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Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials – Preface and Introduction
The Preface to Dr DiVietro’s book, authored by Dr H. D. Williams of The Dean Burgon Society, explicitly denies that the 1611 Authorized King James Holy Bible, or any Bible translation is “all scripture...given by inspiration of God,” e.g. p v.  Dr Williams condemns belief in the 1611 English Holy Bible as “the holy scriptures” 2 Timothy 3:15 as false doctrine and uses Dr Waite’s exposition of “theopneustos” in ‘the Greek’ underlying 2 Timothy 3:16 to support this condemnation.  It is interesting in this respect that Dr Williams lists Dr Waite’s qualifications as a Hebrew, Greek and other languages linguist in some detail, p iii, as Dr Waite does in his own book
 against Dr Mrs Riplinger’s.  Drs Waite and Williams would probably argue from the context of the listing that Dr Mrs Riplinger provoked them to make these revelations.

However, they could reflect upon Dr Mrs Riplinger’s
 personal assessment of her academic qualifications and achievements.

“God said, “that which is highly esteemed among men is abomination in the sight of God”.  I have just paraded my abominations before my readers.  Academic credentials have never been God’s criteria for using a person.  Moses did not go to Desert State for forty years.”

Noting that the validity of Dr Waite’s exposition of “theopneustos” with its centrepiece that “is given by inspiration of God” should read “God-breathed” is predicated on the extent of Dr Waite’s mastery of Koine Greek, it is appropriate to review briefly the expertise of one of the best-known King James translators, John Bois
.  Bois began to read Hebrew at the age of five and was admitted to St John’s College, Cambridge at the age of fourteen, where he distinguished himself as a Greek scholar, customarily studying in the library from 4 a.m. until 8 p.m., during which sessions he studied standing.  He became the chief lecturer in Greek at his college, a post he retained for ten years and was one of the six translators chosen to review the whole work on the new Bible after completion of the first draft.  This painstaking task took nine months.

And Dr Waite is going to come up with a superior rendering for “theopneustos” than John Bois and his colleagues?  

As a certain well-remembered movie character
 once said, “Not hardly.”  

See also remarks on the distinguished translator Dr John Spencer, who helped translate the Pauline Epistles, in this author’s earlier work
.       
Dr Williams also condemns Dr Mrs Riplinger’s belief in the AV1611 as “all scripture...given by inspiration of God” because she is said to have ‘implied’ that the King James translators received God’s words in English in the same way that the original writers received the scriptures, p i.  Like Dr Waite
, Dr Williams does not say where Dr Mrs Riplinger implied this but asserts that the Preface to the AV1611 reports the opposite.

Yet see A Time-Honoured Warning above. Dr Smith warned with respect to the new translation of 1611 “Be not like swine to tread under foot so precious things, neither yet like dogs to tear and abuse holy things...”
By his complete denial of inspiration for the Holy Bible that the Lord has magnified above all His name, Psalm 138:2 and which could therefore like the Lord Himself be perceived as “that holy thing” Luke 1:35, Dr Williams has certainly abused “holy things.”   His at least implicit denial that God would or even could preserve the translators from error amounts to further abuse.
He then uses Dr Waite’s opinion of the phrase “is given” in Matthew 28:18 to ‘prove’ that the same expression in 2 Timothy 3:16 refers to a once-only giving-by-inspiration of the ‘original Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek’ and seeks to reinforce this notion by allusion to the expression “was once delivered” in Jude 3.

Dr Waite’s opinions of “theopneustos,” “is given” in Matthew 28:18 and “once delivered” in Jude 3 have been addressed in this author’s earlier work
.  It is sufficient to state here that Dr Waite’s opinions in these respects cannot, by inspection, be “sufficient for plain men for all purposes of life, salvation, and godliness” or indeed “profitable...that the man of God may be perfect, throughly furnished unto all good works” 2 Timothy 3:16, 17, like, for example, encouraging believers to memorize scripture, as David urged in Psalm 119:9, 11.

“Wherewithal shall a young man cleanse his way? by taking heed thereto according to thy word...Thy word have I hid in mine heart, that I might not sin against thee.”

Do Drs Waite, DiVietro, Williams and Cloud seriously believe that the average English speaker may only “cleanse his way” by means of memorizing Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek?  Bible believers like this author are convinced that the Author of “the holy scriptures” has made much more generous provision in this respect than those of The Dean Burgon Society “who seemed to be pillars” Galatians 2:9 would credit Him with.
Dr Williams claims, pp ii-iii that Dr Mrs Riplinger has ‘misunderstood’ 2 Timothy 3:16 in her explanation of “is given” on p 1145 of Hazardous Materials, possibly because this explanation highlights Dr Williams’s confusion of present and past tenses with respect to 2 Timothy 3:16 and Jude 3 in his book The Miracle of Inspiration: A Refutation of Perfection of Translation.  See above.  He insists that Dr Mrs Riplinger herself concedes that “all scripture...was once delivered unto the saints” according to Jude 3 and therefore this ‘proves’ that no translation can be ‘inspired.’

However, Dr Williams contradicts himself by then stating that the words of God, from the ‘original’ scriptures, can then be translated into the languages of the world.  Yet, surely they cannot be the words of God, if by translation they lose the quality of inspiration and become simply the words of men, as Dr Waite so robustly declares
, this author’s underlining. 

“Neither the DBS Executive Committee or the DBS Advisory Council will ever call the King James Bible “inspired of God,” “given by inspiration of God,” “verbally inspired,” “inspired,” or “God-breathed” at any time or in any place.”
They will at the Judgement Seat of Christ, Romans 14:10.
If Dr Williams had read Dr Mrs Riplinger’s ‘fine print’ on p 1145 of Hazardous Materials as carefully as he urges others to do, he would have seen that she distinguishes between the words spoken by the apostles Peter and Paul, Jude 3, 17 and those penned specifically as scripture by writers such as Jude, which are not “time sensitive,” as Dr Mrs Riplinger shows on p 1146ff, which pages Dr Williams appears not to have bothered reading.

The 1611 English Holy Bible is, as Dr Mrs Riplinger shows, “a living document” of scripture that cannot be confined to the original languages in order to be “profitable.”  See remarks above.

In passing, it should be noted that while Dr Williams levels criticism at Dr Mrs Riplinger for her explanation of “is given” on p 1145 of her work, he bypasses without comment the statement by a certain Phil Pins that Dr Mrs Riplinger cites to the effect that “is given” in 2 Timothy 3:16 ““seems incorrect.””  Dr Williams appears quite ready to condone a charge of error against the AV1611 so long as he is able to denigrate belief in it as the “pure words” of the Lord, Psalm 12:6.

Dr Williams then lists a total of 30 specific charges against Dr Mrs Riplinger and her work but he does not substantiate them with explicit citations from any of her books, so this work will bypass them.

Dr Williams then concludes his Preface with the statement that Dr Mrs Riplinger did honour her word in forwarding some promised material to Dr DiVietro, even if not in the precise form that he had requested.  In the light of Dr Williams’s calumny against Dr Mrs Riplinger, his ultimate acknowledgement of her integrity, even if grudging, should be kept in mind as this work is read.

Dr DiVietro’s 11-page Introduction condenses Dr Williams’s 30 charges against Dr Mrs Riplinger to 10, pp 9-10 that he states he will substantiate in his answers to Dr Mrs Riplinger’s seven challenges on pp 1193-1194 of Hazardous Materials and in his subsequent comments.  See this author’s Introduction above.  Dr DiVietro affirms in his Introduction that he will rebut Dr Mrs Riplinger’s main thesis, namely that the 1611 English Holy Bible is “all scripture...given by inspiration of God.” 

It is ironic that Dr DiVietro castigates writers who use padding, or ‘fluff’ to expand their works, p 10.  He indicates that he has a ‘fluff’ detector and that in his view, most of Hazardous Materials is ‘fluff.’  However, Dr DiVietro refers explicitly to Dr Mrs Riplinger and her work on only 4 of the 11 pages of his Introduction, i.e. pp 3, 9-11 and a considerable portion of his Appendix, approximately 80+ pages, has no direct bearing on Hazardous Materials at all.  See remarks in this author’s Introduction.

With such an appreciable proportion of his book devoted to extraneous subjects, Dr DiVietro seems not to be immune to padding or ‘fluffing’ himself.  The expression ‘pots and kettles’ comes to mind.

It is also noteworthy that Dr DiVietro introduces extensive quotes from Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work, especially Hazardous Materials but he typically responds to only a small part of the quote.  See pp 14-15 of Cleaning-Up, where he inserts a detailed statement from Hazardous Materials p 1105 about the Gothic Bible but makes only the passing comment that maybe Luther and Tyndale didn’t translate their Bibles but only refined early German of English Bibles.  This false notion of Dr DiVietro’s is addressed later.  See the next section of this work, entitled Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials – Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’.  Dr DiVietro therefore appears to be resorting to the same ‘fluff’ tactic that he condemns p 10.  See pp 24-25, 27-29 of  Cleaning-Up for further examples.
By comparison with a ‘fluff detector,’ as an ex-academic, this author has a ‘flannel’ detector.  ‘Flannel’ in the UK roughly translates as ‘hokum’ in the US (circa 1930s), or as ‘bunkum.’  This is interesting, because according to The Concise Oxford English Dictionary, ‘bunkum’ derives from the member for Buncombe in North Carolina (1819-1821) who was given to speaking needlessly in Congress to impress his constituents.  This author’s ‘flannel’ detector will be referenced from time to time in this work.
Dr DiVietro also unnecessarily repeats Dr Waite’s exposition of “theopneustos” from the Preface and Dr Williams’s reference to “is given” in Matthew 28:18, see remarks above.  This DBS triumvirate appears to be trying to convince each of its members about ‘originals only’ i.e. ‘original words only’ inspiration
 but Dr DiVietro’s stance on 2 Timothy 3:16 leads him to the bizarre accusation that, according to Dr Mrs Riplinger, God continues to ‘re-inspire’ the 1611 English Holy Bible and might at any time ‘inspire’ some new scriptures hitherto unknown, p 3.

Dr DiVietro’s accusation is wholly unfounded, as Dr Mrs Riplinger’s own work shows.

Dr Mrs Riplinger states
, her emphases ““Seven” times “they purge…and purify it…” (Ezek. 43:26) – not eight.  The KJV translators did not see their translation as one in the midst of a chain of ever evolving translations.  They wanted their Bible to be one of which no one could justly say, ‘It is good, except this word or that word…’  They planned
:

““...to make...out of many good ones [Wycliffe, Tyndale, Coverdale, Great, Geneva, Bishops’], one principal good one, not justly to be excepted against; that hath been our endeavor, that our mark.”
“The “mark” to which the KJV translators strove was to retain and polish the “perfection of the scriptures” seen in earlier editions.  Tyndale himself said of his own edition…“count it as a thing not having his full shape…a thing begun rather than finished…to seek in certain places more proper English”…

“The KJV translators wrote of their final “perfected” work,

““Yet for all that, as nothing is begun and perfited [perfected] at the same time, and the later thoughts are thought to be the wiser: so, if we building upon their foundation that went before us, and being holpen by their labours, do endeavor to make that better which they left so good; no man, we are sure, hath cause to mislike us; they, we persuade ourselves, if they were alive, would thank us…the same will shine as gold more brightly, being rubbed and polished…””
The 1611 English Holy Bible or indeed any vernacular translation faithful to the English Text, clearly does not need to be ‘re-inspired’ as it is already “all scripture...given by inspiration of God” and no further ‘new’ inspiration of scriptures hitherto unknown will ever take place, as the scripture itself testifies.

“For I testify unto every man that heareth the words of the prophecy of this book, If any man shall add unto these things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are written in this book” Revelation 22:18.

Had Dr DiVietro spent a little more than three days, p 10, studying Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work, he might have formed a more accurate assessment of her stance on inspiration and the 1611 English Holy Bible.

But strangely, in his criticism of Dr Mrs Riplinger, Dr DiVietro displays the same peculiar ambivalence to the AV1611 that his colleague Dr Waite exhibits
.  On p 3 of his Introduction, Dr DiVietro insists that the AV1611 is perfect, such that it cannot be changed or improved.  He insists further, p 7 that any changes in the AV1611 that were made between 1611 and the appearance of the final standard Text of 1769 were minor and can be discounted.

Yet when it suits Dr DiVietro to attack Dr Mrs Riplinger and Hazardous Materials for her belief in the 1611 English Holy Bible as “all scripture...given by inspiration of God,” these minor changes between successive editions of the AV1611 suddenly assume overwhelming importance, just as they did with Dr Waite.  Dr DiVietro, like Dr Waite, protests that surely no ‘inspired’ translation could exhibit such changes between editions and therefore Dr Mrs Riplinger’s entire thesis of Hazardous Materials must be wrong?

Dr DiVietro has overlooked Isaiah 53:7-8 and Acts 8:32-33, which passages effectively stifle his protest.

“He was oppressed, and he was afflicted, yet he opened not his mouth: he is brought as a lamb to the slaughter, and as a sheep before her shearers is dumb, so he openeth not his mouth.  He was taken from prison and from judgment: and who shall declare his generation? for he was cut off out of the land of the living:”

“The place of the scripture which he read was this, He was led as a sheep to the slaughter; and like a lamb dumb before his shearer, so opened he not his mouth: In his humiliation his judgment was taken away: and who shall declare his generation? for his life is taken from the earth.”
By inspection, the passages are different, not least with respect to the transformation of the lamb into a sheep in the first figure and the female sheep into a male lamb in the second.  Yet the Ethiopian in Acts 8 is said to have been reading “Esaias the prophet” Acts 8:28.  It appears that in “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21, therefore, God can ‘inspire’ the same passage of scripture to read differently from ‘the original’ and even as a translation.  See examples cited in this author’s earlier work
.

The Bible believer, therefore, should not be concerned about individual editions of the AV1611 reading differently.  According to the examples of scripture given above, the various editions of the AV1611 can still be ‘inspired,’ even if such blemishes as printers’ errors must be corrected
.

It is even possible that with the successive editions of the AV1611, God was implementing successive inspiration as He did in the time of Jeremiah.  See Jeremiah 36:32 and comments in this author’s earlier work
 from Drs Gipp and Ruckman.

“Then took Jeremiah another roll, and gave it to Baruch the scribe, the son of Neriah; who wrote therein from the mouth of Jeremiah all the words of the book which Jehoiakim king of Judah had burned in the fire: and there were added besides unto them many like words.”
God’s successive inspiration included more words than its original predecessor.  Almost the same happened with the AV1611 Editions.  Setting aside changes in spelling, punctuation, marginal notes and italics and by-passing the Apocrypha, inspection of Scrivener’s list
 of changes between the first and subsequent editions of the AV1611 shows that, approximately, 118 additions of words are made (92 in Appendix A, 26 in Appendix C) as against 26 deletions (16 in Appendix A, 10 in Appendix C).

Overall, God required that the earlier, more primitive editions of the AV1611 needed adding to, not taking from.  This result could have an important lesson for the Bible believer with respect to Bible manuscripts:

Inferior manuscripts will show net deletions from, not additions to the text of scripture.
Corrupt codices אּ Aleph and B Vaticanus are cases in point, along with other Alexandrian-style manuscripts.  They are notorious for serious omissions
 from the Old and New Testaments, together with some unwarranted additions in the form of Apocryphal books.

God’s procedure for refining the AV1611 Editions appears to illustrate the Lord’s view of using manuscript sources; replace the shorter ones with the longer ones and discard anything extra-biblical i.e. the Apocrypha.  That conclusion would certainly support the AV1611 Text against any of the modern versions and the illustration may therefore be of some value to the Bible believer.

That possibility doesn’t seem to have occurred to Drs Waite, Williams, DiVietro et al.

It should be noted that, in the wake of Dr Scrivener, a present-day academic, Professor David Norton, has produced probably the definitive contemporary review of differences between the AV1611 editions entitled A Textual History of the King James Bible.  Professor Norton is editor of The New Cambridge Paragraph Bible with the Apocrypha
, NCPB, which consists of the King James Text as edited by Dr Scrivener for the original Cambridge Paragraph Bible with some further amendments by Professor Norton.  Professor Norton’s Textual History contains a lot of valuable information but in it he refers
 to the text of the current 1611 English Holy Bible, i.e. Professor Blaney’s 1769 Text, as found in the Cambridge Wide Margin Cameo Edition and the Cambridge Concord Edition as “fossilised” and “mutated,” in urgent need of much improvement with respect to spelling, punctuation and presentation.  

For that reason, Professor Norton dismisses as “nonsense” the conclusion of the American Bible Society in 1852, namely ““There is not one [variation] which mars the integrity of the text, or affects any doctrine or precept of the Bible...The English Bible as left by the translators has come down to us unaltered in respect of its text...With the exception of typographical errors and changes required by the progress of orthography in the English language, the text of our present Bibles remains unchanged, and without variation from the original copy as left by the translators...The present copies of the Bible accord throughout with the edition of 1611.””

However, apart from the kind of differences mentioned by the society, Professor Norton does not provide any examples of serious variation between the various AV1611 editions that would mar the integrity of the AV1611 Text, so Bible believers are urged to remain faithful to the current copies of the AV1611 that they already possess.  Scrivener’s original Cambridge Paragraph Bible did not receive wide circulation compared with extant AV1611s and in this author’s view, neither will any successor to it.  Professor Norton’s perception of the AV1611 is further apparent in his note
 on Proverbs 27:26, where he changes the current AV1611 reading “the field” back to the 1611 AV1611 reading “thy field” for his NCPB.  He states that a superior reading to “the field” would “a field” as found in the NRSV. 
The same reading “a field” is found in other modern versions; NASV, NIV, NKJV.  

What Professor Norton and the modern editors missed is that “the field is the world” Matthew 13:38, the goats provide goats’ milk, Proverbs 27:27 and believers are urged to “desire the sincere milk of the word, that ye may grow thereby” 1 Peter 2:2.  “The sincere milk of the word” is well worth “the price of the field” Proverbs 27:26 because the Lord Jesus Christ said of His disciples “I have given them thy word; and the world hath hated them, because they are not of the world, even as I am not of the world.”
Devotionally speaking, receiving God’s word is well worth the price of the world’s hatred.

Readers may draw their own conclusions about whether or not God has called Professor Norton to ‘improve’ the 1611 English Holy Bible.

It may well be that God does not want His Book excessively ‘gone over’ any more than the fields, vineyards and olive groves of the Israelites, Deuteronomy 24:19-21.  The residue is for the ‘poor folks’ (gnat-straining academics, figuratively speaking, who though admirably adept at documenting fine detail, then devote themselves to picking at non-essentials), the produce is for “my sons and daughters” 2 Corinthians 6:18 to enjoy, as in Psalm 104:15:

“And wine that maketh glad the heart of man, and oil to make his face to shine, and bread which strengtheneth man's heart.”

And as in Zechariah 9:17:

“For how great is his goodness, and how great is his beauty! corn shall make the young men cheerful, and new wine the maids.”

All of which illustrates the fruits of the 1611 English Holy Bible, according to Jeremiah 15:16:

“Thy words were found, and I did eat them; and thy word was unto me the joy and rejoicing of mine heart: for I am called by thy name, O LORD God of hosts.”

None of which is found in the dissertations of academics like Dr Scrivener and Professor Norton about the AV1611 but such fruits are the produce of currently available AV1611s, such as the Cambridge Wide Margin Cameo Edition and the Cambridge Concord Edition, at least as far as this author can testify, who, like Yale University’s Professor of English Literature, William Lyon Phelps
, believes that the AV1611 is “inspired.”   

“We Anglo-Saxons have a better Bible than the French or Germans or the Italians or the Spanish; our English translation is even better than the original Hebrew and Greek.  There is only one way to explain this; I have no theory to account for the so-called “inspiration of the Bible,” but I am confident that the Authorized Version was inspired.”
The above explanations would not, of course, satisfy Drs Waite, DiVietro, Williams and their followers.  As Spurgeon said, see above, “they will rob us of all that we hold most dear, and glory in the cruel deed” and would fain strip the 1611 English Holy Bible of its quality of inspiration as eagerly as Joseph’s brothers stripped him of “his coat of many colours” Genesis 37:23, if they could.
In sum, it may be observed from Dr DiVietro’s Preface and Introduction that:

1. Like Dr Waite, Drs Williams and DiVietro each deny that the AV1611 is “all scripture...given by inspiration of God.”
2. They each base their denial on Dr Waite’s exposition of “theopneustos” and therefore insist that no translation can truly be the inspired word of God.  They forget that the King’s men, arguably the foremost Greek expositors of all time, came up with a different reading for “theopneustos” that God has honoured in the 1611 English Holy Bible for 400 years and which does allow for the freshest KJB copy right off the printing press to be truly the inspired word of God.
3. Dr Williams then inconsistently claims that the words of God, from the ‘original’ scriptures, can then be translated into the languages of the world.  However, they can’t be if by translation these words then lose the quality of inspiration.

4. Dr DiVietro in his Introduction accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of believing in ‘re-inspiration,’ namely that God could ‘inspire’ ‘new’ scriptures at any time.  However, Dr Mrs Riplinger’s own statements from In Awe of Thy Word, pp 560ff show that this accusation is baseless.

5.  Dr DiVietro then displays further inconsistency in that he states that the AV1611 is a perfect translation, such that any revisions that later editions underwent, even though printers’ errors had to be corrected, were minor and can be ignored.  Yet he later uses these minor revisions as supposed evidence to prove that the AV1611 cannot possibly be inspired.  

6. This work has therefore already revealed significant inconsistencies in Dr DiVietro’s book and more will emerge as this work progresses.
The responses to Dr DiVietro’s answers to Dr Mrs Riplinger’s seven challenges and his subsequent comments against her work, will now follow, citing as far as possible the 1611 English Holy Bible against Dr DiVietro’s criticisms of Dr Mrs Riplinger and her work.
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