13

Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials – Challenge #1, Point-Counterpoint

Dr Mrs Riplinger’s
 Challenge #1 is to define the specific text when the expression “in the Greek” or “in the Hebrew” is used, “with full bibliographical information.”
Dr DiVietro
 spends 14 pages trying to discredit the above challenge and fails to answer it.

If this author was confronted with Challenge #1, his answer would simply be as follows, with respect to the sources in his possession, which would be used only as witnesses for (or against) the contents of English texts, including the 1611 English Holy Bible and definitely not as any authority over the 1611 English Holy Bible.

1. The Interlinear Bible Hebrew/English, Volumes 1-3, edited by Jay P. Green Snr., Baker Book House, 1983

2. The RSV Interlinear Greek-English New Testament, Nestle’s 21st Edition, Samuel Bagster, 1985

3. The Interlinear Greek-English New Testament, George Ricker Berry, from Stephens 1550 Edition, Regency Reference Library, n.d.

Simple, really.  

Moreover, Dr Mrs Riplinger has given full bibliographical information
 on all three of the above sources and all others of any significance in her detailed evaluation of them.  That is all she is asking for from her opponents.

It is therefore exceedingly mean-spirited of Dr DiVietro, p 22, to complain, as he does, that Dr Mrs Riplinger’s book doesn’t include a full bibliography at the end, or that the citations she gives are hard to read because they are in small print.  That isn’t the issue of Challenge #1.  The Hebrew and Greek sources that supposedly ‘clarify,’ i.e. override, the AV1611 are the issue.

If Dr DiVietro has trouble reading the small print in Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work, he should get himself a magnifying glass.  He and his august Christian colleagues, Drs Waite and Williams etc., had no trouble putting Dr Mrs Riplinger’s personal life under intense magnification, as Dr DiVietro’s own work shows
.

Dr DiVietro lists several of the main Greek New Testament Received Texts in his answer to Challenge #1, namely those of Erasmus, Stephanus, Beza and Scrivener.  He insists, pp 20-21 that these texts overwhelmingly match each other and the AV1611.  Dr Mrs Riplinger, he declares, is unreasonably emphasising the minor differences* between these texts to undermine the Hebrew and Greek bases for the scriptures.

*Although minor differences between various editions of the AV1611, less than 200 worthy of mention
, can be used according to Drs Waite and DiVietro when it suits them to deny inspiration of the 1611 English Holy Bible.  That strikes this author as “a false balance” Proverbs 11:1.  See remarks in Preface and Introduction.
Dr DiVietro states further that in all the places where editions of the Greek Received Texts agree, they are God’s inspired words and that is the criterion by which these texts may be judged as such.  Ironically, although Dr DiVietro insists that the Nestle-Aland Greek Text is a corruption of the word of God, pp 24-25, by Dr DiVietro’s own criterion, even the Nestle-Aland Text would also be ‘inspired’ wherever it agreed with all the editions of the Received Texts.  However, Dr DiVietro doesn’t address this particular anomaly.

In sum, nevertheless, Dr DiVietro’s statements about the Received Text appear to provide at least a partial answer to some of the questions for Dr Waite that this author posed in his earlier work
.  For simplicity, the questions have been re-numbered in simple succession.

1. Are the Ben Chayyim and Scrivener texts ““inspired?””
2. If the Ben Chayyim and Scrivener texts are ““inspired,”” is Beza’s 1598 5th Edition, also ““inspired,”” at least where it matches Scrivener’s text?  

3. If the Ben Chayyim and Scrivener texts are ““inspired,”” are any other Hebrew and Greek texts ““inspired”” where they match the Ben Chayyim and Scrivener texts, even Nestle’s?
Dr DiVietro’s answer to all of the above, including the various Hebrew Old Testament editions, would appear to be, yes, where all readings agree with each other, between editions.

Some difficulties remain, unfortunately.

First, Dr DiVietro makes the incredible statement, p 20 that the few variations between different editions of the Received Greek Text can be resolved by back-translation of the AV1611.  Yet, like his colleague Dr Waite
, he elsewhere disavows
 any notion that Scrivener did this, as though such a procedure should be perceived as unscholarly.

Nevertheless, according to Dr DiVietro’s approach, therefore, the result would then have to be a fully inspired Greek New Testament, dependent for its full inspiration on an uninspired English translation.  That state of affairs seems truly weird to this author and it is suggested that this author’s earlier work be consulted for discussion of this bizarre situation
.

Second, Dr DiVietro then admits that no printed Greek Text was ever the final authority for the New Testament, but he then insists that some unprinted and unpublished Greek Text was the final authority for the words of the New Testament.  (Dr DiVietro may be implying that it is the final authority now because he says that the original Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek words of the Old and New Testaments still are given because they once were given, p 2 but he does not say so in the discussion on pp 20-21 of his book.)

But it is difficult to understand how even this unprinted and unpublished Greek Text could be finally authoritative and therefore, of necessity, ‘inspired’ (or vice versa) insofar as it consists of a dead language, as Dr DiVietro himself acknowledges, pp 6, 16.  See remarks in Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials – Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’.
But since Dr DiVietro has failed to identify this unprinted and unpublished ‘inspired’ Greek Text in a single volume, he has therefore failed to meet Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #1.  

Third, a further complication exists for Drs Waite, DiVietro, Williams and the DBS Executive Committee.  Even where the Greek texts agree with one another, they don’t always agree with the ‘correctly translated’ 1611 English Holy Bible.  Dr Mrs Riplinger
 has shown that extant Greek editions agree with each other in omitting the first “Jesus” from Mark 2:15 and that they are ‘united in error’ in this respect.  She shows that the King’s men used pre-1611 vernacular Bibles and the Old Latin to confirm the correct reading.  This form of textual anomaly does not seem to have occurred to Drs Waite, DiVietro, Williams and the DBS Executive Committee.

Ironically and awkwardly for Dr DiVietro and the DBS Executive Committee, Dr Mrs Riplinger and missionary Peter Heisey
 have shown that numerous readings exist in the KJB that are not found in what is usually called “the TR,” i.e. Scrivener’s and Ricker Berry’s editions but are found in the critical texts like Nestle’s that Dr DiVietro deems to be corrupt.  See remarks above.  These readings include Mark 13:37, 14:43, Luke 23:34, 46, John 12:26, 18:1, Acts 2:22, 13:15, 24:25, 26:6, Romans 7:6, Ephesians 3:1, Philippians 2:5, 2:21, Revelation 13:10, 18:23.  Dr DiVietro’s work is not sufficiently advanced to address this textual anomaly, however.
He nevertheless makes certain accusations against Dr Mrs Riplinger, which should, in fairness to her, be answered.

Dr DiVietro declares, pp 21-22 that it is fallacious of Dr Mrs Riplinger to claim that early translations, such as the Itala, Aramaic and Gothic, were inspired independently of translation from the Greek.  He states that this cannot be proved because it cannot be shown that the original texts of these vernacular translations were perfectly consistent with each other, the Greek original and the AV1611. 

He doesn’t seem to allow that wherever they do agree, these texts could at least be inspired, by his own criterion (even though the languages, e.g. Latin, are dead) in the same way that he insists that the unprinted and unpublished finally authoritative Greek text was inspired.  Moreover, Dr DiVietro provides no bibliographical details of where Dr Mrs Riplinger is supposed to have made this claim.

That seems to this author evidence of a double standard, which brings to mind Deuteronomy 25:13-16.

“Thou shalt not have in thy bag divers weights, a great and a small...For all that do such things, and all that do unrighteously, are an abomination unto the LORD thy God.”

Though he would of course deny that any of the vernacular translations could be inspired even where they did agree with one another, because no translation can be inspired, Cleaning-Up pp 2-3, even though, in Dr DiVietro’s own words, p 18, we can have the words of God wherever the genuine Hebrew and Greek texts (Masoretic and Received, respectively, where the various editions agree with each other) are correctly translated.  The only extant Bible to do this, Dr DiVietro tells us, is the AV1611, although on the same page, he assures his readers that it is not inspired i.e. it is the words of men, not God, as Dr Waite insists
.

This author will not attempt to resolve what appears to be a totally self-contradictory position on the part of Dr DiVietro with respect to the Hebrew and Greek, the final authority, the words of God, either translated or un-translated and inspiration.  It is Dr DiVietro’s responsibility to clarify his position.

With respect to Dr DiVietro’s accusation against Dr Mrs Riplinger about her evaluation of early vernacular Bibles, she does not, as Dr DiViero asserts, claim that these early Bibles were separately inspired without being translated.  Citing Herman Hoskier, what Dr Mrs Riplinger actually says
 is that early New Testament texts in Greek, Latin, Aramaic (Syriac), Coptic and others were concurrent such that the non-Greek texts would have to have been translated from Greek originals at a very early date.

Citing other authorities, including The Cambridge History of the Bible, she explains that the Goths were among the language groups that received the Gospel message in Acts 2 but that the Gothic Bible itself was a translation, faithful to the Antiochian Traditional Greek Text and the Old Latin.  

It is clear therefore that Dr Mrs Riplinger is not, as Dr DiVietro accuses her, guilty of urging her readers to deny two millennia of belief that the New Testament was at first written in Greek.  She is simply stating, using detailed sources that Dr DiVietro chooses to ignore, that early vernacular translations were practically contemporaneous with Greek originals.

Dr DiVietro then accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of making William Tyndale a liar because she says that Tyndale did not translate his New Testament but only purified an existing English Bible.  Dr DiVietro gives no reference for this supposed claim by Dr Mrs Riplinger (after accusing her of omitting important bibliographical details) and his accusation is entirely false.  Dr Mrs Riplinger
 cites Tyndale as stating ““The Newe Testament dylygently corrected and compared with the Greke by Willyam Tindale”” and describes him as a translator, not merely an editor.

What Dr DiVietro missed in his superficial reading of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s books is that she cites Tyndale as warning against an over-emphasis on Hebrew and Greek and as exhorting that the true meaning of scripture can be found from the English Bible’s built-in dictionary.  This is the emphasis of that part of In Awe of Thy Word on Tyndale, which Dr DiVietro overlooked in his persecuting zeal against Dr Mrs Riplinger, Philippians 3:6.

Dr DiVietro (and Dr Waite before him) also overlooked Dr Mrs Riplinger’s comments on the Bible translators of the Reformation who “described their vernacular translations as “scripture,” whose author was God.”  She states that “Martyr and Archbishop Thomas Cranmer, wrote in his Prologue to the Great Bible that it was “given” by the “holy spirit.””
Contrary to the opinions of the DBS Executive Committee therefore, Cranmer (martyred), Tyndale (martyred), Coverdale, Rogers (martyred) and the other Bible translators of the English Reformation, plus Wycliffe before them
, believed that they had in their hands “all scripture...given by inspiration of God” in English.  In contrast to the apostates described in Romans 1:18, they believed they held the truth in righteousness.  This inspired English scripture reached its final purified stage with the Holy Bible of 1611, Psalm 12:6, 7, thereby superseding in both inspiration and authority the earlier English versions.  See also Hazardous Materials, pp 1165-1167.  How did Dr DiVietro miss this material, apart from a vicious prejudice against the Holy Bible and its believers?
It is therefore easy to see who the liars are in this context.  They are not William Tyndale or Dr Mrs Riplinger.  

See also comments under Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’ and Dr Mrs Riplinger’s remarks on purification of the scriptures in Preface and Introduction.

Dr DiVietro then accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of being one of only a recent few who have stated that the 1611 English Holy Bible is “all scripture...given by inspiration of God.”  
This is an outrageous lie on the part of Dr DiVietro.  See above for Dr Mrs Riplinger’s citation of Archbishop Cranmer and his stance on the Great Bible, which was a faithful precursor to the 1611 English Holy Bible.

See also this author’s earlier work
 with respect to Testimonies to the Inspiration of the AV1611 and especially Bishop Ryle’s remarks on the English Reformers of the 18th century, emphases are the author’s and note the unequivocal stance on the inspiration of the 1611 English Holy Bible as the Book of God, this author’s underlining.

““The spiritual reformers of the last century taught constantly the sufficiency and supremacy of Holy Scripture.  The Bible, whole and unmutilated, was their sole rule of faith and practice.  They accepted all its statements without question or dispute.  They knew nothing of any part of Scripture being uninspired.  They never allowed that man has any “verifying faculty” within him, by which Scripture statements may be weighed, rejected or received.  They never flinched from asserting that there can be no error in the Word of God; and that when we cannot understand or reconcile some part of its contents, the fault is in the interpreter and not in the text.  In all their preaching they were eminently men of one book.  To that book they were content to pin their faith, and by it to stand or fall.  This was one grand characteristic of their preaching.  They honoured, they loved, they reverenced the Bible.””
Belief in the inspiration of the 1611 English Holy Bible is certainly not recent.  Neither, as this author’s earlier work shows, is it limited to a supposed small minority of contemporary individuals such as Dr Mrs Riplinger (and this author), who believe that the 1611 English Holy Bible is indeed “all scripture...given by inspiration of God.”
““In all these instances the Bible means the translation authorised by King James the First…to this day the common human Britisher or citizen of the United States of North America accepts and worships it as a single book by a single author, the book being the Book of Books and the author being God” – George Bernard Shaw”
Note that this author’s ‘flannel’ detector has been recording steadily throughout this study of Dr DiVietro’s book and shows no sign of slackening.  See remarks under Preface and Introduction.

Dr DiVietro, pp 27-29, then takes issue with Dr Mrs Riplinger’s disclosure in Hazardous Materials, pp 1016-1017 that the First Edition of ben Chayim’s Hebrew Old Testament omitted Joshua 21:36, 37.  Dr Mrs Riplinger has drawn attention to the claim of Ginsburg, editor of today’s TBS Hebrew Old Testament that he followed ben Chayim’s First Edition, which is not true because Ginsburg’s Old Testament includes Joshua 21:36, 37.  Dr DiVietro complains that Dr Mrs Riplinger has not revealed whether or not later editions of ben Chayim’s Old Testament contained the verses.  If they did, he insists, then Dr Mrs Riplinger should not criticize Ginsburg for having used these later editions, even though he said he only used the First.

Dr DiVietro has missed the point of this chapter, Chapter 28, of Hazardous Materials.  The point of the chapter is to show that no published Hebrew Old Testament available today precisely matches
 ““the “Originall” used by the KJB translators.”  No extant Hebrew Old Testament exhibits perfect one-to-one correspondence with all the readings of the KJB Old Testament.
No available Hebrew Old Testament, therefore, can be used in authority over the 1611 English Bible to change or even ‘clarify’ its Old Testament readings.  These Old Testaments are subordinate to the 1611 English Holy Bible for that reason.  

Neither can the editors, such as Ginsburg, lay claim to the existence of a single, authoritative extant source for the Old Testament Hebrew underlying the AV1611.  The non-existence of such a source is highlighted by Ginsburg’s need to use another authority for Joshua 21:36, 37, which he himself has to admit, as shown by Dr Mrs Riplinger on p 1017 of Hazardous Materials, of which statement Dr DiVietro studiously avoided informing his readers.

That the King James translators did insert Joshua 21:36, 37 shows, as Dr Mrs Riplinger points out that they were not limited to one Old Testament source (ben Chayim’s First Edition) but the sources that they used (known only in part today) did result in an Old Testament Text that God has honoured for the last 400 years.  This is why, as Dr Mrs Riplinger shows in detail in Chapter 28 of Hazardous Materials that only one Old Testament is worthy of total trust as truly God’s words not corrupted by any one man’s editorial imperfections -  the AV1611 Old Testament in English.

This conclusion is clearly at odds with the notions of the DBS Executive Committee, which explains the current backlash from Dr Waite and Dr DiVietro.

After listing several of the Hebrew sources that contain the verses from Hazardous Materials, Dr DiVietro then makes the strange supposition that, although he believes that Joshua 21:36, 37 are legitimate verses, neither Dr Mrs Riplinger nor anyone else can really know that the King James translators did not make these verses up.  The uncertainty arises, he says, because the translators’ notes were destroyed in the Great Fire of London of 1666.  

It doesn’t seem to have occurred to Dr DiVietro that God did not see fit to preserve the translators’ notes because the translators’ work was in print by then and preserved “to the uttermost” Hebrews 7:25 “the certainty of the words of truth” Proverbs 22:21, including Joshua 21:36, 37.

It is difficult to believe that Dr DiVietro’s supposition has any substance because two of the faithful precursors
 to the AV1611, the Bishops’ and the Geneva Bibles, each contain Joshua 21:36, 37 and read essentially as the AV1611.  Coverdale’s Bible reads similarly to the AV1611.

Dr DiVietro then makes the puzzling accusation that Dr Mrs Riplinger is inconsistent in accusing Scrivener of back-translation, Hazardous Materials, Chapter 18, because she is supposed to have used back-translation from English to determine, by conjecture that Joshua 21:36, 37 rightly exist in the Hebrew Old Testament.  Yet he lists the Hebrew sources that Dr Mrs Riplinger cites in Hazardous Materials, pp 1016-1017.  Comparison of these various sources that Dr Mrs Riplinger has carried out (and no-one in the DBS Executive Committee appears to have done) is not back-translation but simply collation.

Dr Divietro, p 30, now skips back to p 578 of Hazardous Materials and quotes the sentence “Easily shattered is myth that there exists only one Greek text or that one can carelessly say, ‘The Greek says...’
From this single, brief quote, Dr DiVietro then insists that it is not a myth that God gave an original inspired New Testament text in Greek, which must not be confused with printed Greek editions that do differ from each other and are the work of men though they are inspired where they agree*.  See pp 20-21 of Cleaning-Up and comments at the beginning of this section.  Dr DiVietro then accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of repudiating any notion that there is an accurate, inerrant, infallible Greek text inspired of God, that she is careless in the study of Greek manuscripts and texts and that she cuts the student off from any sound basis for the Bible by supposedly insisting that the AV1611 New Testament was separately inspired of God independently of any Greek basis.

*Although it should be remembered that Dr DiVietro has not accounted for passages where the Greek sources may be united in error, e.g. the omission of the first “Jesus” in Mark 2:15.  See comments above. 

By inspection of the above, it is ironic indeed that Dr DiVietro has accused Dr Mrs Riplinger of conjecture on the previous page of his book.  At this point, he fails to furnish any statements from Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work to substantiate his raft of accusations, which in this author’s view is highly discourteous to Dr Mrs Riplinger and to Dr DiVietro’s readers. 

He has in addition missed the main point of this section of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work, Part III, which describes in detail the deficiencies of the available printed Greek texts; Scrivener’s, Ricker Berry’s Edition of Stephanus’s 1550 Edition, the so-called Majority Text and the errors in the Greek manuscripts of the Orthodox Church, from which the Received Text editions have largely been derived.  The errors in these manuscripts are few compared with those of אּ and B, from which most modern versions have been derived such as the NIV but are nevertheless serious, for example the omission of Acts 8:37 and 1 John 5:7.  

Dr Mrs Riplinger’s information, therefore, shows clearly that no pastor can truthfully stand in a pulpit and refer to ‘the Greek’ as a single, definitive source, which in this author’s experience is invariably the case when such a reference is made.  The misleading nature of ‘the Greek’ is made worse when, as Dr Mrs Riplinger shows in Parts I, II of Hazardous Materials that English equivalents of ‘the Greek’ may often be in error because the English meanings found in lexicons, bible dictionaries and interlinears were set down by unsaved men such as Liddell and Scott, whose secular definitions of Biblical words influenced the Unitarian Thayer and in turn the ASV of James Strong, in which the Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ is denied in a note on John 9:38.  See Hazardous Materials, p 171,  The Deity of the Lord Jesus Christ is further denied in Ricker Berry’s Interlinear where “servant” is substituted for “Son” in Acts 3:13, 26 and for “child” in Acts 4:27, 30.  The same errors are found in the NKJV, based on the Majority Text, so-called.  Ricker Berry’s Interlinear is also seriously in error in Matthew 27:4, Acts 7:45, 12:4, 1 Timothy 6:5, 10, 20, Titus 2:13, 2 Peter 1:1, as is the NKJV.  Dr Mrs Riplinger provides many more examples of errors in Ricker Berry’s Interlinear in both Greek and English in Chapter 19 of Hazardous Materials and that is the substance of her warning on p 578. 

Dr DiVietro should have discerned that this was Dr Mrs Riplinger’s purpose in compiling Part III because on that very page she cites Philip Schaff, who lists “at least 666 different printed Greek New Testament editions, edited between 1514 and 1883.” 

At this point, Dr DiVietro’s accusations on p 30 against Dr Mrs Riplinger become somewhat baffling to this author.  On pp 20-21, as indicated above, Dr DiVietro states that where the Greek texts agree, then although no printed edition is finally authoritative, they are nevertheless the inspired words of God.  However, he now relegates them to the status of the un-inspired words of men.  See comments above on Dr DiVietro’s inconsistency in this respect.

But Dr DiVietro insists that a pure, inspired Greek text does exist (even if not one of the 666+ available editions), although as yet he has not disclosed its location between two covers to the reader, which this author views as yet another discourtesy on the part of Dr DiVietro.  

1 Corinthians 14:33 comes to mind.

“For God is not the author of confusion...”

Spurgeon’s warning also comes to mind.  See remarks under A Time-Honoured Warning.  

“We shall gradually be so bedoubted and becriticized, that only a few of the most profound will know what is Bible, and what is not, and they will dictate to all the rest of us.  I have no more faith in their mercy than in their accuracy: they will rob us of all that we hold most dear, and glory in the cruel deed.”

Exactly.  As their part of the “glory,” Drs Waite and Williams have even urged Dr DiVietro’s so-called Cleaning-Up exercise on the rest of the Body of Christ as something needful. 

Further, how can Dr Mrs Riplinger be accused of carelessness and wilful ignorance with respect to Greek manuscripts and texts, when A.V. Publications provides – and commends - the following works by Dr J.A. Moorman, published originally by none other than the DBS’s companion ministry, The Bible for Today?

1. A Closer Look: Early Manuscripts and the A.V.

2. When the KJV Departs from the Majority

3. Early Church Fathers and the A.V.
See also the Hebrew and Greek sources available from A.V. Publications listed in this author’s earlier work
.  How, then, can Dr DiVietro accuse Dr Mrs Riplinger of insisting that the 1611 English Holy Bible has no Greek textual basis?  Yet he repeats this unfounded accusation on p 31 of his book.

Note Dr Mrs Riplinger’s analysis from In Awe of Thy Word, pp 950-956, with respect to the following extracts from her most detailed analysis of Greek New Testaments available today.

Emphases and [] insertion are the author’s in the first extract.

“Scrivener’s Greek New Testament is sold today as the Trinitarian Bible Society’s Greek Textus Receptus.  Its preface states that it,

““...follows the text of Beza’s 1598 edition as the primary [not complete]authority, and corresponds with “The New Testament in the Original Greek according to the text followed in the Authorized Version,” edited by F.H.A. Scrivener...”

“The words “primary” (not complete) and “edited” [changed] are glossed over by many readers, who fall upon the presumptuous word, “the Original Greek.”  In fact, it is not the text of Beza precisely; it is Scrivener’s text.  It is not precisely the Greek text followed by the KJV translators, but only those Greek readings to which Scrivener had access.  Therefore it is not, in the minutiae “the Originall Greeke,” cited on the preface page of the KJV.” 
Note the statement “It is not precisely the Greek text followed by the KJV translators.”  This statement gives the lie to Dr DiVietro’s accusations that according to Dr Mrs Riplinger, the 1611 English Holy Bible has no Greek basis.  It has no extant basis that is a perfect counterpart to the English Text, as the second extract from Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work explains.
The second extract has this author’s emphases, see also the earlier work, Dr D. A. Waite and The DBS, Dead Bible Society, pp 31-32.

“The desire to appear intelligent or superior by referring to ‘the Greek’ and downplaying the common man’s Bible, exposes a naivety concerning textual history and those documents which today’s pseudo-intellectuals call ‘the critical text,’ ‘the original Greek,’ the ‘Majority Text,’ or the ‘Textus Receptus.’  There existed a true original Greek (i.e. Majority Text, Textus Receptus).  It is not in print and never will be, because it is unnecessary.  No one on the planet speaks first century Koine Greek, so God is finished with it.  He needs no ‘Dead Bible Society’ to translate it into “everyday English,” using the same corrupt secularised lexicons used by the TNIV, NIV, NASB and HCSB [Holman Christian Standard Bible].  God has not called readers to check his Holy Bible for errors.  He has called his Holy Bible to check us for errors.”
That the 1611 English Holy Bible is “all scripture...given by inspiration of God” (regardless of any Greek counterpart) has been shown to have been the position of faith taken by numerous distinguished witnesses down through the centuries since its initial publication (regardless of the contrary position taken by the DBS Executive Committee).  See this author’s earlier work
.

Spiritually, John 6:63, God had His own way of ‘inspiring’ the 1611 English Holy Bible, just as He had His own way of ‘inspiring’ or breathing life into Adam, Genesis 2:7.  The Lord Jesus Christ said in John 3:8:

“The wind bloweth where it listeth, and thou hearest the sound thereof, but canst not tell whence it cometh, and whither it goeth: so is every one that is born of the Spirit.”
So it is with the 1611 English Holy Bible (and its vernacular counterparts today).  Spiritually, God imparts “the breath of life” – see 1 Peter 1:23 - into every copy that comes from the printing presses.  Everything else is a dead book.  The Lord said in Jeremiah 23:28:

“He that hath my word, let him speak my word faithfully.  What is the chaff to the wheat? saith the LORD.”

Nothing.  Likewise the DBS’s ‘the Greek etc. in-the-mind-only’ or ‘collective consciousness-only’ version of ‘the God-breathed originals’ by comparison with “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21.
Like his colleague Dr Waite, Dr DiVietro should therefore pay careful attention to Romans 13:9 (in the King’s English).

“Thou shalt not bear false witness.”

Dr DiVietro continues with his accusations against Dr Mrs Riplinger, once again discourteously providing any citations in this section to substantiate his charges.  

First, in spite of having earlier warned about ‘fluff,’ p 10, Dr DiVietro, pp 30-31, reiterates his complaint about the supposed lack of bibliographical information in Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work and about how hard it is to read the documentation at the end of the citations that she gives.

See this author’s response to these complaints at the beginning of this section.

Dr DiVietro then repeats the dogma that Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work must be wrong because according to his own crude rule of thumb, p 15, anything new in Bible study is not true and vice versa.  As indicated earlier, the application of this rule is undoubtedly that anything from Bible study that is hitherto unknown must be wrong if the DBS Executive Committee didn’t think of it first.

As Job said to his three dogmatic friends in Job 12:2:

“No doubt but ye are the people, and wisdom shall die with you.”
Dr DiVietro then makes the astounding insinuation (“great plainness of speech” 2 Corinthians 3:12 is not his strong point) that in effect, because Dr Mrs Riplinger believes the 1611 English Holy Bible to be “all scripture...given by inspiration of God,” she is the founder of a heretical cult.

Here, therefore, is a reminder of the supplication by another cult member
.

“Oh, give me that book!  At any price give me the book of God!” – John Wesley.
If that is the testimony of a cult member according to the DBS, then God give us more cult members, in spades.

After making further unsubstantiated insinuations that Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work is flawed, Dr DiVietro then repeats the statement, p 31 that he made on pp 20-21, namely that wherever the printed Hebrew/Aramaic/Greek texts agree with each other, they are the words of God.  See remarks at the beginning of this section and above.  He still has not explained why, therefore, God saw fit to preserve a single, definitive English Text (in print) instead of a Hebrew/Aramaic/Greek one (not in print), which English Text then becomes the final ‘un-inspired’ arbiter of what should be in the ‘inspired’ Hebrew/Aramaic/Greek text where available printed editions don’t agree with each other.

As indicated, this failure on the part Dr DiVietro amounts to a failure to respond satisfactorily to Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #1.

He then displays a distinct narrow-mindedness in making a further accusation against Dr Mrs Riplinger, p 32, to the effect that she doesn’t believe that God has preserved His words in Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek.  (It should be emphasised yet again that neither Drs Waite nor DiVietro nor any other member of the DBS Executive Committee has yet disclosed precisely where God has preserved these words perfectly between two covers.)

Dr DiVietro’s narrow-mindedness in this respect is apparent from the wise words of Rev J.A. Moorman
 (from none other than a BFT publication), who reveals the true source of preservation for God’s words, by definition therefore, God’s inspired (not fossilized
) words.

In this author’s view, Rev Moorman’s sage analysis applies to printed Greek editions, as well as to Greek manuscripts, under-linings are the author’s. 

“Our extant MSS reflect but do not determine the text of Scripture.  The text was determined by God in the beginning (Psa. 119:89, Jude 3)...

“When a version has been the standard for as long as the Authorized Version, and when that version has demonstrated its power in the conversion of sinners, building up of believers, sending forth of preachers and missionaries on a scale not achieved by all other versions and foreign language combined; the hand of God is at work.  Such a version must not be tampered with.  And in those comparatively few places where it seems to depart from the majority reading, it would be far more honouring to God’s promises of preservation to believe that the Greek and not the English had strayed from the original!”

God has preserved enough of the ancient sources for them to be overwhelmingly witnesses in favour of the Text of the 1611 English Holy Bible.  But as Rev Moorman observes, these witnesses do not determine the true text of scripture.  The true text of scripture is that which “has been the standard for as long as the Authorized Version” and is the Authorized Version.

The DBS Executive Committee cannot produce another standard that has in turn yielded the results that Rev Moorman describes for the Authorized Version.  Isaiah 41:24 comes to mind for the Burgonists, therefore (with apologies to the good Dean, who was ever “valiant for the truth” Jeremiah 9:3).

“Behold, ye are of nothing, and your work of nought: an abomination is he that chooseth you.”
Dr DiVietro’s final word with respect to Challenge #1, which also doesn’t address Challenge #1, is that the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek must be studied to clear up any ‘confusion’ or ‘ambiguity’ in the 1611 English Holy Bible and to give a fuller understanding of the ‘inspired’ Hebrew/Aramaic/ Greek words in English (although inspiration is then lost in translation, according to the DBS).

All of which Dr DiVietro failed to do, with respect to the examples he includes in Cleaning-Up pp 94-95, which suggests more ‘flannel’ on his part.  See remarks in Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials – Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’.

In sum, for Challenge #1:
1. This author would cite Green’s Hebrew/English interlinear and Nestle’s 21st and Ricker Berry’s Greek/English interlinears in answer to the challenge.  They would be cited only as witnesses for or against the Text of the 1611 English Holy Bible, never as a means of ‘clarifying’ it or in authority over it.  It should always be remembered that “the TR,” i.e. Scrivener’s and Ricker Berry’s editions, actually departs from the 1611 English Holy Bible in numerous verses, e.g. Mark 13:37, 14:43, Luke 23:34, 46, John 12:26, 18:1, Acts 2:22, 13:15, 24:25, 26:6, Romans 7:6, Ephesians 3:1, Philippians 2:5, 2:21, Revelation 13:10, 18:23, where critical texts, e.g. Nestle’s, actually agree with the AV1611.  No published Greek (or Hebrew) text can ever, therefore, be taken as an authority over the words of the 1611 English Holy Bible.
2. Although he lists several Greek New Testament editions, Dr DiVietro does not state unequivocally anywhere in his response to Challenge #1 which definitive Hebrew or Greek source that he would use if he were to refer to “the Hebrew” or “the Greek.”  He therefore evades Challenge #1, by complaining that Dr Mrs Riplinger doesn’t give full bibliographical details in her books and that such details as are given are in small print.  In answer to his first complaint, Dr Mrs Riplinger does give full bibliographical details of the Hebrew and Greek editions that she addresses in Parts III-V of Hazardous Materials, so this complaint is baseless.  Concerning the second complaint, he should get a magnifying glass, like the one he used to put Sister Riplinger’s personal past life under scrutiny.
3. Dr DiVietro asserts that where extant Greek and/or Hebrew texts agree, then these passages are the pure, inspired word of God.  Yet he then states that the discrepancies must be resolved by ‘back translation’ from the 1611 Authorized King James Holy Bible.  Dr DiVietro makes this statement in spite of later disavowing that Scrivener did this to produce his Greek edition and in spite of thereby admitting that an ‘un-inspired’ text i.e. the KJB, according to the DBS Executive Committee, may be used to determine the content of the ‘inspired’ original language texts.  That is, man’s words determine God’s words, a wholly unscriptural attitude, according to Amos 4:13, “For, lo, he that formeth the mountains, and createth the wind, and declareth unto man what is his thought, that maketh the morning darkness, and treadeth upon the high places of the earth, The LORD, The God of hosts, is his name.”  

4. Regrettably for Dr DiVietro, if he used the KJB to resolve discrepancies in the Greek editions, he would have to alter all such printed editions in Mark 2:15, because Dr Mrs Riplinger has shown that all omit the first “Jesus” in the verse.  So Dr DiVietro’s position of inspiration-by-majority-Greek-rule plus the KJB as necessary is not a safe one.  He would do better to drop the first part of that stipulation.

5. Nevertheless, it is apparent once again from Dr DiVietro’s comments in his response to Challenge #1 that, as with Dr Waite, the Greek text (or Hebrew/Aramaic text) exists only in his mind, or in the collective consciousness of the Burgonists of The DBS Executive Committee.  See this author’s remarks in the Introduction to this work.
6. Dr DiVietro then makes a number of false accusations against Dr Mrs Riplinger, all of which, it should be noted are without reference to any actual statement of hers in any of her books.  He claims, pp 22-23 for example that Dr Mrs Riplinger believes that vernacular translations were inspired separately from translation.  However, Dr Mrs Riplinger’s citation of Hoskier and others shows that vernacular translations, e.g. Latin, Syriac, etc., followed very quickly from the Greek originals so that they were virtually concurrent with them.  This accusation of Dr DiVietro’s is therefore false.

7. Dr DiVietro then accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of being one of only a recent few who believe that the 1611 English Holy Bible is the pure word of God.  That Dr DiVietro has lied in this respect is proven by Dr Mrs Riplinger’s citations of the Bible translators of the Reformation, including the martyred Archbishop Cranmer who believed that “the Great Bible...was “given” by the “holy spirit.””  This author has also documented in his response to Dr Waite’s A WARNING!! several outstanding servants of God from history, including Whitefield and Wesley, who believed in the inspiration of the 1611 English Holy Bible.  Their testimonies invalidate this accusation of Dr DiVietro’s against Dr Mrs Riplinger.  That does not prevent him, of course, from insinuating that, like Dr Mrs Riplinger, they were members of a heretical cult.
8. Dr DiVietro then accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of trying to cut students off from ‘the Greek’ (and the Hebrew/Aramaic) by means of her insistence that the AV1611 was inspired of God independently of any original language sources.  God did inspire the AV1611, in a manner spiritually equivalent to God’s ‘inspiration’ of Adam, Genesis 2:7 but the fact that A.V. Publications lists Greek and Hebrew sources for purchase, along with analyses of important passages of scripture by means of manuscript evidence shows that Dr DiVietro has once again falsely accused Sister Riplinger.  What Dr Mrs Riplinger has done to draw down this accusation against her has been to point out in Parts II-V of Hazardous Materials the very real deficiencies of available Greek and Hebrew sources and of the accompanying Bible dictionaries and lexicons etc., which may give misleading English meanings because these works were compiled by unregenerate authors.  They cannot be used to expound the 1611 English Holy Bible.  See next point. 
9. Dr DiVietro continues to insist that the study of Greek and Hebrew is necessary to ‘clarify’ the 1611 English Holy Bible and to clear up any confusion and/or ambiguities in certain passages.  As has been shown, see remarks immediately preceding this summary section, Dr DiVietro has signally failed to do this for the examples he cited on pp 94-95 of Cleaning-Up.  As also shown in this author’s earlier work, Dr DiVietro would have done better to “Search the scriptures” John 5:39 instead of ‘the Greek.’  His insistence and that of the DBS Executive Committee on the study of Greek and Hebrew to ‘clarify’ the 1611 English Holy Bible is in fact grossly unscriptural because it flatly denies the priesthood of all believers, 1 Peter 2:9, Revelation 1:6.
10. Finally, as the foregoing shows, Dr DiVietro has failed to meet Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #1.  He has, however, provided steady readings for this author’s ‘flannel’ detector.  See Points 1-9 above to substantiate this observation.
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