other than to rely on

e rely on

wl do read 1
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Greek. If we Greek readers disagree among ourselves, then you must
examine our arguments and evidence and decide who has the better case.

When it comes to using literary context to assess the accuracy
of a translation, anyone who has spent a lot of time reading the Nev/v
Testament has made a beginning on mastering this credential. It involves
recognizing the different types of writing contained in scripture. Paul’s
letters are a very different sort of literature than a narrative such as the
Gospel according to Mark, which again is quite distinct from a visionary
account like the Book of Revelation. These discrete forms of writing
shape the meaning of the passages they contain. The distinctive
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vocabularies, metaphors, and emphases of the individual authors also
supply the context for understanding individual passages they wrote.

But knowing the New Testament inside and out is only the
beginning. The books of the New Testament belong to a larger literary
context that includes early Jewish and Christian traditions of writing. The
Jewish scriptures (the Christian Old Testament), for example, form an
essential context for understanding the expression of the New Testament.
Other Jewish and Christian writings produced at the same time as the New
Testament, such as the Dead Sea Scrolls or the Christian apostolic fathers,
help us to grasp the literary conventions foliowed in the New Testament,
as well as the characteristics that set the New Testament apart. The New
Testament was not written in isolation, but emerged from a larger literary
world by which, and against which, it was shaped. So familiarity with
literary context in both the narrow and broad sense is an important skill to
apply to assessing Bible translations.

Knowing the dictionary definition of isolated Greek words, or
having a sense of literary conventions are good starting points, but they
are not sufficient to make someone able to make or assess Bible
translations. Words change their meaning over time, and one has to be
familiar with how particular words and phrases were understood in

ing writings other than the biblical

....... | P nd nlacas hy re
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ones. Moreover, when we write or talk, the full meaning is not in the
dictionary meaning of the words alone, but in the references and allusions
of our imagery, metaphors, and figures of speech. Some terms have very
specialized meaning for particular groups of people Some statements
assume familiarity on the part of their hearers about the topic being
spoken of. For example, a great deal of what Jesus had to say refers to and

builds upon the ideas and images of Ist century Judaism. Without
education in how lst century Judaism onerated and what it valued, it is

egucatchn i no 18T Cel ry Judaism operaied ned

easy to misunderstand what Jesus is talking about, or to be downright
baffled by it.

This kind of background knowledge is available to historians
from the literature and archaeology of the period. The exact nuance of a
phrase or argument in the New Testament may depend on this background
knowledge. So it is important to have some credentials in this area. If you
haven’t had the opportunity to receive this sort of education, it is never
too late. You can easily fill your home library with books on the subject,
of which dozens are published every year. In this area, too, we are
learning more all the time. But if someone ignores the historical context of
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the Bible, and has no background in the subject, they are in a poor
position to assess a translation of the Bible. All they can do is argue the
dictionary meaning of a term, or the normative understanding of a concept
found in their church, against a translation that takes cognizance of the
language in its own time and place, as it was known to the actual authors
of the Bible.

Thousands of biblical researchers in America have these three
credentials, not to mention the many more in other English-speaking
countries, and I am one of them. That is why I feel somewhat justified in
writing this book. But just as importantly, I have an attitude that puts me
at a distinct advantage to write a book such as this. [ am a committed
historian dedicated to discovering what Christians said and did two
thousand years ago. | have no stake in proving ihat #10se Christians are

most like a particular modern denomination of Christianity, or that they
adhered to particular doctrines that match those of modern Christians. If
it turns out that they did, fine; if not, then | certainly am not going to fault
them for that. If you are looking for my bias, I guess you could say that
| have a bias in favor of historical truth, the accurate reconstruction and
comprehension of the past. If the Bible as it was written two thousand
years ago presents obstacles and challenges to modern Christians, if it

d v -
does not so simply conform to what modern Christians want or expect it

to say, I consider that a problem for modern Christians, not for the Bible.
That said, I’'m not asking you to just take my word for things. [
would be a pretty poor educator if I expected you to adhere to the cult of
the expert. In fact, I encourage distrust. I don’t want you to trust me; |
waiit yot to be persuaded by the information i provide. Check my claims;
scrutinize my arguments. I haven’t studied all of this material for so many
years for you to trust me without proof. Proof is the coin of the academic

trade. If I don’t have evidence -- linguistic. literarv and historics [N
e evidence -- linguistic, literary, and historical facts --

to back up what I say, I would be uttering nothing but idle opinion. I have
set out for you the necessary tools of the work we have before us. Walk
with me awhile in the pages that follow as we put these tools to use, so
you can see how they help us to determine accuracy and bias in Bible
translation. When we are finished, | hope you will be motivated to
continue your exploration and to develop your ability to use these tools
to pursue further questions of your own.
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THE ORIGINS OF
MODERN ENGLISH BIBLES

This chapter is about how it is that we, living at the dawn of the 21st
century, have a book in our possession that was written two thousand
years ago. Most of the books on our shelf are not that old. The Bible, of
course, owes its uniquely long life to its importance within the Christian
religious tradition. But that does not answer the whole question, because
the Bible goes back so far in time that it predates the invention of printing,
and even the formation of the English language itself. So, obviously, this
book has gone through some changes over the years. And since its exact
wording and meaning is so crucial to Christians, those changes need to be
understood and scrutinized very closely in order to be sure that what we
have today is as close to the original book as possible.

A great deal rests on the meaning of that last “as possible,”
because the Bible has to be useful for modern people, and that fact
fiecessitates some change. A crumbiing manuscript written in Greek
would not have much use in a typical modern Christian’s home. The steps
of adaptation from that crumbling manuscript to a modern, compact,
convenient, and readable Bible are what interest us here.

I will not be addressing the ultimate origin question about the
Bible, namely, was it inspired by God? Nor will I look into questions of
biblical authnrchm date, and so forth. Qur er’rmo nmm is the comnleted

Greek composmons,ofthe biblical authors, and we are interested here in



2 TRUTH IN TRANSLATION

how those already written texts are transformed into English Bibles.
Translators are not inspired, and the fact that translations are revised over
the years shows a healthy appreciation of human fallibility. Not only are
translators not perfect, but the manuscripts from which they make their
translations are imperfect copies of lost originals. No two manuscripts of
the Bible agree completely. With imperfect base texts, translators cannot
possibly produce perfect translations. The best they can hope to achieve
is the most accurate rendering of the most likely original text based on the
actual manuscripts we have at present. So whether or not the original
compositions of the biblical authors were inspired by God, modern English
translations would be twice removed from any such inspiration: first by

fallible human copyists, and second by fallible human translators.

That brings me to my first point about how we come to have a
Bible. The actual original manuscripts written by Mark, Paul, and the other
writers of the New Testament -- what technically are called the
“autographs” -- no longer exist. We have the Bible only in the form of
copies of copies of copies of the originals, at best. There is nothing
mysterious or diabolical about the disappearance of the original
autographs. Keep leafing through a book over and over again for a few
hundred years and see what kind of shape it’s in. Carry it around with
you, stuff it into tight hiding places several times, drop it in the rain and
mud a few times, and loan it to people time and again. Books wear out.
They get damaged; they fall apart; they fade. This is what happened to
the original writings of the biblical authors. I don’t mean to sound
disrespectful' I am sure the early Christians did their best to take care of

tlanon womidieon n. ma 170w
these writings. But times were tough, and these manuscripts apparently

circulated widely. Eventually, they simply crumbled away.

Fortunately, before that happened, copies were made. And then
these copies were copied, and so on, until a fairly large number of copies
were in circulation for each book of the New Testament. But copying a
manuscript is tricky business, and the fonger the text, the trickier it is.
Copyists make mistakes. When I make this point in the classes I teach, l
make an analogy to copying a friend’s class notes. IfI were to collect the
interdependent notebooks of my students, I would get a lot of amusement
out of the transformations and slips of the copyists. Now, certainly, most
people who copied books of the Bible were a little more concerned and
dedicated to get it exactly right than students who want to copy just
accurately enough to pass a test. But the actual manuscripts of the Bible
we have show that concern and dedication are not enough. No two
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manuscripts read exactly alike because through copy after copy errors
crept in.

Most biblical manuscripts were made by a scribe working with a
source text which he (usually it was a he) looked at and copied onto the
blank pages which were going to become the finished copy. The
manuscript he was working from would have been made by hand, with
letters written in ink on papyrus (a plant-fiber paper) or parchment (an
animal-skin paper). He would work by candlelight or lamplight or sunlight,
sitting for hours at a writing bench.

Under these conditions, the eye can play tricks on you. Letters
may be imperfectly written and mistaken for other letters. Imperfections
in the paper may look like letters or alter the appearance of written letters.
Words, phrases, even whole sentences may be skipped because, in
copying, the scribe must look back and forth from his source to the copy
he is making, and in the process he loses his place. It is very easy for the
eye to jump from one occurrence of a word to another occurrence of the
same word on the page. In the sentence I have just written, it would be
very easy for a scribe to jump from the first “occurrence” to the second
“occurrence” and to produce a copy that reads: “It is very easy for the eye
to jump from one occurrence of the same word on the page.” If you stop

to think o » “of? ¢ i
k of how many times “and,” “of,” and “t0” appear on a typical page,

you can start to imagine the potentlal for error in making copies. This kind
of thing happens ail of the time in the manuscripts we have of the Bible.
Not only do scribes omit material, they also duplicate lines by jumping
back to the previous occurrence of a word. T

But copying manuscripts is even more complicated than thai.
Ancient Greek manuscripts did not use marks of punctuation, and these
marks only developed very gradually and sporadically over time. So the
oldest biblical manuscripts have no periods, commas, quotation marks, or

Qds, co 148, quotation kS, OF

anything of the kind. Even worse, ancient Greek manuscripts were written
without spaces between words, so that a scribe would be looking at
atextthatreadslikethis. By this point, you may be wondering why on
earth manuscripts were written this way. The standard answer is that the
culture was still largely oral, and that texts served as aids to memory more
than as sources of novel information. But admittedly, if someone had
thought of the improvements of spacing words and using punctuation the
scribes would have jumped at the innovation, and they did when these
inventions were made. Meanwhile, many scribes worked by sight at
blocks of letters rather than sentences and units of meaning, and many
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mistakes were made. You can do an experiment at home into this sort of
work simply by copying an acrostic from a newspaper or magazine.
Imagine doing page after page of this kind of copying for hours on end.

For those scribes who worked with units of meaning, looking at
the source manuscript and reciting aloud an entire clause, then repeating
it to themselves as they copied the words, other sorts of problems arose.
Again, we have the usual slips as a person recites something back to him-
or herself: words drop out or get transposed, ideas get rephrased. Then
there is the additional problem that the New Testament contains a great
deal of reiated or paraiiel content. in the Gospels, for instance, the same
stories are told in different ways by the four evangelists. If the scribe has
a favorite version among the four, or is used to hearing a story in only one
of the four retellings, he may accidentally remember and write that version
rather than the one he is supposed to be copying.

Some scribal operations used a method of mass-producing
manuscripts that involved taking dictation. In this process, a whole set of
scribes would sit at their benches with only blank pages in front of them.
A reader would stand in the front of the room and read the Bible aloud,
and the scribes would write down what they heard. In this way, many
copies could be made at once. The motivation to produce more Bibles

faster can be understood, but the consequences for accuracy can be

readily imagined. In this instance, reconstructing one of my class lectures
from my student’s notebooks would be the appropriate analogy (although
students rarely copy lectures word for word anymore, as used to be the
case). | suppose a language dictation class like the one I had in high
school would be a closer analogy. But the point is the same: all kinds of
errors of the ear are made under these conditions.

By now you may be getting pretty pessimistic about the Bible,
but take heart. Modern biblical scholars have developed all sorts of
strategies for compensating for all of these errors, and the Bible today is
in better shape than it has ever been. This wili become ciear as I continue
the story of how we come to have a Bible.

At some point, Christians began to collect the individual books
of the New Testament and form them into sets. Up until then, the Bible of
the Christians was the same as the Bible of the Jews, or what Christians
now call the Old Testament. In addition to that Bible, there were the books
that were taken very seriously as sources of distinctly Christian teaching,
or what one early writer called “the memoirs of the apostles.” These

additional books were read from when Christians gathered on Sundays,
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and were used in private study. It became clear by the use they were
being put to that these books were every bit as important to Christians as
the books of the Bible, and so they should become part of it. Not all of the
local Christian communities agreed which books were worthy of such a
status and which were not, but over the centuries a consensus developed
among the Christian leadership, and by the end of the 4th century, the list
of books to be included in the New Testament, what we call the “canon,”
was generally agreed upon.

Involved in the collection process was a concern over having
manuscripts that agreed with each other and were relatively error free.
Since the autographs were already long gone, there was no way to know
for sure how the manuscripts should read, but examples that differed
dramatically from the many other copies to which they could be compared
were destroyed. In each city, the local bishop had the authority to
approve the biblical text and to confiscate defective copies. As
Christianity grew and prospered, the individual manuscripts were used
sources from which to make copies of the entire Bible. Eventuall
complete Bibles replaced the library of separate books that had been use
and people began to speak of the Bible as a single book, rather than as a
collection of individual books, which it originally was.

In the first few centuries of Christian history, missionaries
traveled widely to spread the “good news,” and translated as they went.
Thus, Jesus” own disciples, who probably spoke a local Galilean variety
of Aramaic, a Semitic language, found that they had to translate their

teachings into Greek to reach many of the people they wished to convert.
Christian tradition tells us that Mark, the gospel writer, got his start as
Peter’s interpreter in front of Greek-speaking audiences. Paul knew Greek
himself, and wrote his letters directly in that language since he was writing

to people who spoke Greek. At that time, Greek was to the ancient world
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what English is to the modern world -- a kind of international language that
people learn if they want to have business, social, or intellectual dealings
beyond their own country.

But eventually Christian missionaries reached places where even
Greek wasn’t spoken. By this time, the books of the New Testament had
been written, and so the missionaries began to translate these books into
local languages such as Latin, Syrian, Armenian, Coptic (Egyptian), Gothic
(a language related to German and Scandinavian languages), and so on.
For a while, then, everyone had Bibles in their own language.

Languages change over time; some die out, others evolve into
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forms that differ substantially from their older forms. Latin, for example,
evolved into French, Spanish, ltalian, and Portuguese. English and
German have a common linguistic ancestor from which they evolved,
although English vocabulary has been heavily influenced by French. As
these changes occurred, Christian leaders started to worry about
translation. They knew that all translation involves some degree of
interpretation, and they were affaid that biblical truth would be distorted
by translation. Besides, in the Middle Ages, Latin served Europe as Greek
had served the ancient Roman Empire, as an international language that
transcended local politics and cuiture. The Christian ieaders wanted to
foster unity, not diversity, in the Christian community. If Christians were
reading different translations of the Bible, they inevitably would start to
diverge from one another in their understanding of biblical truth.

So the Christian leaders of Western Europe (the Catholic
bishops, lead by the Pope in Rome) had their own good reasons for not
keeping up with language change by making translations of the Bible. In
hindsight, we can say that they drew the wrong conclusions from their
concerns. The outbreak of the Protestant Reformation shows that many
Christians felt alienated from the well-springs of their faith, at least in part

because of their inability to have access to and read the Bible. Today,
translation into local languages is standard nrﬂ(‘ﬂ(‘? for all denominations

translation into local languages is standard practice fo
of Christianity, including the Catholic church, But I am getting ahead of
myself.

Because many Christians wanted to read the Bible for
themselves, the motivation existed to make translations. While the
Christian leadership forbade the making of translations, people did so
secretly and at great personal risk. Only in the 16th Century did it become

possible for translations to be made openly, as local rulers allied
themselves with the Protestant Reformation and refused to go along with

the Catholic ban on translation, thus protecting those inside their borders
who wished to undertake this work. This turn of events came at precisely
the right time to have maximum impact, because the translators were able
to make use of a revolutionary new medium of communication: printing.
Now a Bible manuscript could be type-set and mass produced. Printed
Bibles could be made much more quickly and inexpensively than ever
before. They also could be made much smaller and easier to handle than
a handwritten manuscript. And, of course, there was an eager market for
the book. As a result, the Bible became the first best-seller of the print era,
and has remained the world’s best selling book ever since.
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All of these developments occurred in the specific case of the English
translation of the Bible, too. At first, the kings of England enforced the
church ban on translation with force. Translations were confiscated and
burned, sometimes with their authors. But eventually the English swung
over politically and ideologically to the pro-translation camp. The
established Church of England sought to maintain control over of the
process, however, and so only one, officially sanctioned translation was
produced: the Authorized Version, popularly known by the name of its
royal sponsor as the King James Bible, completed in 1611.

The King James Bible really marks the dawn of modern Bible
translation, even more than the parallel effort of Martin Luther in German
nearly a century earlier does. I say this because the King James Bible is
a translation made b oy comimitiee, a procedure which has come to be the
norm in modern translations. It is reasoned that the combined knowledge
of many scholars is better than the lone labors of a single scholar, no
matter how gifted. In theory, this is a strategy to overcome bias. One
person’s personal bias may be compensated for by the biases of others,
until the consensus opinion is as close to objectivity as can be achieved.
This is the theory, although it doesn’t always turn out this way, as we
shall see.

K? Its first task was
roundmg up some Bible manuscrlpts to compare with one another to make
sure the most accurate biblical text was used as a base to work from in
making a translation. Most of the existing Bible manuscripts in England
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f}the time were, of course, in Latin. But there were printed editions of the
Greek text, based on the few, recent manuscripts -- many generations
removed from original autographs of the biblical authors -- that could be

found in western Europe at the time. At times, then, the committee
suspected that the Greek manuscri

the Latin version instead.

Once the committee had agreed on the base text, translation
could begin. The well-understood meaning of the Latin Vulgate (from the
early 5th century) filled in for any uncertainty about the meanu\”ng of the
original Greek. But the committee worked in earnest to produce the most
clear, accurate, and aesthetically pleasing translation possible. It is
universally acknowledged that in the latter goal they succeeded. The
King James Bible is a beautiful piece of English literature. In terms of the
other two goals, however, this translation falls short, although for its time
it was pretty good.

O its WOr



8 TRUTH IN TRANSLATION

The members of the committee worked on various sections of the Bible,
then assembled to examine and discuss what they had accomplished.
Verse by verse, a consensus was reached. Theological and other
intellectual differences could be found among the members of the
committee, and debates about translation often hinged on the implications
for Christian doctrine and practice as much as they did on the linguistic
meaning of a Greek word. Obviously, the overwhelming majority of the
members of the committee came from a common background in the
Christian mainstream, and shared commitments to certain basic Christian
truths quite apart from the Bible. They certainly had biases, and when
those biases were held in common they went unrecognized and
unaddressed in the work of translation.

la i Heinm thanlaging ing ;
This built-in tnCGi0gIC cal bias in the wor

continued to the present day. Bible translation is usually undertaken by
people with theological training who also happen to be reasonably
competent in biblical languages. These may be members of missionary
societies, or individuals involved in denominational leadership, or the
more intellectually inclined among ministers. The vast majority of Bible
translations are produced by and for specific denominations of
Christianity, or cooperatively among members of related denominations.
The main advantage of contemporary Bible translations over the

The mai ntage of cor
venerable King James Bible is not that they are made by people with less
bias towards the material, but that they are based upon a much larger, and
therefore better, set of Greek manuscripts. In the centuries since the King
James committee did its work, biblical scholars have gone throughout the
world, finding every surviving manuscript of the Greek New Testament
they could. We now have not only many more manuscripts, but also

much older ones, closer to the autographs of the biblical authors.

The work of comparing all of the manuscripts, and drawing
conclusions about the most likely original wording of the books of the
New Testament, reached a point of maturity in the work of B. F. Westcott
and F. J. A. Hort in the late 19th century. Some modern translations are
based upon the conclusions of Westcoit and Hort. But the work on the
text of the New Testament continued in the 20th century. New manuscript
discoveries were made, and new ideas about how to compare and weigh
the evidence emerged. As a result, researchers came to slightly different
conclusions from those reached by Westcott and Hort about the “best”
text of the New Testament.

In the early part of the 20th century, Eberhard and Erwin Nestle

k of Bible translation has
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produced such a new edition of the New Testament text. Their work now
appears in the “Nestle-Aland” edition (re-edited under the leadership of
Kurt Aland). The United Bible Society also produced a new edition of the
text. Many modern translations are based on either the Nestle-Aland or
UBS text editions. By the end of the 20th century, the Nestle-Aland and
the UBS editions of the Greek text of the Bible were practically identical,
in large part because the editorial team of the two “independent” editions
was by that time identical. Questions might be raised about this monopoly
on deciding the “best” text of the New Testament, but that would take us
on a detour from our main subject.

In any case, these editions are vastly superior to anything that
existed before them. The advantage of having these modern editions of
the Greek text of the New Testament is simple to understand: a more
accurate Greek text makes possible a more accurate translation. But that
advantage can be squandered by the bias of transiators.

With thousands of biblical scholars in America glgne’ you may
think that Bible translation is mostly a scholarly enterprise. It isn’t.
Although biblical scholars have been the key players in identifying the
more accurate Greek text of the New Testament, most have never been
involved in a Bible translation project. Instead their research involves

mquhcnhno snecific biblical b macoagas |
estigating specific biblical books and passages in the original Greek,

and pubhshmg their findings in specialized academic journals for their
academic peers to consider. At some point, they may write a textbook for
use in college Bible courses. Only a handful ever get involved in Bible
translation projects.

' Although there have been quite a few transiations made by
individuals, only a few have succeeded in gaining a wide readership.
Most of the “big” translations are the work of committees, combining the
talents of several translators. These committees are sponsored

slators.  These com mittees are sponsored b
religious groups and operate under principles they all agree tg in advancey.
As a committee, they discuss and debate the results of their work, and find
the best reading they can all agree on.

The conditions that produce Bible translations naturally shape
the outcome of the work. Since translations are made under the authority
of denominations, a translation team must create something that will be
acceptable to its sponsors. Translations are made not in the environment
of academic freedom, but under the limitations of creedal commitment. The
members of the team, drawn from a common religious community, share
assumptions about the meaning of the Bible, rather than representing
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different viewpoints that must stand up to the scrutiny of other
perspectives. These are far from ideal conditions for delivering accurate,
unbiased English Bibles.

[ want to make it clear that | am not assuming any sort of intellectual
dishonesty on the part of Bible translators. | think it is the rare individual
who goes into a Bible translation project thinking, “1 am going to make the
Bible fit my beliefs.” I believe that by far the majority of people involved
in this work are honest, earnest people who want to produce the most
accurate, understandable Bible they can. Bias is not the same as
maliciousness or dishonesty. Biases are unconscious assumptions, or
unrecognized blind spots. The failings of most modern English Bibles are
not deliberate; they are lapses, oversights, and inconsistencies. The
ors are of training and approach, not character.

The responsibility of making new translations rests upon people
who are largely ill-suited to the task, through no fault of their own. They
do not have the full complement of training. That is, they usually have the
language skills but little or no exposure to information about the cultural
context that helps make sense of the language. Their focus is more on
making the language fit a modern context than an ancient one. They also
are not conditioned to objectivity, that is, they are people most deeply
roles of theological commitment that they must unhold.

invalved in nubli
reies et ngeiegical commiiment inat in ust unt

involved in publi
For an academic to come up with a new reading of a blbllcal verse may be
celebrated; for a theologian to do so may resuit in expuision from his or
her church. Get a group of theologians together who share a common
creed, and they will only reinforce each other’s assumptions, with no
voice in the room to pUlllt out the blind spots. So, in iy G‘pmiGﬁ, most
Bible translations are born in adverse conditions. It is not really too
surprising, therefore, to find inaccuracies and biases in them. Yet | must
admit to occasional astonishment at the audacity of some translators.

There has been more than one occasion, while workmg on this book, that
1 have jumped up out of my seat shouting, “I can’t believe they transiated

it that way!”
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it WORK OF TRANSLATION

You can think about Bible translation as a process of steps or phases,
takmg us not only from Greek to English, but also from a “rough draft”

number of steps to ever greater smoothness and clarlty, but at some pomt

along the way the original meaning can be eciipsed by polish and
paraphrase. The question with Bible translation, as with most things, is
knowing when to stop. I will walk you through the possible phases of
translation, d

cribing giving examnles and no o o
1g, giving examples, and commenting on the pros and

cons of stopping or moving forward to the next possible phase.

Lexical (“Interlinear”) Translation

Translation begins with the identification of each Greek word. This is
done using a dictionary or lexicon. Such reference works are compiled
from the vast body of Greek literature we have at our disposal. Since new
discoveries of Greek literature are made quite frequently, dictionaries and
lexicons must be constantly updated with new information. For any given
Greek word, there may be anywhere from two to a dozen English
?quxvalents The correct English equivalent for a Greek word as it is used
In the New Testament will be determined by the time of composition (since
Some meanings are attested in earlier periods, and others in later times),
the context of use, and other factors. Using the dictionary or lexicon, the
translator will determme what part of speech the word is (a noun, verb,
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adjective, adverb, preposition, and so on), and the range of possible
meanings it has in its time and context of use in the New Testament. The
translator will also determine the word’s grammatical form, that is, the
modification of the word’s root by markers that signal its relation to other
words in its sentence. The translator will recognize grammatical form
either from his or her training in Greek, or with the help of a Greek grammar.

The best Greek lexicon is that of Liddell & Scott (updated by
several subsequent editors) published by Oxford University Press. In its
resources, it covers the whole history of ancient Greek, from classical
through the Christian period. A more specialized lexicon is the one
originally edited by Walter Bauer (which has also been revised by many
later editors), published by the University of Chicago Press and focused
more on the later Greek of the Christian period.

There are, of course, many lexicons devoted to the Bible alone;
but in the work of Bible translation, these should be used only
secondarily, if at all. Biblical lexicons have many weaknesses. They tend
to be based on existing English translations, rather than offering resources
for fresh translation. They are deeply flawed by containing information
only from the Bible itself, instead of including information from Greel
literature in general. They are inherently biased towards harmonization of

its many uses in the Bible. But the
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same word can have quite different meanings according to its context of
use, particularly when used by different biblical authors. Most biblicai
lexicons are handicapped by a mistaken etymological approach to word
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meanings. This is the idea that words only mean what their constituent
p b P T2 1

parts mean. The actual history of use is much more reliable in determining

a word’s meaning.
For a given passage of the New Testament, then, you can write

out a line of Greek, and write beneath each Greek word its probable

meaning, with any modification based upon its marked role in the
sentence. The result is what is often called an “interlinear transiation.”
But, of course, it’s not a translation at all, as a quick glance will show you
immediately. It’s only a stepping stone on the way to a translation. The
lexical phase of translation provides the building blocks from which a
coherent English sentence can be developed. Interlinears are published
not because they can serve as translations in their own right, but because
they allow a reader to see what Greek word stands behind an English word
that has been incorporated into a translation. Published interlinears are
study aids, not Bible translations.

WORK OF TRANSLATION 13
Here’s an example:

This for is will of the God, the holiness of you, to abstain
you from the fornication, to know each of you the of himself
vessel to possess in holiness and honor. not in feeling of
desire according to which also the nations the ones not
knowing the God, the not to trespass and to defraud in the
matter the brother ot him. (I Thessalonians 4:3-6)

To make this a usable translation, the words must be rearranged according
to normal English syntax. Some words should be dropped because they

are not necessary in English (such as the article “the” before
“fornication” ), and other words need to be added to complete the sense
(for example a verb such as “do” in the clause “according to which the

nations also do”). Even when rearranged and touched up i in these ways,

the meaning of the passage will remain ambiguous, p
n ambi S, P

uncertainty about what “the of himself vessel” is

Literal (“Formal Equivalence”) Translation

Once all of the individual words have been more-or-less identified, they
can be assembled into sentences. The grammatical markers that modify
word roots point the way in this work. As the assembly-work goes on, the
translator will modify individual word meanings according to clues from
the context that is emerging. One of the most important steps from the

interlinear to the literal phase is changing word order from what is
acceptable in Greek to what works in English. Greek grammar is much more
flexible about word order than English is, and it is not possible for English

sentences to follow Greek word order. If you try to stick too closely to the

Orlmnnl Greele in va
Greek in word order, you will produce senten

e
heard in any normal English composition. The King James Version
occasionally lapses into this kind of hyper-literalism.

But in attempting to make a literal translation, you want to adhere
to the rhetorical style of the original, even if you cannot follow exactly the
Greek word order. This is what is called “formal equivalence” translating.

“Formal equivalence” means that one translates not only what a text says,
but as much as possible in the way the text says it, reproducing to a
certain degree the stylistic elements of the original in its structure and
word play. A formal equivalence translation “is designed so as to reveal
as much of the original form as possible” (Ray, page 47).
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There is much good to be said of literal, formal equivalence translation.
Even though it is not an interlinear, this kind of translation still brings the
reader very close to the original Greek. Literal translations tend to be very
conservative about how many different English words they use for a given
Greek one, and do not bring in synonyms merely for the sake of variety.
They permit the reader to notice differences in style between the books of
the New Testament. They do not offer much opportunity for interpretive
rephrasing.

On the other hand, literal, formal equivalence translation has
some shortcomings as well. lts conservative handling of vocabulary
usually involves an overreliance on technical theological terminology.
Words such as “justification,” “grace,” “Gentile,” and so on, fail to
communicate meaning to the average reader. They either have no
common, non-technical meaning in English the way the Greek words that
stand behind them did, or they suggest a wrong meaning because of
changes in ordinary English usage. As a result, such words lose their
freshness and immediacy, their resonances with daily life and reality that
they would have had with early readers of the Bible.

A second, related weakness frequently found in formal
equivalence translation is a much too narrow definition of what

~ana wag farmal aanivalanca P o H
constitutes formal equivalence. Older and less sophisticated applications

of formal equivalence often lapse into the etymological fallacy. That is,
translators make the mistake of thinking a word has a core meaning based
upon the lexical meaning of its constituent parts that is always the same
and always intended when the word is used, regardiess of context. Too
much emphasis on formal uniformity makes it impossible to accurately
convey an equivalent meaning in translation.
A third weakness often found in formal equivalence translations
n inabilitv to deal with implicit information embedded in the Greek.
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Translations frequently fail to convey such implicit information to the
reader because the translator believes that formal equivalence demands
the minimum possible wording rather than the fullest communication of
meaning. The words carry connotations that would have been
recognizable to their original audience. But the tremendous cultural
changes of the last two thousand years put up barriers between these
connotations and a modern audience. A translation really cannot be said
to be complete until the modern English reader has as much access to
meaning as the original Greek readers did.

But the text of the New Testament itself cannot be the place for
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commentary. There are limits on what constitutes implicit information.
Nida and Taber have set out this point very well:

[O]ne may make explicit in the text only what is linguistically
implicit in the immediate context of the problematic passage.
This imposes a dual constraint: one may not simply add
interesting cultural information which is not actuatly present
in the meanings of the terms used in the passage, and one may
not add information derived from other parts of the Bible,
much less from extra-biblical sources. such as tradition.
When one attempts to make too much explicit, one falls into
eisegesis [reading into the text] rather than exegesis [reading
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out of the text] (Nida and Taber, page 111).

So it is legitimate to draw out the full meaning of words, and to make more
plain the expression of sentences and the structure of a a passage by
spellmg out what the passage suggests subtly. A writer llke Paul, who
leaves many verbal gaps that he assumes the reader is able to fill by the
logic and parallelism of what he says, really cannot be understood by the
typical reader without some “filling in” -- that is, making explicit what is
implicit in his writing. In each case, however, there must be a defensible
basis in the words that are there for any claim about what is implied. We
will see several cases where there is wide disagreement about implicit
information in the New Testament.

Many modern English translations belong to the literal, formal
equivalence calegory. The King James Version is at the most
conservative end of the category, at times verging on being an interlinear
in its loyalty to Greek word order at the expense of acceptable English

fner of sneech. Th arndare aan a
1s of speech. The New American Standard Bible and the New World

Translation are also very literal, although they are more accommodated to
proper English style than the King James. The New Revised Standard
Version, the New American Bible, and the New International Version are
three popular Bibles that, while generally literal, give some attention to
making implicit information explicit. The degree to which they do this
varies considerably from passage to passage. The NRSV and NIV
Ssometimes make uncharacteristic leaps into the next phase or category of
translation. But for the most part, all of these translations were the
product of translators who felt content to stop with the literal, and not to
continue into a further, “dynamic” transformation of the English text.
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We return to our example, 1 Thessalonians 4:3-6, to see what literal,
“formal equivalence” transiation looks like.

KIv: 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 honor; Not in the lust of
concupiscence, even as the Gentiles which know not God: That no man
go beyond and defraud his brother in any matter . ..

NW: For this is what God wills, the sanctifying of you, that you abstain
from fornication; that each one of you should know how to get
possession of his own vessel in sanctification and honor, not in

1 Qe anpetite such as alse those nations have which do not

covetous sexual appctite such as aiso tiose
know God; that no one go to the point of harming and encroach upon
the rights of his brother in this matter . . .

NASB: For this is the will of God, your sanctification; that is, that you abstain
from sexual immorality; that each of you know how to possess his own
vessel in sanctification and honor, not in lustful passion, like the
Gentiles who do not know God; and that no man transgress and defraud
his brother in the matter . . .

The KJV, NW, and NASB offer very literai transiations, definitely formal

equivalence in following the flow of Paul’s rhetoric. As a result, the KJV

has some phrasing that is not recognizable as proper English (for example:
“even as ihe Geniiles which know not God”), while the NW sounds stilted
and wooden. The NASB, on the other hand, manages to flow smoothly
as modern English by adding a few transition words that do not have any
affect on the mean!na’ other than to make it clearer. The KJV and NASB
retain the archaic English word “Gentiles,” while the NW translates more
accurately as “nations.” The KJV and NW retain the archaic English word
“fornication” (a transformed loan-word from the Greek porneia), while the
NASB uses the modern expression “sexual immorality,” which is generic
enough to cover most possible meanings of the original Greek term. All
three translations retain the theological technical term “sanctification,”
which has little or no meaning for the average reader.
None of these translations interpret Paul’s statement about
knowing how to “possess one’s own vessel” within the translation itself.
The NASB quite properly suggests some possible understandings of the
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expression in a footnote (“Le., body; or possibly, wife”). The meaning of
this expression is not clear to the modern reader as it stands, but these
translations are careful not to promote a possible interpretation to the
status of scripture. Interpretation built upon the literal rendering of Paul’s
words is left to the reader.

That’s not to say that the KJV and NW do no interpreting of their
own. The KIV adds the word “any” to the clause “defraud his brother in
any matter.” That’s a nice sentiment, but it is not what the Greek says.
The KJV translators have added a teaching to the passage that is not there
in the text, even though they and we would be happy if it was. The KJV
and NW have interpreted the Greek phrase en pathei epithumias ( litera!ly;
“in the feeling of desire™) to mean “in the lust of concupiscence™ and i
covetous scxual appetite,” respectively. Both of these readings heighten
the strength of Paul’s rhetoric, making it sharper and more negative. Both
translations in this case owe more to the Latin Vulgate (the source of the
word “concupiscence”) than they do to the original Greek. Paul can warn
against something without sounding quite so shrill as these translations
make him. The NASB is slightly more in line with the tone of the original
Greek: “in lustful passion.”

“nvnnmm F‘muvnlnnn »” Trans

“Dynamxc equlvalence refers to a method of working with blocks of
meaning larger than the word or phrase in order to produce English
passages whose simplicity and straightforwardness make for better reader

jomprehensnon than passages which adhere to Greek rhetorical forms. In
aynamic equwmence one transiates what a text says, but not in the way
it says it, replacing the latter with a style considered most appropriate for
amodern reader. Partisans of dynamic equlvalence insist that this is the

only really corr
,,,,, ect way to translate, and that anything else falls short of

brldgmg the gap between the original text and the readers who do not
Speak the original language.

The advantages of moving translation to the “dynamic
€quivalence” phase are obvious: such a translation reads well, is simplified
for reader comprehension, and does not confront the reader with the
challenging obscurities of the original. Technical terminology is avoided,
and nuances implicit in the original Greek are made explicit.  But there
are also serious drawbacks to this sort of translating.  Although
Proponents of dynamic equivalence translation always characterize it as
amore modern, sophisticated method, it is actually based on an outmoded



18 TRUTH IN TRANSLATION

view of language as mere packaging around ideas. This basic flaw in
dynamic equivalence theory is well stated by A. H. Nichols:

The truth is that language is not a mere receptacle. Nor does
the Bible translator work with some disembodied *message”
or “meaning”. He is struggling to establish correspondences
between expressions of the different languages involved. He
can only operate with these expressions and not with
wordless ideas that he might imagine lie behind them.
Translators must not undervalue the compiex reiationship
between form and meaning (Nichols, page 83-84).
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viewing language as the stuff of which ideas are made, as the prov1der of
“metaphors we live by.” Meaning is rooted in language, not merely
carried by it.

A second weakness of dynamic equivalence translation is that
it adds an extra layer between the literal meaning of the Greek and the
reader. This layer has the effect of hiding from the Bible reader the

interpretive work of the translator. Robert Bratcher, a leading proponent
1slating, himself says,

While there is widespread agreement, it not unanimity, on the
meaning of most of the Hebrew (and Aramaic) Old Testament
and of the Greek New Testament, there are many places
where scholars are sharply divided, and translations retlect
those differences. This lack of consensus poses no great
difficulty for students of the original texts, but many faithful
Rible readers who have litile if any technical knowledge of
such matters may find it difficult to believe that a word or a
phrase can be understood in so many different ways.

(Bratcher 1990/91, page 293)

The disagreement among scholars to which Bratcher refers can occur in
two different phases of research. There can be disagreement over the
lexical meaning of a word or phrase, and there can be disagreement over
the meaning of sentences and even whole passages even after the lexical
meaning of the individual words and phrases is agreed upon. Most
arguments in biblical studies are over the latter. In his dynamic
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equivalence translation work, Bratcher chooses one among the disputed
meanings to include in his English Bible. The reader usually is not told of
alternative theories of the meaning, nor is he or she supplied with the
literal wording of the passage upon which these rival interpretations are
based. So, dynamic equivalence translations exercise greater control over
the reader, putting narrower limits over what the reader is allowed to know
about the original text of the Bible.

A third weakness of dynamic equivalence translation is its stated
goal of making the Bible comfortable and familiar to its readers. Certainly,
we want people to feel able to understand what the Bible says. But do we
really achieve that by “dumbing-down” its content? The Rible is not well
served by being made comfortable, familiar, and conformed to modern

H Grentact

sensibilities. Its greatest religious value lies in its chalienges to the aii-
too-confidant assurance of modern life.

In the words of Bratcher, “[M]ore is involved in a literal
translation than words and grammar, and that is the strangeness of the
cultural setting of the original, so that a series of words strung together
that faithfully represent the meaning of the individual words of the original
may be quite meaningless to readers who belong to a completely different
culture” (Bratcher 1990/1, page 291). Bratcher’s observation is quite
correct. The question is: What should we do about it? His solution is io
strip away this cultural difference, and make the Bible fit into the cultural
perspective of the reader. In my view, such a transformation of the
meaning of the text runs the risk of disguising or distorting the sense of
the original.

The fact is that the earthly career of Jesus took place in a world
very different from our own. To communicate his purpose and vision to
hls. disciples, Jesus employed the cultural reality around him as a starting
point -- its values and symbols, its social arrangements and religious
vocabulary. The meaning of his teaching, and of the conveyance of that
tcgching in the writings of the New Testament, was rooted in this ancient,
alien cultural context. We -- that is scholars, translators, and religious
leaders -- understand the meaning of this material only by doing historical,
Contextual research that allows us to define and catch the nuance of these
cultural references. On the basis of this research we produce
Commentaries on the Bible.

The ambition of dynamic equivalence translation is to condense
all of this explanatory commentary into a paraphrase of the biblical
Passage itself, so that the reader will not need to turn to published
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commentaries, or study Bibles, or extensive footnotes to grasp the
meaning. That’s an honorable goal, but one that is impossible to achieve.
In the process, distortion occurs. The paraphrase is too loose to
communicate the exact way in which the passage conveyed its meaning,
and too constrained by the limits of translation to give a full explanation
of meaning. It falls somewhere in between, in that unsatisfactory region of
not-quite-this and not-quite-that. Subtleties and nuances of the original
are lost, and the temptation to add new nuances to the meaning is too
readily accommodated.

The principal example of a dynamic equivalence translation is the
Today’s English Version, commonly known as the “Good News Bible,”
whose New Testament was translated by Robert Bratcher. But the New
Revised Standard Version and the New International Version often
incorporate “dynamic” readings in their generally literal text.

We return to 1 Thessalonians 4:3-6 in some dynamic equivalence

NRSV: For this is the will of God, your sanctification: that you abstain from
fornication; that each one of you know how to control your own body
in holiness and honor, not with lustful passion, like the Gentiles who do

loit a brother or sister in this

not know God; that no one w

matter . . .

NIV: It is God’s will that you should be sanctified: that you should avoid
sexual immorality; that each of you should learn to control his own
body in a way that is holy and honorable, not in paSSm te lus
heathen, who do not know God; and that in this matter no one should

wrong his brother or take advantage of him . ..

NAB:  Thisis the will of God, your holiness: that you refrain from immorality.
that each of you know how to acquire a wite for himself in holiness and
honor, not in lustful passion as do the Gentiles who do not know God;
not to take advantage of or exploit a brother in this matter . . .

TEV:  God wants you to be holy and completely free from sexual immorality.
Each of you men should know how to live with his wife in a holy and
honorable way, not with a lustful desire, like the heathen who do not
know God. In this matter, then, no man should do wrong to his fellow
Christian or take advantage of him.
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You can see that the NRSV, NIV, and NAB are very close to being literal
translations; they read very similarly to the NASB. But a couple of
differences push these translations in this passage into the dynamic
equivalence category. The TEV, on the other hand, is the classic example
of a dynamic equivalence translation. The translator has reduced the
entire passage to three basic “kernals” of meaning, which are then
rendered into the simplest, most straightforward English possible.

When it comes to the expression “possess one’s own vessel,”
the NRSY, NIV and TEV translators did not retain the literal wording in the
text while offering possible interpretations in a footnote, as the NASB
translators did.  Rather, they chose one possible interpretation for

inclusion in the text, and used footnotes to warn the reader of uncertainty
ATNQYT. 4 2

(NRSV: “Or fiow fo take a wife for himseif”; NiV: “Or iearn to live with his
own wife; or learn to acquire a wife”; TEV: “live with his wife; or control
his body”). To me, this is an acceptable way to handle a difficult passage.
Having the footnotes makes all the difference, although I think it would be

nav Too ants ail 10 CHIICTCNCC, ailidugn « nink it wouia oe

better to include the literal phrasing in the footnote as well, so that the
reader knows what the interpretations are based upon. The NAB in this
case fails to offer a footnote, giving the reader a false sense of certainty
about the interpretive choice made by its translators.
Roth tha NRQVU and NIV Aloac ek

. Both the NRSV and NIV choose the most Uruamy appucame
possxble meaning (“control one’s own body”). This has neither more nor
less probability than the other possible interpretations, so the choice was
most certainly made for its value for religious instruction. It’s a bit of a

IZ1ous msiruct s api

stretch for the Greek verb ktasthai (“to acquire,” “to possess”) to mean
“control,” and that's a weak point in this interpretation. The NAB and
TEV follow the equally possible understanding of “vessel” as “wife.” The
NAB, therefore, speaks about knowing how to “acquire a wife.” But it
seems to be beyond the stretch of the Greek verb ktasthai to mean “live
with” as the TEV has it, and the translator apparently made that
fundamental shift of meaning in order for the passage to match modern
SeﬂSlbll]tleS which might be uncomfortable with language about
acqmrmg awife. This is typical of dynamic equivalence translation. It’s
true that the reader of such a translation might feel more comfortable with
g:; content; but he or she is not being exposed to what the Bible actually
S.

in thie The NRSV can be considered a dynamic equivalence translation
passage also because it renders the conventionally androcentric

G ‘.
reek “to not wrong or exploit his brother” into a form that conveys the
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accurate implicit meaning to a modern audience: “no one wrong or exploit
a brother or sister.” Ancient Greek, like English before the last couple of
decades, used masculine forms for the generic, inclusive sense. When
Paul writes “his brother” he means “his or her brother or sister.” He
doesn’t mean that only men should not defraud, but it’s alright for women
to do so; or that one should not defraud only brothers, but it’s alright to
defraud sisters. Paul’s Greek has no subject at all where many English
translations add “no man” (KJV, NASB, TEV, AB). The NRSV’s use of
gender-inclusive language in line with modern English standards is an
example of dynamic equivalence at its best.
The NRSV also exhibits dynamic equivalence characteristics in
this passage when it translates hagiasmos as “sanctification” in verse 3,
it

T clanarg tha dunami o toan “mi
This shows the dynamic tendency to “mix

but as “holiness” in verse 4.
up,” to add variety into the translation in order to make it more lively and
less repetitive. The problem with this principle is that it obscures the
parallelism of words that helps to make passages hold together and make
sense. It makes it impossible for the reader to trace the subtle connections
between ideas in the biblical text. There is no gain in understanding
achieved by such variety in translation. It is done solely for the sake of
stylistics. This is an example of dynamic equivalence at its worst.

The NAB interprets porneia (“fornication,” “sexual immorality”)

NAD Ierprets porneia \ 10k
as generic “immorality.” | don’t know whether this should be considered
dynamic equivalence or simply poor translation. Porneia always has a
sexual connotation in Greek, even if its exact nuance of meaning can shift

from one passage to the next.

The NIV and TEV venture inio paraphrase when
“the nations” (or “the Gentiles”) with “the heathen.” This is a highly
interpretive rephrasing of Paul’s words that cannot be defended. It

PRI o Towich hackarat 4 i inui
obscures the Jewish background of Paul’s rhetoric, and so the continuity

between Christianity and Judaism. How Paul uses the expression
“nations” must be carefully considered, not oversimplified into a Christian
statement of “us” vs. “them.” The TEV makes a similar paraphrastic
oversimplification when it changes “brother” to “fellow Christian.” This
has the effect of narrowing the range of Paul’s concern. Is Paul really
saying that one should take care not to defraud only fellow Christians, and
that it’s alright to defraud other people, the “heathen”? [ don’t think so;
and I would like to see a demonstration that Paul used the expression
“brother” only of Christians, and not of one’s fellow human being in

general.

ana
ace
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Most of these translations usually fall into the formal equivalence
category. The fact that they must be considered dynamic equivalence
translations here shows how difficult passages push translators to their
limits. Dynamic equivalence and paraphrase are resorted to when the
formally equivalent wording does not convey an obvious meaning to the
modern reader. The desire to make the Bible more clear to the reader
cannot be faulted in principle. Rather it should be praised. At the same
time, however, we have to scrutinize the lengths to which transiators go
to make the Bible make sense. We have to check to see that they are not
introducing clarity at the expense of accuracy. Whenever a translation
that usually follows one approach to translating jumps into another
approach, we must be particularly concerned about accuracy and bias.

Paraphrase

The word “paraphrase” is used quite commonly in English for restating
something in other words. In Bible translation, a paraphrase I
primary goal as a dynamic equivalence transiation -- that is, to make the
meaning as plain and understandable as possible for the reader. The idea
of making a Bible paraphrase is based upon the notion that the Bible’s
own phrasing is too difficult for the average reader. In a paraphrase, the

tranclat, ic ah ramaua A3 H
translator is able to remove difficult rhetoric, ham

ac th
hasthe s

onizZe passages with one
another, and draw out implications for the reader. It is a perfect
opportunity to make the Bible consistent with the translator’s own
theology.

. "li?rAFﬁise rf:z‘isons, «:fl parz‘iphrase should never be mistaken for a
Dioie. It should not be packaged as a Bible, soid as a Bible, or used in
place of a Bible. It should pass under the name of its author, as a
f:ommentary or interpretation of the Bible. When, instead, it is handled as
if it is a Bible translation and th

> a 2Iple transial Hen, angd

uthor’

author’s namc § ot ~AFF ~F el o2l

) <] nc i5 1CIt OIT OT tne titie page
fls lf -he or she had no role in determining the contents of the book, a
terribie deception is happening.

. Properly speaking, paraphrases do not belong to the
consideration of this book. But two paraphrases enjoy such widespread
use as Bibles, and so often are quoted and cited as if they are legitimate
translations, that I felt it was my duty to scrutinize them alongside actual
trar.lslations. Only in this way will the general public be educated about
their true character. The two paraphrases | am speaking about are the

L}Ving Bible, by Kenneth Taylor, and the Amplified Bible, by Frances
Siewert,
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The move from dynamic equivalence to paraphrase entails an additional
layer of interpretation. [t is a step that is part of understanding the Bible,
but a step that leads us beyond transiation. Throughout this book, I wiii
make the distinction between translation and interpretation. It is true that
translation always involves a degree of interpretation, even in deciding
which lexical meaning of a word to choose among the many possibilities,
But there is a basic difference between linguistic and contextual
interpretation that reveals the meaning of Greek sentences, and theological
interpretation that constructs systems of belief from those sentences. It
is my contention that such theological interpretation can only be valid if

hacad 11man a sorafiilly o i
it is based upon a carefully considered and sound translation of the

biblical text, and that translation must precede interpretation in that sense.
But it is a hard distinction to maintain when many Bible transiators have
felt free to add interpretation to translation in their work.

Here, one more time, is our example, 1 Thessalonians 4:3-6, in

paraphirase:

AB: For this is the will of God, that you should be consecrated (separated
and set apart for pure and holy living): that you should abstain and
shrink from all sexual vice, That each one of you should know how to
possess (control, manage) his own body in consecration (purity,
separated from things profane) and honor. Not [to be used] in the
passion of lust like the heathen. who are ignorant of the true God and
have no knowledge of His will, That no man transgress and overreach
his brother and detraud him in this matter or defraud his brother in
business.

LB: For God wants you to be holy and pure, and to keep clear of all sexual
sin so that each of you will marry in holiness and honor -- not in lustful
passion as the heathen do, in their ignorance of God and his ways. And
this is also God’s will: that you never cheat in this matter by taking
another man’s wife . . .

The character of the Amplified Bible as a commentary on the Bible should
be obvious from this example. But in the correspondence I receive it is
clear that many people are using it as a Bible, treating all its

“amplifications” as authoritative. These zmnhﬁmrmn: are not limited to

paraphrases in parentheses, but are embedded in the text itself, connected
by italicized and or or. In this passage the LB looks very much like a
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................................ ucing the
|ts “kernels and conveying them in clear and straightforward language.
In other passages, it more freely expands and transforms the biblical text,
as we will see.

The AB interprets “vessel” as “body” and adds an extensive
footnote defending that choice. The LB chooses the “wife” interpretation
of “vessel,” but doesn’t inform readers that an interpretive choice has
been made. The LB goes on to make explicit what “this matter” is in which
one should not defraud his brother (“by taking another man’s wife”).
With either the “body” or the “wife” interpretation of “vessel,” the LB’s
interpretation of “this matter” is likely to be correct.

Both the AB and the LB use “heathen” in place of “nations”
without letting the reader in on the change. I have already spoken above
about how illegitimate this interpretation is. The AB adds an additional
clause (“and have no knowledge of His will”) without justification, and
totally misses the point of “defraud one’s brother in the matter” (the
matter being sexual boundaries) by suggesting that it means “defraud his
brother in business” (!). The slightest attention to literary context should
have prevented the latter mistake.

Sorting out the differences
The common contrast between “formal equivalence” and “dynamic
equivalence” is, in my opinion, something of a false dichotomy. In both
models of translation, you render ordinary words in the same, literal way.
There is no difference in how a “formal” translator and a “dynamic”
translator would render the Greek words for “dog,” “boat,” or “house”
into English. The same goes for common verbs such as “come,” “go,” or
“speak.” The two approaches diverge only when it comes to problematic
vocabulary, culturally constituted objects or actions, metaphors, technical
terms, and so on.

When it comes to such culturally constituted vocabulary, a
formal equivalence translator tends to work lexically, identifying a
consistent term in English that corresponds as completely as possible with
the range of meaning of the Greek word, accepting the fact that in some
passages the chosen translation may not convey all of the nuance of the
Greek phrasing, or that a contemporary reader may not be able to grasp
without commentary the significance of the words or im
the passage in their original environment.

In the same situation, a dynamic equivalence translator works
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more flexibly and contextually, varying the English terms matched to the
same Greek original, and more freely searching out analogies in modern
culture that would communicate to the contemporary reader the meaning
and significance of the original, at the expense of some of the rootedness
of the meaning in its original cultural setting.

But whichever approach one prefers, the key word in both is
“equivalence.” Both are committed to this. “Formal” means simply
sticking closely to the original syntax; “dynamic” allows freer play with
syntax for the sake of semantics. But the test of a translation of either kind
is equivalence -- that is, does the translation actually convey a meaning
equivalent to the one readers in the original linguistic, literary, and cultural
setting received?

The best approach to Bible translation, therefore, is to not be a
nartisan of either model exclusively, but to combine the best features of
each while avoiding their chief pitfalls. Translators of both schools tend
naturally to follow a formal, denotative equivalence when dealing with
ordinary vocabulary, and a more nuanced, connotative equivalence for
difficult, technical, or ambiguous terms or phrases. In the latter case, a

good translation should avoid both resorting too easily to technical

vocabulary that has no meaning to the “un-churched” and using too
freely modern analogy that has only a tenuous connection to the meaning
of the original. The translation should give careful attention to the cultural
environment of the text’s origin, and footnotes should be used to explain
this contexiual meaning where translation alone cannot convey 2
sufficient understanding. This combined, eclectic approach has been
adopted in principle by the NRSV, with its famous dictum of “as literal as
possible, as free as necessary,” and by several other modern translations
although, as we will see, not consistently.

My vote in favor of the eclectic approach is dictated by how the
Bible is being read today: individually, outside of a classroom or
educational environment. More literal, formal equivalence translations
have the advantage of not hiding things from the reader by
overtranslating or making the meaning seem too familiar and day-to-day.
In fact, more literal translations bring to the reader’s attention the need to
look into explanatory material, and can start the reader on the quest for
larger understanding of the full context of the Bible. On the other hand,
there is no good reason to be needlessly pedantic and obscure. The
English used should be contemporary, and should be as fully informative
and as clear in meaning as the original Greek allows.

A A

VIAJOR ENGLIS

Between the 1952 publication of the Revised Standard Version and the
.1990. is‘suing of the New Revised Standard Version, fifty-five English
translations of the New Testament appeared (Metzger 1993, page 397).
Mlost of these were the work of individuals with their own peculiar axe to
grind, and they quickly faded into obscurity in the bargain bin of

bookstores. But several of these translations were major publishing
events,. because they were issued under the authority of large inter-
denomfnational groups, because they were key moments in a single
flenomlnation’s handling of the Bible, or because the resuit of an
individual translator’s work gained wide popularity. -

In this book, I have selected eight of these major transtations to

include along with the venerable King James Version for an exploration of
accuracy and bias.

The King James Version

Ihe Au.thorized Version is widely known as “The King James Bible,” or

Sg:ssgmdg.}ames Version” (KJ.V) because King James [ of Great Britain

numberred it. It was completed in 1611, the work of a translation team that

(acco“n: somewhere between forty-five and fifty-five individuals
s vary). They worked from the foundation of earlier English
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translations, most significantly William Tyndale’s Bible published a
century earlier. Many church leaders strongly criticized the KJV when it
was first published, beginning a long tradition of rejecting anything new
in favor of older translations that were themselves criticized when they
first came out.

Tl IV sne kaand o t
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The KJV was pasca upon t texts of the New Testament

available at the time, principally those published by Desidarius Erasmus

between 1516 and 1535 and Theodore Beza between 1565 and 1604." But
by the standards of modern biblical scholarship, the quality of those texts
was dismal. Erasmus based his text editions on manuscripts of the 13th,
14th, and 15th centuries. He worked with only three manuscripts of th
Gospels, five of Paul’s letters, and four of the rest of the New Testament.
The improvements in text editions in the time between Erasmus and the
production of the KJV were minor at best. “The King James scholars
could have known fewer than twenty-five late manuscripts of the New
Testament, and these were carelessly used. Today there are 5,358 known
New Testament manuscripts and fragments” (Lewis, page 42). The

superior text base used today allows us to identify over a dozen verses

included in the KJV that are not authentic parts of the New Testament.>

Dozens of other words or phrases are included in the KJV that have little
or no basis in Greek manuscripts’; likewise many words or phrases are
missing from the KJV that are found in reliable Greek manuscripts. Many
of these differences have their basis in the Latin Vulgate, which the King
James translators turned to too often as their guide. Often, the meaning
is changed dramatically (see Lewis, pages 42-44). The KJV also
introduced an error into the title of the Letter to the Hebrews, ascribing its
authorship to “St. Paul” even though the identity of the author has
always been and remains, unknown. Some other versions have repeated
this mistake.

The KJV is a “formal equivalence” translation. It tends to be
quite literal, following the Greek idiom even when it makes little sense to
the average reader. That doesn’t means the KJV avoids all paraphrase; it
frequently introduces English idioms of its own time in place of the literal
meaning of the Greek. It is arranged by verses; that is, every verse isa
distinct paragraph.

The KJV’s formal equivatence translation is careful and accuraté
within the knowledge of Greek in the time it was produced. Our knowledge
of Greek has improved greatly in the last four hundred years, and we aré
now able to recognize many mistranslations in the KJV (for a
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representative sample, see Lewis, pages 46-47). Some of these
mistranslat?ons, however, appear to be distortions due to bias. For
example “slave” (doulos) is replaced with “servant.” “Love” (agapé) is
sometimes translated instead as “charity.” The names of female leaders
of the early Christians are changed into male names (Junia in Romans 16
and Euodia in Philippians 4). There is notable inconsistency in how
particular Greek words are rendered into English (Lewis, page 49); among
these are psuché, translated as both “soul” and “life”; dikaios, transiated
as both “righteous” and “just”; hagiasmos, transtated as both “holiness”
and “sanctification”; exousia, translated as both “authority” and “power”'
and wg_:zamai, ?ran?ia‘wd variously as “count,” “reckon,” and “impute”
(even side by side in Romans 4!). Lewis also points to cases where a
single English word is used for two different Greek words, obscuring
important distinctions (page 50).

The greatest drawback of the KJV is that the English it employs
is not modern English. Besides the notorious “thee” and “thou,” dozens
of words found in the KJV have dropped out of the language completely.
More importantly, many words now mean something different than they

did in 1611, “Meat”
at” was used of any kind of food. “Corn” was any grain

Partncularly wheat, not American maize (which, of course, was unknown

In the Old World in New Testament times). “His” was used where we
would use “its.” “Prevent” meant ? “hi

. come befi ? “Let”

meant “prevent”; now it means “atlow.” “S ffori, o ‘l‘]mder;’ Let‘

. uffer’” meant “allow”; now is

used for exneriencing nain. “Conversation” m PRRTTIN .
. Xperiencing pain. “Conversation” meant “interaction”; now it
is limited to “talking.” “Evi ”?
king. Evidently” meant “clearly”; now it means

“apparently.” To be “careful” meant to worry, rather than being cautious.
To be “pitiful” meant to be compassionate, rather than wretched or
miserable. “Worship” referred to a physical bowing or prostration; now
it is used of a mental state of reverence. “Quick” meant “alive,” rather
than “fast.” And so on. ’

t Even though ail of these archaic expressions are retained in
Oday S KJV the nrmlnal Kmo James Bible of 1611 was different i rarnl

€S B1DIeof vas airrerent in severai

ZV(;YS Ifrom what is now so widely reprinted as the KJV (Lewis, pages 37-
bhad CIt had marginal notes containing variant readings of the text, and it
e o[lgpqt—er headings. Both are now omitted. The Apocryphal books of
canon. b estament (those which are part of the Catholic and Orthodox
o ut not of the Protestant canon) were in the 1611 edition, but were

oved in 1629. Literally hundreds of improvements of the transiation

Woea

Were made in subsequent reprintings, beginning already in 1613. Printing
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mistakes have been gradually corrected over the last four centuries. In
the 1760s, language, spelling, and punctuation were “modernized” and the
use of italics to mark words added for sense was made more systematic,
It is the revision of the mid-1700s that forms the base of the modern KJV,
But even that was touched up in the 1930s and 1960s by changes in
spelling, punctuation, and the running headers at the top of pages.

In 1979 something called “The New King James Bible” appeared.
This was simply an effort to save the KJV from abandonment throughout
Christian denominations by removing the more archaic examples of
Shakespearean English. Whoever did this “clean-up” work on the KJV
(the individuals responsible have remained anonymous) brought little new
scholarship to their work, and rather completely ignored all of the
advances in textual and linguistic knowledge achieved in the 450 years
between the KJV and the NKJB. Most astonishingly, the NKIJB uses the
same text base as the KJV, which is different in nearly 6,000 places from
modern critical texts of the New Testament, and in some passages has no
basis in Greek manuscripts at all.

Since there has been no improvement in the text base, the only

changes found between the KJV and NKIB are the use of more modern

English words and phrases and some corrections of poor translations.
Many examples of archaic forms survived the revision, however. The
KJV’s use of italics to mark added words is dropped. In the end, the NKJB
team produced a merely cosmetic touch-up of the KJV that does not
amount to a new transiation. So we will not include the NKIJB in the
comparisons of this book. Instead, we will compare the KJV, as the “old
standard,” to eight translations produced in the second half of the 20th

century.

The (New) Revised Standard Version
The Revised Standard Version (RSV) New Testament was published in

1946, under the sponsorship of the National Council of Churches, through

its educational arm, the International Council of Religious Education. it

was the fruit of a translation team consisting of thirty-two scholars, under
the leadership of Luther Weigle, dean of Yale Divinity School, nearly all
of whom were connected to Protestant denominations. The translators
explicitly committed themselves to not bring theological influences to their
translation work. In his article explaining the “Method and Procedure ©
the Revision,” William Irwin wrote that, “there is no place for theology in

. . . . N A
Bible translation, whether conservative or radical or whatever else. ™
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‘theological translation’ is not a translation at all, but merely a dogmatic
perversion of the Bible” (Irwin, page 14). -

. The RSV and NRSV translations have been published as
«“authorized” revisions of earlier translations, leading back through the
American Standard Version to the KJV. This claim begs the question:
authorized by whom? The answer is the National Council of Churches Ui;
Christ in the U.S.A. So the reader’s attitude towards this authorization will
depend on .what he or she thinks of this religious body. To me, the claim
fooks a bit too much like an advertising ploy, implying ’that other
translations are somehow “unauthorized.” This implication would be

particularly directed against the NASB and NW, both of which present
themselves as, like the RSV, revisions of the American Standard Version

The RSV and NRSV are formal equivalence translations, although.
direction of dynamic equivalence. The RSV and NRSU\v/l were based upon
the best .and most up-to-date critical editions of the thousands of biblical
manuscripts now available, the Nestle-Aland and United Bible Societies

editions. These versions have also benefitted from advances in our

understanding of Greek srammar and synt T t
unaerstanding or Lreek grammar angd s ax etextisarre G
g g ran yntax. | he text is "rr"ng“" ifi sCHisc

paragraplls, rather than having every verse a separate paragraph.
rr(?m the inception of the project, the RSV translation committee
has had as lts‘goal making its Bible the Bible of the English-speaking
::::ln r.epllaqung the vex?erable KJV. Bruce Metzger of Princeton
.t..-v.ug:ca. Seminary, chair of the RSV committee since 1977, sums up the
Zcira’qeﬁfc;?e making of the RSV as “an account of the triumph of
el co.ncemhover more h.mlted sectgrian interests. At last (and for
e b e su'llccet e Reformation) one edition of the Bible had received
Ot :E oh lead.ers” of Protestant, Roman Catholic, and Eastern
st turches ahkf (M.etzger 1.993, p.age 401). Metzger repeats this
chiet v 0 tT: RdSY s umque.umversallty over and over again as its
tendenny to.“ e drive to 3ttam that goal has resulted in a definite
Revia, revise-to-please” on the part of the editors over the years.
anderspond as r;ost often been back towards more traditional
beor regres;gs of passages, at the e'xPense of accuracy. There also has
bace A, ion t‘o“{ards a more tr.admonal text-base (this regression was
Testamare | a.sxmll.ar cor.ls-ervafxve reaction in the UBS Greek New
improne in -1ts thlrd'edmon)‘ Revision can be a good thing, as
e o e readlﬂngs are incorporated into a translation. But the history of
Tevision of the RSV retlects an over-eagerness on the part of the

i
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editors to please readers by catering to their preconditioned biases. This
compromising attitude has grown as the number of scholars actually
responsible for the translation has shrunk to a handful.

Metzger oversaw the developments leading from the RSV to the
NRSV. These included very commendable efforts to use more gender
inciusive language in English where it could be considered to be implied
in the Greek, the continued modification of English expression to bring it
out of the KJV past and into the present, and of course further changes
necessitated by advances in biblical scholarship. Ten scholars worked on
the New Testament of the NRSV. The translation committee was selected
primarily on the basis of representing the vested denominational interests;
that is, Metzger saw to it that Protestant, Catholic, and Eastern Orthodox
participation was involved, so that the finished product would be
acceptable to all parties. The principle of translation followed defied the
tidy categories of “formal” and “dynamic” equivalence, putting in their
stead the motto “as literal as possible, as free as necessary.” The NRSV

was published in 1990.

The New International Version

The New International Version (NIV) was initiated by transiators
representing the Christian Reformed Church and the National Association
of Evangelicals. Eventually, over one hundred translators representing
over a dozen evangelical denominations became part of the team. The
transiation work was sponsored by the International Bible Society,
headquartered in New York, and the New Testament was completed in
1973. A decade later, it was reissued with nine-hundred-thirty changes.
In 1985 and 1986 further changes were made, twenty-five in all. Most of

the changes are in English style, and do not substantially alter the
meaning of the earlier edition.
The NIV is a formal equivalence translation. Itis less formal than

the NRSV, and closer to the NAB. But there are many dynamic
blye. In fact, Robert Bratcher’s TEV seems to

ye. i aci, Kovet

equivalence bolts from the

have been primary reading material for the translation committee. The best
and most recent critical editions of Greek manuscripts were used, and the
handling of the text-base is generally careful. The theological stance of

the translators, however, makes them more conservative in their text
decisions than those of the NRSV or NAB. Bruce Metzger points out
examples where the NIV ignores the underlying Greek text and where it

i b
o

makes additions not supported by the Greek “for what appears {
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doctrinal reasons™ (Metzger 1992, page 9; he cites the addition of “your”
in Matthew 13:32 and “now” in I Peter 4:6). The text is arranged in sense
paragraphs.

Carolyn Johnson Youngblood gives a sympathetic account of
the origins of the NIV in her article, “The New International Version
Translation Project: Its Conception and Impiementation.” She describes
the need recognized in certain segments of the Christian public to have a
Bible in modern English. In her words, “the new Bible must of necessity
be done by scholars from a broad spectrum of evangelical communions
who held to a high view of scripture” (Youngblood, page 240). These
speciﬁc criteria (evangelical, high view of scripture) were shaped by
reaction to the RSV, which was widely criticized by more conservative
Christians for its departures from the KJV. This outcry against the RSV
was understandable coming from a general public who had

ig Irom a generar puoiic windé naag no means to
assess the new translation in comparison to the original Greek of the New
Testament manuscripts. All they could see was that the RSV was different
from the KJV. But was that difference “better,” or “worse™?
_ Evex.1 thekNIV’s defenders freely admit that it is “a theological
a“saS" given birth by evangelical dissatisfaction with the theology of
the RS}/ (Jackson, page 208). Prospective members of the NIV translation
committee were recruited only from “evangelical seminaries and Christian
colleges” (Youngblood, page 245), and had to subscribe to particular
::‘reecpis .of faith (the Westminster Confession of Faith, the Beigic
von.esszlons, and the Statement of Faith of the National Association of
Evan'gepcals.). Creedal commitment, of course, has nothing to do with
t&iu;;;c;l;us:;}txs :)hther necessary criteria of éccgrate translations. So
¢ . e NIV from the very beginning, despite whatever
mFegnty the translators brought to their work. I have found nothing in
E:;?;rti?::lukggest that the NIV committee imposed any test of linguistic or
nowledge on a par with its theological test.
ReformedEim?pE’; l:ilmer, “a theologian and former pastor of a Christian
: church” (Youngblood, page 245) was named director of the
Project. At the time he was a professor of ic logy at
Wettming o, The ime e e p : or o syst'em.am theology at
person goern gical Seminary. [l’.l his own description of the fifteen-
from i rning co.mmlttee of the pr.OJeCf.;, it was “made up of theologians
@ ferent American colleges, universities, and theological seminaries”
Quoted in Worth, page 149). Even though the translati
one hundred persons included many who specialize i bc')lg1 'team e
it was the e heologian o i pecialize in bi lical research,
governing committee who had final
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say over every verse.

The New American Bibie
The New American Bible is the Catholic contribution to modern Bible

translations. Work on the New Testament began in 1956, and was

. eiad to 1070 Tha tranclation team consisted of fiftv-nine Catholic
compleied il 17/v. 100 ransiation teaili SULSISI Y 1c

and five Protestant scholars, under the sponsorship of the Conlfraternity
of Christian Doctrine.

The NAB’s text-base is derived from both the Nestle-Aland and
the UBS Greek texts (which in the most recent editions are basicaily
identicai). Initiaily, the NAB stood very near the transition point between
formal equivalence and dynamic equivalence translation. A revised
edition was published in 1986, with significant changes from the original
in favor of a more consistent formal equivalence style. The Preface to the

new edition states:

The primary aim of the revision is to produce a version as
accurate and faithful to the meaning of the Greek original as
is possible for a translation. The editors have consequently
moved in the direction of a formal-equivalence approach to
translation, matching the vocabulary, structure, and even
word order of the original as closely as possible in the

receptor language.

Another notable change in the 1986 edition is its effort to use gender
inclusive language whenever practical. This move towards formal
equivalence is a definite advance over the earlier edition’s appare‘nt
indecisiveness about how free to be in its renderings. But there is still
considerable inconsistency to be found. The text is arranged in sense
paragraphs.
Although a few Protestant biblical scholars participated in the
translation, it is largely the work of Catholic scholars and received tk?e
sanction of the Catholic church. One might assume a distinctly Cathol{c
bias in the finished product. But ideologically the Catholic church 18
under less pressure to find all of its doctrines in the Bible than is the case‘
with Prote.stant denominations, and this fact, combined with the vast
resources of Catholic biblical scholarship, seems to have worked to the

NAB’s advantage.
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The New American Standard Bible

The New American Standard Bible was produced under the auspices of
the Lockman Foundation, reaching publication in 1963. The transiation
committee has been kept anonymous, although, according to the
foundation itself, it consisted of qualified individuals from many

[P DR SR |

protesiant, preadminantiy conservative, denominations (Presbyterian,
Methodist, Southern Baptist, Church of Christ, Nazarene, American
Baptist, Fundamentalist, Conservative Baptist, Free Methodist,
chgregational, Disciples of Christ, Evangelical Free, Independent Baptist,
Independent Mennonite, Assembly of God, North American Baptist, and
“other refigious groups™).

The translation team expressly committted itself to “be true to the
original Hebrew and Greek.” The translators claim to have followed the
23rd edition of the Nestle-Aland Greek text, and they often do. But in
several cases they have reverted to the deeply flawed KJV text. This
hardly seems to fulfill the commitment to be true to the original text. The
translation is of the formal equivalence variety, including, like the KJV, the
use of italics to mark added words (although this is not completely
consistent).  Although the NASB New Testameni
ostensibly as a rival revision of the American Standard Version to that of
the RSV, it often reverts to KJV stylistics, including making every verse a
separate paragraph.’

The Amplified Bible

The Amplified Bible (AB) is a curiosity, also produced by the Lockman

Foundation, that enjoys widespread use. The book is the work solely of

Frances E. Siewert, completed in 1958. Ostensibly, it sets out to provide

th‘? many possible nuances, or to expand upon the inherent sense, of the

g;l%lanal G.reek‘phr,ases. But Siewert does not confine herself to this sort
mplification.” [nstead, she freely expands the biblical text with

doctrinal content totally alien to the Bible, imported from later Christian

theology. So the AB is inherently and exnlicitly interpretive not =
" S Soanbvivhuy and Lapnlliuy Ierpretive, not a
translation at all.

Siewert claims to follow the Westcott and Hort Greek text, which
ne one, but in fact sneaks in readings not found in Westcott and
ort tZ)l(\;\’ays infgrior readings whose sub‘stitution for the Westcott and
main Occgrs in every case for tendentious theological reasons. The

nslation follows the formal equivalence approach, but the

eXtensive ot
>Ve glosses added amount to a workbook for a dynamic equivalence

isafi
Hort,
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alternative. The text is arranged by verses, as in the KJV and NASB.

In addition to the strong theological slant throughout the AB, it
suffers from the complexity of the glosses (synonyms and other
explanatory insertions) it uses. Siewert seems to have lost control of the
layers involved in the translation, between main text, italicized text,

et a o ad lanaliate Dameay in i
parentheses, and brackets. Removing the commentary enclosed in

brackets often results in totally incoherent sentences. The heaping of
synonyms is usually highly redundant and pointless, and very often
extremely biased towards particular theological interpretations.

The Living Bibie
The Living Bible (LB), completed in 1967, is not a Bible translation at all,
and it would not even be considered in this book were it not for its great
popularity and widespread use among people who have no idea that they
are not dealing with a legitimate Bible translation. The author, Kenneth N.
Taylor, did not even work from the original languages of the Bible. The LB
is not based upon any Greek text, but rather upon the American Standard
Version English translation of 1901, checked against other translations,
chas the KIV and NASB. It includes passages known to be not original

sucn as i o vV ailG NASO. 1Cludes passages
parts of the books of the Bible.® These additions have a theological slant
that Taylor favors, and so he includes them despite the best textual
evidence. He also freely omits from the Bible material he does not like,”
and adds interpolations of his own, theological statements that have no
basis in the biblical text.® The text is arranged in sense paragraphs.
Taylor claims that his goal in the LB is “to say as exactly as
possible what the writers of the Scriptures meant, and to say it simply,
expanding where necessary for a clear understanding by the modern
reader” (Preface). The questions to be put to such a claim include “On
what basis do you determine what the writers meant?” and “Is saying
what they meant exactly compatible with saying it simply?” The only
legitimate means to determine what the writers meant is to understand the
language they used in its linguistic, literary, and cultural contexts. To

language they used uistic,
communicate the meaning of the Bible exactly, one cannot oversimplify the
complexities and nuances of its expression. But Taylor has not
investigated the linguistic background of the text; he freely harmonizes
between the books of the Bible, thus ignoring literary context; and he
constantly introduces anachronisms into his reworkings of biblical
material, thus distorting the conditions in which the Bible was produced.

His simplifications of the Bible’s meaning are usually tendentious,
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bringing the Bible into line with his own personal theology.

O_rligs_lfy and Bratcher are of the opinion that “Taylor is guilty of
distorting the biblical text, omitting and adding material, all dictated by his
lodestar, a rigid evangelical position” (Orlinsky and Bratcher, page 243),°
and “The Living Bible is an unfaithful, tendentious misrepresentation o’f
ihe biblical text” (Orlinsky and Bratcher, page 244). Bruce Metzger says
that “the text is greatly expanded by imaginative details for which there is
no warrant in the original,” and that “Taylor takes unwarranted liberties
with the text” (Metzger 1992, page 9). One might argue that as a
paraphrase the LB is entitled to less stringent standards than regular
translations. But a paraphrase, by any definition, must contain the same
meaning as the original, even if in different words. The LB’s accuracy is
hit-and-miss. Taylor at times grasps the meaning of the original text
(through the medium of other translations he has consulted). But far too
often he indulges in creative rewritings of the Bible that might be defended
as interpretation, but cannot be called translation by any stretch of that
term.

Today’s English Version
The Today’s English Version Bible (TEV), widely known as the “Good
News Bibie” is the product of the American Bible Society. In the 1960s
members of this society hit upon the idea to produce an English’
translation according to the same principles used when making
translations of the Bible into indigenous languages around the world for
the purposes of proselytization. The TEV would be a test of the principal
of “dynamic equivalence” -- composing a translation based upon the
presumed meaning in context of whole passages, rather than adhering
more'cautiously to the exact mode of expression for that presumeg
m.eanmg employed by the original authors. The obstacles of the ancient
alien culture of the Bible’s origin would be as much as possible stripped,
away to make the translation inviting and familiar.

The principal translator for the TEV New Testa

ato Testament was Robert
E’f"i::iéls-le worked under the aut'hority of the Translations Department
equinal ,”headed by Eugene Nn.da, the great proponent of “dynamic
consistmnce.f Bratcher had tbe ‘asslsfance of a “consultative committee”
counar gno two former mlssmnanes,' a representative of the British
Cha hpa to the ABS, a rep.resentatlve of the National Council of

rches, and one bona fide Bible scholar, Howard Clark Kee, then a

Nrafo .

Fieiessor at Drew Theological Seminary, So the team involved was
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primarily theological in character and approach. They were undertaking,
in effect, missionary work to the English speaking world.

The TEV New Testament was completed in 1966. Revisions were
made rapidly in the following years, and the translation had reached its

fourth edition by 1976. The TEV was a runaway best-seller. In the case

e i o . . .
of both the TEV and the LB, the Bible-reading public revealed an exception

to the rule that they generally reject new Bible translations at first. The
public appears willing to embrace an easily comprehensible translation
despite its departure from the traditional translation, and regardless of its
accuracy. Because the public is not informed of issues of accuracy and
bias in Bible translation, it has no way to judge new translations other
than on their familiarity or readability. Sales of the TEV were greatly aided
by the fact that the Catholic Church approved its use by its members in
1060. New editions were issued with improvements -- nearly eight-
hundred already by 1981. In 1992 a new edition appeared that
incorporated gender-inclusive language.

The TEV follows the United Bible Society’s Greek text, with the
exception of fourteen passages where it prefers other readings.’® The text

nged in sense paragraphs, and is supplied with subject headings

15 ¢
every few paragraphs. These “aids” actually serve to control what the
reader focuses on in the passage and guides them to interpret the text in
the same way the editor does.

The words of Bruce Metzger are apt: the TEV “has made clear
some passages that are unclear in the original” (Metzger 1992, page 9); in
other words, the translator has decided for himself the meanings of
ambiguous parts of the text, and conveyed only his preferred meanings to

the readers of the TEV Bible. This is interpretation, not translation.

The New World Translation

Like the NAB, the New World Translation is a product of a single
Christian denomination, in this case, the Jehovah’s Witnesses, through
their publishing arm, the Watchtower Bible and Tract Society of New York.
Because of its association with the Jehovah’s Witnesses, the NW is often
and readily pointed to as an example of a translation which must have a
theological bias, unlike the supposedly objective, neutral, and scholarly
Bibles more widely used today. The attention to bias is heightened by the
fact that the theology of the Jehovah’s Witnesses does not correspond
to that of the mainstream denominations. This difference creates a hostile

R o)

atmosphere in which representatives of that mainstream theoiogy cnare®
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that any varifltion in the NW from more familiar translations must serve the
ulterior motives of distorting the “truth.” But the facts are that all of the
translations considered in this book are products of people with
theological commitments, that all contain biased translations of one sort
or another, and that the NW deserves to be assessed for accuracy by the
same standards applied to the others,

The NW’s text-base is the Westcott and Hort edition, which is
the foundation of modern critical editions, and closely related t(; the more
recent Nestle-Aland and UBS texts. It stays true to this text-base, and
does not draw in readings from the inferior traditional text, as ha;;pens
with the NASB, AB, and LB. The NW is a formai equivalenc; translation
with occasional ventures into dynamic equivalence where the meaninf,;

was felt to be obscured by potential misunderstandings of Greek idiom
This approach puts the NW very close to the NRSV’s principles Gf“as:
literal as possible, as free as necessary.” But the NW is free of the
shadow of King James, and so reads quite differently than the KJV-
dependent NRSV. One systematic peculiarity of the NW is the

substitution of “Jehovah” for “Lord” in well over two-hundred verses.'

The NV :
The NW New Testament was first published in 1950, and was

most recently revised in 1984. The members of the translation team remain

Ia\ln/(\)gymous, Just as they do for the NKJB and the Lockman Foundation’s
B.

NOTES

1. The text editions of Stephanus, published between 1546 and 1551, and th

a ’
i, and e

Complutensian Polyglot, published in 1522, also apparently were consulted.

2
;;Vlafthew 1.7:21; 18:11;23:14; Mark 7:16; 9:44; 9:46; 11:26; 15:28; Luke 17:36;
:17; John 5:4: Acts 8:37, 15:34; 24:7; 28:29; Romans 16:24. ’

3T i

- he I‘(JV Book of Revelation alone contains thirteen verses for which no
IS.Y;USICrlpt support whatsoever exists (1:9; 1:11; 2:3; 2:20; 2:24: 3:2: 5:10: 5: 14

Em;s;n 6:5; 17:8; 17:16; 18:2); they all derive from errors in the publications of

95 us and Beza. Passages of similar origin in the rest of the KJV include Acts
-3-6; Romans 7:6; and 1 Peter 3:20.
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4. Mark 16:9-20 and John 7:53-8:11 were reinserted into the main text with no
new textual justification, and despite the fact that, if anything. the scholarly
consensus had solidified in agreeing that these passages were inauthentic. Luke
22:19b-20 and 24:47a were also restored to the main text, while Luke 22:43-44 anqd
a clause from Luke 12:39 were removed to footnotes.

5. The original edition of the NASB had the innovation of marking with asterisks
places where Greek present tense verbs used as a “historical present” are inade
into English past tense verbs to conform to proper English grammar (see, for
example John 1:43). Since Greek verbal tenses do not agree exactly in their sense
and usage with English tenses, and a rote obedience to the Greek forms would
produce sentences that sound ridiculous in English, all translations make this sort
of verbal tense adjustment. On this subject, see chapter ten. The practice of
marking such verbal adjustments was dropped in subsequent NASB editions.

6. For example, Matthew 17:21; 18:11; Mark 15:28; John 5:3b-4; Acts 8:37;
14:6b-8a; Romans 16:24.

Matthew 5:18; Mark 13:30; John 12:14.

8. For example, in 2 Timothy 2:8; Hebrews 9:18.

9. The words “rigid evangelical position™ are Taylor’s own self-characterization,
from the Preface of the LB.

10. Mark 6:20, 22; Luke 21:19; Acts 7:46; 10:19; 12:25; Romans 8:28; |
Corinthians 13:3; 2 Corinthians 8:7; Hebrews 4:2; 2 Peter 3:10; Jude 5; Revelation
14:3: 21:3. Later changes in the UBS Greek text came into line with the TEV in
three cases (Mark 6:20; Acts 10:19; Jude 5; see Bible Translator 18 [1967], pages
167-174).

F
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BOWING TO BIAS

We begin our exploration of accuracy and bias by looking at the most

basic component of translation: the accurate definition of single words, or
what we might call lexical accuracy. A source of trouble in English
translations of the New Testament occurs when translators become fixated
on a very narrow, specialized significance of a word that actually has a
much broader meaning in its original context of use in the Rible. In such
cases, the accuracy of the translation is hampered by a bias towards a
restricted, theological importance invested in a term. [ will illustrate this
problem with the example of the Greek verb proskuned.

Ancient Mediterranean societies tended to be very hierarchical.
It was a world where everyone knew their place in relation to countless
Superiors and inferiors. Those who neglected or forgot this stratification
of rank would be readily reminded by those around. In the highest place
::;)gijo? or the gods. Below that in the Roman Empire ranked the
oo Of;: .olllowe.d by senators, governors, and a very complex system of
0 icia S, priests, and landowners. The very bottom was occupied by

ves Wh_o might be owned by the lowliest of peasant.
from inf:r(.)cial conven'tion dictated g:cstures of deference and respect
e lor to superior at. every point along this hierarchy. In the
ence of someone of high rank, low bows or prostrations were

EXpected The Creek verk thai a - .
- Tne Greek verb that expresses making such a prostration was
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proskuned. In the modern world, the best example of a prostration can be
seen in the prayers of Muslims. Dropping to your knees, you bend
forward and lower your head to the ground.

In the time of Jesus, prostrations were quite common throughout
the eastern Roman Empire, both in official circles and in the less formal
different rank. The Greek verh

—5c of meonle of widely
lu\«l_y UIEIVEVIIL LAl 1w A2

daiiy deaiingb 01 peopic O1 W
proskuned gradually expanded its meaning to include a wide variety of
formal gestures of respect. It even came to be used colloquially with the
meaning “kiss” or a welcoming embrace.

The verb proskuned is used fifty-eight times in the New
to best convey the meaning of the Greek word was “worship.” At that
time, the English word “worship” had a range of meaning close to what |
have suggested for the Greek word proskuned. 1t could be used for the
attitude of reverence given to God, but also for the act of prostration. The
word was also used as a form of address to people of high status, in the
form “your worship.” So the King James translation committee made a
pretty good choice.

But modern English is not King James English, and the range of
meaning for the word “worship” has narrowed considerably. Today, we
use it only for religious veneration of God, so it no longer covers ail of the
uses of the Greek verb proskuned, or of the English word in the days of
King James. For this reason, it is necessary that modern translations find
appropriate terms to accuratcly convey precisely what is implied by the
use of proskuned in the various passages where it appears. If they fail to
do this, and cling to the old English word “worship” without
acknowledging its shift of meaning since the days of King James, they
mislead their readers into thinking that every greeting, kiss, or prostration
in the Bible is an act of worship directed to a god.'

Let’s look at some concrete examples. I will quote all nine
translations we are comparing, giving the full text first from the NAB, and

e pertinent phrase from the others.

n
pert ase 1

Matthew 18:26

NAB: At that, the servant fell down, did him homage, and said, ‘Be
patient with me and I will pay you back in full.’

Nw: ... began to do obeisance to him . . .

NASB: .. . prostrated himself before him . . .

NIV: ... fell on his knees before him . ..
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NRSV: ... fell on his knees before him . . .
TEV: ... fell on his knees before the king . . .
AB: ... fell on his knees, begging him . . .
LB: - . feli down before the king, his face in the dust . . .
KIV: ... and worshipped him . . .

Here Jesus is telling a story in which a slave, in trouble with his owner, the
king, begs for leniency with a gesture of subservience. Clearly Jesus
himself could imagine situations in which a person would do such a thing,
with no intention of suggesting that one was “worshiping” the person to
whom one bowed. In his story-telling, Jesus accurately reflects the social
conventions of the world around him. All of the translations accurately
convey the meaning of proskuned here. The KJV’s “worship” had the

came meaning in the time the translation was made
same meaning 1n ing time the fransiation was made.

Revelation 3:9

NAB: Behold, I will make those of the assembly of Satan who claim
to be Jews and are not, but are lying, behold | will make them

nnnnnnn A

come and fall prostrate at your feet, and they will realize that
I love you.

NW: . .. do obeisance before your feet , . .

NASB: ... come and bow down at your feet . . .

NIV: ... come and fall down at your feet . . .

NRSV- e a1 L s P S

NRSV: - Come and bow down pbefore your feet . . |

TEV: . come and bow down at your feet . . .

AB:

. come and bow down before your feet . . .
LB: ... fall at your feet , ..

KIv: . come and worship before thy feet . . .

Here Jesus tells the “angel of the congregation in Philadelphia,” probably

meant to represent the community itself, that he will make the “false Jews”

of the “assembly of Satan” came and mracieare thammealoac s 1 o
Yy of >atan wuiil and prosuraic inémserves at inerr feet.

T ; R
whe geSture 1s one of subservience towards superiors, not an act of
orship of the Christians, or their angel, as a god.

Mark 15:18-19

NAB:
: They began to salute him with, ‘Hail, King of the Jews!” and

kept striking his head with a reed and spitting upon him.
They knelt before him in homage.
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Nw: ... bending their knees, they would do obeisance to him,
NASB: ... and kneeling and bowing before him.

NIV: Falling on their knees, they paid homage 10 him.

NRSV: ... and knelt down in homage to him.

TEV: ... fell on their knees, and bowed down to him.

AB: ... and kept bowing their knees in homage to Him.

LB: _.. and went down on their knees to “worship’ him.
KIV: ... and bowing their knees worshipped him.

This scene is well known to most readers of the Bible. It has been
ot ot b wmiiienaneria Filome of tha life of Iecuc Thea
depictea quiie accurai€ly in RUMETOUS THiS OF WiC 1 Ul Josus, inc
Roman soldiers who have Jesus in custody are mocking what they
understand to be his claim to be king of the Jews. In their mockery, they
kneel down and prostrate themselves to the “king.” There is absolutely
no reference here to religious veneration or worship of Jesus as a god. It

is (mock) homage to a king.

Notice that in the above examples the King James translators
employed “worship” even though they fully recognized that the religious
e of that term did not apnly. You can see in each of these cases that

se of that term did not apply. You can see
the modern translations understand the meaning of the verb proskuned,
and leave behind the King James Version’s “worship” as inaccuraie in a
modern English context.

But in other passages, translations revert to the KIV’s “worship”

sl Thay do ao nrimarily hecauce the gesture of prostration
mappropriaiCly. 1ty UU SU phithiaiily DUviausy siiv }=52 P
is directed to Jesus, and in that circumstance they translate differently,

under the pressure of theological bias. Here is an example.

sén

Matthew 2:1-2, 8, 11
NAB: When Jesus was born in Bethlehem of Judea, in the days of

King Herod, behold, magi from the east arrived in Jerusalem,
saying, “Where is the newborn king of the Jews? We saw his
starat its rising and have come to do him homage.”... He sent
them to Bethlehem and said, *Go and search diligently for the
child. When you have found him, bring me word, that  t00
may go and do him homage.”... and on entering the house the){
saw the child with Mary his mother. They prostratcd
themselves and did him homage.

Nw: ... falling down, they did obeisance to it.

NASB: ... fell down and worshiped Him.
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NIV: ... bowed down and worshiped him.

NRSV: - . knelt down and paid him homage.

TEV: ... they knelt down and worshiped him.

AB: ... fell down and worshiped Him.

LB: ... they threw themselves down before him, worshiping.
Kiv: ... feli down, and worshipped him.

The magi drop to their knees and prostrate themselves to the baby Jesus,
They do so because he is the “king” their astrological observations had
led them to. The majority of translations (NASB, NIV, TEV, AB, LB) lapse
into language of “worship” that simply does not apply to this context.
Rendering homage to a king is not the same as worshiping a god.

The magi were priests of the Zoroastrian faith, which like Judaism
is monotheistic. In this story, their astrological talents have revealed to
them the birth of a new king. Herod and his advisors correctly discern that
this new king -- not one of Herod’s sons -- must be the messiah. So Herod
feigns willingness to go himself to render homage to the new king. Inthe
Jewish tradition, the messiah is merely a chosen human being; there is no

suggestion that he is a divine being

suggestion that e is a divine being. The whole episode works with royal
images and privileges, and language of “worship” has no place here.

We can take the other passages in the Gospel according to
Matthew where proskunedis used, and see how “worship” works its way
into modern translations. If the word is used to refer to the actions of a
leper (Matthew 8:2), a local Jewish authority (Matthew 9:18), or women
(Matthew 15:25 and 20:20) most translations stick with the literal meaning
of kneeling, or bowing (only the AB and LB, along with the KJV, regularly

employ “worshin” in these nassages) Rut whan tha dicaimlag of Taciic o
b b REST paestgysy. ou Walddh ull GisCipies O1 Jesus are

the actors, suddenly we see “worship” everywhere.

Matthew 14:33

NAB: Those who were in the boat did him homage, saying, *Truly,
you are the Son of God.”
NW: . did obeisance to him . . .
NASB .. worshiped him . . .
NI: . worshiped him . . .
?RSV . worshiped him . . .
EV: - worshiped Jesus . . .
';\f’ . knelt and worshiped Him . . .

. sat there, awestruck . . .
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KIV: ... worshiped him . ..

Jesus has just performed the superhuman feat of walking on water. Inawe
at Jesus’ power, and in some fear of it, the disciples prostrate themselves
in the boat. Within the cultura! context of the events, the gesture makes
perfect sense. In the ancient world, onc bows to power. Most
translations choose to import the modern meaning of “worship” into the
passage, apparently because of the recognition by the disciples that they
are in the presence of “a son of God.” Yes, that’s what the Greek says: “a
son of God.” This title was used of someone especially chosen and
protected by God, and bestowed wiil power by him -- especially a king.
The idea was used of Solomon (2 Samuel 7:14) in the Old Testament, as
well as of Alexander and Augustus in the larger Greco-Roman world. By
misreading the words used of Jesus by the disciples, by wrongly reading
them in light of the Christian doctrine about Jesus’ divinity as “the Son of
God,” most translations add to the text the false idea that the disciples are
depicted worshiping Jesus, when in fact, in this particular episode, they

merely are reacting to his evident powers with awe.

Matthew 28:9

NAB: And behold, Jesus met them on their way and greeted them.
They approached, embraced his feet, and did him homage.

NW: ... did obeisance to him.

NASB: ... worshiped Hiin.

NIV: ... worshiped him,

NRSV: ... worshiped him.

TEV: ... worshiped him.

AB: ... worshiped Him.

LB: ... worshipping him.

KIV: ... worshipped him.

with amazement and fear at seeing Jesus alwe when they thought him
dead, the disciples cower at his feet. Touching the head to someone’s feet
while clutching them with the hand is a gesture of total subservience. The
emotions involved in this scene are made plain by the words Jesus uses
in the next verse in response to the gestures of his disciples: “Do not be
afraid”  The disciples are not “worshiping” Jesus, but throwing
themselves to the ground in the presence of someone of apparently
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superhuman power.

The prostrations made to Jesus fit within the cultural attitudes |
discussed at the beginning of this chapter. They are gestures of respect
made to a superior, in either the spiritual, social, or political sense. In
every case, we are dealing with a physical gesture that was used more
broadly than just the context of “worship.” You can see, however, that
the nine translations we are comparing show varying degrees of
inconsistency in how they translate proskuned. Rendering a single Greek
word into more than one English alternative is not necessarily inaccurate
in and of itself. Since Greek words such as proskuneo have a range of
possibie meanings, it is not practicai to insist that a Greek word always be
translated the same way. There are more valid and less valid contexts to

consider in making a choice. But in our exploration of this issue, we can

gee how tthlnm(‘nl bias has been the determining context for the cho
v iwr |u|u|us \f\.lul.\f/\k 107 I.Il\« LIIUIK«CD

made by all ot the translations except the NAB and NW. There are
passages where many translators have interpreted the gesture referred to
by the Greek term proskuned as implying “worship.” They then have
substituted that interpretation in place of a translation.

I am not going to enter into a debate over interpretation. It is
always possible that the interpretation of the significance of the gesture
may be correct. But the simple translation “prostrate,” or “do homage,”
or “do obeisance” is certainly correct. So the question is raised, why
depart from a certain, accurate translation to a questionable, possibly

The answer is that, when this occurs, the translators seem to feel
the need to add to the New Testament support for the idea that Jesus was
recognized to be God. But the presence of such an idea cannot be
Supported by selectively translating a word one way when it refers to
Jesus and another way when it refers to someone else. Since such “acts
of worship” are made to others beside Jesus in the New Testament, and
Jesus even tells a story in which such a gesture is made to an ordmary

person, we can rule out the idea that “srostration eans “ > in the

ruie out the 1aea that F.v.}uulluu * means “wors unp in tne

Modern sense of that English word. When we observe how these same
translators choose “worship” when the gesture is made to Jesus by
certain persons, and choose other English words to translate the very
S$ame Greek term when the gesture is directed to someone other than
Jesus, or is directed to Jesus by someone whom they regard as not
‘luallfymg as a true believer, their inconsistency reveals their bias.

They might argue that the context of belief surrounding Jesus
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implies that the gesture is more than “obeisance” or “homage.” [t’s not
a very good argument, because in most of the passages the people who
make the gesture know next to nothing about Jesus, other than that it is
obvious or rumored that he has power to help them. One final example
proves that, even among the disciples, the word proskuned means a

hysical gesture, and not a faith-based “worship.
P

Matthew 28:16-17

NAB: The eleven disciples went to Galilee, to the mountain to
which Jesus had ordered them. When they saw him, they
worshiped, but they doubted.

NW: ... they did obeisance, but some doubted.

NASB: ... they worshiped Him; but some were doubtful.

NIV: .. . they worshiped ; but some doubted.

NRSV: ... they worshiped him; but some doubted.

TEV: ... they worshiped him, even though some of them doubted.
AB: ... they fell down and worshiped Him; but some doubted.
LB: ... worshiped him -- but some of them weren’t sure it really

v lague
was JOSUsl

KIV: ... they worshipped him: but some doubted.

Here all translations except the NW have recourse to “worship” - a
rendering which makes no sense in this context. How can someone
worship and doubi at the same time? Notice how all eleven disciples
prostrate themselves, but not all believe what they are experiencing
(actually, the NAB is the only version to correctly translate the Greek “but
they doubted”; there is nothing in the Greek from which you could get
“some”). The word can’t possibly mean “worship™ as we use that word
today, as a mental state of reverence, since “they doubted.” It only refers
to the outward physical act of bowing down, which may or may not reflect
how the one making the gesture really feels about the person to whom

they make it. This contradiction seems to have been missed by all the

translators except those who prepared the NW.

In our exploration of the Greek word proskuned in the New
Testament, therefore, the NAB and NW receive the highest marks for
accuracy, while the others show a tendency to lapse into interpretive
judgments guided by their theological biases.

It is perfectly legitimate for readers of the Bible to have different
opinions about what is implied in a gesture of reverence such as
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prostration. Some will give it great theological importance; others will find
it too broadly used to necessarily have theological import. But this debate
of interpretation is the right of the readers, and should not be decided for
them by translators whose biases lead them to restrict what they will allow
the readers to be able to consider.

Tha raader cam make

The reader can make a case that the prosirations given to Jesus
are meant to signify a unique, even divine status. This interpretation can
be built upon the text, but is not inherently and necessarily given in the
text, which may also be interpreted in other ways. The Reformation fought
for the access of all believers to the Bible and the right of the individual to
directly encounter and interpret the texi. Modern transiators undermine
that cause when they publish interpretations rather than translations, still

trying to direct readers to the understanding acceptable to the beliefs and
biases of the trans

rs themselves,

Few Christians still incorporate prostrations into their worship of
God, and the prostrations once due to kings and other high officials have
been refined into graceful bows and curtsies. The world of the Bible was
quite different, and if we forget that fact we are apt to misunderstand what

is on the page in fron

e pag front of us.

1. Dor\ 14 W Daradinbe Tobo Calinaad .~ TR B
16 W, Buraic lists “altered meanings in the English language™ as one of
three reasons new translations are necessary (“Bible Translation: Why, What, and

How?,” Seminary Review 21 [1975], pages 3-7).
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In his letter to the Philippians, Paul encourages his readers to imitate
Jesus. To give them some idea of the attitude they should be imitating, he
quotes a poem or hymn that gives a very condensed, stylized account of
just what Jesus did (Philippians 2:5-11). The proper interpretation of this
passage has been debated since the letter was written, and is still hotly
debated today. As throughout this book, I will not attempt here to settle
the interpretive debate. Instead, I will be looking at translation of the
passage to determine whether it has been handled accurately and without

bias. We need to make sure that translators have not rieged the debate bv
bras. We neeq to make sure that translators have not rigged the aebate by

making a translation that fits the interpretation they want for the passage.

It is true that the exact nuance of the Greek will only become clear
with a decision about interpretation. Translation and interpretation are not
absolutely separable. But there are limits to how far the Greek can be
stretched; and an interpretation is less likely the more it stretches the
Greek to make it fit.

As in the previous chapter, we are dealing with lexical matters,
that is, the definition of individual words. It is the opening lines of the
Poem that make for difficulty in translation, and provide an opportunity to
either resist or yield to the temptation of biased translation. Here are the
results:

Kiv: Ch
. |

o
s
]
13
2
]
-
-
v>
3

)
L



NASB:

NW:

NIv:

NRSV:

NAB:

TEV:

AB:
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robbery 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.

Christ Jesus, who, although He existed in the form of God

did not regard equality with God a thing to be grasped, but
emptied Himself, taking the form of a bond-servant, and

being made in the likeness of men.

Christ Jesus, who, although he was existing in God’s form,
gave no consideration i0 a seizure, naimely, that e should be
equal to God. No, but he emptied himsell'and took a slave’s
form and came to be in the likeness of men.

Christ Jesus: Who, being in very nature [Or in the form of]
God, did not consider equality with God something to be
grasped, but made himself nothing, taking the very nature [Or
the form] of a servant, being made in human likeness.

Christ Jesus, who, though he was in the form of God, did not
regard equality with God as something to be expioited, but
emptied himself, taking the form of a slave, being born in
human likeness.

Christ Jesus, Who, though he was in the form of God, did not
regard equality with God something to be grasped. Rather, he
emptied himself, taking the form of a slave, com ing in human
likeness.

Christ Jesus . . . He always had the nature of God, but he did

not think that by force he should try to become [or remain]
eaual with God. Instead of this, of his own free will he gave

equ GOd. Instead of

up all he had, and took the nature of a servant. He became
like man and appeared in human likeness.

Christ Jesus: Who, although being essentially one with God
and in the form of God, did not think this equality with God
was a thing to be eagerly grasped or retained, But stripped
Himself, so as to assume the guise of a servant, in that He
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became like men and was born a human being.
LB: Jesus Christ, who, though he was God, did not demand and

cling to his rights as God, but laid aside his mighty power and
glory, taking the disguise of a slave and becoming like men
{Literally. “was made in the likeness of men.”].

The first lexical issue concerns the Greek word morphé The transiators
of the NIV, TEV, AB, and LB have taken it upon themselves to change
Paul’s language about Jesus being en morphé theou (literally: “in the form
of God™) to “being in very nature God” (NIV), “always had the nature of
God” (TEV), “being essentially one with God” (AB), and “he was God”
(LB).

What pvar‘tlv Paul means I"}’ in the form of God” is part ofthe
interpretive debate about this passage. At least one possibility is tha t

is meant to echo the characterization of human beings as being made
the image of God” in Genesis 1 (in other words, Christ possessed that
perfect form/image of God that humans originally had, but had lost
through doing the opposite of what Christ is reported here to have done).
The translators of these four versions have gone out of their way to
prevent such a possible understanding of the passage, apparently
concerned that Paul’s choice of words failed to make clear that Christ was
more than a human being at the beginning of the story.

Now, the Greek word morphé (“form™) is fairly generic, and can
mean a number of things. But it does not mean “nature” or “essence,” nor
does it signify that anything “was” or was “one with” something else.
These four translations (NIV, TEV, AB, LB) do not translate the Greek, but
substitute interpretations of thelr own that are not based in Paul’s
language at all. Therefore they are inaccurate; and their bias is evident in
Wwhat they try to import into the passage. The TEV and NIV have tried to
introduce a “two-nature” Christology (first worked out by Christians at the

Council of Chalcedon over three hundred vears afer tha Naw Tectamimn
.......... ceaon over three nundred years after the New Testament

Was written). The LB and AB have attempted to eradicate the distinctions
between Jesus and God the Father that Paul makes in this very passage.
We do not gain much confidence in their interpretation of the passage
Wwhen we see how they tamper with the text to support it.

The second lexical issue with this passage, and the one to which
We will give the most attention, is the meaning of the Greek noun
”arpagmas You can see above that it is translated similarly by four
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translations as “something to be grasped” (NAB, N1V), “a thing to be
grasped” (NASB), and “a thing to be eagerly grasped” (AB). The English
word “grasp” can mean either grabbing at something one does not have
in order to get it, or clinging to something one already has in order to hold
on to it. So by using “grasp,” these four translations leave it ambiguous
whether Paul means that Christ already had equality with God and
refrained from clinging to it, or did not yet have it and refrained from
snatching at it.

It may be the most diplomatic choice to go with the translation
that is open to the most possible interpretations; but that should not be
the primary concern of transiators. The question we miust consider is
whether or not this ambiguity is found in the original Greek word
harpagmos, or whether accuracy in this case demands that diplomatic

u gy must y vield to a more defir

Other translators apparently felt the word harpagmos falls pretty
clearly on one side or the other of the two possible meanings mentioned
above. On one side are the KJV and NW, which translate harpagmos as

“robbery” and “seizure,” respectively. These two words suggest

ot comathing ane does not nossess.! On the other side are the
bllalbllllls at soinct Nifg e GUis five pussess.

NRSV and LB, which offer “something to be exploited” and “cling,”
respectively. These two phrases suggest holding on to something one
already possesses. The TEV and AB, however. offer options on both
sides. The TEV has both “by force he should try to become” and, in a

v

o t

note, “or remain.” The AB tries “a thing to
retained.” So which is it?
The Liddell & Scott Greek dictionary, which is based upon the
whole of Greek literature, defines harpagmos as “robbery,” “rape,” and
“prize to be grasped.” But the third definition is itself based on
Philippians 2:6; no other case is given by Liddel & Scott where
harpagmos means this. In fact, the word is quite rare. So we have to do
a little linguistic investigation to get a better sense of what it might mean.
Rolf Furuli states correctly that, “When a noun with the ending

u
IAOIT ruruit states correclly il u

-mos was made from a verb, it became a verbal noun entailing the activity
of the verb” (Furuli, page 263). Harpagmos is such a noun, based upon
the verb harpazé (there are many variations in the exact spelling and
pronunciation of the Greek verb over time). The Liddell & Scott dictionary
provides the following meanings for this verb: (1) snatch away, carry off;
(2) seize hastily, snatch up; (3) seize, overpower, overmaster; (4) seize,
adopt; (5) grasp with the senses; (6) captivate, ravish; (7) draw up-

=5
3
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3
[ed
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Sprinkled through the lexicon entry are uses meaning: to be a robber,
thievish, to be torn from someone’s possession, greedily, snap up, and
plunder. The noun harpagé is used for: (1) seizure, robbery, rape; (2)
thing seized, booty, prey; (3) greediness; as well as for a hook, grappling-
iron, or rake. Similarly, the noun harpagma means booty, prey, or
windfall. Other words formed of this root include the following: “robber”
(harpaktér, harpaktés), “greedily” (harpakti), “rapacious, thievish”
(harpaktikos), “robbing, rapacious”™ (harpax), “gotten by rapine, stolen”
(harpaktos), “carried away (harpastos), “ravished, stolen” (harpagimos),
“hurriedly, violently” (harpagdén), “bird of prey” (harpasos), “hook”
(harpagos).

You can see that every one of these related words has to do with

the seizure of something not yet one’s own. There is not a single word

derived from hnrnrwn that is used to susoest hold Qeiet
1S us uggest uululllé on 1o something

already possessed. In light of this, the KJV’s “robbery” and the NW’s
“seizure” look to be most accurate, with the other translations either
inaccurate or unnecessarily ambiguous.

Of course, we will want to consult not only a good dictionary, but
also how the word is used i o N

a in the writings of the New Testament itself.
Unfortunately, harpagmos occurs only in Philippians 2:6. But several of
the closely related words we noted above are used in the New Testament.
We should see how our translations handle them.

First, the root verb harpazécan be found in thirteen verses of the
New Testament: Matthew 11:12; 13:19; john 6:15;10:12; 10:28-29; Acts
8:39; 23:10; 2 Corinthians 12:2; 12:4; | Thessalonians 4:17; Jude 23;
Revelation 12:5. Paul himself uses the verb harpazdthree times to refer to
a person being carried off to heaven (2 Corinthians 12:2; 12: 4 1

Thessalonians 4:17). Unfortunately, modern translations are so under the
spell of the KJV that most duplicate the latter’s rather bland “caught up”
in these verses. The TEV, however, has “snatched up” and “gathered
up” In any case, it is clear that Paul is using the verb with the meaning
given first h\/l iddel and Scott: “sna

a
............ 1a Scott: “'snatch a

s v Thoa ~tl FEp—.

way, caity < off.” The other writers
of the New Testament use it in precisely the same way. 1 provide the
relevant citations in two tables.
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As you can see, in the New Testament the verb harpazd, which is the root
underlying the noun harpagmos used in Philippians 2:6, always means tq
snatch something away, to seize and take it. All nine of our transiationg
consistently recognize that meaning. They never translate it to mean
holding on to something one already has. Why then do many of them

shift the meaning in Philippians 2:6?

The adjective harpax appears in four passages of the New
Testament: Matthew 7:15; Luke 18:11; 1 Corinthians 5:10-11; 1 Corinthiang
6:10. In the latter three of those passages, it is used as a substantive, that
is, it functions as a descriptive noun for a group of people. Paul is the

atign about the
{ion aoout the

,,,,,,,,,,,, et moi
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connotations of the word for him.
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You can see that the word has connotations of seizing something
violently or unjustly. This meaning is recognized by all nine of our
translations, yet not followed by many of them when it comes to
philippians 2:6.

The noun harpag€ appears three times in the New Testament, though not

1 Aatthaun: 272
inc

3ty Daule Ma ALY e 11.20. Aaa
ysed 0y ralil Maiticw 25125 LUKe 1 1:5Y;

Hebrews 10:34.

TABLE 5.4
Matthew 23:25 Luke 11:39 Hebrews 10:34

KIV extortion ravening spoiling

NAS robbery robbery seizure

B

NIV greed greed confiscation
NRSV | greed greed plundering
NAB plunder plunder confiscation
AB: extortion; prey; greed; robbery; plundering;

TABLE 53
Matthew Luke 18:11 it Cor. 5:10-11 1 Cor. 6:10
.1
I )
KIV ravening extortioners extortioners extortioners
NAS ravenous swindiers swindlers swindlers
B
NIV ferocious robbers swindlers swindlers
NRSV | ravenous thieves robbers robbers
NAD ravannang areedy robbers robbers
NAB ravenous greedy
AB devouring extortioners; cheats; thieves | extortioners;
robbers robbers
TEV wild greedy thieves thieves
LB will tear apart | cheat thieves; robbers
swindler
NW ravenous extortioners extortioners extortioners

spoil; plunder extortion confiscation
TEV gotten by violence seized
violence
LB extortion greed taken
NW plunder plunder plundering

Once again, the meaning follows the same basic idea of seizure, and all of
Our translators show that they know that. All of the words we have
looked at, all related to the verb harpazd, have this sense of seizing
S$omething from someone else, even when it is the Holy Spirit or some
other divine force seizing someone in inspiration. Incidentally, the Greek

mythological beings known as harpies get their name from the same root

We have been considering. Thev are hird_like nradataey crastiinae Hast
2 CRLSIACrIng. Laby Al viu-uRl piridailory Crcatuires uiat

harass and seize people who have offended the gods. The English word
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“harpoon” also comes from this Greek root, as a name for a spear with
hooks on it for grabbing onto the flesh of the animal it pierces. The ide,
of justly retaining something of one’s own would seem to be just aboy;
the opposite in meaning from words derived from harpazd? While it i
true that context and use can modify the lexical meaning, it would be going
to far to suggest that context and use could reverse the lexical meaning,
There is no credible argument to support such a reversal of meaning for
harpagmos away from its obvious sense as a seizure, robbery, or
snatching of something.

In light of this lexical investigation, we can conclude that the
NRSV transiators have misunderstood harpagimos by taking it as referring
to grasping at something one already has, that is, an “exploitation.” The
same mistake is found in the alternatives given by the AB (“retained”),
TEV (“remain”), and LB (“cling”). Nothing in the use of this word or its
related terms, either within the New Testament or in Greek literature in
general, supports these translations. Since the old RSV had the more
neutral “grasped,” we see that the NRSV has moved in the direction of

more limited interpretation and, in this instance, an erroneous meaning.
Needless to say, the LB translation bears little if any resemblance
to the meaning of the original Greek, which says nothing about Christ’s
“rights as God,” nor about “his mighty power and glory.” Correcting the
LB’s mistranslation of harpagmos (“demand and cling”) would do little to

improve this piece of creative rewriting.

1
[ed
0
(=N
o
2
A

ly leaves reader
scratching their heads. On the one hand it says that Christ “had the
nature of God.” On the other hand, “he did not think that by force he
should try to become equal with God.” To have the same nature, yet not
be equal, is theologically complex enough to demand some sort of
explanation in a footnote. As it stands, the translation is simply
confusing, which would be perfectly acceptable if the original was equally
difficult. Paul’s original, however, is not at all difficult or confusing. HE
says that Christ had the “form” of God, not the “nature” of God. Equality
is not at all implied in the word “form.” For example, a child can have the
“form” of its parent -- a particularly appropriate point in the context of
Philippians 2:5-11, as suggested by C. A. Wanamaker.’ i
" The NAB, NIV, NASB translations, and the primary reading 0!
the AB, can be considered “acceptable” because the phrases they use all
involve the English word “grasp,” which can mean what the Greek wor

cameé

harpagmos means. But the Greek harpagmos does not have the saim

Ml TRV sunnmclation an
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ambiguity that English “grasp” has, and so “grasp” is not the best
possible word to use in a translation of this verse.

' The NW translators, on the other hand, have understood
harpagmos accurately as grasping at something one does not have, that
is, & “seizure.” Christ did not even think of grabbing at equality with God,
put instead humbled himselfto self-sacrifice. The literary context supports
the NW translation (and refutes the KJV’s “thought it not robbery to be
equal”), because this portion of the “Philippians Hymn” is setting up a
contrast between what Christ might have done (grab at equality) and what
he did do (humble himself). But, having agreed that the NW gets the
sense of ilie verse right, | have to say that “gave no consideration to
seizure, namely, that he should be equal,” while a hyper-literal rendering
of the Greek, is too convoluted and awkward. It could be conveyed much
more simply, as some

ing like, “gave no thought to a seizure of equality,”
or “did not consider seizing equality,” or “did not consider grabbing at
being equal.”

If the Greek in Philippians 2:6 means that Christ “did not consider
seizing equality,” to what exactly is Paul referring? A possible answer to
this question is to be found in Paul’s understanding of Christ as the New
Adam. Christ’s behavior is depicted as the opposite of the actions of
Adam, who “snatched at” equality with God by eating of the Tree of
Knowledge in the garden of Eden. According to Paul, Christ is the “New
Adam” who restarts the human race, and does it all right this time,
avoiding the errors of Adam and his descendants. Whether or not it is
correct to interpret Philippians 2:6 in line with what Paul says elsewhere
about Christ as the New Adam is open to debate. The main point here is
that the most likely meaning of the word harpagmos guides how we are
able to interpret the passage. We cannot legitimately interpret the
Passage in a way that ignores the meaning of the words within it.

No one should take offense at the fact that, in this particular
Passage, Paul chooses to focus on Christ as a human being, and on how
his path to glory was through humble service and sacrifi h

oo At ialy,
48 11ro © SCrvice ang sacritice.

. his cer lainy
18 not all Paul has to say about Christ. What this passage says is clear
enough. But how it is to be fit to a larger set of beliefs about Christ is
Some‘:thing up to the individual community of belief. It is a matter of
Moving from translation to interpretation, and from interpretation to a
Systematic account of biblical theology as a whole.

e Since the passages of the Bible can be fit together to form many

Hierent interpretations and theologies, we must be aware of how easy it
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var
i

is to reve and read those interpretations and theologies

an
ac p 5 1 etat

back into the individual passages. It is perfectly legitimate for those
various interpretations to be made and maintained on the basis of 4
biblical text that does not preclude them. What is not legitimate is

changing the Bible so that it agrees with only one interpretation, that is,
changing it from the basis of interpretation into a product of interpretation.
Historians call that a falsification of evidence, a lie about the past,
Christians don’t look too favorably on it eitiier. They don’t want a
“corrected” Bible that conforms with what the minister, priest, theologian,

or scholar believes to be true. They want such experts and authorities to

base what they teach on what the Bible really, originally says. The only
way to know what that is, is to translate accurately and without bias.

NOTES

1. But it must be noted that the KJV reverses the meaning of the Greek by reading
Greek syntax as if it were English. So the KJV reads: “thought it not robbery to
be equal with God.” All modern translations recognize that this is a
misunderstanding of the Greek, as you can see by comparing them.

2. It should be noted that a lexical investigation such as this is not the same asa

Scott dictionary, for example, are meanings in use that can be demonstrated in the
context of specific literary passages, and not derived from etymology. The

hal root harnazd

oa: 1ot Agrp

consistency of meaning among the various derivations of t
does not depend on etymology, but is evidence of widespread cultural agreement

on the constellation of meaning for a set of related words.

e ve
cve

-1

3. This choice was made apparently on the basis of the argument of R. W.
Hoover, “The Harpagmos Enigma: A Philological Solution,” Harvard Theological
Review 64 (1971) 95-119. But Hoover’s entire argument was demolished in just
four pages by J. C. O’Neill, “Hoover on Harpagmos Reviewed, with a Modest

Proposal Concerning Philippians 2:6,” Harvard Theological Review 81 (1988)

orepoesa: Loncernin

445-449.

4. C. A. Wanamaker, “Philippians 2.6-11: Son of God or Adamic Christology?”
New Testament Studies 33 (1987) 179-193.

WHEN IS A M

The New Testament was written in a language that, like many languages
throughout the world, was formed in a male-dominated society. Greek and

English are similar in this respect. Both have grammatical rules that are
male-biased.

n tha 1
nne i

et

cradae 1

, ast scveral decades, increased attention has been given
to this problem of our language, and how it shapes the meaning of what
we communicate. To refer to the world’s population as “mankind” or even
simply as “Man,” and to standardly use “he” as the appropriate pronoun

when referring to any title or position in our society when the specific
Occupant is not identified, suggesis thai males are the most important,
even the only important, inhabitants of the globe.

Reform of English into more gender-neutral or gender-balanced

grammar has been taking place gradually, Aside from the fact that this

::20:,?:???‘8?0“% with the values our society espouses, such changes
~iSvL e reality of our actual lives. The maie bias in English is a residue
of past conditions, and does not accurately reflect the fact that our
Pl’e.setnt society is full of female doctors, lawyers, business owners, and
Po'htlcal leaders. As we compose writings in today’s English, itisa "'GG

thing to have it match our present conditions and values. ’ :
one th But what does this iss.ue have tq do 'wit'h Bi.b]e translation? It is
Ing to change how we write new things in English, but quite another

a
G
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appropriateness of changing works of the past are particularly strong
when it comes to a “classic”: a great work of literature, or something ag
sacrosanct as the Bible. If the Bible says “he,” who are we to change that

to “she” or “he or she™ That’s a legitimate and important concern to

raise.
As [ said, Greek, like English, is a male-biased language. The

authors of the New Testament books were taught to use that ianguage in
its standard, male-biased form. The society they lived in was itself very

male-biased. Power over every public institution was almost exclusively

te o1l oF the New Tectament authors were
IT 0T air, O7 UiC INOW (Loailitiil Qunlinis WRIT

in male hands. Most,
themselves males (it is possible that the unknown author of the Letter to
the Hebrews could have been a woman). In their public speaking as well
as their writing they would have assumed a mostly male audience,

because males could more freely attend public events and had more

opportunities to learn to read. But even a woman author thinking of a

female audience would be likely to use Greek in its standard form, laced
with male-biased grammar, simply because that was “proper” Greek.
In dealing with the issue of gender language in the New

ceallng

Testament, then, I resort to the basic principles that | apply throughout

his book. A means being true to the original Greek language of
this book. Accuracy g

the text, to the literary context of the passage in question, aTd to the
known facts of the larger society and culture in which the New Testament
was written. When we adhere to these principles we discover some

interesting things.

On the one hand, the KJV and other t
rather conservatively to the standards set by the KJV are actEa.lly. m‘w’f
male-biased than the original Greek of the New Testament. "This 1S true
certain gender-neutral terms used in Greek are translated with

hasnonian
¢ ceram gonacr-ness

oecaus
gender-specific (that is, masculine) words in these translations. ]
On the other hand, those iransiation teams that have made 8
i Ve

conscious attempt to produce more gender-balanced translations ha

achieved very mixed results, due in part to uncertain notions of how ¥

goal. So they at times change the story, remOV”‘ﬁ
hic

emmnad taivande thoir
proceea iowardas uicii

from the text expressions that reflect accurately the conditions in W
Jesus and his disciples created Christianity.

Man and woman

~ for
Lo Aietio ot amerifie wards for “man” and “woman.” The word
QreekK nas aistinct, SpCCiiit wuilus i 2hail n
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r, and can also

3
@
£
5

“man’ IS ané mean
guné, and can alsp mean “wife.” The distinctive meaning and use of these
two words 1s obvious and straightforward, and offers little difficulty to the
Bible translator. But in a couple of instances, those translations that have
peen produced with gender neutrality in mind remove or obscure
references to “man” or “men” that the translators considered unnecessary
for the basic meaning of the passages where they occur.

For example, In the book of Acts, many people are depicted
making public speeches. In that time and culture, the public spaces where
someone might make a speech were likely to be full of men, but considered

e hest nlace for
¢ best place for

nd ? The ward for “wvnmian’ o
a. 18 WOra 1or woiman = is

waman Thaea wvnen A8 anooo P

a woman. Therc were, of course, exceptions.

to be no
Some women had enough wealth and power to defy most social
conventions. But the general assumption would be that public speeches
were made to a male audience, and the standard way for delivering such
speeches had that assumption built right into it. So when Peter or Paul or

cnoanh in lan

intn o A ~ba S SN B
HRO a Spellnt it ACS, € {ana it

iways is a he in

somecne else laur
Acts) begins by calling out to “Men!”

Several translations, in a commendable effort to make the Bible
as gender neutral as possible, remove this form of address, and make the
openings of speeches in Acts more generically directed. Phrases such as
“Men! Galilaeans!” (Acts 1:11) or “Men! Judaeans!” (Acts 2: i4)or “Men!
Israelites!” (Acts 2:22; 3:12; 5:35; 13:16; 21:28) or “Men! Athenians!” (Acts
17:22) or “Men! Ephesians!” (Acts 19:35) are neatly trimmed to omit
“men.” The NRSV, NAB, and TEV are fairly consistent in doing this.' The

N?V, AB, and LB join in the practice at Acts 2:14. Why they do so just
this one time is a mystery to me.

o

‘ Sometimes this effort to broaden the references of biblical
language comes up against the tendency of the New Testament authors
themselves to think primarily of men when making a statement that could

apply to women just as well. In Acts 2:5, Luke speaks of “Jews, devout
men.” Tha NNRQY NAD Nivs

; f P8 NRSV, NAB, N1V, and LB rephrase this to eliminate the gender

Aﬁfréflce. James frequently says “man” in expressions he uses to talk

;UZUUI fuman behavior in general (for example, James 1:8; 1:12; 1:20; 1:23;

2). The NRSV consistently makes these passages gender-neutral, and

the TEV 7 r Chid} ’ M
and LB do so less consistently.

Mithens: _I.. such cases, the reader loses a little of the historical

“m_Je"“.'C‘t)’ of the biblical language. If | were making a translation, |

;z::?nbe disinclined to follow this practice. But nothing of the core
g of these passages is lost by such a change, and I think ithi

ges is lost by such a ge, and [ think i

t
4
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he tolerable range of translator option. If someone can think of a serioyg
objection, I would be interested to hear it.

=

Human being

Greek also possesses a word, anthropos, that means a human being,
whether male or female. There is nothing in the word anthrdpos itself that
specifies whether it is meant to refer to either a man or woman. Such g
narrowing of its meaning can only come from the immediate context of the
passage. If the context does not provide a more specific determination of
meaning, the reader must assume that the word is meant generically, as
“human hp;nc

In narrative passages of the New Testament, it is legitimate to
translate anthrdpos as “man” if the immediate context tells us that the
“person’” or “individual” (possible options to use for anthrdpos that might
be less awkward than “human being”) was, indeed, a man. There is no

grounds for criticizing a translation that adopts such a contextual

un cizing
translation.

On the otier hand, there are several translations that persist in
translating anthrdpos as “man” in passages where it is obvious the more
generic “human being” is meant. [ say it is obvious because in these
ions are being given which we have no reason to think

€ ogmng given

t
are limited only to men. Ask yourself if the following thoughts are true:

Matthew 4:4 “Man shall not live by bread alone” . . . but woman can get
by fine on a bread-only diet.
Matthew 6:1 “Take care to not do your righteous acts in front of men”

. but feel free to show off in front of women.

Matthew 6:14 “For if you forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly
Fathan alan will foraive von® but if vou want to continue
lﬂlll\rl ﬂl) wiit IUIEIVE YU R A A
to hold women’s trespasses against them, that’s quite alright.

“Everyone who denies me in front of men, I will also deny mn
front of my father who is in the heavcns” . but I don’tcare

nnnnnnnnnnnnn Athos whathar va ' ront of women.
une Wd._)’ Ul alIUUICT Wil yuUu LES AR} lll a1 Ve

Matthew 10:33

€

“All sins and blasphemies will be forgiven to men”
women won't get off so easy.

Matthew 12:31

s
=
[N
[}
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Luke 2:14

John 1:4

Romans 2:9

Romans 2:16

Romans 3:28

Romans 5:12

Romans 12:18

1 Timothy 4:10

Titus 2:11
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“The cahhath wnae mada fan mman' Y 1
v sauvaut yas aiall 1OF main . .. SO wWoinain must work

“Glory in the highest to God, and on earth peace among men”
. but women are out of luck.

“The life was the light of men” . .
remained in darkness,

. while women, sadly,

“(There will be) affliction and distress upon every soul of

. but women will get away with

“In the day when God judges the secrets of men™ . . . but
won’t be able to figure out what women have been up to.

“A man is justified by faith without works of (the) Law”
. but a woman has to work for it.

“Death spread to all men” . . . while women, as we all know,
+

live forever.

“Be at peace with all men™
as possible.

. but give women as hard a time

CTann .. o

Teaching cvery man in all wisdom, so that we may present
every man perfect in Christ” . . . while leaving women to their
own devices.

“The living God, who is the savior of all men” . .. but,
5 _Al'_._A
unioitu

dlCly, not of aii women.

“For the gift of God has appeared (as) salvation for all men”
. and, with a little luck_ the women might get some he

CK, In. to
> e acip, W

&

nat my little, slightly irreverent concoctions make it perfectly clear

th , s
at to use “man” and “men” to translate anthrdpos in these verses is
"'dCCurate and very easily can lead to incorrect conclusions about the

Meaning of what is being said. Of course, as translators we shou

W 10U
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hat the Bible could make distinctions between men
and women in the instructions that it gives. If the literary context of any
of the above examples suggested such distinctions, we would have a
reason to translate anthrdpos as “man.” But such is not the case,

Anthrdpos does not mean “man” unless the context dictates it. The

anmtavte nFtha nha oes clearlv do not so dictate.
CUIILCALD Ul LIV avy SO LivGn ) WY VL SV

Yet the KJV and NASB have “man” or “men” in all sixteen of
these verses, the NW does in ali but one of them {once using *mankind™),
the NIV does in thirteen of them (using “everyone” or “human being”
occasionally), and the AB in twelve of them (adopting “everyone” or

ankind” in some ¢ The NRSV, NAB, TEV, and LB, on the other

LIy o ageg)
ITIAINIIIG 111 DUITIV Laovo f. 0T NS Y v, alltl LD

hand, are more attentive to accurately conveying to the Bible reader that
these passages refer to all human beings. Even the TEV and LB, however,
often resort to the term “mankind,” and in a couple of cases actually use

“man” in a saying so widely known as to have become a popular refrain

he Bi

A laall mnt live hy hraad alone” and “The sabbath was made for
\ IVidil Slidli Ul 11ve Uy uvlvau diviaw any 1 410 28U
man’).

It can and has been argued that at the time the King james
translation was made “man” and “men” were used as the proper generic
reference to human beings, and that this remained true up until very
recently. That argument is deb
the words “human,” “person,” “someone,” and so forth. The fact is that
the KJV translators were all men, and the vast majority of translators of the
other versions have been as well. They have taken the Bible to be
speaking first and foremost to them. It never occurred to them to. be
carefui aboui being inclusive. Remember, that is the essence of bias:
unconscious assumptions and blind spots, not malicious distortion.

In any case, the modern reader no longer understands “man” in

nd translations need to keep up with that change of
accurate

n time and

atable: even Shakespearean English had

oaladie; Cval aespearean) iy

translation at all, and will need to be itself translated.

No one .
The same experiment in meaning that we did with passages that refer

. » e
“human beings” and yet are often translated as referring to “men” can b”
used to bring clarity to the Bible’s use of the expression “no Oﬂct
). The Greek word oudeis is so generic, and so ungendered, thd

ideis r
aels ne Lrec ouade

ou
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it is used in the New Testament with the meaning “nothing” as often as it

is used to mean “no one.” To add to it the specificity of “man” by
translating it “no man” creates the potential for serious misunderstanding.

Matthew 6:14 “No man can serve two masters™ . . . but women frequently
must. )
Matthew 11:27  “No man knows the Son” . . . but women are quite familiar
with him.
Mark 13:12 Rt of thot dav amd ke o o1 sy P
Mark 13132 DUt O wiat Gay ana nour no man Knows . only the
woimen know.
John 1:18 “No man has seen God at any time™ . . . but women have
been known to catch a glimpse of him.
John 3:2 “No man can do these miracles that you do” . . . usually only
women work miracles such as these.
John 3:13 “No man has ascended up to heaven” . . . that is a privilege
thot hog hanm wacae o U R, -~
uiai iaS ol r€SCrved 10r women.
John 8:15 “I judge no man”. .. only judge women.
2Cor. 5:16 “From now on we know no man according to the flesh” . . .
but naturally we'll keep on knowing women according to the
flesh
2Cor. 7:2 “We have wronged no n

have defrauded no man”

treatment of women.

Dulatians 3:11 “No man is justified by the law” . .. but it works fine for

women.

In most of ko o
~su O ine €

i : les given, it is oniy the KJV which uses the
’Alfleadlng expression “no man.” The more modern translations generally
;""P to the more literal, and more accurate “no one” (although the LB

T .
eqUently changes the wording so radically as to comunletaly alimim s
Jo g dically as {o cor w1y Ciiminat
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< one saowd

has the most problems in this respect, using “no man” in four out of the
ten verses sampled (John 1:18; John 3:13; John 8:15; 2 Corinthians 5;16),
The NASB slips into “no man” twice in the same sample (John 1:18 amd
2 Connthlans 5:16), and the AB once (John 1:18). This sort of
v needs to be corrected in future editions of these

in which “no one” should appear). But there are lapses. The Nw

translations.

The one and this one
Greek abounds in gerunds, verb phrases used as nouns, often as the

biect of a sentence. In Greek the definite article “the” (/’m\ is added to
bLlUJC\A OT @ sentence. i Uredk the gernmntie arty

a verb to create the subject “the one who does x.” Up until recently, the
preferred English wording for such a verbal subject was “he who does x.”
This male bias in English intrudes into many New Testament passages

where the more neutral Greek expression is translated. Greek also

s ek tha damanctrative pronoun, “this” (haum_v\ where in
llCLluCllll_y uses lll ACIIUNSUGUYe  prvnvan

English we would use a personal pronoun ( ‘he,” “she,” or “it”). These are
examples of how Greek is less male-biased than English, because
sometimes when we are speaking of a generic person it is inaccurate to
specify the person as either male or female.?

handle these gender neutral Greek

Ty teanmalatinneg
iaticns nandie these gender neulrdal

How do our trans
expressions? Let’s look at the most straightforward examples.

But the one who endures (ko hupomeinas) to the end, this
one (houtos) will be saved (Matthew 24:13; Mark 13:13).

The KJV, NASB, NIV, NW, and AB, substitute “he” for one or other of the

two ungendered Greek expressions. The NRSV, NAB, TEV, and LB more
accurately avoid making the subject a “he.”

P — I A AN
O

The one who is the least (ko mikroteros huparchdn) among
you all, this one (houtos) is great (Luke 9:48).

The KJV, NASB, NIV, NW, AB, and TEV substitute “he” for one or both

of the ungendered Greek expressions. The NRSV, NAB, and LB avoid
“he

This one was in the beginning with God (fohn 1:2).
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NASR. NIV, NRSV

a | D . PSSl *
he NASB, NIV, NRSV 1

s ace “this one” with ne,
confusing the pre-incarnate Word, which as a divine being transcends
human gender, with the incarnate Jesus, who certainly was a man. Only
the KJV, NW, and TEV use ungendered language that accurately reflects
the original Greek.’

Ei R
1

If someone does not have a spirit of Christ, this one (houtos)
is not of him (that is, ol Christ) (Romans 8:9).

The KJV, NASB, NIV, AB, and LB substitute “he” for the Greek “this

ana” Th RSV, NAB, NW, and TEV keep the lancuage co
one. POTOINSRS Y, INAL, NV, and v RCCP inC language LUIICLLIy

generic.

If someone is a hearer of the word and not a doer (of it), this
one (houtos) is like a man who . . . (James 1:23).

The comparison is to a man, but the comparison applies to anyone (male
or femalej who hears the message of Christianity without putting it into
practice. Nevertheless, the KV, NASB, NAB, AB, and LB limit James’
point to men, by substituting “he” for “thls one.” The NIV, NRSV, NW,
and TEV maintain ¢

"
12V mamtain the P

Who is the liar unless it be the one who denies (ko
arnoumenos) that Jesus is the Messiah? This one (houtos)
is the anti-Christ, the one who denies the Father and the Son

(1 Ighn 2.9
UG 2idd).

in establishing the clear boundary between Christians, who are by
definition pro-Christ, and the opponents of Christians, whom he cons
anti-Christ, John makes use of “this one” to match his generic expression
“the one who denies.’ Such a person, of course, could be either a man or
aWOman Despite that, the KIV, NIV, AB, TEV, and LB specify “he” or
“the man who.” The NRSV, NAB, NASB, and NW remain true to the
Neutral quality of the original Greek.

’T‘A,\..»_.._‘ R} ) .y f s s
+0¢ one who reimains (ho menon) In e teaching, this one

(houtos) has both the Father and the Son (2 John 9).

The KJV NASB, AB, and NW limit this promise to “he.” while the

h
18 promise t C, wiancinc !
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B more accurately convey the gender-neutral

ANRGQY ANAD TEY and
INRO YV, INAD, 1LYV, alid

sense of the Greek.

Sex-change operations . .
One sort ofgender bias that cannot be blamed on the English language is

the altering of characters in the Bible from women into men. This
e duLual ancring vi caaraciers in e 0

occurs in at least two places in some New Testaments: Romans 16:7 and

Romans 16:7 (onl

Philippians 4:2. Since the alteration is more common in Romans 16:7 {(only
4

the KJV makes the change in Philippians 4:2%), we will use it as our
example. '

1l those in the Roman
Christian community known to him personally. In verse 7, he greets
Andronicus and Junia. All early Christian commentators thougiit that
these two people were a couple, and for good reason: “Junia” is a

woman’s name. [t appears that way, correctly, in the KJV, NRSV, and

AR the translators of the NIV, NASB, NW, TEV, AB, and LB (and
NAB. Bui ine transiators o1 tne NiV, NASDE,

the NRSV translators in & footnote) all have changed the name to an
apparently masculine form, “Junias. ” The problem is that there is no name
“Junias” in the Greco-Roman world in which Paul was writing. The
woman’s name “Junia,” on the other hand, is well-known and common in

e 1 Qh “Tunlas” is a made-up name, at best a conjecture. Why
that culture. So “Junias” is & Maae-up naiic, av Uest ]

have so many translations substituted a probably fictitious man’s name
for the woman’s name in Romans 16:7? A
Walter Bauer, in his Greek-English Lexicon of the New

Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, (right after he admits

that the name “Junias” is unknown outside of Romans 16: 7) says, “The

possnbxllty, from a purely lexical point of view, that this is a woman’s name
. is probably ruled out by the context” (page 380). He means that the
xt refers to Andronicus and Junia as “apostles,” and it seems

ntext re

unreasonable to him, and apparently to dozens of other modern

translators, that a woman could be called an “apostle.” But that is p purely

an assumption on their part, one that they hold before translating, rathcr
than based upon what the text actually says. That’s not a very good way

do translation
ago trans:ation.

Paul generally uses the term “apostle” broadly of people e wh
have been formally “sent out” (the meaning of apostolos) on a mission bV
God or a Christian community, and who occupy a very high status in the
leadership ofthe Chnstlan movement. Paul rarely, if ever, uses the term in

|
. that restricts it to “The Twelve,” the inner circle of Jesus’ origind
a wa_y Liiat 1wot IULJ |L W saxn 2 ¥V 3
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voninleg  After all, he considers himself an “apostle.” ai
disci pioe. Al an, 0o CONLIGCTS GHITISCIHE ant aposue, ™ anda ne was not

among “The Twelve,” and in Romans 16:7 he considers Andronicus, as
well as Junia, to be “apostles™ as well.

Paul says that Andronicus and Junia are “prominent (episémor)
among the apostles.” The Greek adjective episénos is translated variously

ac Cmraminent?’ {\IDQ\/ NADRY Cndotnmdlas’ AATIY NAQRY -0 Y}
as prominent NS Y, INAD), Ouisiandaiiig (N1TY, INASD), OI note

(KIV, NW), “we]l known” (TEV), and “held in high esteem” (AB). The
ambiguity of the English phrasing “among the apostles” seems to cause
some readers to think it can mean something like “well known fo the
apostles,” or, as the LB has it, “respected by the apostles.” But the Greek
phrasing that stands behind the Engnsn does not mean that. Rather it
says that these two are prominent “in (the group of) the apostles.” Most
translators understand that meaning, and those who find it inconceivable
that a woman would be “in (the group of) the apostles” simply write her

out of the group by changing her to a man.” Such a move is not
translation at all. It is changing the Bible to

prejudices.

make it agree with one’s own

Conclusion
No translation we are co mparing receives a perfect score on the accurate

fr‘nn(‘lnf:r\n of Greek se O 5 e
tra;

nslation of Greck gender-neutral lauguagc The lure of common Engiish
male-centered forms of speech frequently leads translators astray. The
NAB and NRSV are the most careful in avoiding unnecessarily gendered
expressions, and these same two translations have allowed Junia to be the

woman she is. The TEV also does fairly well on the gender issue, but slips

iNto malo_bhiscod avmiaccimng fmeo

into male-biased expressions more xrequcnuy than either the NAB or the
NRSV, and has changed Junia into a man for what seems to be bias
against the idea of a woman being considered an apostle.

The NW and LB are inconsistent on the gender issue

wiconsistent genaer w i

very different reasons. The NW often follows the Greek quite closely, and

S0 maintains the neutrality of pnrases such as “no one” and “this one.’
On the other hand, it freely uses “man” in place of “human being” and

Irequemly uses “he” when a more generic “one who” is intended. The LB
is so free with paraphrase that its avoidance or use of

arapnr male ad
b phrase 1S avolaance or

of male-biased

eXpressions seems to be purely a matter of chance, a question of what the

translator found to be the most “dynamic” way of saying something,
fegardless of the gender issue. Both translations change Junia into a man.

The NIV, NASB, and AB tend to follow the archaic male bias of
the KIv tradition, and in doing so are both

ad less accurate
1o aoing s¢ are o8oin iess accurate i
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p-to-date in their English style than the other
translations. All three alter Junia’s sex in line with their biases against a
woman being counted among the aposties of early Christianity.
All of the translations considered in this volume could be
improved in future editions if their translators attended more carefully and
istently to the ways in which the male bias of traditional English
introduces a narrowing element not present in the original Greek of the

New Testament, and to the ways in which modern assumptions about
gender roles in the Christian community might interfere with accurate

representations of women’s roles in the Bible.

NOTES

1. The NRSV and NAB do not do so in Acts 1:11, because the context mentions
only “the apostles™ as present, and Luke, the author of Acts, uses this term for

s inner circle (Paul vses the

tanial mnnto chngcan h
O € {rauiuse

the twelve disciples specially chosen
term more loosely, in a way that applies to some early Christian women as well
as men). Simple oversight seems to be behind the NRSV failure to make the

change in Acts 2:14 and the TEV failure to do so in Acts 21:28.

[

2. Technically, the Greek Ao is the s0 there is some
male bias already in the original Greek when it uses the masculine article for the
generic meaning “the one who.” The article ko can be used with the meaning “he,”
but it does not necessarily have that meaning. So English is more biased when it

uses “he.”
3. The LB omits John 1:2 entirely.

4. The LB translator unwittingly copies the KIV’s male name Euodias, even
though he goes on to refer to the person as a woman.

5. The AB and NW strengthen the change by referring to both Andronicus fmd
Junias as “men,” while the KIV, NASB, and AB use the expression “kinsmen-

SEVEN
PROBING
m 1“ ANXNTTN TN
THE IMPLICIT MEANING

Qne of the greatest challenges in any translation is finding the right words
in English to carry all of the meaning of words in the original language.

Since languages did not arise together, and no one made sure that a single
j.!.'ord in one language would have one and only one corresponding word
in another language, translators often find themselves using several words
together to communicate the full meaning of only one word in the original
language of a text. This is as true in Bible tr
kind of translation.

N This problem is what we call the issue of impiication, that is, what
lS‘lmplied in the original Greek, and how much are we responsible to make
Wflat is implied visible and clear to Bible readers. According to A. H.
Nichols, “It has long been recognized in the history of translation that 2

ion as it is in any other

any otner

HSIOor ransiation at a

fourcie text . .. has implicit meaning that may need to be made explicit iits
ranslatin~e P

1'"“-"uuuu is to be understandable in the receptor language” (Nichols
| ?88, page 78). The Amplified Bible can be seen as a translation that has
‘l‘aKen this duty most seriously, although it takes the opportunity of
amplification” to not only make what is implicit explicit, but also import

t teati only licit explicit, but also import
tee?higlcal interpretation into the text. Obviously, we cannot burden the
CXt ofthe I3; FPY I . g - -

F'the Bible wiih ail of the commentary and interpretation we may want
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ould follow the principle referred

a reader to have. Rather, translatol low | ip
to by Nichols; they should make what is implicit in the original Greek

o b ab

explicit only if the passage would otherwise be incomprehensibie to the

general reader.

This idea is expanded upon by Bratcher, in his article introducing

“Tha Nat { Deen of tha New Testament in Todav’s English
“The Nature and Purposé Of g \&W iCsiait ) g

Version.” He says that there are some passages we must lea}./i alone,

because we are not sure what is implied in the shared context of the writer
and his original audience (he uses the example of 1 Corinthians 7:36-38).

ana nis ©

But he contrasts to that situation another kind of implication that is

bedded in tt Is themselves. Bratcher insists that, “where there is
embedded in the words themseives. praenct i s

information implicit in the text itself the translator may make it explicit in
order to allow his readers to understand the meaning of the text. Lonirary
what some might think this does not add anything to the text: it simply

a
¢ wihat SCiIC

gives the reader of the translation explicit information which was implicitly

»

£
&

anAdava

made avaiiabie to the original readers.
His language rings a bell with me, because | have often heard

LTy

members of the general public accuse certain Bible translations oT -adding
words” This accusation is based upon a naive understanding (or rather

wOoras. 11s accusdal

misunderstanding) of how translation is done. The irony of such

i is th i re made by people who only notice “added
accusations 1s that they a y peop

words” by comparing a new translation to an already existing one theyp
like. What they don’t realize is that the older translation has hundreas ol

rtiod words” too. Only a couple of translations actually take the
addea woras, 00, Uniy I

ir »? i hat is
k their “added words” so that readers will know wi
trouble to mar tions don’t bother to do

M HeS
1 1011

going on in the translation process. ™ Do .
this because the necessity of making implicit elements of the original Greel

At oo
OSL tal

explicit is so widely accepted. ' '
When the Revised Standard Version came out in 1946, Luther

vy iChl e noV

Weigle demonstrated the issue of “added words” by counting the number

i fate the Greek of several chapters of the
of English words used to transiate

New Testament in the King James Version, American Standard Version,

and Revised Standard Version.! For example, Matthew, chapter ﬁve,inaa
1,081 words in the King James version, 1,056 words in the American
3 ; . : S
Standard Version, and 1,002 words in the Revised Standard Version. Dog!

i ty-nine words to Matthew, chapfer
that mean that the KJV added seventy

i istic i d
five? Well, ves and no. What it really means is that stylistic issues an

1 llCal passage reads I!
Cfforts at Clanty plOdUCe dlffelences in how a bib
sh words are _,,()Ught to be needed to

English. Sometiimes sever
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heing out the full meaning of a sinole Groek word At athoan #imsag ~ms 1
bring ou wHaneaiing U1 a SingiC Ureek word., At otner times, compiex
Greek phrases come out as simple English terms.

Added words are often essential in translation and do not
necessarily involve any change in meaning -- but rather the clarification
of meaning. The majority of the added words in the major translation are
: rted to clarifyv the cuhiect ((Graak 11cag tha meam . [P L S

WU sy W suuyet (UTCEK USCS i pronoun n€ a iot; wnat 1t
refers to is usually identifiable by noun and pronoun case endings which
are found in Greek but are not used in English; therefore an English
translation must make explicit the implied reference of the pronoun), or to
smooth out the flow of ideas. Paul, for example, often adopts the high
atvla of a noliched man of lattare  Qinmnn cawvimg ~mimemlas -l tor Ly
Styie Ui a puiisiicd Man 01 aCucrs. S5inct saying compiex tnings witn the
fewest possible words was considered the epitome of high style in Greek,
Paul’s expression is often terse. But translators have a commitment to
meaning over style, and necessarily sacrifice some of Paul’s sophistication
in turning a phrase for the sake of clarity. Such additions are innocuous
ad

a
an

as should be ohvionus. often necesgary
, &5 SNOWIA D OOVvious, oiten necessary.

But it must be admitted that in some cases the translators have
snuck an interpretation of a verse into the translation itself. They might
defend this practice by insisting that they are only clarifying the meaning
of the Greek. But there is a key difference between clarification and

interpretation. Clarification dra

catio PO
interpretation. Clarification {

raws out the potential meaning of a word or
phrase; interpretation closes and limits the meaning in a specific way.
Interpretation goes beyond what the Greek itself gives and adds words
that give the Greek a meaning imposed from outside the biblical text.

To explore the issue of implied meaning and “added words,” 1

hq\/p chnogan Crlacgiang 1.1€_ 90 ML a . .
seVR Lilstni LOi0ssians 1lio-2U. IniS passage comes up in some

di§cussions of this issue 1 have heard, and it should. Itis a tricky passage
Where every translation does and must “add words. The KJV and NASB
use italics to mark words added for understanding, to make what is implicit
inthe original Greek explicit in English. The NW uses brackets to indicate

the came thing

1€ same thing. But readers of the other major transiations probabiy think
that“eve:ry word they read in their Bibles actually corresponds to words
explicit in the Greek text. They are wrong to think that.

In order to show you what is hidden beneath the fine

ine nolish of
dden beneath the fine polish of
modern Bible translations, in this chapter I will print the text of the

tranclatiom ~£it:: .

“Hsiation of this passage using the system of italics used by the KJV and
NASB to indicate English words that have no matching word in the
original Greek text. All of these are “added words,” which their respective
translators believe to be implied in the original Greek. S

Lo De ed ina: Ureex.

e}
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they that they are right, they haven’t bothered to let their readers know
about it. The question for us to consider will b hether these words

change the meaning of the Greek, whether they “add” more than merely

what is implied. .
First, the translations that employ ways of marking “added

words™

KJV: Who is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of every
creature: for by him were all things created. that are in heaven,

and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether they be

........ cipalities, or powers: all things
Lanllca or uUllulnuu: or pr rincipaitics,

were created by him, and for him: and he is before all things,
and by him all things consist. And he is the head of the body,
the church: who is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead,

that in all things he might have the preeminence. For it

¢hat in him should all fullness dwell: and,
plcdscu the Father that in him should

having made peace through the blood of his cross, by him to
reconcile all things unto himself; by him, 7 say, whether fhey
be things in earth. or things in heaven. (Total: 135 words)

I T P

The KJV accurateiy marks all adaitions to
additions serve merely to fill out the flow of the passage in nglxsh

d He is the image of the invisible God, the first-born of all

creation. For by Him all things were created, both in the

L ~ and invisible. whether thrones
heavens and on eartn, visible and invisible, whe

or dominions or rulers or authorities -- all things have been
created by Him and for Him. And he is before all things, and
in Him all things hold together. He is also the head of the

body, the church; and He is the beginning, the first-born from

[ P e nh('e in
the dead; so that He Himself might come to have il rst

everything. For it was the Father s good pleasure for all the
fulness to dwell in Him, and through Him to reconcile dt;
things to Himself, having made peace through the blood ©
His cross; through Him, 7 say, whether things on earth or
things in heaven. (Total: 139 words)

«1la
The NASB fails to xtahcnze the word “Himself” in the expression '

he
otherwi Il additions with italics. The meaning oft

Himself”;
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passage is not significantly altered
NW: He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all

creation; because by means of him all [other] things were
created in the heavens and upon the earth, the things visible

invisible. no matie L ntham tlag, ana
and the things invisible, no matter whether they are thrones

or lordships or governments or authorities. All [other] things
have been created through him and for him. Also, he is before
all [other] things and by means of him all [other] things were
made to exist, and he is the head of the body, the
egation. He is the beginning, the firstborn from the
dead, that he might become the one who is first in all things;
because [God] saw good for all fullness to dwell in hin, and
through him to reconcile again to himself all [other] things by
making peace through the blood {Ae shed] on the torture
stake, no matter whether they are the things upon the earth
or the things in the heavens. (Total 160 words)

Only the italicized words in brackets are marked as additions in the NW:
those that appear outside of brackets above are not marked in any way in

1 nnna Afthaca trmmanula P [P o -
t f h\l)(— uliinial I\CU aqaaitions

aliers the meaning of the

Now let’s ook at translations that do not mark “added words” in
any way. In the following translations, all of the italics are mine; none of
these translations makes any effort to mark added words. From this
comparison, you will immediately see that no translation renders this
passage without “adding words.” What will be most interesting is what
words are added and why.

NAB: He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of alf
creation. For inhim were created ali things in heaven and on
earth, the visible and the invisible, whether thrones or
dominions or principalities or powers; all things were created
through him and for him. He is before all things, and in him

ie 18 belfore all 185, 4nC i nim

all things hold together. He is the head of the body, the
church. He is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead, that
in all things he himself might be preeminent. For in him all
the fulness was pleased to dwell, and through him to reconcile
all things for him, making peace by

1
1gs fo peace by the blood of hi
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{through him]?, whether those on earth or those in heaven

(Total: 123 words)

n.

Although the NAB adds words that it does not mark for its readers, the

additions only sharpen and clarify the meaning of the original Greek; they

do not shift or alter the meaning.

NIV: He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn over ai|
creation. For by him all things were created: things in heaven
and on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or powers

or rulers or authorities; all things were created by him and for

him. He is before all things, and in him all things hold
together. And he is the head of the body, the church; he is
the beginning arnd the firstborn from among the dead. so that

in everything he might have the supremacy. For God was
pleased to have all kis fullness dwell in him and through him
to reconcile to himself all things, whether things on earth or
things in heaven, by making peace through his biood, shed on

the cross. (Total: 127 words)

- ¢ invisible God, the firstborn of all
il 1iv 1 vigiuviy oV,
creation; for in him all things in heaven and on earth were
created, things visible and invisible, whether thrones or
dominions or rulers or powers -- all things have been created

through him and for him. He himselfis before all things, and

F R T s He is the head of the body,
“l “““ daii llllllsd HUIL gy |. lv PR 3 A ) |.u v

the church; he is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead, s0
that he might come to have first place in everything. Forin
him the fullness of God was pleased to dwell, and through
him God was pleased to reconcile to himself all things,
whether on earth or in heaven, by making peace through the

blood of his cross. (Total: 127 words)

Z
=
w
<
o
o

AB: [Now] He is the exact likeness of the unseen God [the visible
representation of the invisible]; He is the Firstborn of al!
creation. For it was in Him that ail things were created, in
heaven and on earth, things seen and things unseen, whether
thrones, dominions, rulers, or authorities: all things Wwer®

1
created and exist through Him [by His service, interventiol ]

PROBING THE IMPLICIT MEANING 81

or Him. And He Himself existed before all things,

and in Him all things consist (cohere, are held together). He
is also the Head of [/is] body, the church; seeing He is the
Beginning, the Firstborn from among the dead, so that He
alone in everything and in every respect might occupy the
chief place [stand first and be preeminent]. For it has pleased
[the Father] that all the divine fullness (the sum total of the
divine perfection, powers, and attributes) should dwell in
Him permanently. And God purposed that through (by the

service, the intervention of) Him [the Son] all things should be

comnletel reconciled bank 1o Hi

completely reconciled back to Himself, whether on earth or in
heaven, as through Him, [the Father] made peace by means of
the blood of His cross. (Total: 194 words)

The addmons to the text made by the NIV, NRSV, and AB are much more
in . th

iy an altarationm ~
n quant:t_y and in aigratlion o

translations we have already considered.

In the NIV, the translators have first of all replaced the “of” of the
phrase “firstborn of creation” with “over.” This qualifies as addition
because “over” in no way can be derived from the Greek genitive article
meaning “of.” The NIV translators make this addition on the basis of
doctrine rather than language. Whereas “of” appears to make Jesus part
of creation, “over” sets him apart from it.

Secondly, the NIV adds “his” to the word “fullness,” in this way

interpreting the amb:guous reference in line with a specific belief about

Christ’s role in the process being described. The NRSV, likewise, adds the
phrase “of God™ to “fullness,” for the same purpose. Both translations are
inserting words to lead to the same doctrinal conclusion that the AB spells

out in one of its interpretive brackets, that “the sum total of the divine

...... otal aivine

perfectlon, powers, and attributes” are to be found in Christ. Whether this
is true or not, and whether this is one of the ideas to be found in Paul’s
letters or not, it certainly is not present in the original Greek wording of
this passage.’ Notice that the AB does not limit its interpretation to

brackets but also repeatedly adds words de igned t0 maximize the

adas 1IeQ 10 maximze ine

doctrinal content of the passage, adding “dwme” to “fullness” and
building up Christ’s uniqueness with such qualifiers as “exact,” “alone,”

“in every respect,” and “permanently.” | marvel at the translator’s

sumption that Paul needed so much help to make clear what he thought
of Christ,
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Y. Christ is the visible likeness of the invisible God. He is the
ov. Christ is the visible 1iXeness o1 the

first-born Son, superior to all created things. For through him
God created everything in heaven and on earth, the seen and
the unseen things, including spiritual powers, lords, rulers,
and authorities. God created the whole universe through him

ad for him. Christ existed beforce all things. and in uniop
and for him. Charist existed belorC S, 00

with him all things have their proper place. He is the head of
his body, the church; he is the source of the body's life. Heis
the first-born Son, who was raised from death, in order that

he alone might have the first place in all things. For it was by

decician that tha Can hag in himself the full nature
UULl b OWIi1 QECISION tia i€ SO 11ds 1 1rulidTil Wiy 2i iire

of God. Through the Son, then, God decided to bring the
whole universe back to himself. God made peace through his
Son's sacrificial death on the cross and so brought back to
himself all things, both on earth and in heaven. (Total 166

ey
wordsj

The TEV goes even further than the previously considered transiations in
substituting theologically-motivated interpretation for a valid translation.

One of the most unfortunate thmgs it does is artificially separate phrases

in such a way as to create a whole new mcaning not found in the Greek.

“He is the first-born of creation” becomes in the TEV “He is the first-born
Son, superior to all created things.” Like the NIV, the TEV mtroduces the
wholly unscriptural language of “superior” (compare the NIV’s “over”),

which is in no way implied in the Greek genitive “of.” To further safeguard

the phrase from a meaning that he does not want it to have, the TEV

translator creates the phrase “the first-born Son,” also not implied in the
Greek, which has “first-born of creation” instead. In this way, the TEV
ivorces Christ from creation, making the sentence mean the exact

yees LAarst cat

opposite of what Paul wanted to say here. In fact, Bratcher and Nida have
QU ne tlns Cheict S

admitted that, “transiated literally (as RSV), it implies that Christ 15
included in the created universe” (Bratcher and Nida 1977, page 22). Their
claim that such a literal translation is “inconsistent with the context of the

tole passage” is an extreme example of circular reasoning, and rests

whole passage” is an extreme
upon their predetermined position on the nature of Christ, rather than on
the literary context as it stands in the originai Greek.

The same alteration of the text occurs a few verses late

the TEV has “He is the first-born Son, who was raised from the dead” !
L
1

place of the original’s “He is the first- born from the dead.” Here again, the

I}.

r, where

{gis] he nirst-no
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w0
W

caon anmmasl?

¢ passage into something dealing with Christ’s sonship, his
relation to God, rather than its actual focus on his relation to creation.
Since Bratcher, the TEV translator, is a completely competent Greek
scholar, we cannot attribute these changes to error. Since the words that

are added are not anything lmphed in the Greek, we cannot say his
translation is made necessary by the duty to make the implied sense clear.
We can only conclude that Bratcher deliberately altered the meaning of
the passage to “protect” it from interpretations which did nt match his

own theological commitments and interests.

TEY makes th

racaoney PO

LB: Chiist is the exact likeness of the unseen God. He existed

before God made anything at all, and, in fact, Christ himself
is the Creator who made everything in heaven and carth, the
things we can see and the things we can’t; the spirit world

e spi Woria

with its kings and kingdoms, its rulers and authorities; all were

made by Christ for his own use and glory. He was before all
else began and it is his power that holds everything together.
He is the Head of the body made up of his people -- that is,
his church - which he began; and he is the Leader of all those

wLeaderer an inge

who arise from the dead, so that he is first in everything; for
God wanted all of himseif to be in his Son. It was through
what his Son did that God cleared a path for everything to
come to him -- all things in heaven and on earth -- for Chm:st s
death on the cross has made peace with God for all b

125 ma God for all by his

blood. (Total: 171 words)

As a paraphrase, the LB has license to freely rephrase and reorder content.

But a paraphrase must still communicate the content of the work bemg
translated, and not rewrite the substance of the book. In mv anal

SuDslance OF 11 booK. I my anaiysis,

:I:Ve given the LB the benefit of the doubt, and accepted every phrase
has some

'hat has some equivalent in the Greek, regardiess of how the LB renders

it. But what stands out is how much content the LB has added to this

Passage, much more even than has the AB, which is, after all, “amphf‘ed ”
The LB translator is guilty of all the doctrinal im

nartats Aigriiccn ol
D14 i0e Coctrina: Impo Tt

ation discussed apove

:’:th reference to the NIV, NRSV, and TEV, and even surpasses them in
1< Qam o ke
<spect.

So it is the NIV, NRSV, TEV, and LB -- the four Bibles that make

;'0 attempt to mark added words -- that actually add the most sxgmﬁcant
endentious material. Yet in many publi

Yet in many pu ums on Bible translation, the



84 TRUTH IN TRANSLATION

¢ translations is rarely if ever pointed to or criticized

ace 1 7!
1I85€ 10U 1 1s rarely ed,

NW is attacked for adding the innocuous “other” in a way that
clearly indicates its character as an addition of the translators. Why is
that so? The reason is that many readers apparently want the passage to
mean what the NIV and TEV try to make it mean. That is, they don’t want
and clear sense of “first-born of creation” as

accept the obvious
LU atiLipt v vuvivus

identifying Jesus as “of creation.” “Other” is obnoxious to them because
it draws attention to the fact the Jesus is “of creation” and so when Jesus
acts with respect to “all things” he is actually acting with respect to “al}

other things.” But the NW is correct.

Porhans it is the word “thing” that readers are uncomfortable
rernaps it s e wo thing that rea e

associating with Christ. But the Greek pan, various forms of which are
used in this passage, means simply “ali,” and the phrase couid just as weil
be translated “all [others].” “Thing” is added in English because we don’t

usually use “all” without a following noun of some sort. But one

el 1% csuoas “rhing® oo accential to what Paul refers to as “all”
Snouidin t Sucss uu||5 as essentia: (¢ whnat rail .

Rather, Paul uses “all,” after identifying Christ as the first-born of creation,
to refer to “the rest.” “All” includes every being and force and substance
in the universe, with the exception, of course, of God and, semantically
speaking, Jesus, since it is his role in relation to the “all” that is being
discussed.

“All” is commonly used in Greek as a hyperbole, that is, an
exaggeration. The “other” is assumed. In one case, Paul takes the trouble
to make this perfectly clear. In 1 Corinthians 13, Paul catches himself
saying that God will make all thmgs subject to Christ. He stops and

»
ciarifies that “of course” when he says “all things” he doesn’t mean that

God himself will be subject to Christ, but all other things will be, with
Christ himself subject to God. There can be no legitimate objection to
“other” in Colossians 1 because here, too, Paul clearly does not mean to

include God or Christ in his phrase “all thmgs when God is the implied

subject, and Christ the explicit agent, of the act of creation of these “all

things.” But since Paul uses “all things” appositively (that is,
interchangeably) with “creation,” we must still reckon with Christ’s place
as the first-born of creation, and so the first-born of “all things.”

Similar uses of “all” in expressxon of hyperbole are not hard t0
ot SR, smd all the trees

find. In Luke 21:29, Jesus speaks of “the fig-tree (suké) and all the i
(panta ta dendra).” The fig-tree is obviously a tree, and the ancients
knew it as a tree. This phrase actually means “the fig-tree and all other

» just as the NW, NAB, and TEV have it (the LB similarly: “the fig

ang
€L5, just as the 102, arl

PROBING THE IMPLICIT MEANING

w
wn

7y v den

ee”). By woodenly transiating the phrase as “the fig-
tree and all the trees,” the NIV and NRSV translators violate their own
commitment to use modern English style (the KJV, NASB, and AB, which

are not committed to modern English style, also use this strange phrasing).

As for the NAB, TEV, and LB, they show an understanding of this idiom

. la D120 bd Foil g0 oomndo 2l o
herc in LUKe 21127, outiail to apply that understanding to Colossians 1:15-

20. Such rmconsnstency often signals the intrusion of bias into the more
theologically significant biblical text.
Another example can be seen in Luke 11:42, where Jesus s

v v other tr
other ty

iree, or any

neaks
peax.

of Pharisees tithing “mint and rue and every herb (pan lachanon).” Since

int and riua are hoth ha st

mint and rue are both herbs, and were thought to be so by the cultures
from which the Bible comes, the phrase “every herb” must mean “every
other herb” (NW) or “all the other herbs” (TEV) or “all other kmds of ..

herb” (NIV). The KJV, NASB, NRSV, NARB, and AB transla

in such
anslate in suct

1a
way as to imply that mint and rue are not herbs. That is inaccurate

tranclatinn But tha TRY -1 TV

wansiation. Sut the TEV and NIV show here that they understand the
idiom by which “other” is implied by “all.” Why then do they not similarly
bring out that implication in Colossians 1:15-207 Once again, theological
bias would seem to be the culprit.

So what exactly are objectors to “other” arguing for as the

mann'un of ¢ noe Sall st »a

meaning of the phrase “alf things™ That Christ created himself (v.16)?
That Christ is before God and that God was made to exist by means of

Christ (v.17)? That Christ, too, needs to be reconciled to God (v.20)?

When we spell out what is denied by the use of “other” we can see clearly
the s¢e Cieariy

how absurd the objection is. “Other” s implied in “all,” and the NW
y makes what is impiicit explxcxt You can argue whether it is
Mecessary or not to do this. But I think the objections that have been

raised to it show that it is, in fact, necessary, because those who object

want to negate the meaning of the phrase “firstborn of creat
O Iine Pluu ©  LiSwooril o1 CdUUH lI

adding “other” prevents thlS misreading of the biblical text, then it is
11 1 e

safis
usetul to have it there.

The need to make implicit information explicit in translating a

Passage is widely accepted, especially among “dynamic equxvalence

translators, Nida and Taber. in their haok 7The Tha -,
1aoer, n their book, The Theory and Practice Dj

T
ranslation, insist that making what is implicit explicit is necessary if the

text ic 1:

EM is likely to be misunderstood by readers (Nida and Taber, page 110).
ven the KJV, the mother of all formal equivalence translations, has words

added in order to make the implicit explicit (for example in 1 John 3:17,
Where the KJV has “bowe

LI -

Is of compassion” to h p its readers understand
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it R candare nf thae Gresk would have been able to orasn
ne meaning the e y readcers of the Greek would nave grasp

. H w4

easily in the sole word “bowels”).
But once the issue of “adding words” is raised, and ali of the
versions are put side by side and compared to the Greek, we discover a

shocking willingness of translators to freely add words and ideas not

. slied in the Greek, without any method to
supponcu or ii any way uupu G oin the Ureek

indicate these additions to their readers. In the name of “clarifying” a
passage, these translators often import their own interpretations. The
amount of work they put in to altering the text so that it conforms to their
theology gives striking testimony to the power of bias. When the Bible

oes not match their religious understanding, there
says Sometnmg that does not match their reiigious uncers

seems to be little resistance to the temptation to make it say something

else, something more in line with what they expect and are comfortabie
with.

It is ironic that the translation of Colossians 1:15-20 that has

the “added words” are fully

I tln ~ma wwhara

received the most criticism is the onc where
justified by what is implied in the Greek. And if we, under other
conditions, might have said that making the implied “other” expiicit is not
altogether necessary, we now recognize by the gross distortion of the

ogetr Nnecess

passage in other translations that what the NW translators have done is

e NIV NNRQU TEV and 1R translators are
certamly necessary after ail. Ifthe NIV, NRSV, 12V, and Lo ansia

willing to “add words” in order to shift the meaning of the passage away
from Christ’s connection with creation and “all things,” then it is cieariy
iustifiable for the NW to cement that connection, explicitly expressed in

Jusuna e ! 1o cemr

the passage, by bringing to the foreground of translation those implied

ong with the meaning of the passage as a whole.
nuances which go along g

Since several major translation teams themselves have misunderstood
Colossnans 1:15-20, it seems this is a clear case where Nida and Taber’s
nd we are called upon to make the implicit explicit.

iag a
185, ang we alc ¢antbl v

All translations “add words” in an effort to make coherent
s dainh oare
English sentences out of Greek ones. Even interlinears, which &f

something less than translation, often have two or more English words for

a single Greek one, while very frequently having nothing, or a dash, ford

Greek word that does not have a necessary English equivalent.
Uitk wora uviar uuvo  avh

Translators decide how aggressively to make implicit parts of the meamii
of the Greek explicit in English. The decision whether or not to mat

0
something implicit expllcn is up to the translators, and cannot be said t

be either * rlght or “wrong” in itself. Accuracy only comes into it whett

e e comething made explicit in the translation really i
aSSEessi I B wuculu wiing Mado Cap

PROBING THE IMPLICIT MEANING 87
imnlied in the Greek, If it is, then it is accurate to make it exp T.-
impec S a g g, Watn 10 s alluiall (O imMare it X lJll\tll 1l
Colossians 1:15-20, it is accurate to add “other” because “other” is implied

in the Greek.
But if words are added that cannot be shown to be implied in the

original Greek, then the translation that adds them is inaccurate in that

~articular passage. In Colossians 1:15-20 it is inaccurate to add the wor
Pu...v.. ar passage. Cotosstans 1:15-20 1t 1s inaccurate to add the word

“gver” in place of “of” in the phrase “first-born of creation.” This is a
distortion of the possibie meaning of the Greek. It is also inaccurate to
add the words “of God” or “divine” to “fullness,” or to substitute “all of
himself” for it.  These are all very tendentious and unproven

intarnratationg of Panl’c wardinag  Trmnlicit meaning rlam smn da
INIETpIciauaLnis Ul san S vuiuiig, dpliciv me 0if 15 auuulu ull Y LKL Hladac

explicit when what is implicit is unambiguous. If what is implied is open
to debate, it is not the translators’ job to decide the debate for the reader
(and without informing the reader). It is their job to render the Greek into
English in a way that conveys all that the Greek suggests, without adding

to or subtracting from its meaning  Alraadsy e tha IV o o
G U suouatilly UM IS midaning. Aarcaqy in the KJV the Greek was

rendered well “all fullness”; the NW follows suit, while the NASB gives
the equally accurate “all the fuliness.” The NAB also accurately conveys
the literal meaning, while rearranging the sentence’s structure to make a
smoother English sentence. The other versions force a particular

internretation on “fullness » nd i

[=%
)

FROTPICIAtIon On  Tunnegss, an

in doing so they violate the principles by
which they ought -- and claim -- to be working.

So the mere fact that words are “added” in the process of
translation is unremarkable. Everything depends on what the added

words are -- whether they are part of the implied meaning of the Greek or

not, an‘nﬂ.. nat, et
llvitu llath)( 1HUSL I

odern En gnbu transiations do not luennry what
they have added to the text. I’'m not talking about the ordinary use of
more than one English word to accurately convey the meaning of the
underlying Greek. | am talking about substantial, significant additions that

change the meanmg Most translators seem to feel justified in not
revealing those kin AL S A1

saing uose kind of additions. Bias is the cunpm nere. It creates in
franslators the false assurance that they are reading the passage the only
Way it can be, and it leads them to forego providing the reader thh
information about the literal form of the underlying express
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1. “The English of the Revised Standard Version,” in An Introduction to the
Revised Standard Version of the New Testament (International Council of Religious

Education, 1946); reproduced in Worth, page 117.

2. The NAB brackets this phrase not because the translators have added it, but
because Paul’s repetition of this phrase isa redundancy typical of Greek style but
a little awkward in English, as shown by the way the KJV and NASB deal with

Qe aw

it. The NW actually goes a step further than the NAB and omits the redundancy
aftogether.

3. To what, exactly, “fullness” is meant to refer here is ambiguous. Those
tanslators who add words to identify the fullness as God’s (whatever that may

ansias aga ds to

mean) are influenced by Colossians 2:9, where Paul again uses the noun “fullness”
in a phrase (not the same as that found in Colossians 1:19) that can be translated
“the fullness of deity” or “the fullness of divinity” (again, leaving aside how that
is to be interpreted). But the context of the two statements is quite different, and

e assumntion that whenever Paul talks about “fullness” he means something

UL adsouniipuivis wass

divine is baseless (in fact, most of the times he uses “fullness™ it is not in reference

to God), and illegitimately restricts Paul’s possible meaning. The “fullness” that

dwells in Christ in Colossians 1:19 may refer to the fullness of God, so that Christ

stands in for God in the reconciliation process Paul is talking about (in this way
<oting back to verse 15's statement that Christ is the “image’ of God). Orit

e fl
TEIICCUNE 0acn 10 ¥

may refer to the fullness of creation, so that Christ stands in for creation in the
reconciliation process (in this way pointing forward to verse 20's references (o
Christ’s blood and the cross). Or it may have been Paul’s precise intention {0
suggest both kinds of fullness, and to indicate that Christ forms a bridge between
God and creation in the mediation of reconciliation. By over-determining what

“fullness” refers to, some translations drain the passage of its richness and
subtlety.

4.1 owe this example to Ray, page 34.

EIGHT
IND T
WORDS TOGETHER AND APART

So far, we have been dealing with lexical problems, where the meaning of

asingle word is at issue. [ want to turn now to questions of grammar, the
rules governing the relation between words ’

‘ IIP'Ti\tus 2:.1}’ Paul refers to the situation of “awaiting the happy
gc;,pf: and (the) manifestation of the glory of the great God and our savior
rist Jesus,” (where the crucial Greek phrase is fou megalou theou kai

sOtéros hémon Xristou [&ou). Paul’s phrasing is somewhat ambiguous

and on first glance there ceems o ha fwa nocs o
e 1 ; H
ctn ha ble Nays to understand the

?ﬁ‘rasei. It Ff)gld bg rgad as “the glory of our great God and Savior, Christ
“chu(sj;’ as lf‘the ‘whole phrase was about Jesus only and he is called both
0d” and “Savior.” Or it could be read as “the glory of the great God,

and of our savior, Christ Jesus,” as if both God and Jesus, as distinct

figures, are mentioned.
0

Here is how our translations render this verse:

Kiv:

the glorious appearing of the great God and our Saviour Jesus
Christ e

NAB:
: the appearance of the glory of the great God and of our savior

Jesus Christ
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cac agard ta 2 Pater 1:1. The author refers to “the
The same issue arises in regara to 2 reter 11, aneal the

righteousness of our God and (of the") savior Jesus Christ.” The Nw

adds “the” in brackets before “Savior Jesus Christ,” making explicit a
“© 392

reading that distinguishes between the latter and “our God.”> The NRSV

offers this reading in a footnote, but places in its main text “the

righteousness of our God and Savior Jesus Christ,” a translation followed

by all other modern translations under consideration (the LB reworks the
verse almost beyond recognition, removing entirely “righteousness,” but
nevertheless has “Jesus Christ our God and Savior”).

Once again, we turn to parallel passages for help, and find one in
the very next verse." Compare:

2 Peter 1:1 tou theou hénon kai sdtéros [&ou Xristou
of the God of us and (of the) savior Jesus Christ

. L anr

2 Peter 1:2 rou theou kai [ésou tou kuiicu hémon
of the God and (of) Jesus the lord of us

between “God” and “Jesus, our Lord” in verse 2, while most ignore it in

R R sentences is identical,

verse 1. But the grammatical structure of tne two seniences 15 1eehiicd
making it very doubtful that they should be translated in different ways.
In Engllsh we have to have an article before a common noun (¢he savior)
not before a name (Jesus); but that is something about proper English

and not re a name (Jesus);
expression, not about the original Greek.

,,,,,, 1. read as if only Jesus is

Those who defend the transiations that read as it omy
spoken of in both Titus 2:13 and 2 Peter 1: 1 attempt to distinguish those

two passages from the parallel examples | have given by something called

“Qlswads Risla ? In 1708 the amateur theologian Granville Sharp publlshed
Qll(lll.) S NNuIL. 1l 1 /70, Wit QLAY t=) form

a book in which he argued that when there are two nouns of the same :
e tla nwbinla the

(“case”) joined by “and” (kai), only the first of which has the articie, &
nouns are identified as the same thing. Close examination of this much-
used “rule” shows it to be a fiction concocted by a man who had 2
it, namely, to prove that the verses we aré

anting
caung i, famedy,

All of the translations we are comparing properly maintain the distinction

lagica anmda -v\ o
H

lncUlUglbnl agenaa il © "
»
examining in this chapter call Jesus “God. ot
“Sharp’s Rule” does not survive ciose scrutiny. He claimed U
at is
the rule did not apply to personal names, only to personal titles. Th

petel
why it is cited in connection with Titus 2:13 and not Titus 1:4, with 2 Pe .
onstrated that even that claim i

1:1 and not 1:2. Danicl Wa

WORDS TOGETHER AND APART 93

1’s Rule” doesn’t work
P o U OCSi1 T WOIK Wlul pluldl

forms of persona[ titles. Instead, Wailace finds that a phrase that follows
the form article-noun-“and”-noun, when the nouns involved are plurals,
can involve two entirely distinct groups, two overlapping groups, two
groups of which one is a subset of the other, or two identical groups

Wallace nage 72-78). In other words. there is no evidence thas oot
{(ywanass, pagt 7&7 87l Uit WOTGS, wiliC i5 [0 CViheiice tnat clll_yllll[lg

significant for the meaning of the words happens merely by being joined
by “and” and dropping the second article.

The problem is not with Sharp’s honesty or his diligence, but
with the premises by which he did his work., He ignored the fact that the
Greek language was not confined to the New Testament. The authors of
the books of the New Testament did not have their own form of Greek with
its own rules. Rather, they were working within a much larger Greek
linguistic and literary environment. To be sure that you have identified a
“rule” of Greek, you need to look beyond the confines of the New

Tagtament bacainga within tha New Tactaman PO P
1estament, vecause within {ne New Testament a deLCHl O1 use IIld_‘/ DC
only a coincidence within the small sample of Greek grammar and syntax

found there.
If we turn to the standard work of Greek grammar, that of Smyth,
we find no “Sharp’s Rule.” But we do find several “rules” that may explain

he nattern Sharn thouoht ko vas casing i tlan N Tacina Q n
a0 pPaudin snarp wndugnt nc was 3ccl|15 in the iNew 1estament. 2IMyin,

section 1143, says: “A single article, used with the first of two or more
nouns connected by and produces the effect of a single notion.” That
sounds an awful lot like “Sharp’s Rule,” doesn’t it? But what exactly is
meant by “a single notion”? Smyth glves two examples: “the generals and
captains {the commanding officers)”; “the | largest and smalliest ships (the
whole fleet).” You can see from these examples that the two nouns
combined by “and” are not identical; the individual words do not
fepresent the same thing. Instead, by being combined, they suggest a

---------- Ky su a

larger whole, The generals and the captams together make up the more

general category of © commanding officers,” just as the various sized ships
together constitute the fleet as a whole. So the article-noun-" ‘and”-noun
construction does combine individual things into larger wholes, but it
does not necessarily Iden’nfv them as one and the same thine. This is

g, A0S 18

further clarified by Smyth in section 1144: “A repeated article lays stress
Oneach word.” So when a writer wants 1o sharply distinguish two things,
he or she will use the article with each noun; but when the two things in
Some way work together or belong to a broader unified whole, the article
is left off of the second noun.

o
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Other “ruies” established by examining the whole of Greek literature also

can account for what we see in Titus and 2 Peter. The absence of the
article before “Savior” could just as well be explained by section 1129 of
Smyth’s grammar: “Words denoting persons, when they are used of g
class, may omit the article.” Smyth gives the examples “man, soldier,”
and “god.” “Savior” clearly fits this same description. Or one might
consider section 1140: “Several appellatives, treated like proper names,
may omit the article.” Smyth here uses the exampie of “king”; the term

“Savior” certainly would have the same level of definiteness for a

EINTS

Christian writer.
Whiie we're on the subject of Sharp’s attempt fo distinguish
personal names from personal titles in constructing his rule, it should be

1y

pointed out that /o theos (“the God”) functions as a proper name (“God™)
the New Testament. So by a strict reading of “Sharp’s Rule,” it

in the New Testament.
wouldn’t even apply to the verses Sharp hoped to interpret.

Because of this verse’s ambiguity in the original Greek, none of
the translations we have compared can be rejected outright. They all offer
fairly literal translations that can be justified on the basis of the original
Creek  The NRSV and TEV offer their readers the two alternatives, and

UICCK., 110 (i3 ¥

this is the best policy. We have no sure way to judge which translations

correctly understand the verse and which onics do not. But with the long

overdue dismissal of the phantom of “Sharp’s Rule,” the position of those
who insist “God” and “Savior” must refer to the same being in this verse
decidedly weakened. There is no legitimate way to distinguish the

is acciacary weaseh

grammar of Titus 2:13 from that of Titus 1:4 and 2 Thessalonians 1:12, just

as there is no way to consider 2 Peter 1:1 different in its grammar from 2

Peter 1:2. This is a case where grammar alone will not settle the matter. All
we can do is suggest, by analysis of context and comparable passages,

the “more likely” and “less likely” translations, and leave the question

open for further light.

NOTES

1. Robert Countess, in his book, The Jehovah's Witnesses’ New T estament,
charges that the NW “interpolates the preposition ‘of” before ‘our Savior” an
refers to “of” as an “addition to the text” (Countess, page 69). Such state
totally misrepresent the facts to his readers. The phrase “our Savior” is in ¢

genitive (“of”") form, and so “of” is a necessary part of the meaning of the phras®

ments

WORDS TOGETHER AND APART 95

ther :- ent, “of” is
reg%l]arly supplied in English translations with no underlying Greek preposition
In fact, there is no Greek preposition “ot™! ‘

Qo

2. The KIV is based on a slightly different Greek text which places the possessive

ronounl with

her than with “God.”

with “Jesus Chrict”? rat
s Christ” rather than with “God.” Thus the distinction
.

b
between “God” and “Savior” is retained, as in Titus 2:13.

3. This parallel is pointed out by a footnote in the NW translation,

4, Danie!l B. Walla L.

: ule as having some validity, has this
u? say about the man whose name it bears: “His strong belief in Christ’s deity led
him to study the Scriptures in the original in order to defend more ably that

precious truth . .. As he studied the Scriptures in the original, he noticed a certain

safne person.' He noticed further that this rule applied in several texts to the deity
of Jesujlé Chl‘lS‘t (Wallace, page 61). Sharp’s book was entitled, Remarks on the
Definitive Article in the Greek Text of the New Testament: Containing Many New
Proofs of the Divinity of Christ, from Passages Which Are Wrongly Tmns/[;ted in
o Fnolioh DLl Tha G H

e C 1 tnglish Bible. The “Common English Bible” that She S
criticizing was the KJV. S
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AN UNCERTAIN THRONE

Hebrews 1:8 is one of those verses where the characteristics of Greek
grammar and the tendencies of Greek style give the translator a big
headache. In this verse we have a sentence without verbs. When [ am
grading my students’ papers, this is a mistake I frequently must correct.
L tell them, “A sentence must have a verb.” So how can I admit to them
without verbs? Thankfully, the Bible

that the Rible has manv sentence.
LG viAv £ w i B

ible has many sentences wit
was composed not in English, but in Greek, and this makes all the
difference. In Greek, the verb “is” often is omitted as unnecessary. There
are other elements in a Greek sentence, such as noun cases, that usually
allow the sentence to be understood even without a simple verb like “is.”
Since it is implied, it does not need to be said explicitly. When we
translate from Greek into English, however, we supply the implied verb,
because English is the kind of language where the verb must be there to
help put the sentence together. So far, so good.

The problem in Hebrews 1:8 is that we are not sure where the
verb “is” belongs in the sentence, and where it belongs makes a big
fiifference in the meaning of the verse. Take a look at the passage in a
lexical (“interlinear”) translation:

ho thronos sou ho theos eis ton aidna tou aidnos
the throne of you the god until the age of the age
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ut this sentence together. “The throne of you” Mmeang,

ogeth
“your throne.” “The god” is the way the Bible indicates “God”; the
definite article makes it specifically the one God. “Until the age of the age”
is the typica! biblical way to say “forever and ever.” Now the question is,
where does the verb “is” go in this sentence to hold it all together in 5

Anhavant ctatamant?
CULICIVIIL DLaiviiiviin .

In English, we know exactly where to place a verb: it goes
between the subject and the object of the verb, or, in sentences that use
the verb “to be,” between the subject and the predicate noun or predicate
adjective, or some other predicate modifier. The question in Hebrews 1:3

Lot e the subiect? Subiect nouns in Greek are usually easy to rden_an
is, what is the subject? Subject nouns in Greex are ) f

because they are in the subject (nominative) form, or case. But when the
verb is a be-verb, the other nouns in the sentence can also be in the
nominative form.

In Hebrews 1:8, we have two nouns in the nominative form:

gl in nd “God.” The verb “is” might go between these two nouns,
uuunc anag uoda. 108 VIO ...c. oc

as it does in dozens of cases of saying “x is y” in the New Testament. If
that is so, then the sentence reads: “Your throne is God, forever and ever.”
This is the way the sentence is read by the translators of the NW. The
NRSV and TEV translators also recognize this as a possible translation of

faotnote in their resnective translations.
this verse, and so include it in a footnote i their respectiv

But there is another possible way to translate Hebrews 1:3. The
phrase ho theos is sometimes used to say “O God” in Greek. In other
words, even though the form in which this phrase appears normally and
usually marks it as the subject under discussion (“God”), it can also be
used for direct address to the subject (“C God”)

As Greek spread throughout the ancient world, and srmpllfed
into “common” (koine) Greek, some very specialized forms of speech

dropped out of the language, and more commonly used forms took on

more and more work. This happened with the form of speech used in
Greek for direct address (“Teli me, John . . .”). If you compare in an

interlinear Bible Jesus’ cry from the cross in Matthew 27:46 to the same
event in Mark 15:34, you will see that Matthew has Jesus address God in
the classical, “classy” Greek way (thee), while Mark uses the common

ing€ Ci

man’s language (ho theos). This same substitution of the subject
ey 1 7 Lo ¢l diract gddress

(nominative) form of the noun “God™ {(ho ineos)y for the direct acd! .
(vocative) form (thee) occurs just three other times in the New Testamen
in Luke 18:11, Luke 18:13, and, significantly, Hebrews 10:7. Inthe [attef

auote from Psalm 40 includes the following clause, “1 have comeé

ca a
5S¢, a quit om rsail HCES
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o do your will, O God.” In this verse, “O God” tran

slates ho theos. So it

is obvxous that the author of this book of the Bible can use ko theos to

mean “O God.” At the same time, the same author uses /o theos dozens
of times to mean “God,” the usual meaning of the phrase.

These facts make it very hard for us to know which way to

translate this phrase in Hebrews 1:8. Since there are a handful of insta
in the New Testament where /0 theos means “O God,” rather than “God ”
it is possible that in Hebrews i:8 /10 theos means “O God.” But since ho
theos usually means “God,” and there are hundreds of examples of this, it
is more probable that in Hebrews 1:8 /o theos means “God.”

Rut the tranclators of most of the ver

ranslators of mest of the versions we are comparing
have chosen the rarer, less probable way to translate /o theos. By taking
it to mean “O God,” and by putting “is” after the two nouns (“throne” and
“God”) and before the prepositional phrase “forever and ever,” they read

the verse as, “Your throne, O God, is forever and ever.” The KJV, NASB,
NIV, NAR, AB, and LB, choose to translate this way. and do not alert their

L3, ana 1.5, cneose (o transiate this wa Y, antG GO nol aicrt their
readers to the uncertainties of the passage. The NRSV and TEV also put
this translation mto their text, while, as 1 mentioned, pointing out the
translation options in a footnote. In my opinion, the NRSV, TEV, and NW

have done the right thing by informing their readers that there are two
ways the verse can and has been translated

Both translations are possible, so none of the translations we are
comparing can be rejected as inaccurate. We cannot settle the debate with
certainty. But which translation is more probable?

First, on the basis of linguistics, /o theos is more likely to mean

“« .
God.” as it does hundrede of timeg thraiohant tha Nav: Tacéamame 4l
> T COCs nundreds or fimes uuuu5uuut uiC INCW I CSuaiticin, an

“O God,” a meaning it has in only three other places in the New
Testament. Furthermore, there is no other example in the Bible where the
expression “forever” stands alone as a predicate phrase with the verb “to
be,” as it would if the sentence were read “Your throne is forever.”

<
Fnr’Pver alwnve Rinatinng oo o P,

always functions as a phrase complementing either an action
verb, or a predicate noun or pronoun. Moreover, there is no other way to
say “God is your throne” than the way Hebrews 1:8 reads. There is,
hOwever another way to say “Your throne, O God,” namely, by using the

direct address (vocative) form thee rather than the subject (nominative)

fnrm ho thensc boot s
M ko theos. The test of asking “Is there some other way the author

could have expressed x if he or she meant x?” is an important one in
translation and interpretation.'
Second, on the basis of literary context
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wiio 15 )
anywhere else in the Epistle to the Hebrews. In the immediate context of
Hebrews 1:7-9, the author is making a contrast between angels and Jesys,
Quotes from the Old Testament are used to make this contrast. Verse 7,
quoting Psalm 104:4, shows that God talks about the angels as “servants >

contrast is made in se 8, which says, “But (God says) about the

The contrast is made in verse 8, which say O DOout the

Son .. .” and then quotes the words we are trying to figure out from Psalim
45:6-7. In contrast to the angeis who serve, the Son is enthroned. But js
God the throne on which the Son rests, or is the Son himself called “God»

here?

the subject being discussed in Hebrews 1:8, is not called “Gog»

e su QISCUs 040

s another literary context to help us, namely
the original psalm that is being quoted in Hebrews 1:8. Psalm 45 is a hymn
in praise of the king of Israel. Geod is addressed nowhere in this psalm.
Instead, we get a lengthy description of the king’s ideal life. He is
described as shooting arrows, girded with a sword, perfumed, living in

tertained with lutes, attended by fair

tes, atiende

('D

O_

amalaalliolhnd walonag

lvuxy embellished paiaces, enteriained
princesses, and aroused by their beauty. Can there be a‘ny df)u‘bt that tk}e
life described here is of a very human king? So what does 1t have 10 do
with Jesus, and why is it quoted as if it is about Jesus?

It’s really quite simple: Jesus is the Messiah. The Messiah is the

- Ternnl  What is aaid abaut the king of Israel can be said
rlgnuun Klllg of Israel. What is said about the King Ot lsrae!

equally of the Messiah. In fact, the ideal life described here in quite
mundane (but not boring!) terms is stated to be the reward given to the
king because “you have loved righteousness and hated wickedness.”

“Therefore,” the psalm continues, “God has anointed you with the oil of

_________________ ione ? The nsalm is about what God has
glaaness more than yOur COIMpanions.” 1a¢ psadm IS adoul wiat LS

done for the person spoken to. ;
Within the Jewish tradition, Psalm 45 has never been taken to cail
the king “God.” The modern translation published by the Jewish Bible

Society reads, “Your divine throne is everlasting ” The Greek translation

of the psalm made before the beginning of Christianity, which reads

exactly as the author of Hebrews has quoted it, certainly followed this
traditional Jewish understanding of the verse, and its translators thought
that by using /o theos they were saying “God is your throne,” not “Your

wWal Oy neos

throne, O God.”

It is aiways possibie that the author of Hebrews underst
differently. There are other examples in Hebrews where Old Testame“t
verses are reinterpreted. But these reinterpretations are always made
rent to the reader l-\v slight changes in how the verses are ClUOted as

ne rea gnt changes

ood it
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make some
change in phrasing to make the remterpretanon explicit. Butn change is
made. So even if the author understood /o theos here as direct address,
he or she has not left us any explicit indication of that.

So we must conclude that the more probable translation is “God

vour throne . ” the translation found in the NW and in the footnates
is ]U“ ol . wransiaiion iound m tne NW ana in the tootnotes

of the NRSV and TEV. Three giants of modern New Testament
scholarship -- Westcott, Moffatt, and Goodspeed -- came to the same
conclusion independently. The fact is, if this verse were quoted in the

New Testament in reference to anyone else, the translators would have

~t hegitated to tranglate it ac “Gad ic vanr thrana LI T TI
not nesfaleC ol SaSIGC v as JUG IS YoUD warone . L . 11 SEeins IIKCly tdt

it is only because most translations were made by people who already
believe that Jesus is God that the less probable way of translating this
verse has been preferred. | am not criticizing their belief; | am merely
pointing out that such a belief can lead to bias in the choices people make

ag translators. The issue for the tranclatar ic nad whath o
as trans:allrs. 1 nC IS5UC 10r tne transiator is not wnether or not Jesus is

God, it is whether or not Jesus is called “God” in this biblical passage.
Let me repeat that both ways of transiating Hebrews 1:8 are
legitimate readings of the original Greek ofthe verse. There is no basis for
proponents of either translation to claim that the other translation is
certainly wrong. All that can be discussed is which translation is more
probable.” When the means we have at our disposal (language, context,
environment) cannot settle a translation question with certainty, we have
to admit to our readers that our choice is based on other factors

Translators should choos the transiation they prefer and provide their
readers with a H P i

no
readaers with a no

their preference.

NOTES

1. 1t should be noted that the author of Hebrews is familiar with, and does use,
vocative forms of nouns, such as kurie, “O Lord,” just two verses later, in 1:10.
So he or she could have used a vocative form of “God” in 1:8 to make direct
address perfectly clear, if that is what was intended.

2, Rolf Furuli, in his book The Role of Theology and Bias in Bible Translation,
feaches the same conclusion: “Thus, in this passage the theology of the transiator
i8 the decisive factor in the transiation” (Furuli, page 47).

age
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TAMPERING WITH TENSES

We are continuing our exploration of problems of grammar involving the
verb “to be.” If Bible translations are going to communicate meaning to
English speakers, they had better speak in English. That seems a minimal
requirement and expectation. Despite the many possible approaches to
the task of translation, no transiator sets out to produce incoherent
nonsense. More responsible translators even aim for accurate as well as
clear communication. 1 can easily agree with Robert Bratcher when he
states the following:

At least it can be aoreed that any translation, in order to he

\t le n be agreed that a n, in order to be
considered good, should satisfy three requirements: (1) It
should handle textual matters in an informed and responsible
way. . .. (2) Its exegesis of the original texts should be
theologically unbiased . . . (3) Its language should be

contemnaorary it chanid
it

coniemporary, S00u0

nnnfa
(Bratcher 1978, pages 115-116).

ety
O

Ofim U

=3

rnal Englich neaoe
UlTial chgiisn usage

The readers of Bratcher’s “Good News Bible” (TEV) quite naturally
assume that it satisfies the three principles laid out by the translator
himself. So those same readers must scratch their heads in puzzlement
When they come upon the following sentence: “Before Abraham was born,
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YA Tl .89 Linu’c that aoain?
1 Am (JOMNI1 0:90 ). INUW 5 ihiay agaiiis

In this verse, the TEV violates the third of Bratcher’s owp
principles (normal English usage) and, as we have foun.d iljl other cases,
the reason for doing so lies in a breech of his second principle (freedom
from theological bias). The TEV form of John 8:58 strays from normal

1l n s tm wrard arder and verbal tense complementarity. That ig
Engiisn usage it WOrG Orael alih vitds Aoiist D Y s,

it puts the subject after the predicate, which is not the normal word order
of English sentences, and it miXes a present tense verb with a pasi tense
verb in a totally ungrammatical construction. Most other versions have

the same probiem.

KIV Before Abraham was, [ am.
NRSV Before Abraham was, [ am.
NASB Beforec Abraham was born, [ am
NIV Before Abraham was born, I am!
TEV Before Abraham was born, ‘T Am’.
AB Before Abraham was born, I AM.
NAR Refore Abraham came to be, [ AM.
NW Before Abraham came into existence, I have been.
LB | was in existence before Abraham was ever born!
What is going on here? You may think that there is a particularly difﬁCU‘lt
or convoluted Greek ciause underiying this mess of English. Rut that IS

not the case. The Greek reads: prin Abraam genesthai ego eimi. \.Nhat

oA
Jesus says here is fine, idiomatic Greek. It can be renaer.c:
oo ghtforwardly into English by doing what translators always do wit
b\rla‘é.l\r.u‘ WYQLUL Y ALY iy J 353 ' ) and
Greek, namely, rearrange the word order into normal English order, o
mweaner Englls

Eng

adjust things like verbal tense complementarity into proper |

i n
expression. These steps of translation are necessary because Gree!< a "
‘ e rules 0

English are not the same language and do not obey Fhe s‘z?.m o)
Leaving the translation at the stage of a lexical (“interlinea

grammar. Leaving the translat
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rendering, which is one way to describe what most trans!

a
Sh

simply won’t work. That is because Greek has more flexibility with word

cannot.
On the matter of word order, normal English follows the structure
we all learned in elementary school: subject + verb + obiject or predicate

1Lial Y SGIIOUL. Suujeer A 4 AL S "lvunvalv
phrase. The order of the Greek in John 8:58 is: predicate phrase i subject
+ verb. S0 1t 1S the most basic step of transiation to move the predicate
phrase “before Abraham came to be” (prin Abraam genesthai) from the
beginning of the sentence to the end, after the subject and verb. Just as

we donot say “John I am” or “Hunerv I am” or “First in line T am » <o it ic
we aonotsay Jonnlam  or "hHungrylam” or rirstinlinelam,” soitis

not proper English to say “Before Abraham came to be | am.” Yet all of
the transiations we are comparing, with the exception of the LB, offer
precisely this sort of mangled word order.

On the subject of verbal tenses, there is a proper way to
coordinate verb tenses in Enalish th

at mrct
O 1ensSCs In Bngiisn tnat St

fallawed ra
mu G T

be followe

idioms unique to Greek that provide the raw material for a translation.

John 8:58 has two verbs, one (*am”) in the present tense, and the other

(“came to be”) in the past (technically, the “aorist”) tense. In most

sentences where we see a past tense verb and a present tense verb, we
t

vark fo aneliae

would assume that the action of the naat
ould assume that the action of the past

verb is earlicr in time than the
action of the present verb (“John wrote the book that I am reading”:
“wrote” happened before “am reading™). This is true in most cases in
Greek as well as in English. But in John 8:58 this is not the case, and we
know it is not the case because the preposition prin, “before,” coordinates

the relationshipn hetween the twn netinne ronracantad b tha vardae  Tlte
TRSMEVISLIY DLW LT LWU alulins TEPIesCiiCa oy in€ veros. 11is

preposition tells us that the action of the verb in the present tense (“am”
nappened (or began to happen, or was already happening) *‘before” the
action of the verb in the past tense (“came to be™).

When verb tenses or any other part of grammar is used in a way
outside of usu

al ey
=200 O Usua: SXped

tions, we call it an “idiom.” Because Greek idioms
are different from English idioms, translators do not translate these
expressions word-for-word, but rather convey the meaning of the Greek
idiom in proper, comprehensible English. At least, that is what trans!ators

are supposed to do. o

It is ungrammatical English for something referred to with a
5TESent “am” to oceur earlier in time than something described with a past
_came to be.” Normally, if we want to refer to an event before one already
In the past, we would use a perfect tense: “He had put on his boots before
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W into the snow.” In John 8:58, since Jesus’ existence is net

he wen
completed past action, but ongoing, we must use some sort of imperfect
verbal form to convey that: “I have been (since) before Abraham came to
be.” That’s as close as we can get to what the Greek says in our own
language if we pay attention to all parts of the sentence. ' Both the LB ang

sho N'W offer translations that coordinate the two verbs in John 8:58
LIIU LXYY ULICL U Gloiguviio un v VUNMILLIGST

according to proper English syntax, and that accurately reflect the
meaning of the Greek idiom. The other transiations fail to do this.
A quick glance at Smyth’s Greek Grammar reveals that what we

are dealing with in John 8:58 is a well-known Greek idiom. The pertinent

section 1885 on verb tenses, which states, “The present, when
CHUV Ib Section 1005 On vers enscs, a0 Sl 1 5 en

accompanied by a definite or indefinite expression of past time, is used to
express an action begun in the past and continued in the present. The
‘progressive perfect’ is often used in translation. Thus, . .. [ have been

long (and am still) wondering.” 1 think you can see immediately that this

s to John 8:58. where the present verb eimi is accomnamed by
CuLly appnca 10 J0Iiil 6.00, vwikiv the present velrd ¢

an expression of past time, prin Abraam genesthai? .

It is clear that the translators of the nine versions we are
comparing are familiar with this idiomatic aspect of Greek verbs, because
they usually translate such expressxons accurately into correct English.

nm e afthis in tha Gosnel according to John itself
There are two exampies Of {nis il tn® LOo5pe: accorciig io
John 14:9 tosoutd xronG meth' humon eimi

for this much time with you | am

John 15:27 ap’ arché met’ enou este
from (the) beginning with me you are

of these passages, all of the translations we are comparing

In both

. Y 3 y 6
translate the present tense form of “to be” (“I am”; “you are’) as “have
ession “f5r this much

been” because of its relation to an expression of past time (“for this l
time”; “from the beginning”). This is exactly the same grammatlca
construct as found in 8:58, where these same translations (with the

exception of the LB and NW) suddenly ignore the larger grammama]

exception of the LB
construct and have “am.” A
Of course, ail of the transiations also put these sentences into
proper English word order, whereas with John 8:58 (with the exception of
the LB) they leave their translation work incomplete by retaining Greeks
ish. order. Orlinsky and Bratcher comment on the idea that

SKY
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whaith ulnesc in translation demands that the word order of the orisinal be
faitniis aitsiallon aomands inat ine worg oralr ot tnc originai oc
repmduced n the clearest possible terms: “This, of course, is simply

wrong’ (Urlmsky and Bratcher, page 251).*
Why would translators, whose job it is to make the Bible into
comprehensible, good quality English, choose an awkward, ungrammatical

andering instead? Why do Bible translations which in thousands
fenaering msteagy ac Bible translations which in thousands of

other verses freely change word order relative to the original Greek,
suddenly find a reason to follow exactly the Greek, producing an
ungrammatical and syntactically strained sentence, in this instance? Why
does Bratcher himself, in the TEV, render John 8:58 as “Before Abraham

was born, ‘1 Am’”? The answer is theological bias

born, The answer is theological bias.

In the Gospel of John, Jesus uses the words “I am” many times.
He says things such as “I am the shepherd” and “I am the vine.” He talks
in this way so much in the gospel that many interpreters are convinced
that there is a particular theme of self-revelation being conveyed in these

expressions, Even thouch this book is not about interoretat: PRV
EAPICSSIVS, VAL UGV UG WS UUUK 15 10U 400U un\.iplb\auuu l Ldll Say

frankly that I agree with these interpreters -- most biblical researchers do.
But in the hands of some interpreters, this very reasonable interpretation
of Jesus’ use of language in the Gospel according to John has grown into
a strange, unsubstantiated idea about the words “I am” themselves,

indenendent of t
mgepenaent of th

s cag abbaaliad s KT 3 oy B
pnrascs auacnced 1o 1 am - i Jesus

speech.

On several occasions, Jesus says “I am” without an explicit
predicate noun or phrase following the verb (John 4:26; 6:20; 8:24, 28:
13:19; 18:5-6, 8) Most of these verses fit into known ldlomatlc Greek
expressions and make perfect sense in their context. But sormeone at some
point noticed that this perfectly ordinary combination of the first person
pronoun “I” and the present tense verb “am” just happens to read the
same as what God says when he reveals himself to Moses in English

translations of the Old Testament, “l am” (Exodus 3 14). Notice what I'm
saying. A literal English rendering of the Greek ego eimi as “I am”
happens to sound like the King James English rendering of something said
by God in the Old Testament.

Actually, “I am” is a very uncertain rendering of the Hebrew

EXpression in Exodus. But those who promote the signiﬁcance of the
Paralle! between Exodus 3:14 and the expression “I am” in John say that
the correspondence between the two is proven by the exact match in how
Exodus 3:14 is translated in the Greek translation of the Old Testament

(called the Septuagint) that was known to the New Testament authors and

a3 Kr cslament autnoers an
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the wording used by johil. A quick
shows this claim to be in error. 4 o

The Septuagint of Exodus 3:14 has God say ego e:mf ho on, “Lam
the being,” or “I am the one that exists.” Plainly, ego eimi functions here

exactly as it does in the mouth of all speaking characters throughout the

Bibie, as a first person pronoui subject, followed by the be-verb, to which

a predicate noun is attached. God does not say “Iam I Am,” he says “l am
the being.” “I am” sets up the title or identification God uses of himseif,
it is not itself that title. Separating “1 am” off as if it were meant to stand

not 1Isct 1at 11

alone is an interpretive sleight-of-hand, totally distorting the role the

tha Greek Sentuaoint version
tne Greex ntve n

Sepllagiin rsto

ptuagint, however
| xdatad~ ? t

=~

phrase piays in the whole sentence, either in ept rs
of Exodus 3:14 or in John 8:58. There is absolutely nothing in the original
Greek of John 8:58 to suggest that Jesus is quoting the Oid Testament
trary to what the TEV tries to suggest by putting quotation marks

con
, SO

around “Iam.” Think about it. If“l am” was a separate quote, there would

bj i b to go with “before Abraham came to be.”
be no subject or main verb to go witn

Inconsistency in translation is often an indicator ofbie}s. §o it is‘
revealing to compare all of the occurrences of ego eimi in the UOSp.el
according to John. When egd eimi appears with a predicate noun in
sentences in John, it is, of course, translated “I am” (the vine, the

______ to Lacanas “am? i the onlv verb
am s e vVero

shepherd, etc.) This is completely accurate because 1e only

and there is no other marker of time in these sentences. But‘ ?s l
mentioned before, there are several cases where egd eimi appears without
a predicate complement, and so would at first appear to be an independent

a lJlC ILAlL Luinipiviiivas 102 30 ] N
sentence that reads simply “I am.” But closer examination of these cases
IRt i it i 1eanmind Jo irvasmliod

in context reveal that the predicate Compli€mieint is imnpiica.
In John 4:26, a Samaritan woman is speaking to Jesus abf)gt the~
prophecies of a coming Messiah. Jesus answers, eg0 eimi ho lalon S0t

(word-for-word: I am the one speaking with you). All of the translations
{WOra-1or-wora: 1 aifl wic Ohe SpLaiiniy you)

we are comparing understand that there is an implied predi'caffe }:mfﬁ:ﬁ
in this sentence, “I -- the person speaking witn you -- aii r€. it &2
words, | am the Messiah you are expecting. Jesus is not telling the woman
he is, ihat is, that he exists. Nor is he informing her that he is the person

1 s ta. Qha ~an ses hath of these facts easily enough. He 1s
speaking witn ner. Sn¢ cai 5¢€ botll U1 1L ), g

saying he is the specific figure she is talking about, the Messiah. -

. . . i1 1 Lo ot 5
In John 6:20, the disciples are in a boat in the midst o1 @ awu-’-;
le don

a
n<

. . -
normally walk on water, the disciples naturally think they are seelf\g
egé eimi mé ,nhobetsthe

ghost, and are terrified. Jesus says to them,

TAMPERING WITH TENSES 109
(word-for-word: “l am; do not be afraid”). All of the translations we are
( 5 mald ). Al OF Ing transiations we are

comparing recognize an implied predicate pronoun in this sentence: “It is
[; do not be afraid.” Jesus is not telling them that he exists, nor is he
walking towards them quoting a biblical phrase. He is telling them that it

is he, Jesus, coming to them, so they don’t have anything to fear.
In John 8:24, Jesus says to his op

~E3SUS 8ays 1o i

nonents. “You will die in voir
ppenents, " YOou wii Qic in your

sins unless you believe that I am (he)” (egdeimi). He is not warning them
to believe in his existence; they know he exists well enough, and in fact
consider him a nuisance. When he tells them that they must believe that

“Iam (he),” their response shows the correct meaning of his expression.

Thev ask. “Who are vou?” Their acuestion anly makeg cence (€ 505 50 -
They s are you Their question only makes sense if egd eimi

in verse 24 means “Iam he.” A few lines later, in John 8:28, Jesus answers
their question. He refers to the future when they will “lift up the Son of
Man,” and then, he says, they will understand that “I am (he)” (egdeimi).

In other words, they will recognize after his crucifixion that he is the Son
of Man® Yet the TEV and NAR ionore

a ~on
e ine alG NVADS 1gh

+ vt AF TAl O
i COY

itext of John 8:28, which
identifies who Jesus is and completes the meaning of his expression I am

(he).” The TEV has Jesus say “I Am Who I Am” and the NAB has him
say “I AM.”

In John
that when it does

3:19, Jesus says that he predicts what will happen so

nennle will halioua ST am (oY (oo™ o0\ N
1pEOPiC Wil 1 ey o egoerm ). unce

again, the immediate context fills out the implied identification. In the
previous verse, Jesus quotes Psalm 41:9, which speaks of betrayal. Jesus
quite obviously is identifying himself as the subject of this Old Testament

passage. But once again, the TEV and NAB write into the Bible “ Am

Who I Am” and “I AM.” as ifthe two words eod eimir had naihs P
Vs AL snu L AL, |5 1 UIC W0 WOTGS eg o el nad noining to do

with the words around them as part of larger statements by Jesus.
In John 18, Jesus asks the soldiers whom they have come for.
When they say they are looking for Jesus of Nazareth, Jesus answers “]

am (he)” (egdeimi). In other words, “I am Jesus, the one you are looking
for” Now when he savs th

CCieVe an

o ot 4] )

w when he says this the first time, the soldiers faii back in shock.
But there is no reason to think that Jesus has used some sort of verbal
Spell on them. There is nothing in the words egd eimi themselves that

have power: it is Jesus who has the power. Nevertheless, the NAB uses
“
LAM.”

Mhain santaeiie, ~La 1 . . ot .o . -~
The majority of translations recognize these tdiomatic uses of 'l

and properly integrate the words into the context of the passages
where they appear. Yet when it comes to 8:58, they suddenly forget how
© translate. The translators of the TEV and NAB work very ha

orx very na

3m,”

rd to
ra to
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into the text a theologically biased interpretation of the words. But
their inconsistency in domg SO exposes what they were up to. In all of

these passages, Jesus says simpiy “i am” {egd eimi); he never says “i am
‘1 Am’” (egGeimi egdeimi), as the TEV explicitly has it. Translating back
from English into Greek is one way to see if a translation has been faithful

to the original. There is never any indication that Jesus is quoting “l am.”

ing origina:. :0Crc is ic

Furthermore, none of these passages are even real parallels with John
8:58, because none of them have an explicit predicate phrase. John 8:58
does: “before Abraham came to be.”

One passage usually missing from the discussion of the

expression “I am” in the Gospel according to John is John 9:9. In this

nracg
CRpressiénn 1 am I e LOspet aLLiTR8

verse, the words egd eimi are heard from the mouth not of Jesus, but of a
blind man cured by Jesus. He, too, uses the words to say “1 am he,” the
man who before was blind, but have been cured. If anyone needs proof
that egd eimi need not be a quote from the Old Testament, and is not

AAAAAAAA d aq a title of God. here it is. Once again, our attention is drawn to
FESEIVEQ as a il U1 UG, NiTIT 1t 15, bt SaGiis,

inconsistency in how words are handled by biased translators. If egGeimi
is not a divine self-proclamation in the mouth of the blind man of john 9,
then it cannot be such a proclamation in the mouth of Jesus just a few

verses earlier. None of the translations we are comparing, of course, have

AT T . sving I am.” let alone “I AM.” According to the
tne oiiiid man aaylug 1 alfi, 8t aiviav AC

reasoning of those who insist that the phrase must be understood as a
declaration of divine identity, and so preserved in its “interiinear” form,
the blind man is also God. We’ll eave that problem to them. For the rest
of us, it is sufficient to see in John 9:9 a clear example of the idiomatic use

cciei 5O Oreelk an h

of the cxplcbmun ego eimi in Greek speech.

In John 8:58, all translations except the LB break the ﬁrst-person-
pronoun + verb (“I am”) clause out of its relation to the syntax of the
sentence, and place it artificially, and ungrammatically, at the end of the

English sentence. These modern translations violate their standard

practice of using correct English word order by in this case slavishly

following the Greek word order, apparently under the influence ofthe KJV.

Even the TEV, supposedly written in modern idiomatic English does this.

yslations except the LB and NW also ignore the true relation
between the verbs of the sentence, and produce a sentence that makes no
sense in bngllsn On top of this, we see the strange capitalization in the
NAB, AB, and TEV. These changes in the meaning of the Greek k and inthe
normal procedure for translation point to a bias that has interfered with ifi¢
work of the trangla

K of the transiators.
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It is Jesus’ claim to be su

n a e a qir elaciinan
D¢ Sup Avra

Ity G nave a supcrnuman
longevity, not a claim to a divine self-designation, that enrages his
audience.® Jesus’ ciaim here fits perfectly John’s understanding of Jesus
as God’s logos, or creative agent at the beginning of time, in John I,

Jesus’ argument in 8:58 is that he has seniority over Abraham, and so by

the standards of Jewish society. he hac oreater autharity than tha
the standaras society, ne nas greéater aulnorily tnan tne

patnarch‘ No one listening to Jesus, and no one reading John in his own
time would have picked up on a divine self-identification in the mere
expression “I am,” which, if you think about, is just about the most
common pronoun-verb combination in any language

I am not claiming that Tecug’ remark A
2 ail RO Caalining wat 4e5us Ciliar lll JU lll 0 58 lh Wl 1uuL

theological significance, nor that it has nothing to do with the Old
Testament background. Two passages from Isaiah appear to be related in
thought. In Isaiah 41:4, God says “I, God, I am first and to (all) futurity.”
In the Septuagint Greek translation of this verse, the phrase egé eimi

comes at the end of the sentence V
comes at e end of the sentence. Y

¢, as in John 8: JO the verb “am”

has a predicate phrase refering to time: “first and to futurity.” Another
reiated passage, Isaiah 46:4, shows God saying, “I am, and until you have
grown old, I am.” Egéeimi is used twice in this sentence, once again in

relation to a temporal reference. Yet obviously the “I am” is not a name or

a title. Instead God declares hi Ging exictence
a titie. Instead God declares his ongoing existence in reference to the

aging of his audience. In a sense, Jesus appropriates this kind of
language for himself in the Gospel of John, and uses it to characterize his
close identification with the God who speaks that way in the Old
Testament.  You can make several different sorts of theological

interpretation d

k and ttman that fane D
Herpretation dascea upon tr

1at 1act. But tne ‘mtElp etation should not be

forced back into the text of the Bible.
The LB comes out as the most accurate translation of John 8:58.
The translator avoided the lure of bias and the pressure of the KJV

tradition. The NW is second best in this case, because it understands the

relation L st b

reation between the two verbs correctly, even though the influence of the
KIV has led its translators to put the verb improperly at the end of the
Sentence. The average Bible reader might never guess that there was
Somethmg wrong with the other translations, and might even assume that

at1o L even assume inat

the error was to found in the LB and NW. When all you can do is compare
the English t translations, and count them up iike votes, the LB and NW
stick out as different in John 8:58. It is natural to assume that the majority
are correct and the odd ones at fault. It is only when translations are

Checked against the original Greek, as they should be that a fair

..... Yy Sae ol
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and the initial assumption can be seen to be

NOTES

1. McKay says that the verse “would be most naturally translated "1 have been

in existence since before Abraham was born’, if it were not for the obsession with
the simple words ‘I am™ (McKay 1996, page 302).

n is discussed in other grammars under the names “durative

I\)
-
»al
73
g
0
=
o
g
(o]
=

presem or “extension from past present” (see Blass and Debrunner, section 322;
McKay 1994, pages 41-42).

4. Since the context of this remark is a review of a New Testament passage
translated by Kenneth Wuest, and Bratcher is responsible for all comments on
New Testaments in the book (Orlinsky handled the Old Testament reviews), we
can conclude that Rratcher himself wrote this remark, blissfully unaware that he

can conciuae that Sratener mselt ote t

was indicting his own translation (TEV) of John 8:58.

5. Statford points out that “Son of Man” is the very likely implied predicate of
John 8:28 (Statford, page 256). He points to a parallel fusion of “I am” with “Son

e NfaD Marle 14-67 (Stafford. nace 257). He also cites Edwin Freed’s
of Man” in Mark 14:62 (Statford, page 23/). also

reference to John 9:35-37 as expressing the same identification in a slightly
different idiom (see Freed, pages 405-406).

6. Stafford correctly identifies the contextual reference here (page 282).

7. Earlier editions of the NASB contained “I have been” as an alternate translation
in a footnote, but this has been eliminated in more recent editions.

8. McKay agrees on this poim “the claim to have been in existence for so long 1
in itself a staggering one, quite enough to provoke the crowd’s violent reac ction”

(McKay 1996, page 02)
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appears with the definite articie or not, how it is connected to other words
by the use of the verb “to be,” and the order in which it is placed relative
to other words in a sentence. The knowledge and skills you have pxcked

up in those previous ch

........ € Py

where all of these elements come into play: John 1:1.
To start our exploration of the issues surrounding the translation
of this verse, I give John 1:1-2 in the nine translations we are comparing.

Klv: In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with
God

NASB: Inthe begmmng was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with God.

NAB: In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,
and the Word was God. He was in the begmnma with God,

NR_Q\/- Yir tho o fe et I

SV il tne veginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,
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and the Word was God. He was in the beginning with Gog

NIV: In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with Gog,
and the Word was God. He was with God in the beginning,

NW: In [the] beginning the Word was, and the Word was with
God, and the Word was a god. This one was in [the]
beginning with God.

AR: In the beginning [hefore all time] was the Word (Christ), and
the Word was with God, and the Word was God Himself., He
was present originally with God.

TEV: Before the world was created, the Word already existed; he
was with God, and he was the same as God. From the very
beginning the Word was with God.

LB: Before anything else existed, there was Christ, with God. He
has always been alive and is himself God.

We will devote our primary attention to the third clause of verse 1: kai
theos én ho logos (word-for-word: “and god was the word”). When we do
so, we are confronted with the problem of the missing article before theos
(“god”).

Greek has only a definite article, like our the; it does not have an
indefinite article, like our a or an. So, generally speaking, a Greek definite
noun will have a form of the definite article (ho), which will become “the”
in English. A Greek indefinite noun will appear without the definite article,
and will be properly rendered in English with “a” or “an.” We are not
“adding a word” when we translate Greek nouns that do not have the
definite article as English nouns with the indefinite article. We are simply
obeying the rules of English grammar that tell us that we cannot say
“Snoopy is dog,” but must say “Snoopy is a dog.” For example, in John
1:1c, the clause we are investigating, ho logos is “the word,” as all
translations accurately have it." If it was written simply /logos, without the
definite article ho, we would have to translate it as “a word.”

Similarly, when we have a form of ho theos, as we do in John 1 :1b
and 1:2, we are dealing with a definite noun that we would initially
(“lexically”) translate as “the god”™; but if it is written simply theos, as it
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is in John 1:1c, it is an indefinite noun that would normally be translated
as “a god.” To complete our translation into English, we need to take into
consideration the fact that English has both a common noun “god” and
aproper noun “God.” We use the proper noun “God” like a name, without
either a definite or indefinite article, even though a name is a definite noun.
As a definite noun, “God” corresponds to the Greek ho theos (lexically
“the god”), which also is used often as the proper noun “God” in both the
New Testament and other Greek literature from the same time. So in John
1:1b and 1:2 it is perfectly accurate to drop the “the” from “god” and say
that the Word wag “with God” (hfprelh: “with the nnd”\ Rut what ahant

that the W h God” (literally “with the go t about
the indefinite rheos in John l‘lc? This does not correspond to the English
definite proper noun “God,” but to the indefinite noun “a god.”

In Greek, if you leave off the article from theos in a sentence like
the one in John I:lc, then your readers will assume you mean “a god.”
The kind of sentence we are dealing with is one with a be-verb, where the
predicate noun (theos) is in the same noun form (the same “case”) as the
subject noun (ho logos). In this subject (“nominative”) form, the definite
article is really indispensable for making the noun definite.’ Its absence
makes theos quite different than the definite /o theos, as different as “a
god” is from “God” in English. In other words, John uses the indefinite
theos in a manner distinct form his use of the definite ko theos. This is
fairly clear not only from the distinct forms the word takes, but also from
the context in which those distinct forms are used. John says on the one
hand that the Word “was with” ho theos, “God,” but on the other hand
that the Word “was” theos, “a god.” It is striking, therefore, that most of
the translations we are comparing take no notice of this careful distinction,
and translate the different words as if they were exactly the same.

The definite article also can be used in Greek, even when it is not

€ QCIINNC arud:€ a5 ¢an of Usea Lreey, even winen 1L is i

necessary to mark a word’s definiteness, to signify that you are still
talking about the same thing you were talking about before. Having
introduced “God” and “the Word,” John would use the definite article to
help his readers keep track of the fact that he is still talking about the same
God and the same Word. But having mentioned “God” once in 1:1b (“the
word was with God™), John does not use the definite article again with
theos until 1:2 (“this one was with God™), skipping right over the rheos of
L:1¢ (“the word was a god”). This middle theos, we are left to conclude,
is not exactly the same thing as the “God” of 1:1b and 1:2.

If John had wanted to say “the Word was God,” as so many
English translations have it, he could have very easily done so by simply
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adding icle “the” (ho) to the word “god” (¢heos), making it
“the god” and therefore “God.” He could have simply written ho logos én
ho theos (word-for-word: “the word was the god”), or /0 logos ho theos
& (word-for-word: “the word the god was”). But he didn’t. If John didn’t,

P (ing James translators. As I said
before, these translators were much more familiar and comfortable with

their Latin Vulgate than they were with the Greek New Testament. They
were used to understanding passages based on reading them in Latin, and
this worked its way into their reading of the same passages in Greek. Latin
icles. either definite or indefinite. So the definite noun “God”

ey At
1o articics, <itner GCiinic mae

1~
jatad A :
he indefinite noun “god” look precisely the same in Latin, and in

s

and i £ L s BT Ta T Y- 1 e
John 1:1-2 one would see three occurrences of wnat appearca to o€ the
same word, rather than the two distinct forms used in Greek. Whether a
Latin noun is definite or indefinite is determined solely by context, and
nterpretation. The interpretation of John 1:1-2

o n
O INerpreiation

anen to i
i

that means it is open ‘
that is now found in most English translations was well entrenched in the

PRPGIS S

thinking of the King James translators based on a miliennium of reading
only the Latin, and overpowered their close attention to the more subtle

wording of the Greek. After the fact -- after the King James translation was

s daminant Vers s oo atabad in the minds of English-speaking Bible
the dominant versio ana Citna it ne inus Ui 2225 P g

readers - various arguments were put forward to support the I(JV
translation of John l:lc as “the Word was God,” and to justify its
repetition in more recent, and presumably more accurate translations. But
none of these arguments withstands close scrutiny.

Attempted defenses of the traditional transiation .
Some have argued that since the third clause of John 1:i is a be-veiv
sentence that uses an inverted (by English standards) word order, and

senience nal usks

whose subject and predicate nouns both appear in the “subject” form,

John #ad to omit the definite article with “god” because otherwise the

reader would not know whether “god” was the subject or belonged to th(’:
predicate of the sentence. This is peculiar reasoning. English does not
ceauire only the subject of a sentence, and not the predicate noun, to have

require oy nc sujolt L2

the definite article, and neither does Greek. In the sentence, “The man i

. . «

it is th ident,” “if an in the suit” is the subject and “the
the suit is the president,” “the man s
u

president” is the predicate noun. We know this even though both no

are definite. ches
What Enelish accomplishes with word order, Greek accomplisht

o
nat ohigiish acciny
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with context. We need only glance through the Gos
to find other be-verb sentences where both the subject noun and the
predicate noun have the definite articie, and in none of these is there a
resultant confusion between subject and predicate. In exactly the same

way, we know that “the Word” is the subject of the third clause of John

1:1 because in the immediatelv nrecedine two clances “the Ward® wa
i lyp auses

q tha
pecaus e immectale receamg iwe ¢l il YWOoraG was unc

subject under discussion. John can afford the risk of making subject and
preaicate nouns rormally identicai because context differentiates them. So
there is no validity in the argument that John was forced to omit the
definite article from “god” to allow the reader to identify the subject of the
clause.

Others have argued that theos does not require the definite article
to be definite, and that there are examples of article-less (“anarthrous”)
theos used definitely in the New Testament. While this may be true of
anarthrous theos in the genitive or dative cases, two forms that freely

disnense with the article in a number of uses
di with the ar ber of uses

it g
spense tcie m a num tis

anarthrous theos in the nominative case, the form used in John 1:1c. The
nominative case is much more dependent than other Greek cases on the
definite article to mark definiteness. There is a very limited range of
definitizing elements that may make an anarthrous nominative theos

definite. Thege include the nrecenc
cennite. 1hese mnciuae the presenc

not th Fnse
nov 1

F i attanla
I

¢ of an attached pua)cmiv: pronourn
(John 8:54; 2 Corinthians 6:16), the use of the noun in direct address (the
“vocative” tunction, Romans 9:5; 1 Thessalonians 2:5), and the
association of the noun with the numeration “one” (1 Corinthians 8:6;
Ephesians 4:6; 1 Timothy 2:5). None of these definitizing elements are

nresent in John 1:-1c and it and the e
prvstiil I JOOn 1018, anG it ang e rem

aining eleven examples of
anarthrous nominative rheos in the New Testament are indefinite (Mark
12:27; Luke 20:38; John 1:18; Romans 8:33; 1 Corinthians 8:4; 2 Corinthians
1:3; 2 Corinthians 5:19; Galatians 6:7; Philippians 2:13; 2 Thessalonians 2:4;
Revelation 21:7). We will come back to these.

Yet another argument made in defense of the traditional English
Eanslation of John 1:1 is based on something called “Colwell’s Rule.”
This is a supposed rule of Greek grammar discovered by the great biblical
scholar E. C. Colwell. Colwell introduced his rule in the article, “A Definite

Rule for the Use of the Article in the Greek New Testament.” Based on a
sampling of New Testament passages, Colwell formulated his rule as
f‘Ollows: “A definite predicate nominative has the article when it follows
the verb; it does not have the article when it precedes the verb” (Colwell,

Page 13). There are two problems with using “Colwell’s Rule” to ar

m
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tion of John 1:1. The first problem is that the rule

the tradition: J
the definiteness of a noun. The second problem

does nothing to establis
is that the rule is wrong. '
“Colwell’s Rule” applies to be-verb sentences, where a subject

noun and a predicate noun both appear in the nominative (“subject”) form.

A lieate noun in this form is called a “predicate nominative” because,
A predicaie nouit it Lis 107 is Lanvt < X

although it is in the nominative form, it functions as part of the predicate
3 inmi 1 M i 4 § TR S,

of the sentence. “Colwell’s Rule” claims that in Greek, waen you nave a

definite predicate noun in a be-verb sentence (that is, one that normally

would have the definite article, ho), if you place it before the verb, the

jefinit cole os dropped. even though the noun retains its definite
definite articie 1s aroppeda, Cveén adugi s

meaning. Colwell does not know why the article is dropped when a
definite predicate noun is written before the verb, but he claims tinat it is.
If Colwell is right, then “god” could be definite in John 1:1c even though

it doesn’t have the definite article. “Colwell’s Rule” could not prove that

S A e s Yobe 1-1c. but it could, if valid, open the
god” is a deifinite noun in JOAR 1:iC, DUl it LU, , Of

possibility of it being definite by making the case that there are definite
predicate nominatives out there that are missing their articies.
But “Colwell’s Rule” is not a valid rule of Greek grammar. You do

not have to look very far to find examples of definite predicate nouns th@t
do not drop their article when they are placed before the verb, that is,

examples that do not obey “Colwell’s Rule.” In John 6:51, Jesus says /o

artos de hon ego ddsd hé sarx mou estin, “The bread that I shall give is
my flesh” (word-for-word: “the bread now that I shall give the flesh of me

my LiCsn yora-=:0

is”). The predicate noun “flesh” (sarx) is written with the definite article

Sl 7 (12 af o s om o e Te Tohn 1501, Jesus says ho patér
“the” (hé) before the verb “is” (esiif). 1 JOIR 1.2, SO58S 525 !

mou ho gedrgos estin, “My Father is the farmer” (word-for-wc_)rd: ‘thf:
father of me the farmer is”). The predicate noun “farmer” (georgos} ©

written with the definite article “the” (ho) before the verb “is” (estin). In

writien with the GCiinie altiv :
John 20:15, when Mary first encounters the resurrected Jesus, she thinks

Aoain nredicate noufl
Agaii, preditas

21:7 and
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that ho képouros estin, “he is the gardene
written with the definite article before the verb. And in John. 7 ane
21:12, we see the repeated expression /o kurios estin, “It is ‘the Loruae
where again the predicate noun is written with the definite article bef0r|
the verb. So it is obvious, on the basis of the evidence of the Gospﬁ
according to John alone, that when Coiweii' says tha?, “A deﬁntlk:
predicate nominative . . . does not have the article when it precedes

verb,” he is wrong’

Oalivell himmeal
L OIWC1 Hiiiiae.

. . . > in
ound fifteen exceptions to his “definite rule

AND THE WORD WAS ... WHAT? 119

the New Testament, fifteen

nradicata nn /i

1 predicate no d
article even though they were before the verb.® In the words of Nigel
Turner, though Colweil’s Rule “may reflect a general tendency it is not
absolute by any means” (Turner, page 184). That’s polite understatement.

These fifteen exceptions alone show that “Colwell’s Rule” is not a “rule”
at all.

We've all heard the expression, “the exception that proves the
rule.”  But, generally speaking, exceptions disprove rules. The only
“exception that proves the rule” is one for which an explanation can be

found for why the rule did not apply in that case. But no such explanation

is annarent for the excaentione to “Calwall’e Ritla ? Jacband (4 comi-o t1o
iS5 GppaitTail J0D LS CALCPRUICHS 16 LOIWEL 'S i, Hisiead, It SECINS at

Colwell was able to come up with his “rule” only by dismissing a large
body of evidence that demonstrated that there was no such rule in ancient
Greek.
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ase in research, is rooted in

a misonided methad He haoan fln e A e
a misglliced meined. g vegan e predicai nouns n

the New Testament that he considered to be definite in meaning, and then,
when some of them turned out to look indefinite in Greek, he refused to
reconsider his view that they were definite, but instead made up a rule to

explain why his subjective understanding of them remained true, even

thouoh the known o AF (ranl grommar ciiooac el bt wq e
toughn the Known = U1 UICCK gramimair Suggesiea otnerwise, INotice

that he had already decided that the predicate nouns he was looking at
were definite, based on his interpretation of their meaning rather than on
the presence or absence of the one sure marker of definiteness in Greek:
the article. His predetermination of definiteness made his whole study

circular from the start
...... ar from the start.

Colwell decided that the nouns he was looking at were definite
before he even started his research. He was not prepared to change his
mind about that. So when nouns he thought were definite showed up

without the definite article, he assumed some rule of grammar must cause

the article to be dropned He never PRI ;
TV SRUCIC 10 O¢ aropped. rie never even considered the possibility that

thhe‘ article wasn’t there because the noun was not definite. It seems that
Lolwell was misled by how we might say something in English. Ifa certain
expression is definite in English, he assumed it was definite in Greek,

regardless of what the grammar suggested. Of course, Colwell knew
Perfectly well that Greek communicates meaning in different ways than
English does. It was an unconscious habit of mind that interfered with his
usual capable scholarship in this instance. It was a bias derived from his
veryday use of English.

[o RS

ritla
ruie



120 TRUTH IN TRANSLATION

A
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e original “Colwell’s Rule” is, it has been made worse by

misrepresentation down through the years. Notice that, according to
Colwell, his “ruie” aliows him to expiain why a noun that you already
know (somehow) to be definite turns up sometimes without the definite
article. The “rule” does nothing to allow you to determine that a noun is,

or is not, definite. Even if “Colwell’s Rule” were true, it would at most
allow the possibility that an article-less predicate nominative before a verb
is definite. It could never prove that the word is definite. But since the
rule leaves no way to distinguish between a definite and indefinite
predxcate nommatlve before a verb, many have mistaken it as making all

flawad ag t
flawed as the

w

e nominatives definite
€ nominatives aeninite.

o Bruce Metzger mnstakenly writes that “Colwell’s Rule”
“necessitates the rendering °. . . and the Word was God™” (Metzger 1953,
page 75). Sakae Kubo and Walter F. Specht, in their book So Many
Versions? Twentieth-century English Versions of the Bible, say “It is true

ot ha Oreek does not have the article before ‘God’ here. However, since
Liat LIIC VIVLA UULo NoT navye e afuiCiv 0oy od

in this verse in Greek theos (God) is a predicate noun and precedes the
verb and subject, it is definite, since a definite predicate noun when it
precedes the verb never takes an article in Greek” (Kubo and Specht, page
99). Even Colwell recorded fifteen examples from the New Testament that

<t Kubo and Specht’s “never.” Since many Bible readers rely on
g0 dgdmbl Kubo and opcuu 5 neve Since many o210

the opinions of people like Metzger, Kubo, and Specht, it is easy to
understand why the public remains ill-informed about assessing Bible

translations.

wn

Understanding John 1:1 accurately

John Harner, in his article, “Qualitative Anarthrous Predicate Nouns: Mark
15:39 and John 1:1,” presents a much more caretul, systematic anaiysis of
the same tyne nf sentences studied by Colwell. Harner does not

...... type

predetermine which predicate nouns are definite. Instead, he investigates
all predicate nouns that do not have the definite article, and compares
those that appear before the verb with those that appear after the verb.
Based on his investigation, he concludes that, “anarthrous predicaie

nouns preceding the verb may function primarily to express the nature OF

n 1S CCCClY

character of the subject, and this qualitative significance may be mor¢
important than the question whether ihe predicate noun itself should be
regarded as definite or indefinite” (Harner 1973, page 75). In other wo
Greek has a particular way of expressing the nature or character of

that employs predicate nouns before the verb and without the

mpioys cate nott

rdS,
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article, just as in John 1:1. The natur
Word”) is theos (“divine”).

in my opinion, Harner successfully makes the case that predicate
nouns without the article placed before the verb tend to have a qualitative

function. In other words, such nouns describe or define the character of

the subject of the sentence. But Harner fails to demonstrate that this is
1€ SULjC SUILRCC, OUr malner 1alis o aémonstrate taat ullb lb

always the function of pre-verb predicate nominatives, or that this is a
function that is not found in predicate nominatives placed affer a verb.’
In other words, | think that Harner has detected an important use of
anarthrous predicate nominatives, but not one that in any way depends

upon the position of the noun relative to the verb.

Generally speaking, the function of indefinite predicate nouns,
before or after the verb, is to identify the class or category to which the
subject belongs. Sometimes the emphasis is on identity or membership,

and sometimes it is on character or quality. [ think one function easily

sling into the other. and that they realls At bea Alogio Lot
sip 20 as Olacy, ang wmatl Wy \,au_y cannot oe UiSunguisaca in any

meaningful way. In any case, English indefinite phrases are more akin to
Harner’s qualitative meaning than are definite phrases, and Harner himself
frequently dismisses the definite translation of passages conveying
qualitative meaning as impossible.

John uses this kind of sentence fifty-three times. From this
sample, Harner contends that there are forty cases where the qualitative
sense of the word is more important to the meaning than either its
definiteness or indefiniteness. In most of these cases, however, a
translator will be forced to choose whether to use “the” or “a.” It simply
cannot be avoided. Harner does his best not to directly chailenge
“Colwell’s Rule,” but in the final analysis one must do so in order to
communicate the qualitative sense Harner argues for to an English-
speaking audience. If “the” is used with these predicate nouns, the

qualitative sense will be lost. The use of “a” conveys that qualltatlve

Senca
SeNnse.

For example, in John 4:19 we must translate “You are a prophet,”

not *You are the prophet.” In John 8:48 it is “You are a Samaritan,” not
“You are the Samaritan.” In John 924 the trans nis “This man is a
sinner,” not “This man is the sinner.” In John 12:6 it must be “He was a
thief,” not “He was the thief.” Notice that this is not a case of how we say

thmgs, in English dictating the meaning of the Greek, but a matter of
¢hoosing the English that best communicates what the Greek means. So,
for example, in English we can say “You are a disciple of that man,” or

car a ¢T tnat man, or
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indefinite, and so should we. “The disciple” would be an identification;
“a disciple” is a characterization, and that’s what Harner means by the
“qualitative” function of such an expression.
7 Harner states that the anarthrous predicate noun before the Vf:rb
annot be def ,Memr ohn 1:14;2:9; 3:6 (twice); 4:9; 6:63; 7:12; 8

8:44 (twice); 8:4

¢ disciple of that man”; but the Greek of John 9:28 uses the

9:8;9:24-31 (Stlmes) 10 1;10:8; 10:33-34 (twice); 126
12:36; 18:26; 18.53. The very last verse in this long iist is a good place for
us to start in exploring sentences structured like John l:lc and the

meaning they are meant to convey. The setting is Pilate’s exchange with
lesus. In John 18, verse 35, Pilate asks, “Am [ a Jew (ego loudaios eimi)?”

JESUS. i s00n 16, VEISC 32, 11 atew (edoid

The predicate noun here appears before the verb and without the article,
as it does in John 1:1c, and clearly is indefinite in meaning, “a jew.” Two
verses later, he asks Jesus, “Are you a king (basileus ei su)?” Here is the
exact same syntax as John 1:1 -- the predicate noun precedes the verb, the

AAAAA ot Fallawe it and tha nradicate noun lacks the definite article. Yet
:.uu_’cu roLows i, anag tae preaicaie noun 1acks t
”

Pilate is asking if Jesus is “a king,” not “the king.” Jesus’ answer in the
same verse uses the same basic construction: “You say that i am a king
(su legeis hoti basileus eimi).” As the story continues, the opponents of

Jesus provide through John’s report, a basic lesson in the distinction

e d e Aol nita aanctmictione in (Graak Qmamc the nla{;ard
UCI.WCCH uclluuc auu ulucluuw CONSrUCUCnSs In ek, SLCINg Uic

placed over the crucified Jesus, they tell Pilate: “Do not write T.he Ifrng‘of
the Jews,” but that this one said, ‘I am a King of the Jews™ (Joan 17:21).
They try to distance Jesus from the royal title by two moves: first by
making it clear that it is merely a claim, and second by changing the title

(he basileus) to “a king” (basileus without the
to “a (basile

“th king us without

itself from “the king” (ko basileus)
article, before the be-verb).

There are several other examples skipped by Harner. In John 6: 20
we see a sentence set up exactly like John 1:1c which even has ho logos

(here meaning simply “the saying” or “the teaching”) as the subject:

ane (Wo —word:
skidros estin ho logos houtos, “This word is a hard onc (word-for-wo

a hard one is the word this).” Notice how closely this resembles John 1:1¢
The subject is ho logos, with the article, following the be-verb, just as in
fohn 1:1c. The predicate noun precedes the verb, and lacks the article,

just as in John l:lc. In meaning, the predicate noun is indefinite. We
know this both from its iack of a definite article, and from the larger

contextual meaning of the sentence. The word Jesus has spoken is n?f
the one-and- only difficult saying he ever uttered, but is one of them. I
is @ hard saying. So, in the same fashion, in John 131, the

AND THE WORD WAS ... WHAT? 1
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Word is not the one-a; ut is a god, or divine being. [ know
that sounds strange and even seems impossible coming from the pen of
a Christian writer. But the fact remains that that is what John wrote. His
purpose in doing so was, at least in part, to avoid the notion that God the
Father himself incarnated as Christ. The one who incarnated was

I ¥ wr A gl Lo o6 PR |
somehow distinct from “God,” while still being “a god.”

John 4:24 provides another example of the same construction as
John 1:lc, with the sole exception that the be-verb is omitted as
unecessary: pneuma ho theos, “God (is) a spirit.” Greek writers frequently

omrt the be-verb for succinctness, as John does here. If we supply the

ied verb, we would have pneuma estin ho theos or pneuma ho theos

estin. In either case, the subject is marked with the article, and the
predicate noun appears before the verb without the article in a clearly
indefinite sense. That “spirit” is indefinite here is confirmed by the
context In Jesus’ address to the Samaritan woman, the meaning “God is

» PER
it” makes no sense at au since there has been no identification or

explanation of what “the spirit” could possibly be. Instead, he is using
“spirit” to characterize God, to describe him as a spirit rather than a
material being.

The properly indefinite translation “God is a spirit” is given by
the KIV, AB, and NW. Both the KJV and the AB cloud matters by
capitalizing Spirit as if it is a proper noun (the NAB does also). The NRSV,
NIV, and NASB have “God is spirit,” which seems to use “spirit” in the
sense of a substance (like saying “The jar is pewter”). The latter meaning

aler meaning

is in agreement with the indefinite sense found in the KJV, AB, and NW,

and that agraa: P - S L T s ST S T T T

and that agreement is confirmed by the fact that the NRSV, NIV and NASB
do not capitalize “spirit.” The NAB and TEV have “God is Spirit,”
Capitalizing “spirit” as if it is a proper noun in this sentence, which it is
not. To be a proper noun, the Greek word “spirit” would need to have the

Ould nNeeC 1g nave ae

definite article, which it does not in John 4:24. The NAB and TEV

ranalas

translators make the same mistake in John 4:24 that they do in John I:1
hamely, changing a characterization into an identification.

This brings us back to John I:1. Harner points out that if John

h: Iz
ad wanted to say “The Word wag Ged,” he could have written /o logos

|51’l ho theos. But he didn’t. If he wanted to say “The Word was a god,”

A€ could have written ho logos én theos. But he didn’t. Instead John
took the anarthrous predicate noun and placed it before the verb, which

' Harner suggests that John was not interested in definiteness or
lndefnlanPQQ but in character a

>

- avarthala o S
y.  Nevertheless, Harner
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basis for regarding the predicate theos as

coneladas ST
Conciuacs, 1

definite,” and “In John 1:1 I think that the qualitative force of the predicate
is so prominent that the noun cannot be regarded as definite” (Harner
1973, pages 85 and 87). So, although Harner tries very hard to be
defererlnti;l to Colwell and to not set up his article as a refutation of
“rotwall’s Rula ” he recoonizes in the end that the qualitative character of

CLOIWC11 5 nuiC, ognizes In e end taat :
this kind of sentence precludes the definiteness of the noun. If Harner is
right, then Colwell cannot be, and vice versa.

Harner rejects outright the renderings “the Word was God” (KJv,

NASB, NAB, NRSV, NIV) and “He was the same as God” (TEV) as

s beaslatiang of Iohn 1:1c (Harner. nace 87). He gives qualified
inaccurate transiauions Ci Ui 1.1V Gakinsd, pagy } g 1

approval to the translation “the Word was divine,” at the same time
offering other suggestions. 1am comfortable with this translation as well,
since it communicates in an English idiom what the original text says ina

Greek idiom. What Harner calls the “qualitative” function of Greek

vt i e aad ookt | oall the Graek “exnression of class” amounts
predicate nouiis, and wiaal 1 Cau Wie LR - BAFYS

basically to the same thing. A person who writes a sentence in this wa):
is telling us that the subject belongs to the class or category represented
by the predicate noun (“The car is a Volkswagen”). In English,.we.o’nen
accomplish the same thing by using what we call “predicate adjectives.”
We can say “John is a smart person,” or we can say “John is smart.” The
latter is an example of a predicate adjective, and you can see that it means
exactly the same thing as saying “John is a smart person.” BOih
sentences place John in the category of smart persons, but one doe§ it by
using a noun phrase (“a smart person”) and the other does it by using an
adjective (“smart”). So if the meaning of “the Word was a god,” or “the
Word was a divine being” is that the Word belongs to the category of
divine beings, then we could translate the phrase as “the Word was
divine.”® The meaning is the same in either case, and is summed up well

a ig o
€ 15 Ne

by Harner as “ho logos . .. had the nature of theos” (Harner, page 87). .
When you compare the key clause of John 1:1 in the nine
translations, you find that all but one of these translations give the word
“god” a definite sense, even though the Greek word theos lacks the articie
/ to make it definite. Surprisingly, only one, the NW, adheres to

meaning of the Greek, and translates “agod.”

The translators of the KJV, NRSV, NIV, NAB, NASB, AB, TE'V
and LB all approached the text of John 1:1 already believing certainAthlrvlgf
about the Word, certain creedal simplifications of John’s characterization

nd made sure that the translation came out in accordance

a re taat
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with their beliefs. Their bias was stren

ers athaned by the cult Amianto oo
Dias wa 1gthenec o 1

en y the cultural dominance
of the familiar KJV translation which, ringing in their ears, caused them to
see “God™ where johin was speaking more subtly of “a god” or “a divine
being.” Ironically, some of these same scholars are quick to charge the

NW translation with “doctrinal bias” for translating the verse literally, free

of KIV influence. following the most ohvigue cance TR
or N SRV AL ARUSL VOVIOUS SONSC 06 i LUIeeK. T 1t may

5

very well be that the NW translators came to the task of translating John
i:1 with as much bias as the other translators did. It just so happens that
their bias corresponds in this case to a more accurate translation of the
Greek.

aftha MNaanl

How can there be “a god” in the Bible?

The objection might be made that in the context of the Bible, there is only
one God, and therefore any reference to theos must be to the one true God.
But rather than assume limits on how the biblical authors used a word like

theos, it is a better idea to act

€O, S a4 detier idea 1o

facts.

It tatm tlam ~iimedbl a0 1y
i e queston and nnd out {ne

The noun theos (“god”) in the nominative (“subject”) form is
used two-hundred-ninety-eight times in the New Testament. In two-

hundred-seventy-four of those occurrences, the definite article is used.
The definite article i

en.
aciniie ariicie sp

ifiag that tha vafawaman Tooao 6t 1 Ly o -
LS dldr Wil 1eitinCe is 1o in€ goa,  that 1s,

“God,” with three exceptions. In 2 Corinthians 4:4, Paul refers to “the god
of this age,” meaning Satan. In Philippians 3:19, he speaks of those for
whom “the god is the belly” (one could arguably translate this as “God is
the belly”). Acts 14:11 speaks of “the gods” in the plural, referring to the

nantheon of Graco.Raman mogamicns  Tha aooa il o . " iss
petaloil O Lrect-noman paganism. 1a€ exceptions show that “god’

can be used in the New Testament as part of the jargon of the times in
Which 1t was written. The people around the early Christians spoke of
gods,” and the New Testament authors used this language to

' ' : sed thi uage
communicate important ideas.

The large percentage of theos with the definite articie compared
to without the definite article is not particularly surprising. The New
testament is all about God, so naturally he is spoken about much more

than any other “god.” The large number also sug

ests that, desnite all the

O
gesis aat, Qespiie ali tne

variety of style and expression found among the books of the New
Tfestamem, there is a standard way to refer to God, namely, ho theos. This
15 true if “God” comes before or after the verb, whether it is first or last in
e sentence. Variation in word order does not have much impact on this

Standard way to refer to God.
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in only twenty: ndred-ninety-eight uses of theos in the
New Testament is the artlcle absent. We will look at a selection of these
to see why “a god” is used in the New Testament for particular purposes,
In the examples that follow, the purpose for using “a god” is the same as
in John 1:1, to characterize or categorize the subject of the sentence. The

fict that t Lisct of most of these sentences is the being Christiang cali
1act taat the SuiojeCt 01 MOST 01 ta85€ SENICNTLS 15 1A VLRRs LA stiais call

by the name “God” (but also “Lord,” “Father,” etc.) should not be al 19wed
to obscure the fact that the writer is describing this being as a particular
type of “god,” or as playing the role of a “god” for someone, using the
indefinite of quality, character, or class.
Luke 20:38 reads: “But he is not
estin nekron). Notice that in this verse theos is before the verb (estin),
just as it is in John 1:1. The article is missing not because of “Colweli’s
Rule.” but because theos is indefinite. The implied question is: What kind
of god is the Christian god'7 The answer is: He is not a god of the dead,

. vord “god” is indefinite because it is
but a gO(l of the 1|v1115 The word “go 1s ngefinite pecause il s

speaking of a category to which the subject belongs. Because categories
are indefinite, theos is written here without the article. The proper
translation is “a god.” The indefiniteness of “god” is proved by the

parallel passage in Mark 12:27 (ouk estin theos nekrdn), where theos
uke 20:38. Insuch

1 Luke 20:38

a god of the dead” {!hg@g de oulk
god of the ¢ead e ouk

P conadins it o it drag

foliows the verb, rather than preceding it as it does i
a position, anarthrous theos must be indefinite. ‘

How do our nine translations handle these two passages? in
both pmenopc the NW translates “a God.” The KIV, similarly, has “a

‘3

God” in Luke 20:28, but inconsistently “the God” in Mark 12:27. The

RS ¥4 Gule 1 fala T DY

NASB, NIV, AB, and TEV have “the God” (the LB is
compare) in both passages. The NRSV and NAB avoid the article entirely
by using “He is God not of the dead” (NRSV) or “He is not God of the

dead” (NAB). The NW is the most accurate translation of these two
f

verses because it consistently adheres to the indefinite construction 0
the Greek, although it falls short of absolute accuracy by capitalizing
“God” when it is not used as a proper noun. The other translations are

less accurate than the NW because they obscure the descriptive.

catczorical use of the i
catcgorica: usc

In2 Cormthxans -3, Paul refers to the Christian god (the beln:;
L] Rank

called “God”) as “a god of every consolation” (theos pasés parar Se®,
He is characterizing the subject, and so uses the indefinite form of theos

in the predicate. The questlon is once again: What kind of god is the
f every consolation. The KIV NIV, NRSV

Iy consolation.

too transformed to
w uuuo o
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AB, TEV, and NW have “the God.” The NASR and NAB avoid using any
A, tLV,and ! v e Ced 118 NASD a D avo uubllléall_)’

article. The LB rewrites the passage entirely. None of the translations
accurately convey the indefinite sense. It is possible that the translators
were misled in this case by “Sharp’s Rule.”

In Revelation 21:7, God promises, 1 will be a god to him, and he

will be a son to me” (esomai qutdi theos kai

ooty mang haine
Wi cad il qut

08 estai mol umuo; Since
“god” (and “son”) is a predicate nominative and follows the verb, it must
be indefinite. God is characterizing the kind of relationship he will have
with the one of whom he is speaking. How will that person relate to God?
He will act towards him as to “a god” (in other words, will act toward him

with worship and service). God. likewise. will act towards that one ac
Wikl WOISInp Qe SCIVICC). U046, KEeWIse, Win alt towaras taat one as

towards “a son.” Characterization is achieved through categorization, and
“god” and “son” function here as such categories. Therefore, they are
indefinite. ~ All of the translations we are comparing are less than

satisfactory. The KJV, NASB, NIV, NAB, TEV, LB, and NW read, “I will
(NAB, NW: shall) be his God.” The NRSV uses “their Go PO

Y aaady SR ) UV o UG, N INAS Y usls  uicit UULI o ﬂVUlU UIC
male pronoun. The AB has “I will be God to him,” which is a bit closer to
the Greek, but still misses the indefinite expression.

In Philippians 2:13, Paul states, “For it is a god who is working in

you” (theos gar estin ho energon en humin). The implied questlon is:
What sort of thing is working in/a

King infamong us? Paul’s answer is that it is not
a human force, or a demonic one, but a divine one. He is stating the
character of the experience, the category to which the agency acting in
these peoples’ lives belongs. Therefore the indefinite is used. But all of
the translations miss this. The KJV, NASB, NIV NRSV, and AB say, “It

m(‘mA Y ThaNAR TEY T D aedNW Lo [TV
+> 200 . LUV INAL, TV, LD, allU DN VY lldVC UUU Is...

The actions of the “Antichrist” in 2 Thessalonians culminate in
chapter 2, verse 4, when he seats himself in the Temple and puts forward
the claim “that he is a god” (hoti estin theos). The noun “god” is an
anarthrous predxcate nominative following the verb, and so can onfy be
indefinite. The Antichrist claims ( \ldlbcly) to Uelong to the * ‘god” category
of beings. The NW and NAB accurately translate “a god.” The other
translations erroneously translate “God.”

Despite the failure of English translations to get these passa
right, I hope you can see how the expression “a god” finds a home in the
New Testament. One can speak of a class or category of things calied
“god.” In his grammar, Smyth specifically cites “god” as an example of a
foun that omits the article when used of a class (section 1129: “Words
del’lotmg persons, when they are used of a class, may omit th

LS class, may om H
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There are different types of “god” - for example, a god of thff living as
opposed to a god of the dead. One can talk of someone being in the role
of “a god” to someone else. In John 10:34, jesus even UOLES a passage
from the Old Testament in which God tells the recipients of his
commandments, “You are gods” (theoi este). The term clearly is used

oo Ll A e gnde and of “false” gods, and even of individuals
oroadary, ooui 01 WUl gOUs anu L acist o+,

who may be entitled to some characteristic associate‘d \.)vitlz ‘the popular
notion of a “god,” while not necessarily being fully “divine” by a stricter
standard. This is all theoretical speech, the rhetoric of explanation used
by the authors of the New Testament to help their readers understand new
ideas.

Both Greek and English put the word “god” to dual use,
sometimes as an indefinite common noun and sometimes as a definite
proper noun. But while the Greek-speaking authors of the New Testament
were very careful to keep the two uses always distinct through the use or
translators of the Rible

Daglich alein

non-use of the definite article, Englisn-speaking
have hopelessly muddled the distinct uses by n;glecAt of the‘indeﬂl‘ji‘te
article and careless use of the capital “G.” These Christian translators, like
their Jewish and Muslim counterparts, are used to thinking of only one
member of the *“god” category, and so “God” and “god” are
interchangeable to them in most speech cotntexts. But the biblical authors
could not assume such thinking in their readers, and so made careful use
of the general category “god” as well as of the specific 'being “God” to
explain to their readers important matters of belief. John 1:1cis one of the

Xpiamio eade

most significant examples of this explanatory effort, because it deals with

the very crucial issue of how Christ can be so central to the Christian faith

without violating the Christian commitment to monotheism.

What is the Word?
tisw

Yy aa 1 WOora:

At the risk of lapsing into interpretation, I do not wish to leave
totally out to sea about the thinking and use of language t
behind the accurate translation of John 1:1. Both the larger literary cor“ktei(t
of John 1:1, and its cultural environment, help us to understand John's

and make sense of accurate translation. Only by

the reader
h tands

at

wn

4L

Tamoe: aga and ¢n ancura
languagc ana so ensure
s

not attending to John’s overall characterization of Christ and his

] is it possibie to arrive at something as inaccurate
nuanced use of language is it pos

as “the Word was God.” The reader must keep in mind that when

says “God” he means “God the Father.” The heavy concentration >
i ospel helps us to understand this-
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In the immediate literary context, we see how carefully John differer

between the Word and God (the Father). The Word is “with” or “near”

Il n Dol v

God (the Father) (John 1:1-2). The Word becomes flesh and is seen; God
(the Father) cannot be seen (John 1:18).

Some early Christians maintained their monotheism by believing
that the one God simply took on a human form and came to earth

a nan rorm ang came to earth -- in
effect, God the Father was born and crucified as Jesus. They are entitled
to their belief, but it cannot be derived iegitimately from the Gospel
according to John. John is not describing something like the Hindu
concept of an avatar, such as when the god Vishnu is thought to
periodically take a mortal form to accomplish th h. John is
careful to say that what incarnates is the /ogos, something that was
“with,” “near,” and “in the bosom” of God (the Father).

What then is the logos (“Word”)? John says it was the agent
through which God (the Father) made the world. He starts his gospel “In

the beginning...” to remind us of Genesis 1. How does God create in
g 22 s U RGNS 1. OOW GGES Uid Create in

Genesis? He speaks words that make things come into existence. So the
Word is God’s creative power and plan and activity. It is not God (the
Father) himself, but it is not really something separate from God either. It
occupies a kind of ambiguous status. That is why a monotheist like John

can get awav with calling it “a ood” or “divina® witheat oo o .
£ J 1 Fainilig v oa g00 OF GiViNe wittiutr ULLOININng a

polytheist. This divine thing or being acts, takes on a kind of distinct
identity, and in “becoming flesh” brings God’s will and plan right down
face to face with humans.

[am in basic agreement with Harner that theos in John 1:1 is used
qualitar_iygly, [ think the best transla

amy e oest transia
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divine.” Goodspeed and Moffatt came to the same conclusion long ago.
n N . N . .

BY placing treos first in a be-verb sentence, without the article, John is
trying to stress that the Word has a divine character, or belongs to the

class of divine things, however that is to be worked out technically. This

divinp Ward nrocaade ¢4 “hoanama fla L a1 o o~ o~
Orad proceeds to “become fle
ne w pr st me N1CsSit’ in e 1orm ol Jesus Cnrist.

. John stresses this point because many of his readers were of the
opinion that Jesus was merely the Messiah, that is, a specially chosen
human being, exactly what the Jews expected their Messiah to be.

Whatever the other New Testament authors intended, it was and is still

POSsible ta rand thair Tamoisoom alam it £ 0t 1 e .
Lo uiv b dvad wicln 1anguage avout Larist i tnis more iimited way. in

the other three canonical gospels, for example, Jesus could be understood
f{‘? a remarkable man “adopted” as God’s son at the moment of baptism.
he miraculous birth reported by Matthew and Luke was typical of ancient
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both in the Bible and outside of it, and would not in itself have
heroes, both i . e
romo;ed Jesus to divine status in the minds of the gospeirfa‘m&  Paul
. 1d be read in a similar way, since he often emphasized tnat Jcsu
cou

ified his
obedient death and triumphant resurrection in some way just

goeqient deal

status as God’s son (Romans 1:4; Philippians 2:9).

e Gospel according to John, the author takes pains
Throughout th

ho descends
to clarify the identity of Christ, to explain that only one wi
cau‘ ig his
there, as Jesus does. john is 1
aven is able to ascend
fl”Ol:I he* what he regards as a new, more complete understanding of
Josus, an e he;s to work so hard at it, and choose his language so

re because it 1S somg ing Hy n is tel I‘"O hem T1or the first tlme
Ol is
cal fu“y, l

> lays out
Starting from the accepted notion that Jesus is God s “son,” John lay,

...... oot
a very careful elaboration of the commo

n character, wiil, and nature that
r’s nature is
assumed between a father and a son. And if the father’
imay be meg bel

o

son’s be also”

“divine,” will not the ays “the Word was divine” a qualitative statement
When one s

racter
is being made, as Harner suggests. The Word has the cha

PISES M
riate to a divine being, in other words, it is assigned LU[ ulcvvsuz;
approp Of course, once you make the move of saying tcf or
e o that CASgOrY, Ye how many gods Christians
ou have to count up

belongs to that category, y » how O g about
re wﬁlmg to have, and start to do soim¢ philosophical hair cnﬂ; oo

. hat exactly you mean by ‘ ‘god.” As Christians chewed on this p

what €

1 4l o tdan
ea ta€ iaca
in the decades and centuries after John, some of them develop

~d vou can see how a line can be drawn from John 1:1 t0

FalP I SR g9 see ho

orwme 1t uL_y ang you can But on hlmse“
logical development.

the later Trinity explanation as a log velopment. But ot e

has not formulated a Trinity concept in his gospe:. ...r;.w.:lettmg o
fluid, ambiguous, mystical language of oneness, withou

to technical definitions. .
get held down modern Christians, living in their safe, hom%g!‘leno .
To many moacn Christian o -
world of like-minded believers, the issue seems >tralght‘1:or\:/:1:F Ry
+ 5:i1€ nen all o cr
the one God, and on the other side of a great gulf arc all ot the
e

ulshed
But in John’s world, the god-category was not as sharply disting

occupyin
as it is for modern Christians, and there were all kinds of beings p

cen God and mortals T elS an
bets 3 tals. here were VarlOUS ang ;
the gray arca petween S0G and e .

and
demi-gods to consider. Not that the New Testamentd\‘;vrl‘t'e:immnes o
early Christians accepted the exact same definition of these vd“d o in
i
their non-Christian contemporarles and potentlal convergsl 1 age o1
oue o this audience, one had to start with shared lang

out t pau
reaching iid a new understanding from there. Indeed, in
concepts, and bu
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the Hebrews, these other beings are

a big concern, as the Christian writers argue for Christ’s superiority over
them. Whatever these biblical authors knew to be true, they had to
communicate it within the concepts of their audience as much as possible.

You can move readers to new understandings and insights, but to do so

you have to make contact at soime point with something they aiready

know or believe to be true. That is the challenge particularly of religious
communication,

One being on the borderline between God and the rest of creation

in ancient thinking was the /ogos, believed by certain Jews and Greeks

alike to be the creative. ordering ene

aile o be the creative, ordering energy, thought, or speech by which the

universe is made and sustained. John picks this already known concept

as the key to explaining Jesus’ super-human status and character. It was
a brilliant choice, because the relation of the logos to God, according

03 10 150G, accoraing

those who dlscussed the concept among both Christian and non- Chnstlan

CR A,

€ as can be without simply disappearing into God, and
yet not so dlstl net as to alienate those committed to monotheism (for
example, Philo, the Jewish philosopher from Alexandria who was a
contemporary of Jesus and Paul). Christians still disagree about how to

e apout aow o

interpret John’s language, and how to make it fit precise physical and
philosophical categories of being. Some even question whether trying to
make it it something so technically precise is a worthwhile endeavor. But

wherever these lines of interpretation go, it was John who took the first

letters and the anonymous Le

)
3

crucial step towards understanding Jesus to have a divine quality within
him, which John identified with the ordering principle, the /ogos, of God.
A Failiinn 4 cmnoin Fr

/A Taiiuire to grasp the nuance of john’s thought can be seen in
how several translations inappropriately introduce the male pronoun “he”
into John 1:1-2. In John 1:1 both the TEV and LB use the pronoun “he” for

“the Word” at some point to reduce the redundancy of John s saying “the
Word”

three times. A similar substitution of “he” can be seen in John 1:2
inthe NASB, NIV, NRS'V’ NAB, and the AB. In this case, “he” replaces

houtos, “this one.’ By using “he” instead of “this one,” all of these

anslations suggest that “the Word” is a male of some sort. The AB and

the LB seem to reveal the er oneocus thinking behind this translation

choice, when they simply substitute “Christ” for “the Word” But the
‘bNO!'d is niot Christ in the Gospel according to John. The Word is a divine
5

Ing mtlmately associated with God that at a point in time “becomes

flesh,” and only then, when the Word is flesh, can one say we are dealing
With Christ.'® The Word, as we hz

- - PRI 1)
<, 1

, is not really a “he.” ltis a
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ncy that transcends human qualities. [t becomes (or
divine being or agency

becomes a part of) a “he” by “becoming flesh” as, or in, Jesus Christ,
Only the KIV and NW accurately maintain John’s carefui, non-personaj
1anouaoa for the Word in this phase of its existence, before it “becomes

lalguagv Ui v
flesh” and, in the process, becomes a * ‘he.” -

| have no doubt that the wording of John 1:1 is careful and
deliberate in its every detail. John was doing a very tricky thing: trying to
express Jesus’ exalted status without violating monotheism. This has
been a challenging task throughout Christian history, and John was the

oecn a Cnalieh Ltask

first person to tackle it. 1 think we owe it to him, therefore, to st;ck as
closely to his words as we can, and not conto

Summing Up
...... Aty Iohn 101 is not a difficult verse to translate. It follows
Grammatically, ¢ John

familiar, ordinary structures of Greek expressron A lexical (“interlinear”)

...... rand. d A thi
translation of the controversiai clause would read: “And a god was the

Word” A minimal literal (“formal equivalence”) translatlon would

rearrange the word order to match proper English expression: “And the

Word was a god.” The preponderance of evidence, from Greek grammar,
WUlu was a g0G. v pity

from literary context, and from cultural envrronment supports  this

translation, of which “the Word was divine” would be a slightly more

polished variant carrying the same basic meaning. Both of these

renderings are superior to the traditional translation which goes against
= Lev factors that euide accurate translation. The NASB, NIV,

these three KCy 1aCilrs hat 1gae

NRSV, and NAB follow the translatron concocted by the KJV translators.

o obvious one emerges
This translation awaits a proper defense, since no oo

1
from Greek grammar, the literary context of John, or the cultura

environment in which John is writing.

AT TNV and LR are even further away form the orlgmal
lﬂt: AD, 1LV, ainG oo alt UV

Greek than the KJV tradition. The AB reads, “the Word was God Himself.”

i« himself » o word in the
The LB, similarly, has “He .. . is himselt God.” There is no w

. » ‘he
original Greek of John 1:1 correspondmg to “himself.” The TEV offers,’

was the same as God.” We find nothing in the original Greek from which

r
“the same” could be derived. So these translators are even more cavaliel

that

with the Bible than the others. They seek to introduce elelnelWIlS'V by

support their views about the relation of God to the Word. nomw--zeans

missing the basic fact that when John writes “God” (“The God”) he mmmk
Y

“God the Father,” these translators dissolve the very Trinity the he
they are supporting by tran in a way that eliminates

=
7%

AND THE WORD WAS ... WHAT? !

(%)
o8]

Father -- a distinctiveness that
John very carefully worked into his gospel alongside of statements
suggesting intimacy and unity.

Bias has shaped most of these translations much more than has
accurate attention to the wording of the Bible. The NW translation of

1chn 1:1 ig sunerior to that of the other
Joan 111 IS superior

to that of the other eight translations we are
comparing. [ do not think it is the best possible translation for a modern
English reader; but at least it breaks with the KJV tradition followed by all
the others, and it does so in the right direction by paying attention to how
Greek grammar and syntax actually work. No translation of John 1:1 that

1 can imagine is eoing to be perfectly cle
1 can imaginge is going o o¢

perfectly clear and obvious in its medmng
John is subtle, and we do him no service by reducing his subtlety to crude
simplicities. All that we can ask is that a translation be an accurate
starting point for exposition and interpretation. Only the NW achieves

that, as provocative as it sounds to the modern reader. The other
nut offF +h
19 13

tranclatinne o
ialions cu

wans

the verse’s meaning before it has
even begun.

NOTES

1. Actually, “word” is a very inadequate translation of /ogos and, like many
elements of the KJV translation that have dominated the English translation
tradition, owes much more to the Latin verbum of the Vulgate than it does to the

original Greek logos. I will have more to say about the meaning of /ogos later in
thi 1.

this chapter.

form used when a noun is the ()hler't of a preposition such as pros (“with
“near”).

3. Greek nouns change their form depending on how they are used in a sentence,

and these distinct forms are called noun cases. The necessity of the definite article
S amarker of definiteness varies from one 1

n case to another. Ifyou wanted

€asc 10 anoiner. You wantg

to Say “or God,” you would use the genitive (“of™) form of the noun, which is

theoy,
*2ou rather than theos. Inits genitive form, a definite noun doesn’t necessarily
Need the article.
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4. John 1:4: “The life was the light of humans.” Both the subject and the object

have the definite article, yet we know that “the life” is the subject because in the
immediately preceding clause John was talking about “the life,” not “the light.”
Compare John 6:63: “The spirit is the life-maker”; John 6:51: “The bread that |

npare 2o

shall give is my flesh (word-for-word: the bread that | shall give the flesh of me

LM A At

is)’; John 15:1: “My father is the farmer (word-for-word: the father of me the

farmer is).”

5. Based on the exceptions in the Gospel of John, Harner concludes: “The fact

that John sometimes uses this type of clause supports the view that he did not
I .

adinnta oo dafint

necessarily regard an anarthrous predicate as definite sir
the verb” (Harner 1973, pages 82-83, note 19).

y because it precedes

6. Luke 4:41- John 1:21; 6:51; 15:1; Romans 4:13; | Corinthians 9:1 and 2: 11:3,
I

1:25; 2 Corinthians 1:12; 3:2; 3:17; 2 Peter 1:17; Revelation 19:8; 20:14

7. Examples of pre-verb anarthrous predicate nominatives that do not have a
qualitative function include John 9:16 (“And there was a schism among them.”™),
and 1 Corinthians 8:4 (“There is no god except one.”). Examples of anarthrous

ang @ Lorninians o

predicate nominatives after the verb with a qualitative function include Mark 9:35;

Luke 20:33; John 4:18; John 18:13; Acts 10:36; 2 Thessalonians 2:4.

8. Another example

an anarthro

rom John would be 7:12: agathos estin. This sentence
us nredicate nominative before the be-verb, with a subject

pre

us
implied in the form of the verb, and can be translated either as “He is a good

person,” or “He is good.”

9. An example of this is Orfinsky and Bratcher, page 210. Bratcher was the
nslator of the TEV

ace. It

Aftha n
1 the passage

10. What | have just explained is not some novel interpretation o
is. in fact, part of the orthodox, mainstream understanding within Christianity,

what is known as the “Two-Nature Christology.” The “Two-Nature” doctrine

is not the only possible way to understand what John means by the word
becoming flesh. But that doctrine is in agreement with John in the idea that JesuS

Christ does not pre-exist with God, rather the Word does.

In

n e Nev ament, we ii id th h “h

v he phrase “holy spirit” a total of eighty-

. . y
szven terneﬂs.' The' New Testament writers use this expression to speak
;1 Z;.It a definite, smgl; entity that plays a dominant and multifaceted role
n the life of the Christian community. It is obviously a key concent of the

<) Lollcepl O U

Bible. The termi
. inology of the phrase “holy spirit,” li
1rit
emp!oued in the New Testament. i< dr Y cp ’ like all Ofthe ]anguage
Yy ne New Testament, is drawn from a larger cuiturai context

whl.cfh:he}ps 'n?odern translators and readers to understand the implicit and
explicit significance of the concept.

The books of the New Testament were written by and for

who were much m
ore accustomed to speak of “spirits”
The wre mich more accus peak of spirits” than we are today.
y Ot “spirit” was used broadly, and covered just about

everything that occurred beyond the realm of the physical senses. Of

cours . o
as “the) we still SPe"‘k’o’f ‘spiritual” things, and still have expressions such
e
e human spirit.” But the relative rarity of such exnressions i

such expressions in our

dai
aily speech skews our understanding of the biblical language of “spirit.”

eraiian

Beg, e have @ fanitoal )
Wheuuac Wwe nave eilectively narrowed the range of “spirit” in our thinking
n compared to that of the New Testament world, we tend to rur;

to, H : o
Tgether in our mind the distinct things called “spirit” in the New
Cstament. This tendency collaborates with the historical dev e

.................. L ¥Rl 5] cl

ot Ch ‘ 1 the nistorical aevelopment

o uilns_t.lin .t!?eology, which has over the centuries elaborated the idea of
Fioly Spirit, and consolidated many references to “spirit” in the New
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- within this idea. Later Christian theology also applied the
leLdl ient witain nis 1ae Laicl

technical status of a “person” on the Holy Spirit, which has lead modern

translators and readers to think of the Holy Spirit in human terms as g
who.” even a “he,” rather than as an “it” that transcends human

13

measures of personhood

4 res £ these conditions, many modern translators read the
f\b a leulL ot these congitiens,

Holy Spirit into passages where it does not actually appear, verses where
“spirit” is used to refer to other * ‘spiritual” things. At the same time, they
confine the Holy Spirit within human concepts of personhood by altering

the meaning of Greek pronouns from neuter to masculine. The real danger

Caba TXO1o Qoteie aa it s actually found in the New Testament will
here is that the Holy Spirit as it is actuaily

be misunderstood and distorted by adding to it qualities it does not have
and attributing to it acts that the biblical authors actually ascribe to other
kinds of “spirit.” It is essential that the New Testament texts be read with

an understanding of their own manner of expression. It is the duty of

transiators io convey to modern readers the exact way in which the New

Testament speaks of the Holy Spmt and other spirits, and not to distort
the texts by reading into them biased interpretations rooted in our later

nr\qrmn in hnqmrv

“The holy spirit” . .
In the eighty-seven occurrences of the phrase holy spirit,” it appeal

forty-two times with the definite article! and forty-five times without the
definite article. As we have seen, the lack of a definite article with a noun

gennite ar

normally means that it should be translated indefinitely (“a holy spirit”).

tical conditions, the article may not be necessary
But under certain grammatl

to establish the definiteness of the “holy spirit.” For example, in section
1128 of Smyth s grammar, we read, “The article is very often omitted in

e ne
whracac containing a nrpn@s]tlgn In other words, the absence 0 tl
t}lllﬂb\— LASRALG nn o & L f

definite article with a noun following a preposition is a regular featur

PN un is indefinite.
Greek grammar, and does not necessarily mean that the noun is indehir

The phrase “holy spirit” occurs ina prepositional phrase twenty-
one times in the New Testament The article generally is not used “}
th h nd the few times it is can be explained by other rules ©

tnese pnrascs, ang e Iew tis

« » the

Greek grammar and syntax. In these examples, Smyth’s “rule thithnut
R e V1 1
article may be omitted from a noun preceded by a preposition Wi

nnot
necessarily making the noun indefinite seems to apply. So we c@

“holy
assume that the Iack of an article in these passages means that - iy
in them. It is more probable that the definite entity>

m. iU noe ohable
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“the holy spirit,” is meant

‘Holy spirit” also appears in verbal phrases where characteristics
of the verb may cause the article to be dropped. The expression “filled
with holy spirit” occurs fourteen times in the New Testament.’ The verb

“fill” has objects in the genitive form, a form which does not need the

article to establish definiteness as much as the nominative or accusative

forms do.* The lack of the article in these cases does not necessarily make
the expression indefinite.

So, even though in the eighty-seven occurrences of “holy spirit”
it appears forty-five times without the definite article, we have found

reacon in thwfv.hxrn of those inst

ay
reasen 1n nr WO OT those instar

to the phrase. That leaves thirteen
the definite article.

In six of these remaining cases, because the phrase “holy spirit”
is in the genitive (“of””) or dative (“to”) form, which can omit the article

{3 M|
without necessarily becoming indefinite, we cannot say whether “holy

spirit” is more likely to be definite or indefinite: Romans 15:13; 1
Thessalonians 1:6; Titus 3:5; Hebrews 2:4; 6:4; 1 Peter 1:12. In all six of
these verses, the NW translates “holy spirit” indefinitely, while the other
translations have “the holy spirit.” Either translation is possible.

A APAAmt o oot PR U0 P .
G accept a possible definite sense

ccurrences of “holy spirit” without

[*]

indafinita win o 4 can Looal

“a holy spirit”

We are left with seven cases where we can be fairly sure that “holy spirit”
is used indefinitely. Most of these cases can be explained by the
requirements of the narratives in which they appear. By playing with
indefiniteness, the New Testament a

fdetiniteness, the New Testament authors were able to convey the

novelty of the “holy spirit” as it began to become known to people
touched by the Christian mission.

Acts 8:15: ... that they might receive a holy spirit (pneuma hagion).

Because the phrase is in the accusative form, the absence of the article
Suggests indefiniteness. The NW translation (“to get holy spirit”) is
indefinite in meaning, even though the indefinite article is not used. In

- 100 USCa, in

this, as in the following cases, the NW seems to be employing the form of
English expression used of material or substance (“The jar is pewter”),
where the indefinite article is not used, just as several translations do in
John 4:24 (mentioned in chapter eleven).® All other translations use the
deﬁmte article in Acts 8:15, even though it is not found in
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Acts 8:17-19: Then they piaced their hands upon them and they received o
holy spirit (pneuma hagion). And when Simon saw tht
through the placement of the hands of the apostles the spirij;
(t0 pneuma) is given, he offered them money, saying, *Give
to me also this authority, so that on whomever [ might place

JRET) VST NS NS

my hands they might receive a holy spirit (preuma hagion).®

The missing article here makes the phrase indefinite. Here, too, the NW
follows the Greek in not making “holy spirit” definite (“receive holy

spirit™), although it doesn’t actually use the indefinite article. The other
transiations again add the definite article.

Acts 10:38: Jesus of Nazareth, how God anointed him with/by aholy

spirit (pneumati hagidi) and power.

“Holy spirit” is coordinated with “power,” and boih terms are inde
here. The NW has, accordingly, “anointed him with holy spirit.” The
other translations ignore the original Greek and add “the” to “holy spirit.”

ilite

Acts 19:2: And he said to them, ‘Did you receive a holy spirit (pneuma

hagion elabete) when you believed? And they (said) to him,
‘We have not even heard if there is a holy spirit (preuma

hagion).’

In this example, the first sentence involves “holy spirit” in the accusative
form. The absence of the article suggests indefiniteness here. This
suspicion is conﬁrmed by the second occurrence of “holy spirit,” this time

with the verb “is,” a combination (similar to that discussed in chapter

PR s no oo for douht that “holy snirit” is meant to be
eleven) that feaves no room for coubt that "hoiy spirtt mear
> The

indefinite. So the NW has “receive holy spirit” and “a holy spirit.
other translations obey the rules of Greek grammar in the second sentence.
and all print “a Holy Spirit.” By having both the indefinite article and
capitalized “Holy Spirit,” they are entangled in a contradiction. How can
the definite, singular “Holy Spirit” be indefinite? None of these translators
seem to have noticed the contradiction built into their translations. In the

first sentence they all add the definite article.
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Luke 2:25: And a holv snirit was unon him (Lai nrenma &n haoing
UK 0 a 0y SpInt was upon nim (kai preuma on nagion

ep ‘auton).

As the subject of the verb “was,” “spirit” would normally have the definite

article. Therefore, the fact that it does not shows that the author wanted

it to be understood in the ceneric. indefinite sense. The NW nrinta
------------------ wiv ghiiv lv INGSIinne sense. LG 1N VY Plllllb

accordingly “and holy spirit was upon him.” The other translations ignore
the ruies of Greek grammar and add the article “the.”

Luke 11:13: The Father from heaven will

give a holy spirit to those who
ask him (ho patér ex ocurancu dései prewma hacion toic
Q36 \uv mn\,r LA uruntba 4ocr prieuimnd ridgion iois

aitousin auton).

If Luke meant a specific “holy spirit,” he would have been obligated to use
the defmte article here. He does not. So the NW translates “will glve

hnlv cmrnr The other translations add “the” without iustification in the
siv Vriivi U GUIDIGU VLD {6183 iv vVltllUuLJLlDLIllbﬂLlull i1 U {3

ongmal Greek.

John 20:22: And when he had said this, he breathed on them and said to

them, ‘Receive a holy spirit (labete pneuma hagion).”

We would fully expect “holy spirit” to be definite here, but the Greek
grammar does not cooperate. With an object in the accusative form, we
are constrained to take “holy spirit’ indefinitely. All translations other
than the NW, of course, make it definite despite this grammatical obstacle.

According to thc normal rules of Greek grammar, the most
obvious translation of the phrases in these seven passages would be “a
holy spirit.” None of the translations we are comparing give that reading.
Another possible way to translate these phrases would be the article-less
English indefinite of substance: “holy spirit.”” This is the way the NW
translators handle them. The other translation teams make a habit of
changing the wording “a holy spirit” or “holy spirit” into “the Holy
Spirit,” apparently so uncomfortable with the indefiniteness of the
expression that they sometimes stumble into the nonsensical “a Holy
Spirit.”

Which spirit?

English has three relative pronouns. The personal relative pronoun
« - .

who/whom” is used in reference to people. The impersonal relative
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relative pronoun “that” is used in certain kinds of expremum in place of
cither “who/whom” or “which.” In other words, “that” is a neutral relative
pronoun that does not in itself indicate whether what is referred to is

=

Greek also has three relative pronouns.” But they do not directly

correspond with the three English ones. Greek nouns ‘r‘rave’ something
called “gender.” That is, some nouns are “masculine,” some are
“feminine,” and some are “neuter.” Greek has three forms of pronoun to
kinds of nouns. The pronoun hos is used of people and

match these three kinds of nou our

match these
things the name of which is a “masculine” noun. ;Flre pronoun hé,
likewise, is used of people and things named with a “feminine” noun.
Finally, the pronoun /o is used of anything to which a “neuter” noun
corresponds.
Now i
nouns can be used for impersonal things as well as persons. But “‘neuter”
nouns are used only for impersonal things, such as objects, animais,
forces, abstract principles, and so on. The same holds true for
“masculine,” “feminine,” and “neuter” pronouns. Greek tends to use
o o nawa than Enolich does. Some things that would be
personai pronouns moic uiah & 1S Qoes. o &
handled with “which” in English, because they are not persons, a‘re
referred to with the equivalent of “who/whom™ in Greek because the
nouns that name them are either “masculine” or “feminine.” But even
though the * personal” category is larger in Greek than in English, the

“Holy Spirit” is referred to by a “neuter” noun in Greek. Conseauentlv it

is never spoken of w1th personal pronouns in Greek. Itisa “which,” n
a“who.” It isan “it,” not a “he.” @ of
This is a case, then, where the importance of the principle

following the primary, ordinary, generally recognized meaning of the Greek

o talee a word that here else
when transiating becomes clear. To take a word that everywhe

would be translated “which” or “that,” and arbitrarily change it to “who”
or “whom” when it happens to be used of “the holy spirit,” is a kind Uc;
special pleading. In other words, it is a biased way to translate. Aln
because this arbitrary change cannot be justified linguistically, it is also

inaccurate. 40
In Acts 5:32 it is said, “We are witnesses of these things, an.
° ¥
is) the holy spirit, which (ko) God has given to those who obey him.’ l‘(‘)
NW has “which.” the NAR uses “that.” Both are accurate renderings

as Hakta
N WYY 1as owalcn,

wns out that both “masculine” and “feminine” Greek
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the relative pronoun 4o. But the KIV, NASB, N1V, NRSV, and AB all

ne J WD, N1V N and Ao di

change the word to “whom,” the TEV and LB to “who,” guided in this
choice solely by a theological bias about the nature or character of the
“Holy Spirit” that overrides accurate translation.

In Ephesians 4:30, Paul writes, “And do not cause grief to the
holy spirit of God, by which you are sealed for a day of redemption.” Hox

ou are sealed for a day of redemption.” How

do our translators handle the relative pronoun “which” in the phrase en
hai? The NRSV, NAB, and NW translate literally “with which”; the KIV
offers “whereby.” But the NASB, NIV, and AB change the expression to
“by/with whom.” The LB has “he is the one who.” The TEV restructures
the sentence to avoid the relative nronoun

ne G raialive pronoun.

In 1 Corinthians 6:19, Paul asks “Don’t you know that your body
is a tempie of the holy spirit in you, which you have from God?” The
Greek relative pronoun is used here at the beginning of the clause “which

you have from God.” It appears in the genitive (“of”) form because it

o in t gon: s Fasan T il
refers back to “of the holy spirit,” which is also in the genitive form. Both

the personal, masculine relative pronoun hos (“who/whom”) and the
impersonal, neuter reiative pronoun o (“which”) become how in the
genitive form, and that is the form that appears in 1 Corinthians 6:19: hou.
For translators to decide whether to translate #owu as “who/whom” or

“whi en e noun it refang Lol
which,” they have to see whether the antecedent (the noun it refers back

to) is masculme or neuter. The antecedent in this verse is to hagion
preuma, which is neuter. Therefore, the relative pronoun Aou should be
translated “which.”

The KJV, NRSV, and NW, following sound rules oftranslation,

“ >
n_rmt which, THGNASB NIV, NAB, TEV and AD use “who” or “whom”

instead (the AB even capitalizes “Who”). There is no linguistic
Justification for doing this. Instead, these translators have allowed their
bias towards a personal understanding of the “Holy Spirit” to override
accurate translation. Some of them touch up the verse in other ways for
the same reason. Paul says “the holy spirit in you.” The NASB and NIV
Change this to “who is in you.” Both the AB and TEV further personify
by translating the Greek “in you” as “who lives inside/within you.” The
LB Slmllal’ly adds “he IlVeS within you. ” All of these (‘thDPQ are due to

theological bias, since they have no foundation whatsoever in the Greek

words of the biblical text.

In John 14:26, Jesus says, “But the defender (paraklétos) -- the
holy spirit, which the Father will send in my name -- that one will teach
you everything.” Here a relative pronoun and a demonstrative pronoun

1stratl pronoun
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are involved in the sentence. The demonstrative pronoun “that one
(ekeinos) refers back to the word “defender” (paraklétos), a masculine
noun meaning a defense attorney or supporier, a role thought appropriate
only for males in the male-dominated society in which the Greek language
was formed. Since Greek grammar requires gender agreement between 5
pronoun and the noun it refers back to, “that one” is in the masculipe

form, like “defender.” The relative pronoun “which” (ho) refers back to
the phrase “holy spirit,” which as always appears in the neuter form. So,
the neuter pronoun “which” (40) is used rather than the masculine form
(hos).

In accordance with these details of the verse, the KIV and Nw

accurately have “which.” Another legitimate option is to avoid making an
issue of whether the “holy spirit” is an it or a s/he. So the NAB uses ihe
universal relative pronoun “that” and the LB rephrases to avoid the
relative pronoun altogether. But the NASB, NIV, NRSV, AB, and TEV

mploy the personal form “whom,” which deliberately goes against the

a
empioy the pérsona: Iorm

neuter gender of the original Greek. Their only reason for doing so isa
s ey

theological bias in favor of their own belief in a personalized “Holy Spirii.”

A similarly biased choice is made with respect to the

demonstrative pronoun “that one.”” Demonstratives have the sole

finction of boint to something, In themselves they carry no

ncuon o1 yuuuiﬂg ¢ sometning. hemse

information other than identifying what previously mentioned thing is
being talked about again. We see an accurate literal handiing of this part
of Greek speech in the NW’s “that one”; but this comes across a bit stilted
in English. The NIV and NRSV avoid this awkwardness by constructing

s to make the demonstrative unnecessary.

centenca ol o way a
as ¢ maxke e aomonsirdll

the sentence in such a way
On the other hand, the KIV, NASB, NAB, AB, TEV, and LB change “that
one” to “he” (the NASB and AB even capitalize “He”), adding a
personalizing (and masculinizing) sense to the “holy spirit.” In chapter six,
1 already discussed cases like this where a demonstrative pronoun should
only be translated with “he” when the immediate context points to 2
specific male person as being the subject under discussion. ln John 14:26,
the subject under discussion is the -~ neuter -- “holy spirit.” Therefore,
the use of the pronoun “he” is inappropriate here.

As always, it is not the theology of the translators to which
object, but the habit of imposing that theology on the bib blical text. Their
theological interpretation of the character of the Holy Spirit may be right.
But it can only be right if it is based on an unbiased reading of the Bible,
which is supposedly the authoritative source. With regard to the use of

supposed
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the relativee pronoun when it refers to the “holy s

using “thatt.” Since this English relative pronoun is used of both persons
and thingss, its use in transiations of the New Testament would not
foreclose tlhe issue of the character of the “holy spirit,” but would allow
both personal and impersonal interpretations of it. The grammatical

gnnHPr of the phrase suggests an impersonal interpretation, but th

ase suggests an im personal interpretation, but the

question cannot be settled by that fact alone. I think the evidence of the
literary conitext is complex enough that we should replicate the Bible’s own
ambiguity @bout the “holy spirit” in English translations.

nirit.” | wou
101y spirit,” 1 wou

writing didi not distinguish between capital and small letters. The early
biblical manuscripts are written entirely in what by later standards would

be called ciapital letters. The original Greek manuscripts can give us no
mnriznm: atbout Pammh-mfmn

Tiherefore, the capitalization of certain words in the Bible is
entirely a mnatter of convention, habit and tradition. The King James
translators chose to capitalize certain words, such as personal names,

formal titlees, especially those used of God and Jesus and a few

thpnlnmr‘alllv cianificant concents. such as “Holv Ghogt ? Most moede
wicOiogica:ny signinicant CoOncCepts, sucn as nidiy Unost. M1I0St moacrn

translationss simply have chosen to follow the standard set by the KJV.
Some have expanded upon it, by capitalizing pronouns that refer to God
or Jesus (thie NASB and AB do this). Most have adopted the form “Holy
Spirit” in pllace of the KIV’s “Holy Ghost”. The NAB translators departed

from this triadition by deciding not to capitalize the adicctiy Lal? s sl
...... s traagition Uy GECIG Hig oo o \.«Ll})l taiize tne auJ\-vllvU llUl_y 1 uic

expression “holy Spirit.” The NW has broken entirely with the KJV
tradition by’ never capitalizing “holy spirit” or “spirit.”

Siince the original Greek does not dictate capitalization, one
cannot faullt these various capltallzatlon programs. It is as perfectly
legitimate teo print “holy spirit” as it is to print “Holy Spirit.” One can only
demand comsistency in the application of capitalization. Since the KIV
program folllowed by most modern translations capitalizes “Spirit” only
Wwhen a referrence to the “Holy Spirit” is understood, any appearance of a
capitalized ‘“Spmt” implies “Holy Spirit.” An issue of accuracy, therefore,
is whether ‘the original Greek suggests that the “Holy Spirit” is meant
When the wiord “spirit” appears. The decision to capitalize “Spirit” when
the reference is thought to be to the “Holy Spirit” gives license to the

biased insertion of the “Holy Spirit” into dozens of passages of the Bible
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More than one spirit

The Greek word translated as “spirit” is pneuma, the most basic meaning
of which is “wind,” the movement of air. Wind is a force that we can feel,
but cannot see or even rPallv touch. So this was a good word to he

applied to all areas of human experience that are not external and visible,
Jesus makes use of this core meaning of the word in John 3:8: “The wing
(to pneuma) blows where it wills, and you hear the sound of it, but do not
know from where it comes and where it goes. So is everyone who has

been born from the spirit (fou nnoumm‘nv\ It is quite clear that Jesus is

been born from the spirit (fou atos)
making a splrltual point with a natural, mundane analogy. Jesus draws
upon Nicodemus’ experience of nature to help him understand what he is
trying to tell him. Because the word preuma means “wind” as well as

“spirit” (the same is true of the Hebrew and/or Aramaic word Jesus might
have am an actual conversation with Nicodemus), his analogy

"
nave Cimp 1 actual ersatior

between the behavior of the wind and the behavior of one “born from
spirit” works very well. Notice that it is impossibie to iransiate pneuma
the same way in both places in John 3:8 without losing the meaning of
what Jesus is saying. You cannot just choose one definition out of the

to translate a term. Context shifts

dictionary an nd uge 1
aictiona Iy ainG usc i

e Y
the possible meaning of a term, and must be carefully considered wh'en
making a translation. All of the transiations we are comparing translate the
word as “wind” in the first occurrence, and “spirit” in the second. Most
modern readers of these Bnbles however, have no idea how Jesus’
where the connection between

o <, ngre e connhoctl

ST ks in the o
explanation works in the o

“wind” and “spirit” is obvious. The NRSV and the NW add helpful
footnotes to explain the connection.

All of the translations we are comparing show that their
translators recognized the multiple uses of “spirit” in the New Testament.
They ali have several occurrences of “spirit” without capitalization.
Among the many uses of “spirit” to be found in the New Testament are

the following:
A. The breath or life-giving spirit, that which animates the body, for example:

James 2:26 For just as the body without a spirit (chdris preumatos) 1S
dead, so also faith without deeds is dead.
Matthew 27:50 And Jesus cried out again in a loud voice and gave up the
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spirit (fo preuma).
John 19:30 He bowed the head (and) delivered the spirit (to preuma).

B. Apcrson s individual spirit, his or her character and personality, one's private
thoughts,® for example:

Matthew 26:41 The spirit (to pneuma) is willing, but the flesh is weak.

Luke 1:80 And the child grew and became strong in spirit (ekrataiouto
preumatiy.

John 11:33 He groaned in the spirit (¢6i pneumati), and was disturbed.

John 13:21 Jesus was disturbed in the spirit (¢57 preumati).

C. The spiritual domain of activity, the realm that transcends material reality, for
example:

| Peter 4:6
reier 470

§ thoy oot o mi
i t

they not on .y be judged as huinans are in

t
od does in spirit (pneumaty).

In all the examples given above, the translations we are comparing
accurately reflect the distinct meanings of“spirit” in the three categories.
The formal aanivalanca tranalatinme yraa Comind I TR U TR f
L nCaUhmna CQUIVAICNCe ransiations ub& bpllll Witnout Capliaiization, and
the dynamic equivalence translations frequently substitute phrases that
convey the same idea without even using the word “spirit.” But it is not
difficult to find examples where each of the same translations show a

mlsunderstandmg of how the word “spirit” is being used These

Misunderstood references to “breath” or “life-spirit”

Because we don’t use language of a “life-spirit” every day, and because

the tendenc y of modern Christians is to think of only the one, “holy” spirit

Whenever  “spirit” is mentioned, modern translators sometimes

misunderstand that a New testament author is employing this idea of the

individual’s life-giving spirit. For example:

John 6:63: The spirit (0 pneuma) is that which gives life (to
z6iopoioun); the flesh does not benefit anything. The words
that I have spoken to you are spirit (preuma) and life (z6€).
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ives life to g

et ie what o
i tgt e ica

ici hat the breall wha
Starting with the basic idea that the breall/spirit 15
bodv. Jesus equates “spirit” with “life,” and goes on to eq}xfite both of
thesJe with his words. His words are for the hearer like what “breath” and

wria o £ sl tieeless hody. Jesus makes his point by an analogy that
fife’” are tor tne 1iCicss vovy.

builds on the general understanding of “spirit” or .breath as life-giving,

Lic verse 1S accurately
rse 1S ace

The basic, unspecialized meaning of “spirit” in this ve ' urately
ranslated by the KJV, NRSV, NAB, and NW, none 0 which capitalize

s
“spirit.
Lo N AQR NITLY o
1 ne NASD, N1V, air

first part of the passage, show a misunderstanding of how “spirit” is being

i ‘nto the passage the “Hoty Spirit.” The NASB
used by Jesus, and import into the passag

and AB translators further alter the meaning of the original to suit their

ang AD irdl

theology when they use the personal pronouns “who"’. io refer tf) the
\ uses the neuter (“it’™) article in the

AB. however, by capitalizing “Spirit” in the

AD,

al Gree
air Greer

spirit, even though the origin ek us
phrase “that which gives life” (to Z_()topf)toun). o

The TEV completely rewrites the verse, giving it a tota
ning: “What gives life is God’s Spirit; man’s power is of no use at all.

I”Il“lt::;;;)rds 1 have spoken to you bring God’s life-giving Spirit.” By this

ding, the transiator not only has introduced the “Holy Spirit” into a
wording,

i ith i Iso has interpreted Jesus’
passage that has nothing to do with it, but a p’)M:M s

o C
meaning in line with his own evangelical views about satvation, Wa
v or mav not be correct, but are not to be found in this verse. Jesus

:;;; :hatg:s words bring life; he says nothing specifically here about the

i Timiv Qmirt i that nrocess, hor
role of the Holy Spirit i tnat process, Hot b
The LB also changes the meaning of the verse: “Only the Holy

i T4 1oeinal hirth, will
Spirit gives eternal life. Those born only once, with pfiysicar DIFt, ¥

i &
never receive this gift. But now I have told you how to get this tti

i the
spiritual gift.” Where does the translator get all this? Not from
. ~ y JAAPRL]
original words of the Gospel of John!

Misunderstood references to a person’s own inflwmual .s!m cein
The habit of thinking of the Holy Spirit as the primary spirit pres

I NE llavit Ui unas ! > br n
the New Testament causes some modern translators to substitute it f

Vv irit in passage hey do rately
i ivi I ersonai Splrli in paSSaEvS tllv}l do not accu
indi idual’s own p

: - cor each
h who are affectionate with brotherly love for enm
other, those who give preference in honor to each other,

+ (t5i npeumati zeoﬂf@5)=
t {¢di pneu

t1. Thgose wh
11. 1 LUSY ¥

lacking in zeai, fervent in the spt
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serving the Lord

Paul is describing the qualities he wants his readers to possess and
develop. The verb zed means to boil or bubble up. When used of a
person, “boiling” means effervescent, energized, active. The English word

the phrase Paul uses here means to have a zestful character, The article
functions as a possessive: “fervent in their spirit.”

Several translations are literal: “fervent in spirit” (KJV, NASB,
NAB); “ardent in spirit” (NRSV). The TEV, fulfilling in this case its stated
intention of offering more modern, meaningful clarifications of culture-

specific Greek expressions, proposes, “with a heart full of devotion.”; the
LB similarly offers the helpfui “serve the Lord enthusiastically.” The NIV
suggests “keep your spiritual fervor,” for which technically we would
need a genitive rather than a dative form, but is in the general area of
verse by the translation “aglow with the Spirit.” Even though the NW
doesn’t capitalize “spirit” as the AB does, this wording can only mean the
same as it does in the AB. The AB also offers the variant: “burning with
the Spirit.” The translators of these two versions have not grasped that
Paul is using “spirit” to speak of a person’s own character and attitude.

Coiossians 1:8: ... who aiso inforined us of your love in spirit (en preumati.

“Spirit” is used here, as it often is, to refer to the set of attitudes or
personality traits a person has. The “spirits” of the Colossian Christians
were characterized by love. On this foundation, Paul intends to build an
accurate knowledge of the Christian faith, which he feels is still somewhat
deficient among the Colossians. This is pretty straightforward stuff., Yet
modern translations go out of their way to confuse things.

Mast formulate somethin
Most tormuigate sometit

aeallad “lave in the Shirit”? (KIV NACR
ngeanda 1ove i inC opirit (\J VvV, INASD,

NIV, NRSV, NAB, AB). [ have to admit that | have no idea what that
means. Does it mean that they love the Spirit? Or do they love in the
Spirit, but not in other ways? Or do they experience love when possessed

by the Spirit? So for help with this concept, I turn to the paraphrases. The
TEV makes thi

1o ganaa ofFitr “Ho haa tald 1o afthe lave that tha Quiwe hao
Hanes Uiis SCHSC Or 1t 10 1ids 101G US O1 ui€ 10V uldl ulC Spitit nias

given you.” The LB, similarly, offers: “And he is the one who has told us
about the great love for others which the Holy Spirit has given you.”
These are gallant attempts to make sense of the other English
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sreat liberti ith the original
translations, but unfortunately they take great liber ties with the original

Greek, which has nothing in it to suggest that the “spirit” referred to has

given anythmg The love mentioned is in spirit, not given by it. The Nw

i completely different: “who also disclosed to us your love
tries sometning compicicty

in a spiritual way.” s their love “in a spiritual way,” or is the disclosure

i »9 The translation is unclear, and
somehow delivered “in a spiritual way™? 1nc tra

in either case misses the mark.

10 By means of every prayer and petition, praying always in
Lphesians b.16. By means of cvery prdy I

spirit (en pneumati). . .

Paul is encouraging his audience to be in a constant state of prayer. He

certainly does not mean that they should stop everything else in their

lives and make vocal prayers unceasingly until they drop over from

exhaustion and starvation. He is talkmg about prayerfulness within,
P P |
t,”" not out 1oud.
mental prayers, made “in your spiri !
The NW follows Paul’s intent here: “carry on prayer on every
occasion in spirit.” The other major translations, through a bias that

»”
et translators to see the specific “Holy Spirit in most
tempts tneir trans tato se

g
ocC C of tlle ord ‘s iri concoct SOIllethl"g Ca”ed pIayln in the
urrences wor P t, N

Spirit.”  The KJV, NASB, NIV, NRSV, NAB, and AB al “,-‘S
‘nterpretive form of the phrase, adding the definite article and a capital

mierpieit

The TEV goes further in this blased direction, by translating “Pray on

1. Qrisit lands ™ This is a highly interpretive rendering,
every occasion as the Spirit 12ads. g

following the tendency of the TEV to make the spirit the active subject of

jine with the beliefs of the translator
every passage where it appears, in lin

cather than the meaning of the Greek. The LB, similarly, provides the spirit

ramlr wial

with personality that is lacking in the original: “Pray all the time. Ask God

ol alen LTAb irit's wishes.” To be fully open with
for anything in line wiin tne fioly Sp

its readers, the LB should mark its additions: “in [line with the Holy}
Spirit[’s wishes].”

”»

i eopic,
1 Corinthians 14:2: For the one who speaks in tongues is not speaking to p D])
but to God: for no one understands [Literally, “hears’ "] (hir

rather he speaks mysteries in spirit (pneumat).

irit”
tions understand that since Paul uses the phrase * ‘in sp s
tions un 5

AAAAAA 1 teancl
Several transi

to refer to wha t goes on msnde a person it can have that meaning

£ e “in tonones” 1S locked up inside the
verse. The meaning of things spoken “in tongues

a
a
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peaker, and not revealed to those who can only hear the sounds. To !

e To help

readers understand Paul’s meaning that the “spirit” is the hidden inner
realm of the human, the NASB and NIV add the possessive pronoun hIS
to “spirit.” The KJV and NAB leave the wording literal “in spirit” or ¢
the spirit.”

The NIV translators seem to have argued among themselves

about Paul’s meaning, for a footnote gives the alternative “by the Spirit.”
The NRSV has “speaking mysteries in the Spirit.” The AB chooses “in the
Spirit he utters secret truths.” The NW reads “speaks sacred secrets by
the spirit.” The TEV opts for “speaking secret truths by the power of the

Spiri{.” And the LB offers the awkward “cppalunn by the nower of the

caxing 0y it pov oT ine

Spirit but it will all be a secret.” So four translations capitalize “Spirit,”
implying the “Holy Spirit.” The NW translation is ambiguous, since it
gives agency to “the spirit,” but does not capitalize “Spirit,” so that we do
not know if the word is meant to refer to person’s own spirit or the “holy

spirit.”

While the above verse in isolation is somewhat ambiguous about
what is meant by “spirit,” the literary context proves that the spirit
involved is one’s own personal spirit. A few verses down the page, Paul
comments further:

1 Cor. 14:14-16:  If | pray in a tongue, my spirit (to preuma mou) prays, but
my mind is untruittul.  What is it then? [ will pray
in/by/with the spirit (¢0i pneumati), and 1 will pray also
in/by/with the mind; [ will sing in/by/with the spirit (¢0i

N\ an 1 will cino alg infhvlsith  tha mind
i) anGé @ Wi i Siig aisSo  i/oy/wilin e minaG.

Otherwise, if you say a blessing (only) in/by/with spirit
(pneumati), how will the one occupying the place of the
uninstructed speak the ‘Amen’ upon your thanksgiving, since
he or she does not know what you are saying?”

As in 14:2, Paul treats speaking “in spirit” as something incomprehensible
to an audience. What he adds here is the detail that what he means by
“spirit” is a person’s own spirit. In verse 14 he specifically says that when
Speaking in a tongue, his own spirit (“my spirit”) is the one speaking,
while his mind is unable to understand what the words mean. He then
goes on to argue that useful prayer and song in the church is that
Produced by the spirit and mind working together, that is, a person’s
Spiritual intuition must be connected to his or her conscious
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i
=

unaerstanu|115
In his references to “the spirit” (as well as “mmd”) in verse |5,

then. Paul means the same as “my spirit” (and “my mind”) in verse 14,
’ ‘“
When he switches to advice to his readers in verse 16, he means “your

¢
spirit.”  The definite article serves in both verses in place of the

The NIV, AB, and TEV annronrlatelv translate using
pOSbebblvc plunuuu 118 N1V, AD,

“my” in verse 15, and the NIV and AB use “your” in verse 1‘?‘.“1"]3:: l\‘JV

NASB, NRSV, and NAB stick to the more woodenly literal “the.” All of
these translations accurately convey Paul’s use of “spirit” here as

meamng an individual’s own spirit. The NW goes astray in this case. It

thel spirit” in verse 14, “the [gift of the] spirit” in verse 15,
has * my[gmmunq Spitit’ in verse @

and “a [gift of the] spirit” in verse 16. This is not what Paul means, and

the NW has slipped the “Holy Spirit” into the passage illegitimatety. m‘e
parallelism with “mind” should have made it clear that the “Holy Spirit” is

not meant here.

Misunderstood references to a spiritual domain of activity and reality

The habit of reading the Holy Spirit into references to spirit also finds its

way into passages where “spirit” is used to refer to a level of reality.
way into pass

o ffered once f
1 Peter 3:18-19:  Christ sufiered once I
unrighteous, so that he might lead you to God, put to death
in flesh, but animated in spirit (pneumatt), in which also he

went and preached to the spirits (tois pneumasin} in prison.

r sins, the righteous one for the

sins, 1eo

d to his ongoing existence “in

’ Lt
sh” i o LgViiis

The death of Jesus “in flesh” is con sience 17
spirit.” In the latter state, he is said to have preached to 1mpr|sone
“-spirits which must be similarly disembodied dead, or else other Klllub of

”» d
sirit-beings. You could argue whether the expressions “in flesh” an

spiti 1gs. Youcow |
spirit” refer to states of being (Jesus was put to death in his ﬂeshy

to
xistence, and exists afterwards in spirit) or to the agents 0 of “putting
y , life by

death” or “giving life” (Jesus is put to death by flesh and given
spirit). It would certainly have made sense to Peter’s original audlenu; ;10
o speak about someone being animated by spirit, since that is a ba

him to Splaxk agiur suiit 1€ DE

that
role that the pneuma plays in ancient thought. But since the idea

clmavon and e the tWO
Jesus was put to death by flesh is otherwise unknown, and since

« » “ refel‘
phrases are in exact parallel, it is most likely that “flesh” and spmtlbu oy
to phys:cal and spiritual states of existence. This is supported a8

ost
1ioh beging with “in which,” referring back to “in spirit,” ™

verse 17 Whicri 0€gINns
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sily understood as the state in which he visited the

150
sSiae Icnne 1te hu risor

The NASB, NRSV, AB, and NW have “made alive in he spmt
while the NAB offers “brought to life in the spirit.” The TEV has the
equal]y acceptable “‘made alive spiritually,” and the LB “his spirit lived

" All of these translations demonstrate their recognition that “in spirit”
can refer to a state of existence. “In the snirit” can he irately

o
stence. “In th sp can be accurately

translated here as “in h|s spirit.”  On the other hand, the KJV has

“quickened by the Spirit,” and the NIV “made alive by the Spirit.” Both
break the parallelism between “flesh” and “spirit” and must be considered
less likely to accurately reflect the meaning of the original Greek. The NIV

translators also change the opening of verse 19 to “through whom” to

support their introduction of the “Holy Spirit” (the N1V actually has the
correct treatment of the passage in a footnote: “Or alive in the spirit,
through which”).

preumatt) . . .

The expression “justified in spirit” could mean either that his character

(“spirit”) was justified (in which case spmt” has the basic meanmg ofa

component of a person’s identity), or that justification

ion occurred in :pu itual
reality as opposed to the physical human court that condemned him. The
NRSV adheres to Paul’s language without tampering with its meaning
(“vindicated in spirit”); so too does the NW (“declared righteous in
spirit”). There is no reason to think that the “Holy Spirit” is involved in
this passage. Was Christ justified in or by the Holy Spirit? The parallel
that is drawn with “in flesh” rules such a reading out, unless someone
Wwants to argue that Christ was manifested by the flesh, as if “the flesh”
was some sort of entity. Nevertheless, we find “justified in the Spirit”
(KIV), “vindicated in the Spirit” (NASB, NAB, AB), “vindicated by the

3 . -
Spirit” (NIV, NRSYV footnote), “shown to be right by the Spirit” (TEV). The

LB presents an interesting case, since on grammar alone it follows Paul
eXaCtly, agreeing with the NRSV and NW: “was proved spotless and pure
in his Spirit.” But by capitalizing “Spirit” it implies, despite the “his,” not
the personal ¢ ‘spirit” or character of Jesus in his human dimension, but the

“Holy Spirit.”

Ephesians 2:20-22: . . . Christ Jesus, by whom (the) whole assembled dwelling
grows into a holy temple in (the) Lord by whom also you are
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onstructed into a habitation of God in spirit (g

preumati).

This is the end of an elaborate simile in which Paul compares the Christian

community to a building, with the apostles and prophets as the

dation and Christ as the cornerstone. This language is Symbolic and
1Uui‘luauuu andg CnArist as g cornersio!

imaginative, not literal, of course. The Christian community is not literally
a building. But it is like a buiiding in that in can be inhabited. Just as
gods were imagined to inhabit their temples in the Greco-Roman world,

and God was imagined to inhabit the Jewish temple in Jerusalem, so God

1AL Dol ag inhahiting tha rnptnnh@rlcal ten".n]e of the Christian
is described Uy raui as innasdiung me mea

community. This presence of God does not manifest itself physically, in
the external realm of the senses, but spiritualiy, in the realm of the
invisible. Thus, says Paul, you are becoming a habitation of God *

spirit.” Itisinthe Spmtual dimension that the individuals of the Chrlstlan

JURTI . scattered Christian communities, are knitted
communuy, €veén i vvluuy scattered canstian

together like the blocks of a buxldmg, and it is within this physically
invisible but spiritually real “building” that God is present, not as a statue
or an ark or a visibly manifest form, but spiritually.

The NRSV translates Paul’s meamng accurately as “in whom you

topether spiritually into a dwelling place of God.” A footnote
also are built together pl tuairy int weiing pi

gives the alternative “in the Spirit. ? Predlctably, the other translations

“wry

turn the phrase “in spmt” into a technical, literal reference to the rlu(l‘y
Spirit” The NASB has “a dwelling of God in the Spirit,” the NAB “a
Spirit.” i

dwelling place of God in the Spirit,” and the AB “a fixed abode of God in

he Spirit.” Without the capital “S” these translations seem fairly literal;
the Spirit.” witnout tne capiia

but by adding the capital “S,” they imply the “Holy Spirit,” changing the

meaning of the passage. e 1l as
Since the Greek preposition en can mean by” as we

¢ ? r agent by
other translations see the “spirit” as the means, instrument, or ag

vhich tha munity is
which God dwelis in the community, or else by which the commur

H
formed into a dwelling for God (although Paul actually says that Jesu
u
performs this functxon) So the KJV translates “an habitation of Uum
throuch the Spirit” The NIV reads, a little more freely, “a dwelling

1l 11 LIV Ot

Lwhlcl’?God Iles by his Spirit”; and the TEV, 51mllarly, has “a ple:ceﬁv:/::z
God lives through his Spirit.” The NW understands the verse as Pl
for God to mhablt by spirit,” which while not capitalizing ‘ spm .
t as the means or agent of God’s habitation, rather than t

h

rsé,
abitation’s rpa!nv The LB totally reworks the vé

“in”
in,

understand
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replacing the centrality of Jesus in it by the “Spirit”: “And you also are
joined with him and with each other by the Spirit, and are part of this
dwelling piace of God.”

John 4:23-24: But an hour is coming, and now is. when the true worshipers
shall worship the Father in spirit and truth ( (en prewmati kai
alétheiai) . .. God (is) a spirit (preuma ho theos), and the

ones who worship him must worship him in spirit and truth
(en pneumati kai alétheiai).

rshio “soirituallv ™ fust ag to
vorship spiritually,” just as to

worship “in truth,” means to worship “truly.” There is no apparent
reference to the “Holy Spirit,”” and this is understood by the KJV, NASB,
NIV, NRSV, AB, and NW. Yet the NAB capitalizes “Spirit” in both
occurrences of the expression “in spirit.”

The TEV creates an elabor

2DV Croaies an iaocora

cems mean

To worship “in gpirit” seems to mean to w

o

rsonification out of the word

“spirit,” and reads here: “But the time is coming and is already here, when
by the power of God’s Spirit people will worship the Father as he really is

- God is Spirit, and only by the power of his Spirit can people worship
him as he really is.” First of all, the passage says nothing about
worship

i > spirit PP Ty -
pping “by the power” of spirit, lct alone by the power of “God’s

Spirit.”  Second, if “in truth” is understood as “as he really is,” then
simijarly “in spirit” should be treated as having to do with the mode of
worship, something done “in a spiritual way.” The TEV’s inconsistencies
are all based in the theological bias of the translator, which has caused him

i ing o ~ R T .
to ignore the meaning of Jesus” words and substitute in their place a

meaning in which he is more interested.

The LB, although extremely paraphrastic, starts out with the right
understanding of the phrase “in spirit”: “For it’s not where we worship
that counts, but how we wonshlp -- is our worship spiritual and real?” But

then inevitakl at o~

then, incvitably, something is added: “Do we have the Holy Spirit’s help?
For God is Spirit, and we must have his help to worship as we should.”
The original passage says nothing about either the Holy Spirit’s or God’s
help It says how one must WOX‘Shln for it to be acceptable or appropriate

to the worship of God. The LB has completely changed the meanmg of
the passage. | have already discussed the clause “God (is) a spirit”

chapter eleven.
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Inspired spirits

It is part of the thought-world of the New Testament, as it was of the
society and culture in which it was written, to believe that external spirits
can enter into a human being and take over the thoughts and behaviors
of the individual. This idea, of course, is essential to the whole concept

the Holy Spirit. But that does not mean that the Holy Spirit is

of the Holy Spirit. But

necessarily involved every time one speaks of an msplprlnlg spirit.
Needless to say, all of the negative, “evil,” “unclean,” or “foul” spirits
mentioned in the New Testament are the very antithesis of the Holy Spirit,
But even on the positive side of these phenomena, the category of spirit

‘< more complex in the New Testament than it has become in later Christian
1S imore \,ulup CR I UIC INTVY 1 Uowans

interpretation. .

According to 1 Corinthians 15:45, Jesus becomes a “life-giving
spirit,” an image that draws on the same basic meaning of prneuma we
have seen underlying all applications of the word. Other examples of
spirits with important positive attributes are: “the spirit of truth” (John
14:17; John 15:26; John 16:13; 1 John 4:6), in other words the force that
enables Christians to know rightly; “the spirit of iife” {(Romans 8:2;
Revelation 11:11), in other words, the force that preserves Christians
through death towards the promise of immortality; “the spirit of grace”
(Hebrews 10:29), in other words, the force of God’s generosity that
enables Christians to live free of their past sinfulness; “the spirit ofglor‘y
(1 Peter 4:14), in other words, the force that points towards the
manifestation of God in final triumph.

As I have mentioned, the trend in the history of Christian
theology has been to consolidate all of these references to spirit within the
concept of the Holy Spirit. But it would be rash to impose the result of
this interpretive development onto the source documents of the Christian
faith. One cannot assume that every positive spiritual force mentioned in
the Bible is the Holy Spirit.

Perhaps the best known example of this kind
bestowed spirit is that given to prophets enabling them to know thmgs
others do not, something for which we still use the word * ‘inspiration,”
t is, having something blown into you.

Rev. 22:6: the Lord, the God of the spirits of the prophet
theos ton pneumaton ton prophéton)

these spirits are certainly positive. The “spirits”
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spoken of are the individual inspirations which prompted the prophets to
speak. The NW translators have opted for a dynamlc equivalence
approach io this verse: “the God of the inspired expressions of the
prophets.” This is an accurate dynamic equivalent of what the Greek has,
but shifts the emphasis ever so slightly from the spirits to what the spirits
produce. The LLB works along the same lines in offering “God, who tells
his prophets what the future holds”; but “what the future holds”
somewhat oversimpiifies what prophets speak about. Other transiations
are rather straightforward and literal, showing a recognition of “spirit”
being used as the multiple individual bestowals of inspiration God gives.
But the translator of the TEV apparently was troubled by the suggestio

oubled by the s uggestion
that there are multiple spirits rather than one single Spmt. So he
substituted “God, who gives his Spirit to the prophets,” misieadingly
introducing the “Holy Spirit” where it does not belong.

Of course, the claim to be a prophet, or to be inspired by the
positive sort OFQI‘\II‘IY‘ can be made by anyone. The Bible wisely counsels

sort o 1%, car VISClY unsels

that such claims be examined and tested. This important subject is taken
up in 1 John 4:1-6, and this passage provides another example of how tie
Bible’s own language of inspiring spirits is disturbing to some modern
translators.

Beloved, believe not every spirit (panti pneumati), but try the
Spirits (ta pneumata) whether they are of God . . . Hereby

know ye the Spirit of God (fo preuma tou theou): Every

spirit (pan pneuma) that confesses that Jesus Christ is come
in the flesh is of God: and every spirit (pan pneuma) that
confesseth not that Jesus Christ is come of the flesh is not of
God: and this is that spirit of antichrist . . . Hereby know we

F g 22z oy # e Al Stlad aoY o d A Qiminie o
it of tr th( © preting 165 aictheias), and the )puliu

The key to an accurate translation is the sentence “Every spirit that . .
of God.” John clearly is speaking of many individual inspirations (“every

nd cotogarizing tham oo P AT @ P L} P e M

spirit”), ang caiCgorizing tnem as either “of God” or “of antichrist.” John
says, test the spirits to see if they are from God. He then switches to the
singular simply because he now takes up the individual case: this is how
you know that the spirit under consideration is of or from God. This is a
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cal shift, and should not lead us in this particular

quite ordinar ul;
passage to read the singular Holy Spiritin a pasixge th.at speaks of Sg_l.rlts
-- even of spirits of or from God -- in the piural. There is certainly notning
wrong with a Christian reader who believes that the Holy Spirit is at the
root of all individual “spirits” of inspiration to apply this passage to his or
nding of exactly how God inspires people. Such an

an
andaGi exdct]

<

her broader
added interpretation comes out of the Bible, and does not have to be
written into the Bible illegitimately. . N

Yet all of the translations that follow the KJV slip the Holy Spirit
into the text by capitalizing “Spirit of God. » There is every reason to

believe in this context that “the spirit of God” is a typical Greek genitive
construction with the genitive phrase “of God” functlomng like an

P .

adjective, with the result that the phrase shouid be read “divine spirit.”
This same “divine spirit” is then identified with “the spirit of truth,” that

is (using the same genitive construction) “true spirit” (also caprtallzed by

N opposed to the spirit “of antichrist” “of error.”
the NIV ana nu; as opposed W uic

Because the passage speaks of “every spirit that confesses . . . Christ,” in
the plural, the singular (Holy) Spirit does not fit the contexi.
The NW gets around the problem of the plural expression of the
ivalent “inspired
ssage, rightly or wrongly, by using the dynamic equi
z;a(prefsionf’ Zu as not to imply a multitude of spirits, but rather a

multitude of what one spirit inspires:

Beloved ones, do not believe every inspired expression [note:
Lit., “spirit”], but test the inspired expressions [note: Or.
< ,- it sk 9 T “ha uan nravine the snirits,”] to see
“test the spirits. Lit., “be you proving the spt 1

whether they originate with God ... You gain the knowledge
of the inspired expression from God by this: Every inspired
expression that confesses Jesus Christ as having come in the

flesh originates with God, but every inspired expression that
does not confess Jesus does not originate with God.
Furthermore, this is the antichrist’s [inspired expressiorl]
which you have heard was coming . . This is how we take

note of the inspired expression of truth and the inspired

expression of error.

; : « » inotead
The LB follows a similar tactic by employing the term “message” InS
of “spirit™:
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Dearly loved friends, don’t always believe everythin

o
as, ¢ t Vays ellgv Ve ng

hear just because someone says it is a message from God: test
it first to see if it really is . . . and the way to find out if their
message is from the Holy Spirit is to ask: Does it rcally agree
that Jesus Christ, God’s Son, actually became man with a

human body? If so, then the messace is

204y IS8, e m age !

[

rom God. Ifnot
o

m GO4. 1 Nnoy,

the message is not from God . . . That is another way to
know whether a message is really from God . . .

Both the NW and the LB transfer the reference of these verses from
mcr\lmt!nn itself to the vocal

rration isell to the vocal exp iration. To a ceitain
degree, this shift is accurate (as a dynamlc equrvalent) because John is
indeed taiking about people speaking at the prompting of inspiration.
John even applies a verbal test: it is the content of what is said that
determines the character of the inspiration. On the other hand, John

chooses to focus on the inspiration itself by the | ge of “spirits

HSCIT By 1S ianguage o1 spirits ” he
uses, and translators should be careful of shifting emphasis to a different
place than that of the biblical text itself. The shift involved in these two
versions causes the reader to lose track of the belief in “spirits” which was
fundamental to the New Testament writers and to the people around them.

Finally, we have the TEV, which seen
aggressive in reworking passages that refer to “spirit” in an effort to make
them conform to the translator’s beliefs about the role of the Holy Spirit.
The same tendency holds true for the TEV handling of this passage:

nave the toV, which we have SCCni ucmg the most

]\/f\l dear ll- luudS. dn n

r\ ot hall all PR P P S T
MYy Gear G 16t O

clicve all who claiim to have the
Spirit, but test them to find out if the spirit they have comes
from God ... This is how you will be able to know whether
it is God’s Spirit: anyone who acknowledges that Jesus
Christ came as a human being has the Spirit who comes from
God. But anyone who denies this aboui Jesus does not have
the Spirit from God. The spirit that he has is from the
Enemy of Christ . . . This, then, is how we can tell the
difference between the Spirit of truth and the spirit of error.

Inthe TEV, every positive reference to a spirit becomes “Spirit,” implying

the one and only Holy Spirit, no less than five times. It furthers this false
Specification of the spirit by changmg John’s wording dramatically, so
that “do not trust every spirit” becomes “do not believe all who claim to
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(%)
o

R L Qe Lo o mothing in John's wording to suggest that
have the >pirt. There is notning i senn SV g

people are claiming to have “the Spirit”; rathef, %}e isﬁinstructiﬂrgi peczgle
how to distinguish one kind of spirit people display from another. The
TEV goes even further away from the Greek by personifying the spirit as
a.:\;vha(‘)” even though “every spirit” is expressed in the Greek neuter, so

ot e olearly treated as an “it,” not a “who.” This, too, moves the
that it is clearly treatea as an iy, HOL & :

passage closer to the translator’s preconceptions about what the Holy
Spirit should be in the Bible. - . '
The TEV engages in extremely tendentious interpretation by

reading “anyone who acknowledges that Jesus Christ came as a human

<o has the Spirit who comes from God.” This change conforms to the
being has the Spirit who comes from Lod.— i g

translator’s evangelical beliefs about determinism and the necessﬂityloflthe
Holy Spirit to enable people to believe in Christ.”® Regardiess of whether
this particular brand of Christianity is right or wrong, it should not be

in partic prand

worked into the text of the Bible where it is not to be found in the original
wording of the biblical authors.

But the TEV does not stop there. It transforms a chused
discussion of judging between different kinds of inspiration into a
sweeping judgment of the people of the earth. The spirits o,f msp.lra‘tjlon

. « )
with which John is concerned become in the TEV “anyone,” inspired or

"y H Ju te cav “But anvone who denies this
not. The TEV goes on ominously to say, ~Dut anyone wu

about Jesus does not have the Spirit from God. The spirit t!m.t he l'la.s ]S.
from the Enemy of Christ.” By departing from the sense of the original
ver-seneralizing the subject of the sentences, the TEV makes

A generalizinn

woals and
GIC\JI\ any

o ' :
i does not confess Jesus 1s possesse
John say, in effect, that anyone who }
by the devil. The TEV’s transiator has been at the very least Ml'e!ﬂT mf
his handling of this passage and, in my opinion, has dlsplaygd a lack o
integrity in his role as a mediator of the biblical text to the reader.

Conclusion o
As long as this chapter is, I have covered oniy a
occurrences of “spirit” in the New Testament. B.ut [ hope o
demonstrated that close attention to grammar, syntax, literary contex ,-d "
i essary to figure out exactly how the word !
ation, wW¢

Fracti f the
I8} i

on of th
clien ©

have

cultural environmeit is f ‘ / b
used in a specific verse. Sometimes, even with all of this inform

i tant thing in ali cases is to be cautiols
cannot be sure. But the most importan g

implifyi irit” i rd always refers
about oversimplifying “spirit” and assuming that the wo y

e
to the “holy spirit.
"y our survey of the us “cnirit” in the New Testament, we
In our survey of theé us spirt

[¢]
Q
sl
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the versions we are comparing aliowed theological bias to interfere with
their accuracy. At one point or another, they all imported the “Holy Spirit”

into passages where “spirit” is being used in a different sense. The TEV
and LB are easily the worst in this department, offering free inter

retation
réanuon

s de t, off p
in place of translation. The NIV is not far behind in this offense. I am sure
we are all pleased to know the opinions of the editors of these versions
concerning the role of the Holy Spirit in the Bible. But these opinions
should not masquerade as Bible translations.

I. The definite expression translated “the holy spirit” in English Bibles appears

in two distinet forms in the original Greek. There are thirty occurrences of o

preuma to hagion (Maithew 12:32; Mark 3:29: 12:36; 13.11; Luke 2:26; 3.22;
10:21; john 14:26; Acts 1:16;2:33;5°3; 532, 7:51: 10-44: 10:47: 11:15;13.2: 15 &:
15:28; 19:6; 20:23; 20:28; 21:11; 28:25; Ephesians 1-13: 4:30; 1 Thessalonians 4.8
Hebrews 3:7; 9:8; 10:15), and twelve of (o preuma hagion or to hagion pneuma
(Matthew 28:19; Luke 12:10; 12:12; Acts 1:8:2:38; 4:31: 9:31: 10:45; 13:4: 16:6:

Matin SUKC 120100 12012 ACTS 4100, 8001, 71015 1Uia5; 1541010
1 Corinthians 6:19; 2 Corinthians 13:13 [in some Bibles, 13:14]). There is no
significant difference in meaning between these two forms of the expression, and
no reason to distinguish them in English. We can observe these two forms used
interchangeably, and with no apparent shift in meaning, in the parallel passages
Matthew 12:32, Mark 3-29, and

\/ a
QAUNEW 12124, Mark , Al

2. Matthew 1:18; 1:20; 3:11; Mark 1:8: Luke 3:16; John 1:33; Acts 1:2; 1:5; 1:16;
13:4; 16:6; Romans 5:5;9-1; 14 17; 15:16. | Corinthians 12:3: 2 Corinthians 6:6;
I Thessalonians 1:5; 2 Timothy 1:14: Jude 20; and 2 Peter 1:21.

3. Luke 1:15; 1:35; 1:41; 1:67; 4:1: Acts 2:4; 4:8; 4:31, 6:5; 7:55; 9:17; 11:24; 13:9;
13:52.

4. In only one case (Acts 4:31) is the article used, and this can be explained as a

case where the adiecti boc baoo fo o4 *

ise where the adjective “holy” has been placed in a position where the added
article helps to link it clearly to the noun “spirit” for the reader.
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My thanks to David Brakke for clarifying this usage for me (personal

<
S. VY Wanks {nls

communication).

6. The use of the article in verse 18 is to be expected in this passage, because it
serves to convey “the spirit just mentioned,” “that spirit.”

7. Technically, it has three forms of the same pronoun, just as “who” and “which”
are technically two forms of the same pronoun in English.

8. The New Testament is full of occurrences of “spirit” with the possessive
sronoun that reflect this idea of an individual's nermnal SDlllt “my spirit”

pronoun tnal rehiect s 1aca

(Matthew 12:18; Luke 1:47; 23:46; Acts 2:17-18; 7:59; Romans 1:9; 1 Corinthians
5:4; 14:14; 16:18; 2 Corinthians 2:13), “your spirit” ( Corinthians 6:20; Galatians
6:18: 1 Thessalonians 5:23; 2 Timothy 4:22; Philemon 25), “his spirit” (Mark 2:8:

Mark 8:12; Acts 17:16; Romans 8:11 [twice]; 1 Corinthians 2:10: 2 Corinthians

7:13: Ephesians 3:16: | John 4:13), “her spirit” (Luke 8:55), “our spirit™ (Romans
7.13; £pncsians 511G, 1 ,ean 81135 ), I
8:16).

9. The translator of the LB reveals that he is not even looking at the original Greek

when he adds a footnote to the first part of the verse that says, “Literally, "It is

iolane " “Ouickens” is not a literal translation of zdiopoie d, but
the Dpllll Wuu L]uu.m,ua \(uuu\uu.v is notaeral

it just happens to be how the KJV translates the word, which is where the LB
gets it.

10. What the translator actually has done is read an interpretation of another

re

i 1A, fubioh netaally uses the indefinite Ta holy spirit™), nto
verse, | Corintnians 1215 (wiichn aCiuany uses e i HUS N Yy sp }
1 John 4. By running the two passages together in his mind, and conforming them
to a particular evangelical reading, he weaves his beliets into the text o1 the B1ble

in multiple places, making his beliefs seem well-supported.

THIRTEEN

In the early part of this book, as I introduced the various translations we

would be comparing, I raised questlons about the kmd of assumptions we
might tend to bring to our exploration of accuracy and bias in Bible
translating. It is natural, I think, for people to assume that translations
produced by individuals, or by members of a single religious group, wouid
be more prone to bias than translations made hv larae teams of translatore

FRERISINLIVAIS LIGUL VY 1A 5T wWaliio Ul dalisiallrs
representing a broad spectrum of belief. By providing some details about
the origins of the various transiations, I made it clear that every translation
has been created by vested interests, and that none of the transiations
represent the ideal of a scholarly, neutral project.

In some ways, our natural assumptions have been proven
correct. The TEV, LB, and AB, all mostly the work of single authors, hav
been shown over and over again to be extremely tendentious, interpretive,
and biased translations. But so has the NIV, the work of a quite large team
of translators representing many different denominations. Even the NRSV,

which deserves credit for reaching out to a ver cimmmt
C3Crves v U talaing Oul W a vu_y uluau Speciuim Ul

interests, has turned out to have quite a few blind spots of its own.
But our assumptions also have been challenged. Translations
produced by single denominations can and do defy our expectations of

bias. Let’s review the outcome of our investigation.

In chanter Four. we saw that the NJW - d N\
in chapter our, we saw that the NW and NAB handle the UrceK

word proskuned most consnstently, accurately translating it as “give
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e } 1 cuninthiino
homage” or “do obeisance” rather than SWItCHilg
Jesus is the recipient of the gesture. .

In chapter Five, the NW was shown to have the mf)st accurate
e oo offering “seizure” consistent with its handling

transiation of Aarpagmos, otiering ~set )
i z NAB and NASB offer
of other words derived from the verb harpa 0 Tkﬂl‘eﬁ:m

the acceptable “grasp.” None of these three transialions m the
mecurate meaning of morphé (“form”). But the other translators altere

o;;“o;';ther of these words to make the passage more palatabie to their

views.

“ in”’ n
to “worship when

deviate from the

In chapter Six, the NAB and NRSV (with the TEV not t00 far

n it comes to

smclatinme w

ientious transiations whet
behind) emerged as the most conscientious transiations it comes
. . . .
avoiding the inherent male bias of many habits of English, allowing
g th

more g isti § igi hrough.
more gender-neutral characteristics of the original Greek to come throug

Ti . bit further to remove some of male bias to be found also
They even go a bit further to r

in Greek, when such removal does not alter the basic meaning of a

passaes In chanter Seven, it could be seen that the NW, NAB, _KJV, at?d
NASB rel;;ain f;om adding material to Colossians 1:15-20 that changes its

1 interprets its ambiguities. The other translations, which (along
meaning or i

with the NAB) do not indicate additions to the text in any way, slip

i i into the text.

interpretations and glosses in : o be judeed
In chapters Eight and Nine, no translation judg

S .
f tran lati gt p Ssages 1S p
inaccurate, since either way o S n he pa (3 0SS! )Iwe But
the Welght ol prooaobility 1 cnapier Nine ‘ﬂ.‘./()led the NW’s ay of

handling the verse discussed there. - s render
In chapter Ten, it was revealed that only the INAY ant &= ¢
: i text in
he verbal expression egdeimi into a coherent part of its larger con

;‘;‘;};V{;“;S “‘a‘g(;;;;-tdy following the Greek idiom. The other translations

bvi .« of the verb under the influence of an
distort the obvious sense Of uiC

ver e
i i istake.
unfortunate interpretive m ‘ W
In chapter Eleven, I demonstrated at lengtn that un;ly the. o
i s en
leres cxactly to the literal meaning of the Greek clause t‘ €0,

ive
The other translations have followed an interpretl

C

ad

. JOhn' o the nuance in John’s choice of expression.

tradition that ignores the nu . . ety
In chapter Twelve, no translation emerged with a per

,,,,, ac O

e} t [¢ aie a 1dlin of he ar uses alld nuaiccs ¥°
C nSiS ent an accurat h I g m y 1 ‘ )
snd “holy spirit The NW SCOTCd hlghest In using Co“ect
Spirit.

TSI L b : ‘
Spiit anu  nviy ! ConSIStently
i ative pronouns
i the relative and demonstr ; .
impersonal forms of swative pronoune f00 e

i Cm 4o dbering
with the neuter noun “holy spirit,” and il adneiiis
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expression “holy spirit” in those few instances when it was used by the

ose 1stances was u y the
biblical authors. Avoidance of reading the “holy spirit” into passages
where “spirit” is used in other ways was managed best, if imperfectly, by
the NW, NAB, NRSV, NASB, and KJV.

While it is difficult to quantify this sort of analysis, it can be said
that the NW emerges as the most accurate of the translations ¢

mpared
accurate slations compared.
Holding a close second to the NW in its accuracy, judging by the
passages we have looked at, is the NAB. Both of these are translations
produced by single denominations of Christianity. Despite their
distinctive doctrinal commitments, the translators managed to produce

works relatively more accurate and less biased t

produced by multi-denominational teams, as well as those produced by
single individuals.
I have pondered why these two translations, of all those

considered, turned out to be the least biased. I don’t know the answer for
certain. The reason might be different in each case. But, at the risk of

ason nrerent in 1 €as UL, at Wi risK of

greatly oversimplifying things, 1 think one common element the two
denominations behind these transiations share is their freedom from what
I call the Protestant’s Burden. By coining this phrase, [ don’t mean to be

critical of Protestantism. After all, without Protestantism, we might never

have had that demand for direct access to the Bible that restarted the

whole enterprise of Bible translation after it had been suppressed by the
Cathoiic Church. T use this expression simply to make an observation

about one aspect of Protestantism that puts added pressure on translators
from its ranks.

sola scriptura, insist that all legitimate Christian beliefs (and practices)
must be found in, or at least based on, the Bible. That’s a very clear and
admirable principle. The problem is that Protestant Christianity was not
born in a historical vacuum, and does not go back directly to the time that

1 ac wurittan Deata H PO
the Bible was writt

en. Protestantism was and is a reformation of an
already fully developed form of Christianity: Catholicism. When the
Protestant Reformation occurred just five hundred years ago, it did not re-
invent Christianity from scratch, but carried over many of the doctrines
that had developed within Catholicism over the course of the previous
thousand years and more. In this sense, one might argue that the
Protestant Reformation is incomplete, that it did not fully realize the high
ideals that were set for it.

For the doctrines that Protestantism inherited to be considered
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hev had to be found in the Rible. And precisely because they were
considerjed true already, there was and is tremendous pressur?‘to :?ad
those truths back into the Bible, whether or no't they are actually there.
Translation and interpretation are seen as working hand in hand, and as
practically mdxstmgulshable because Protestant Christians don’t like to
imagine themselves building too much beyond what the Bible spells out

;;c;.rulst.;:e}fl‘lvéo even if most if not all of the 1deas.and concepts hfld by
modern Protestant Christians can be found, at least implied, somewherce in
the Bible, there is a pressure (conscious or unconscious) to build up those
ideas and concepts within the biblical text, to paraphrase or expand on

i i of what modern readers want and
what the Bible does say in the direction

need it to say. o

Catholicism, while generaily committed (o the 1dea that what ¢
Church believes can be proven by and is grounded in the Bible, mamtax.rjs
the view that Christian doctrine was developed, or brought to more precise

larity on key points, by the work of theologians over time. It is not
uarhy on K&y points, J0Y ac

to find every doctrine or
necessary, from the Catholic point of view, octrs

practice explicitly spelled out in the Bibie. if it is, so much the better. But
if it is not, the authority of the Catholic Church as an institution is

sufficient in itself to establish it as true. So there is, in principle, greater

¢ sho BiLle squ as much as it does, without the pressure to read
llucuy’ to let the Bible 53y as mucn as i & N

into it all the other things Christians believe to be' true:‘ o
I am neither commending nor condemning the Catholic position
on the complementarity of scripture and tradition. I merely point to 1t as

a possible explanatlon for what I observe in the Catholic translation of the

ot distinction between translation and mremretatxon is
New Testament. The distinction betwee

more strongly maintained here, because the Catholic Church accepts the

idea that beliefs and practices transmitted by the Church maepenuex;:hu;
the Rible work with what the Bible reveals to form a greater whole i

biased
may be a contributing reason why the NAB is a relatively less bia

rsions produced even hv Iarge
transiation than many of the versions proc

i inati lation teams.
interdenominational Protestant trans

The Jehovah’s Witnesses, on the other hand, are more similar Wf
tants in their view that the Bible alone must be the source ©

the Pro

o to
truth in its every detail. So you might expect translators from this sect

n
den t they do not for the simple reaso
jabor under the Protestant Burden. Bu ¥

that the Jehovah’s Witness movement was and is a more radica 9
mo

with the dominant Christian tradition of the previous millennium than o

kinds of Protestantism. This movement has, unlike the Protes

King

| break
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Reformation, really sought to re~inven

5t Wl LR Awi 8 C

you regard that as a good or a bad thing, you can probably understand
that it resulted in the Jehovah’s Witnesses approaching the Bible with a
kind of innocence, and building their system of belief and practice from the

raw material of the Bible without predetermining what was to be found

there. Some critics, of course, would say that the results of this process

can be naive. But for Bible translation, at least, it has meant a fresh

approach to the text, with far iess presumption than that found in many of
the Protestant translations.

Since the Jehovah’s Witnesses are we}l outside of the Christian

mainstream, the impression among the general public, and aimong several

important biblical scholars, is that the differences of the NW from other
transiations are due to the peculiar ideas and biases of the Witnesses. |
have identified a handful of examples of bias in the NW, where in my

opinion accuracy was impaired by the commitments of the translators. But

the biases of the NW translators do not account for most of the

differences of the NW from the other translations. Most of the differences
are due to the greater accuracy of the NW as a literal, conservative
translation of the original expressions of the New Testament writers,

The NW and NAB are not bias free, and they are not perfect

translations. But they are remarkably good translations, better by far than

the deeply flawed TEV, certainly better as a translation than the LB and
AB, which are not really translations at all, consistently better than the
heavily biased NIV, often better than the compromised NRSV.

I could only consider a small number of samples in this book.

Another set of samples might yicld some different configuration of results.

But the selection of passages has not been arbitrary. It has been driven
mostly by an idea of where one is most likely to find bias, namely, those
passages which are frequently cited as having great theological

cat  heoiogical

importance, the verses that are claimed as key foundations for the

commity ments of belief held Ly the

commitments of belief held by the very people making the transiations.
Choosing precisely those passages where theology has most at stake
might seem deliberately provocative and controversial. But that is exactly
where bias is most likely to interfere with translation. Rihlical passages
that make statements about the nature and character of Jesus or the Holy

Snirit are much mo

pirit are much more likely to have beiiefs read into them than are
passages that mention what Jesus and his disciples had for lunch.

Granting that the more theologically significant passages are the

most likely place for bias to have its way, we still must try to

try to pu
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enerally taken by Bible translators.

ong with roach

on what is wrong with the app heg
As I said at the beginning of this book, the people who take up the task

1ot train

. o oo
are often those who are least suited to it because they are not traincd or
oracticed in bracketing their own personal beliefs from their work. The

results of the survey in this book suggest a pervasive problem, which 1

hink L bect oharacterized as a crude handling of the relation of
think can be best cnaracicriZeu ¢

scripture to theology. By confusing translation with interpretation, Bible

£ AL

s Al o) s . Tt
translators tend to ignore both the historical situatedness o1 LHrisuan
cinture and the process of theological development that necessarily

pture and the f

C
SCrt

occurs as the ideas expressed appropriately in the language and culture

of one time are expiored in ever new contexts of understanding.

Theological interpretation is a process of buil'ding a sy‘s{em _O_f
belief out of the individual testimonies of recognized religious autioriies,
such as the writers of the New Testament. Distinct scriptural statements,

ucn as

each with its own unique point and emphasis, are brought together

lectivei \ stratesically in order to yield a creedal position on some
selectively and strategicaily iii OrGer 0 yic:C & n

aspect of the faith. Christians generally believe that the chorus of voices

in the Bible provide a kind of mutual supplement that ultimately pfojuuc:
Truth between them. If that is true, then if even one of the pieces 1s ou

utin cetween

if even one of the voices is misconstrued, the interpretive path

b ! i from Truth. That is why the translator’s task must
skewed away 1ro . task
o e : place of meaning it has

i ial piece in the
be to accurately situate each crucia the place of n ng it has
according to all of the evidence of what the biblical writer mtenuea.fl 1;:

e of that intention is entirely contained in the language of the

gviaence Ot nal tentio ) i here
i ithi literary and cultural context of 1
writer, understood within the ) Lo
is no other means by which a modern person can have any idea of
the Bible teaches. . o o
In science, we recognize that an investigation can only hav

14 outcome if the observations and results are honestly recorded,
valigd outCcome i nNc CUSCIVatliv

o ) 4
unshaped by desired outcomes. It is illegitimate to decide bet?orerilfcl}:e
- ikowise in Bible

what results you will accept from an experiment. Likewise, in

al,
translation, the only legitimate results are those that are based on neutr

judi jesired
sound, academically rigorous methods, not those prejudiced by a destr

oo A | have said, bias can be a tricky thing, and by definition
conclusion. AS 1 nave 5aid, vias Lat

i by it. In science, bias IS
is overlooked by those who are affected by seience, bl

1 fd iiabi every Do st
combated by making every piece of data avatiabie, every step Ot 1

. . amé
the same evidence and repeat the investigation for themselves. The s

i 1
Lo ecessary in the work of translation, and the task of mutua
approacn 1S necessary i tio

1 i ook at
plain, every conclusion testable by other scientists who are free to l i
¥ 5 v J
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assessment and criticism is an essen

unbiased results.

I was lead to many of the passages discussed in this book by
hearing accusations of bias made against one or more translations, and

going to look for myself. Ironically, these charges of bias were often
leveled against the translations that turn

ed cut to hav inge gl
18t 1siations that turneag

out to have things right. As
I said at the beginning of this book, people can see the differences
between Bible transiations, but have no means to judge between them. In
that situation, they typically resort to the traditional text (the KIV)ortoa

consensus among translations whose individual accuracy is not part of

their inquiry, This is a flawed methodology, like it

methodology, like judging a new scientific
result by the conclusions of a previous generation of researchers.
Assessment can only be made in the details, in the data on which a
conclusion is based, not by dismissing something because it differs from
what someone else concluded. No English Bible can serve as the

“standard” for judeing the quality of Bible tran

g fam Al
fndard” tor judging

q ible translation. All of them have
biases and shortcomings of their own, and we can only make progress in
our understanding of the Bible by constantly going back to the data, to
the text, and making sure that a mistake has not been made.

The translators of the versions we have been comparing thought

i i fmor oy homactho Lalto o 1o pal
they were doing the right thing. They honestly believed that the way they

translated the passages we have discussed was the most accurate reading
of their meaning. That’s the tricky thing about bias, it sneaks in and
interferes with your work without your knowledge of it. And that is
precisely the reason we need to examine these translations closely, check

them against the original Greel

them against the origina aw attentio

Greek, and draw attention to how biases may
have produced inaccurate translations. Once we are alerted to these
problems, we can go back and try to do a better job next time. There is no
reason why all of these translations can’t be constantly improved by this
process of examination and critique. | hope they will be.

Yes, I have biases of my own, and I struggie to be aware of them.
One bias that is present in this book is my bias in favor of history. When
I'read a passage from the New Testament, 1 am biased in favor of its 1st
century meaning, rather than the meanings that might be claimed for it by

21st century interests. I show favoritism towards the original expressions
of the New Testament authors, who took on the seemingiy impossible task
of finding the right words to convey a totally new set of ideas and values
to an audience previously unexposed to them. | relish the rich potential

and complex meshing of voices in these explorations of truth, whi

esge ex rations ot ruty

<
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nd continue to try) to

various later, narrowing imerprctatmfﬁs' ! e s
oreanize. systematize, and contain within the tidy confin

That’s my bias.
Nt I maintain
put 1 mainiall

what Bible translation should be all about. The later Christian writers, of

4 hei Ni1 voice ¥ ote their own
the 4th 12th, or 20th century, have their owil voice. 1 hey wrotel
> >

i ible. There
works. explored their own truth, often by commenting ot .the Blbl‘e. There
z.i‘r;: riclhes. here, too, believe me. But why repeat thes'e 1de.:a?s am}:l |tndogwe
in the biblical text by anachronistically reading them into it? Wha
i anach 3

gain by that? And what, on the other hand, do we lose by divorcing the

i which it was born? Why make the Bible less by
Bible from the context in which 1

i ccepted
making it an echoing voice of later, and by no means universally accep

doctrine? Why make it a prop for the creeds of later centum?s, of later
e . world-changing event in its own right? And

angl

the sort of historical bias I am expressing 1S

A f{/\nr\

T
interpretations, ratner nan . g e
whatpdoes that sort of imposition on the Bible say about the “truth” o

Lok of courace, a fear

i ses al courage,
those who would commit it? To me, It eXpresses d fach Lt B?ble .
that the Bible does not back up their “truth” enough. To let the Bi

{ ectations
its say, regardless of how well or poorly that say confc?rm§ to exp !
: ted forms of m Christianity is an exercise in courage or, 10
or accep

odern Chr
use another word for it, faith.

a
a

Having concluded that the NW is one of the most accurate Engiish

translations of the New Testament currently available, I would be remiss
if I did not mention one peculiarity of this translation that by most
conventions of translation would be considered an inaccuracy, however

little this inaccuracy changes the meaning of most of the verses where it
> T R 131

s. I am referring to the use of “Jehovah™ in the NW New
Testament. “Jehovah” (or “Yahweh” or some other reconstruction of the
divine name consisting of the four consonants YHWH) is the personal
name of God used more than six thousand times in the original Hebrew of

origina: rieo

the Old Testament. But the name never appears in any Greek manuscript
£l

of any book of the New Testament. So, to introduce the name “Jehovah”
into the New Testament, as the NW does two-hundred-thirty-seven times,

is not accurate translation by the most basic principle of accuracy:
adherence to the original Greek text,

Of course, “Jehovah™ also appears throughout the NW Old

Testament. In this case, the NW is the only accurate translation of the

nine we are comparing, since all of the other translations replace the

personal name of God, in over six thousand passages, with the

euphemistic title “Lord” (given by many o translations in

analna b all
ansiations in all
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“LORD,” which my students invariably misunderstand as
capitals, as >

some sort of emphasis). YHWH does appear in the original Hebrew of

R PR

these passages, and the only accurate transation is one that rt:llucml;um
name into some pronouncible form. The NW rightly does this; the others

name inic seile

do not. Asa result the NW has “Jehovah” consistently in both its Old

i othar translations consistently have
and New Testamenis, while the other tra

“Lord” in both their Old and New Testaments. Both practxces violate

red expressions for God.
accuracy in favor of denominationally prefer p t o
This nroblem arises because the Bible itself is not con

i 01S prows

the wa of these translators wa ye. The ()‘d lestal nt au hors
a | it 1 me thor
Yy 1 set - New

ame. an
S UULI S p [ ]e) nal nar ne, ar d
regularly use “Jehovah™ a
gthors never do so. To cover over this mconslstency, translators
au .

harmonize the two testaments, that is, they make them read the same even

<t ough originally they do not. To harmonize the Bible is to change one
thougn originany ey <O

part to make it match another. This is not a legitimate part of the
translator’s task.

From “Jehovah” to “Lord” and back again
AAAAAAA . 1udaism. the Biblical commandment not to profane God’s name

in dllbl\.ln JUGaisHi, w2

developed into a taboo against pronouncmg it aloud except in very special

om the Bible, therefore, it became
circumstances. In ordinary reading from t

CJyrd or
customary to substitute the euphemistic title adonat, lord,” whenev
one came to YHWH in the biblical text. This development restricting the

Latosiaa of VIIWH in turn ('al]ﬂed he tex of the Bible ltSe” to be
prouuuuauuu O Yrivwia 1 el ext

e or
modified. It became common practice to mark the biblical text where:he
YHWH appeared in a way that reminded the reader not to prenouncet
name, but to substitute “Lord.” ‘ )
" The oldest manuscripts of books of the Old Testament that we

»” t
o anllection known as the “Dead Sea Scroils found a
pOSsEss, froim the colicction KNow

alread
Qumran in Israel, show that this handling of the divine nan;e tvas I wa};
b NIa actamea
in practice among the Jews two centuries before the New Testament

xample,
written. In the nearly complete Isaiah scroll from Qumran, for e p

vl
ot
“Lord,” is written in tiny letters above YHWH. In fact, many

onai : ]
ad : scripts of the Old Testament use a very old form O
these oidest manuscripts ' en

rest of the text, w
Hebrew letters, different from those used in the s

e nam

wntmg YHWH. This conservative rendering of the divine name e
hat the name was, in effect, “frozen” in the text, set apart from

e Old
portions to be read aloud. This state of affairs continued when th

slated into Greek for the use of Greek-speaking JeWs:
Testament was translated into Greek ror
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We know of several manuscripts of this translation, known as the
Septuagint ', which contains YHWH written in archaic Hebrew letters (or

crude imitations of tham? PR S

crugae imitations ot them j,_]lel like those used in Hebrew manuscnpts
Eventually, the practice of copying the Hebrew letters YHWH was
dropped in favor of simply writing kurios, “Lord.™

All of the books now contained in the New Testament were
written originally in Greek. Even when the authors of these books quote
the Cld Testament, they do so in Greek. Since “Jehovah™ or “Yahwel”
not found in the original Greek New Testament, even when passages from
the Old Testament that contain YHWH are quoted, it would seem that the
New Testament authors followed the general Jewish custom of not using

o not using

God’s personal name. Even if these authors were using copies of the
Ciraaly Qoamtbiriast o . gL IR

Greek Septuagint tha at preserved the divine name in archaic Hebrew fetters,
they were careful in their own writings to substitute the accepted
euphemism “Lord” (kurios).

This makes perfect sense, since the New Testament authors were

writing works that would be read aloud in Christian communities. Many
of these Christian communities coniained Gentiles as weii as Jews, and
these Gentiles would be mystified by the peculiar practices around the
name of God. In the interests of reaching the broadest possible audience

with their message, the New Testament authors used universal titles such

estal auty wsed universa: Lities such

as “God” and “Lord,” rather than the specifically Jewish name for God,
which Jews themselves did not want spoken aloud, anyway. How do 1
know all this? Because the Greek manuscripts of the New Testament - a//
of them -- use kurios, the Greek word for “lord,” in every single place
where an Old Testament verse that contains YHWH in the original Hebr
is quoted.

When aii of the manuscript evidence agrees, it takes very strong
reasons to suggest that the original autographs (the very first manuscript

of a book written by the author himself) read differently. To suggest such
a reading not supported by the manu

se that contains YHWH in the original Hebrew

ted by the manuscript evidence is called making a
conjectural emendatwn. It is an emendation because you are repairing,
“mending,” a text you believe is defective. It is conjectural because it is
a hypothesis, a “conjecture” that can only be proven if at some future time
evidence is found that supports it. Until that time, it is by definition
unproven.

The editors of the NW are making a conjectural emendation when
they repliace kurios, which would be translated “Lord,” with “Jehovah.”
In an appendix to the NW, they state that their restoration of “Jehovah”
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i i (1) a supposition concerning how
in the New Testament is based upon (1) pp

Jesus and his disciples would have handled the diving name,‘(Z‘) the
Je?/Ji;;n?:e of the ““J tlexts,” and (3) the necessity of consistency between
Old and New Testaments. These are three very different reasons for t!]e
editorial decision. The first two may be handled here quite briefly, while
i i tled ination.
the third requires more detatled exami . -
The first basis for using “Jehovah” is a matter of theological

i individual id hav
interpretation. It is an assumption about how individuals woul e

i ith values i i hey held. [am inno
acted in accordance with values the editors believe they

... . ; .l interpretation; it is more appropriate in
position to judge this theological interp debating its

oating

thhnnm 1N

discussing an interpretation of a particuiar p?ssage than in e
i~ 1 might simply note that this first line of reasoning used by the
fat ight simply

transiaticn. 1 1R ' 1rst e D
editors of the NW provides a sweeping principle that the name of God was

iy Christians; i establish that the
used by the eariy Christians; it does not and cannot

name of God was used in particular verses of the New Testamlem (since
. It =arc lecitimately in many
the editors readily acknowledge that "Lord appears TS ¥
passages of the Bible). . s
3
The second basis for using “Jehovah” relies upon a set of te

imilarl e e elehovah” in particular passages of the
that similarly empioy a fofim o7 ~/OROVAR n

New Testament. The NW cites various texts of this sort, referred to with

£ iimn Thace ] texts”
i actice. These "] texts
2% followed by a number, in support of its own pra!
stly other frar

. . . ous
re mo lations of the Bibie or translation aids of variou
arc Mmooty i ldl
5

kinds.” Most are printed Hebrew translations of the Greek, or of the Latin

he | nturie ish converts to
Vulgate, made in the iast five centuries for the use of Jewl

Christianity.® But the fact that their missiorja‘ry ‘t{ansl?}?ff?ff::iiie,

the Jewishvname for God in some passages o.r t'ne New lChl.(iln\uu ;;;;ge-s

constitute any sort of evidence about the orlglgal f'orm of those p: -
What the NW editors are actually doing in these notes IS €

j it is similar to notes that can be found in some modern
other translations. o el

translations citing the wording useq by the KJ\Z,Jor‘EAn o e
reference to the Latin Vulgate found in the notes of the NAD Of &

i ing; it
i itati f does not prove anything;
This kind of citation of another translation p

i s similar to that made by
indi hoice of the translator 1s similar .
merely indicates how the c S e adly

H T+ &ii e T &
another translator at some time. It suppuns
o 7
settling the translation issue. "
Since one-hundred-sixty-seven of the occurrences

Testam ’ the
hese “J texts and
in the NW New Testament are based solely upon t s " the

g . reek Ne . > se 01 JCinuvan 1§ not SU“KJe“t y
ort inal G New Testament, the u yval

a o
i€ G

¢
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justified in these verses. The editors of the NW can still retain the notes
indicating that other translations introduce “Jehovah™ here (as an
LN E Y . S TS T KRN | IR T N LY Y S ST SIS S LYY
mnaication of ine biblical autnor S 1KCly reierence), wilic using Lord  in
the text itself, in accordance with the reading of all known Greek
manuscripts.  But that leaves seventy occurrences of “Jehovah,”

supported by the third basis given by the NW editors, to be considered.

New Testament quoiations of the Old Testameni
The New Testament quotes the Old Testament quite often, and many of
the quoted passages in their original Hebrew version have the name of
God. A precise quotation of these passages, it stands to reason, would
incorporate the name of God, and not replace it with a substitution such
as kurios. The editors of the NW reason that if New Testament writers
quote the Old Testament they will, of course, quote it accurately. If the
original Hebrew of the Old Testament passage contains YHWH, an
accurate quote of it would also include that name. So there appears to be
a serious discrepancy between New Testament quotes of the Old
Testament and the original Old Testament sources of those quotes when
the former reads “Lord” while the latter has “Jehovah.”

But it is not the job of translators to fix or correct the content of

the biblical text. So when it comes to New Testament quotes of the Old

Testament, we are constrained to translate what the New Testament
author has given, even if it shows some discrepancy when compared to
the original Old Testament passage. To do otherwise runs the risk of

undoing something important that the New Testament authors wished to
convey by the wav thev guote the Old Testament,

way gy quotie IG lestan

In a small number of cases, it seems to be likely that a New
Testament author is consciousiy changing the referent of the Oid
Testament passage from Jehovah, as the Jewish tradition understood him,
to Jesus Christ in the role the Christian tradition understands him to have.
This shift of reference is m ierb i

v the Jewish custom of substitutin
y the Jewish custom of substituty

the broad and potentially ambiguous title “Lord” for God’s personal name.
In other words, once an Old Testament passage was read as referring to
“the Lord,” rather than specifically “Jehovah,” it was possible to apply
what the passage said to Jesus, to whom Christians also applied the title
or ord.” With thic fant in mind maodarm

v ~ n tranglatavs et ba carafiil not to
Ui YY LU LIS (avb L1 BHHIU, HHIVUUCEH U AlDIAaluld HIHUOL UV valviuil UL v

undo the work of the author by “restoring” God’s name in a place where
a New Testament author may not intend it.}

The editors of the NW have chosen instead to follow the original
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rse being quoted in the New Testament.

f the ent 3 ing quoted

Tl A1 Tactn en
Hebrew of ne Lia 1csiainidnt vo ’ g
On that basis they can make a case for seventy occurrences of “Jehovah

that currently appear in the NW New Testament. But their decision
presents certain problems that they have not dealt with fully.
¥ = b

-------- There are actually seventy-eight passages where a New

— . a o sban dicectly auotes an Old Testament passage in
Testament author ratner GircCiry {UOICS &l

which YHWH appears in the original Hebrew. In thfe follownngtable, I
give all seventy-eight verses, marking with an asterisk the eignt cases
where the NW translators inconsistently chose not to put Jehovah” into

their translation.

Matthew 3:3; 4:4; 4:7; 4:10; 5:33; 2129, 21:42;22:37; 22:44;23:39.
Mark 1:3; 11:9; 12:11; 12:29 (twice); 12:30; 12:36. N
Luke 2:23; 3:4; 4:8; 4:12; 4:18; 4:19; 10:27; 13:35; 19:38;20:37"; 20:42.

John 1:23; 6:45; 12:13; 12:38."° :

Acts 2:20; 2:21; 2:25; 2:34; 3:22; 4:26; 7:49; 15:17.

Romans 4:3; 4:8; 9:28; 9:29; 10:13; 1‘1“:2*; 11:8%; 11:34; 14:11; 15:11
1 Corinthians 1:31; 2:16; 3:20; 10:21°% 10:26.

2 Corinthians 10:17.

Galatians 1:15%; 3:6

2 Thessalonians 1:9%. o
Hebrews 2:13; 7:21; 8:8; 8:9; 8:10; 8:11; 9:20%; 10:16; 10:30; 12:5; 12:6,
13:6.

James 2:23"

1 Peter 2:3%; 3:12 (twice); 3:15%; 4:14.
Revelation 4:8."

i i A
If the exact preservation of Old Testament passages whep they are unfcx;
e New Testament is a principle to which the NW editors want to gIv

St tla oY
111 LIC YOV 1 Vot 3
i i i ble above is where
iori enty-eight verses listed in the tal
priority, then the seventy-eig e e e to that

they can put “Jehovah” in their New Testaiment text acc

Y
principle. ' o
l But in five of the verses in the list above, the NW has “L0¢

than either “Jehovah” or “Lord” (Romans 11:2; 11:8; Galatians 1:15;

rather than cither “Jehovan

itors
Hebrews 9:20; 1 Peter 4:14).'¢ I cannot say why the NW editol

P these five cases;

abandoned their principle of conjecturai emendatioi in these i
it makes no difference in the meaning of the text.

more verses where, by the principles applied by the NW
and vet is not: 2 Thessalonians 1:9; 1 Pe

“Jehovah” should be used, and yet

17 Then there are three
editors;
ter 2:3;
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and | Peter 3:15. These three passages present a serious problem for the

iges present a serious prob
NW translators and their principle of using “Jehovah” based on Old
Testament passages with YHWH. The fact that they do not, and

apparently cannot, have “Jehovah” in these three passages underscores
the problem with the whole idea of using “Jehovah” in the New
Testament.

Take 2 Thessalonians 1:9, for example. Here Paul quotes Isaiah
2:21, which inciudes YHWH in the Hebrew version and “Lord” in the
Septuagint. There is no reason for the NW not to have “Jehovah” here
according to its own principles. But in the context of 2 Thessalonians I,
Jesus is the primary subject. “Lord” in verse 9 could be taken as a
reference to Jesus (not necessarily so, but it is usually read that way).
This may be an instance of a New Testament author reapplying an Old
Testament passage about YHWH to Jesus because the word “Lord” is
ambiguous in its reference. In such a circumstance, the NW editors shy
away from using “Jehovah.”

Likewise, in 1 Peter 2:3 and 3:15, the NW translators have
deviated from the principies by which they wouid normaily use “Jehovah,”
and they have done so quite obviously because of bias.'® In both
passages, by taking advantage of the ambiguity of the Greek kurios
(“Lord”), Peter reapplies to Jesus an Old Testament st
originally about YHWH.

The inconsistency of the NW translators in not using “Jehovah”
in 2 Thessalonians 1:9, | Peter 2:3, and 1 Peter 3:15 shows that
interpretation rather than a principle of translation is involved in deciding
where to use “Jehovah.” If the NW translator

s gtick congistent!y iy
transiators st

tcK consistentiy to using
“Jehovah” whenever an Old Testament passage containing God’s
personal name is quoted in the New Testament, that is a translation
principle of a sort (whether one agrees with it or not). But if in such cases
they sometimes use “Jehovah” and sometimes revert to “Lord,” then they
are interpreting the reference of the biblical author. Once we recognize
that interpretation is involved, and see three examples where this
interpretation has led the translators not to use “Jehovah,” we must
wonder if they have been correct to use it in all seventy of those other
occurrences. Couldn’t there be other passages among them where, as
apparently in 2 Thessalonians 1:9, | Peter 2:3, and 1 Peter 3:15, the
reference of the verse has been redirected to Jesus? By moving beyond
translation of the Greek to an interpretation, the translator ventures from

the bedrock of the text to the shifting sands of opinion -- and that’s a risky
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move to make.
For that very reason, interpretation is best left to commentaries

on the Bible, or to notes in a Bible translation. It is certainly right and

of the verse
proper for a note to inform the reader that the original Hebrew of

erfectl
being quoted has YHWH; and the Jehovah’s Wltn.e.sfefpa;iAp MMZ

entitled to believe what they do about the importance of od’'s name
o Jesus and his disciples. But “restoring” that name in the New

amon
Testament itself is unnecessary for either purpose. For the NW to gain

s W rs, its translators
wider acceptance and prove its worth over its competitors,

find that
will have to rethink the handling of these verses, and they ’m.ziy H:n that

“jehovah” in the New
that rethinking needs to extend to the use of “Jehovan™ in tne

Conclusions
The main problem, as the editors of the NW see it, is the ambiguity

thar ganeric
ert

surrounding the use of “lord” in the New Testament. This rather gen
e is used not only of God, but also of Jesus and other figures in the

titi€ l USTU LV

books of the New Testament.' The editors of the NW point out that the

ambiguity leads to confusion betwecen God and Jesus and leaveshthe

reader uncertain as to whom a passage refers. Carefully dnstlngLL‘usT\lTr‘ls
am oe tha

God from Jesus by using the name Jehovah for the forimer, the NW

s ambiguity in a way that keeps these two personages distinct and
rcbu VES aimoiguiyy 2

aids in the formulatlon of theology and christology by showing which

i e thinki iblical
entity is responsible for which activities in the thinking of the bib

authors. o
These are reasonable points, but fundamentaily maties

W
interpreiation rather than translation. The clarification that the N

$
editors seek to bring to the Bible can only be a matter of translation if it

Greek text. Since there is nothing in
based upon something in the originai Greek text.

i scripts
that original Greek text as it is known to us in the surviving manu p

to provide the basis for the desired clarification, it cannot jegitimately b¢

made in the English translation itseif.

|
This is one case, therefore, where the NW departs from its usua

i< translation and introduces
conservative treatment of the Greek text in its tran

« > the original
an innovation into the translation. To use Jehovah” where g

an mnovdil

“ ¢ the
Greek reads kurios is no more legitimate than using Lord” wher!

S
original Hebrew reads YHWH. The latter g practice, you will recall, Occ(l;lrd
he
in over six thousand instances with no Justlﬁcatlon whatsoever in t

fthe KJV, NASB, NiV, NRSV, NAB, AB, TEV,
Testament translations of the
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and LB. The NW does not improve the situation by engaging in the same
sort of harmonizing practice in the New Testament as these other
translations indulge in in the Old Testament.

Every single translation that we have compared deviates from the
biblical text, one way or another, in the “Jehovah”/*“Lord” passages of the
Old and New Testament. Past efforts by some translations, such as the
Jerusalem Bible and the New English Bible, to follow the text accurately in
these passages, have not been well-received by the uninformed public
conditioned by the KJV. But popular opinion is not a valid regulator of
biblical accuracy. We must adhere to the standards of accurate
translation, and we must apply those standards equally to all. If by those
standards we say that the NW should not substitute “Jehovah” for
“Lord” in the New Testament, then by those same standards we must say
that the KIV, NASB, NIV, NRSV, NAB, AB, LB, and TEV should not
subsitute “Lord” for “Jehovah” or “Yahweh” in the Old Testament.

The zeal of the NW editors to restore and preserve the name of
God against an obvious trend towards expunging it in modern translations
of the Bibie, whiie comendabie in itseif, has carried them too far, and into
a harmonizing practice of their own. [ personally do not agree with that
practice, and think that identifications of “Lord” with “Jehovah” should
be placed in footnotes. At the very least, use of “Jehovah” should be
confined in the NW New Testament to the seventy-eight occasions where
an Oid Testament passage containing “jehovah™ is being quoted. | ieave
it to the NW editors to resolve the problem of the three verses where their
principle of “emendation” does not seem to work.

Most of the New Testament authors were Jews by birth and
heritage, and all belonged to a Christianity still closely tied to its Jewish
roots. Whiie Christianity went on to distance itseif from its jewish mother,
and to universalize its mission and its rhetoric, it is important to remember

how much the New Testament thought-world is a Jewish one, and how
much the authorg build on Old Testament antecedents in t

build on Old Testament antecedents in their thought

and expression. It is one of the dangers of modernizing and paraphrasing
transiations that they tend to strip away the distinct references to the
culture that produced the New Testament. The God of the New Testament
writers is the Jehovah (YHWH) of the Jewish biblical tradition, however

¢ in I ——
J

0
[¢]
s
(
5
(

esus’ representation of him. The nam esus
hlmselfmcorporates thls name of God. These facts remain true, even if the
New Testament authors communicate them in language that avoids, for
whatever reason, the personal name Jehovah.



178 TRUTH IN TRANSLATION

Greek manuscript of some portion of the New

it may

Testament will be found, let’s say a particularl?/ ea‘rly‘ one, th‘?,t| {l?s‘.the,
Hebrew letters YHWH in some of the verses iisted aom‘/e, When that
happens, when evidence is at hand, biblical researcl?ers will hgve to give
du:arconsideration to the views held by the NW ed}to.rs. UntllI tk:at day,
transiators must foilow the manuscript tradition as it 1sl currently known,
even if some of its characteristics appear to us puzzling, perhaps even
inconsistent with what we believe. Anything translators want to‘fi]:jd 505
clarify the meaning of ambiguous passages, such as those v(/jhsre t(?rt

might refer to either God or the Son of God, can and should be put into

footnotes, while keeping the Bible itself in the words given to us.

i)

t ¢
nat §

NOTES
number seventy, because that is how many translators

it. Forthis same reason, scholars often refer to the
t. For this same

oni
on it

I. This name refers to th

PR v

were said to have wor

Septuagint with the Roman numeral LXX.

@

lra,
K&

2. Based on the stiff, awkward, and inconsistent forms of the Hebrew letters usled
for YHWH in the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nakzal Hever, for cxamplej
the manuscript’s editor concludes: “Both scribes ‘drew‘ rath‘er than wrot)c;xz
letters from an imprecise model” (Tov 1990, 13). This evidence suggut)s§

situation in which Septuagint Greek versions of the Old‘T§sta_ment ;vilcle::i
copied by scribes who did not read Hebrew. They drew imitations of t ed o
YHWH as best they could. Neither these scribes nor tllel?e?ple.\yh({ Te‘%lnmm
the manuscripts they produced would be able to "reaa‘ lne_lmelb ’Hlvvnl
d, when using these Greek Old Testament manuscripts with YHWH, they

Inste b
Inste !

woul; have taken the four strange, “sacred” letters as a signal for saying “Lord.
3. Examples of this are the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Nahall) He\r'sg
(SHevXIAIgr; Rahlfs 943), Papyrus Fouad 266 (Rahlfs 848), andA t:i};tes
Oxyrhynchus 3522; see Tov 1990, 12-13. The olde.st of these manuscrip o
to the late 1st century BCE. But regardless of their date, all such mar}us o
necessarily depend on a prototype made at the stage Whel] the [{anslatlznb o
Hebrew to Greek was first being made. The same practxc_e was followe 13})’
chief rival to the Septuagint, the Greek translation of Aquila (Tov 1990, 13).
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4. The transition from the practice of preserving YHWH in archaic Hebrew letters

¥
to replacing it with the Greek 4urios can be seen in Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 656
(Rahifs 905). In the text of Genesis preserved in this manuscript, the original
scribe left blank spaces for YHWH exactly like the scribe of PFouad 266 did. But

later another scribe, instead of writing YHWH into those spaces, wrote kurios

(Tov 1990, page 12).

5. J20 is Moulton and Geden’s Concordance to the Greek Testament; J21, J24,
J25, and 27 are all translations of part or the whole of the New Testament into
modern languages.

6. Thisistrue of J1, J3-19, J22-23, and 126 (and of J28 which appears in the more
recent German edition of the NW).

7. The one actual manuscript among the “J texts,” J2, is a copy of a 14th century

work by a Jewish writer which includes a Hebrew translation of the Gospel
according to Matthew. The source and date of this translation are uncertain. 1t
may be derived from a Latin translation, or even from an Arabic translation of a
Latin transiation, and so highly derivative. With the value of J2 thus
undetermined, it is not prudent to place too much weight upon its evidence,
particularly since it is not even a Greek manuscript of the New Testament.

8. Bruce Metzger, “The Jehovah’s Witnesses and Jesus Christ: A Biblical and
Theological Appraisal,” Theology Today 1953, 73-74. gives some examples of
this: Isaiah 60:19 quoted in Luke 2:32; Isaiah 6:1-10 alluded to in John 12:37-41;
Psalm 23:1 and Isaiah 40:10-11 (God as shepherd) reapplied in John 10:11; Joel
2:32 quoted in Romans 10:13.

9. Neither Stafford nor Countess accept this verse as a direct quote from the Old
ment with YHWIL But itis a fairly direct quote of Exodus 3:6 and 3:15; in

the latter verse YHWH is used as God’s name.

10. In the NW translation of John 12:38 the second “Jehovah” is based in an Old
Testament quote with YHWH. The first “Jehovah” of John 12:38, however, is

based on a “Lord” (kurios) in the Greek Old Testament which has no
corresponding YHWH in the Hebrew text.

['1. Of the two occurrences of “Jehovah” in the NW version of Acts 15:17, the
first has no basis in the original Hebrew of the Old Testament quote.
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i2. There are two occuitcnces of “Jehovah” in the NW’s translation of 1
Corinthians 10:21. The first “Jehovah” has no basis in any Old Testament
passage. The second is part of the phrase “the table of Jehovah.” Such a plirase
does appear in Malachi 1:12. Assuming that Paul is making an allusion to that

Old Testament passage, this second “Jehovah” is justified according to the NW’s
principle.

13. In James 2:23 the first “Jehovah” of the NW translation is based upon
YHWH in the original Hebrew of the Old Testament quote. The second
“Jehovah” is used in place of God saying “my” in both the Hebrew and Greek Old
Testament texts.

14. Neither Statford nor Countess accept this verse as a direct quote of Isaiah 6:3.

15. My list excludes | Peter 1:24-25, which is accepted by both Stafford and
Countess as a quote of an Old Testament passage with YHWH. The passage
quoted is Isaiah 40:6-8. But Peter does not quote all of verses 6-8. He quotes
only 6b-7a and 8b. The repetition of the same words in 7a and 8a might explain
the jump. It’s a typical scribal mistake. But in any case, Peter skips exactly that
part of the passage (verse 8a) in which YHWH occurs. The quoted portion
includes 8b where both the original Hebrew and the Septuagint Greek have “God,”
not YHWH. My list also excludes some passages accepted by Stafford, but
excluded by Countess (Matthew 27:10; Romans 11:3; 12:19; 1 Corinthians 10:22;
and 14:21). 1also exclude Jude 9, which is not actually a quote from Zechariah
3:2, as the NW editors and Staiford believe it to be (it is actually a quote from a
book outside of the biblical canon, The Assumption of Moses). My list also
excludes two passages accepted by Countess, but not by Stafford (2 Timothy

2,}9 anA 1 Patar ]'_5).

na o reitr i

16. In Countess’ analysis of these NW passages {Countess, T

103), he overlooks I Peter 4:14 and Galatians 1:15. Countess claims that Hebrews
12:29 should be considered here as well. But in Hebrews 12:29, the New
Testament author has given an abbreviated quote of Deuteronomy 4:24, and the
word “Lord” (YHWH) of the original “The Lord thy God” seems to have been
omitted from the quote.

17. But I can say that these five passages are part of a larger set of eleven cases
where a New Testament author has used “God” in agreement with the Septuagint
in a quote where the original Hebrew has not “God” but “Jehovah” (the other six
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arc Matthew 4:4; Iohn 6:45: R
atthew 4:4; Iohn 6:43; Romans 4:3 :6:
) ; Romans 4:3 3:6; Hebrews 2:13; James

2:23). i
3). Such examples support the idea that the New Testament authors were

using Septuagint manuscri i euri i
Ve g nuscripts with theos and kurios already substituted for

- Galatiang
; Gaiatians

Q e b
8. Ss has an accurate treatment of the probi fti
‘ problem ot these verses
34-37 of his book. o e

;9. “Lord” is used quite frequently in reference to others beside God and Jesus
or. example twenty-nine times in Matthew alone: Mt. 6:24; 10:24-25: 13'27'3
15:27 (plural); 18:25-27, 31-32, 34; 20:8; 21:30; 21:40; 24:45-46, 48, 50 2,5:18-24,

26;27:63. For com ari “ i i rty-one
H . parison, Lord” is used nineteen times for God ¢ i
- . ; d and th
times for Jesus in Matthew, ly
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