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Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials – Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’

As a basis for his answers to and criticisms of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work, Dr DiVietro
 summarises his perception* of the main thesis of Hazardous Materials; namely that contemporary Bible study aids, i.e. dictionaries, lexicons and interlinear testaments do not enable the student to understand the scriptures and may be counterproductive in this respect.  He does this in his chapter entitled A New Premise, pp 12-18.
*Although note that Dr DiVietro has already intimated on p 10 of his book that the main thesis of Hazardous Materials is what he terms the false doctrine, pp 2-3 that the 1611 English Holy Bible is “all scripture...given by inspiration of God.”  See comments above in Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials – Preface and Introduction.  This work will proceed on the basis of Dr DiVietro’s altered perception of the main thesis of Hazardous Materials, as outlined above.  
Like his colleague Dr Waite, Dr DiVietro should check out the AV Publications web site, www.avpublications.com/avnew/home.html, shopping link, where he would find several Bible study aids listed for purchase
.  Even if Dr Mrs Riplinger would advise caution in the use of these study aids, the fact that AV Publications makes them available shows that Dr DiVietro’s perception of the main thesis of Hazardous Materials is distorted.  His challenges and comments stemming from his perception are likewise likely to be distorted, as this author’s earlier work has shown
.
That work described how Dr DiVietro’s use of ‘the Greek’ in his expositions of the words oinos (“wine”) and baptizo (“baptize”) and of John 11:33 had if anything been a hindrance to his own understanding of these particular subjects.  Dr DiVietro takes Dr Mrs Riplinger to task, p 14, for the methods she sets forth in In Awe of Thy Word for determining the meanings of Biblical words but had he been humble enough to employ those methods, including “comparing spiritual things with spiritual” 1 Corinthians 2:13b or scripture with scripture, he might have done a better job of exegesis of oinos, baptizo and John 11:33.  See this author’s analyses of those subjects using in part Dr Mrs Riplinger’s suggested approach.

Dr DiVietro asserts that Dr Mrs Riplinger cites only a crude ‘rule of thumb’ for this purpose, i.e. checking ten words before and after the word in question.  His assertion is entirely misleading, as a careful reading of Chapter 1 of In Awe of Thy Word will show.  Perhaps Dr DiVietro had insufficient time for such a reading, in the three days he had to spare, p 10, for Hazardous Materials.  See remarks in Preface and Introduction.  Again ironically, Dr DiVietro is not above resorting to a crude rule of thumb himself, p 15, where he insists that it is a fundamental rule of Bible study that anything new is not true and vice versa.  Dr DiVietro gives no support from scripture for this ‘rule,’ which suggests that the actual ‘rule’ is that any kind of Bible study (such as In Awe of Thy Word, Chapter 1) must be wrong if the DBS Executive Committee didn’t think of it first.  The august members of the committee seem to have forgotten that “God is no respecter of persons” Acts 10:34.

Dr DiVietro may rest his Bible study rule of thumb on Ecclesiastes 1:9 “there is no new thing under the sun” but Solomon’s worldly observations do not prevent God from implementing “a new thing” Isaiah 43:9, like “the new testament” 2 Corinthians 3:6.  Dr DiVietro would do well to consider the dying words of Pastor John Robinson, of the Mayflower group
.

““I bewail the condition of the Reformed churches...the Lutherans cannot be drawn to go beyond what Luther saw.  And the Calvinists as you see, stick where Calvin left them...Luther and Calvin were precious shining lights in their times.  Yet God did not reveal His whole will to them...I am very confident that the Lord hath more truth and light yet to break forth out of His Holy Word.””
As part of more truth and light from His Holy word, God certainly showed Dr Mrs Riplinger how to apply 1 Corinthians 2:13b, see above, with respect to the meanings of Biblical words.  See In Awe of Thy Word, Part 1 and Dr Mrs Riplinger’s earlier work, The Language of the King James Bible.  God has of course been revealing these insights to His faithful servants for centuries, as Wycliffe himself declares
, this author’s underlining.  “In Holy Scripture is all truth; one part of Scripture explains another.”
Yet it appears that God did not give the same insights to the DBS Executive Committee.  They seem to be Burgonists, who stick where Burgon left them.   

Further support for Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Biblical approach to determining the meanings of Bible words through the AV1611’s built-in dictionary emerges from a book by John M. Asquith, also available from AV Publications, entitled Further Thoughts on the Word of God.  In Chapters 8, 9, he recommends use of the Oxford English Dictionary to interpret words in the AV1611 but cautions, pp 94, 106 that the OED is “not perfect” and includes examples of where it is deficient.

All of which leads the Bible reader back to Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Biblical approach to determining the meanings of Bible words through the AV1611’s built-in dictionary.  (This author
 has found that The Concise Oxford English Dictionary is, however, often useful as an aid to understanding Bible words, though it cannot replace the AV1611’s own built-in dictionary.)

Dr DiVietro reiterates in this chapter, pp 17-18, his belief that the AV1611 is not “all scripture...given by inspiration of God.”  Yet like his colleague Dr Williams, see remarks in Preface and Introduction, he contradicts himself by stating, p 18, that an accurate translation from the Hebrew and Greek is the word of God.  If such a translation is the word of God, it must by definition be “all scripture...given by inspiration of God.”  
Yet it can’t be, according to Drs Waite, DiVietro and Williams, who are united in their dogmatic assertion that inspiration cannot apply to any Bible translation anywhere at any time.  See Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials, p 2.  Inspiration, they claim, can only apply to the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek originals, even though Dr DiVietro states that these are dead languages, which is mystifying to this author how they can then still be ‘inspired,’ pp iii-iv, 2-3, 7, 16.  See remarks on fossilisation
 in this author’s earlier work.
At the time of writing, these apparent contradictions on the part of Drs Waite, DiVietro and Williams are unresolved.  2 Timothy 2:25 comes to mind.

“In meekness instructing those that oppose themselves; if God peradventure will give them repentance to the acknowledging of the truth.”
It is hoped that God will be merciful in that respect because the DBS Executive Committee has in effect changed the very definition and description of “the word of God” into something unbiblical and like the Pharisees of old has made it of “none effect” Mark 7:13.

Using quotes from In Awe of Thy Word, pp 542, 620-622 and Hazardous Materials, p 1105, Dr DiVietro, pp 12, 14-16, further accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of stating that The King James translators did not translate the scriptures from Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek sources into English but, along with Luther and Tyndale, only purified earlier Germanic or English Bibles that they believed to be ‘inspired.’

In levelling these accusations, Dr DiVietro carefully – and dishonestly- edits his quotes to avoid mentioning any of the numerous researchers that Dr Mrs Riplinger cites
, including the distinguished Herman Hoskier, who believed that the early New Testament translations, e.g. in Latin and Syriac, were concurrent with the Greek originals.  Dr Mrs Riplinger also lists many Bibles that were largely translated from earlier vernacular editions and notes from Scrivener that Luther used both Gothic and Latin Bibles in his work, besides Erasmus’s first Greek edition (that initially led Luther astray in causing him to omit 1 John 5:7, restored in later editions of both Erasmus and Luther’s New Testaments).  Dr Mrs Riplinger also alludes to Tyndale’s use of Erasmus’s New Testament to “polish” the English translation.  Dr DiVietro has clearly been most duplicitous in his denunciation of Dr Mrs Riplinger in these respects.

Dr DiVietro admits, p 16 that the King James translations used a variety of sources besides Hebrew and Greek but he then quotes from The Translators to the Reader to show that the AV1611 is indeed a translation and not mere purification, according to Dr Miles Smith’s statement that “Translation it is that openeth the window, to let in the light; that breaketh the shell, that we may eat the kernel...”  See this author’s earlier work, where this statement has also been cited
.  This statement, Dr DiVietro insists, proves his accusation against Dr Mrs Riplinger.

Dr DiVietro does not tell his readers, however, that Dr Mrs Riplinger inserts the same quote from Dr Smith in p 549 of In Awe of Thy Word and rightly concludes, her emphases that “There are no verses that teach that the Bible ceases to be the inspired word of God when it is in a language other than Greek or Hebrew.  Translation is not a barrier to inspiration.  God inspired his word; he promised to preserve it; therefore it is still inspired:

““...his judgments are in all the earth...the word which he commanded to a thousand generations” (see 1 Chron. 16:14, 15; Ps. 12:6, 7, 105:7, 105:8, 33:4, 33:11, 45:17, 100:5).”

If God is able to command His word “to a thousand generations,” why is He not able to inspire translations of His word?  Apart from their “private interpretation” 2 Peter 1:21 of “theopneustos,” Drs Waite, DiVietro and Williams have not shown from scripture why God cannot do so.  That God can inspire translations is shown from Dr Gipp’s analyses, given in this author’s earlier work
.

In sum, an honest inspection of In Awe of Thy Word shows that Dr Mrs Riplinger does acknowledge that the 1611 English Holy Bible is a translation.  But she also shows that it is a purification as well, in Chapter 3 of In Awe of Thy Word, pp 17, 129ff, entitled From The Bishops’ Bible of 1568 to The King James Bible of 1611, Rubbing & Polishing Where Substance is Sound.

Dr DiVietro appears to have overlooked this chapter (he should perhaps have spent not three but four days reading Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work) as well as the citation from Dr Smith that Dr Mrs Riplinger included on p 131 of In Awe of Thy Word, this author’s emphases.

“Whatsoever is sound already (and all is sound for substance, in one or other of our editions...) the same will shine as gold more brightly, being rubbed and polished.”
In sum, it may be observed from Dr DiVietro’s Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’:

1. Dr DiVietro has identified two main themes of Hazardous Materials, which he perceives as heresies, namely that the 1611 English Holy Bible is “all scripture...given by inspiration of God” and that contemporary Bible study aids, i.e. dictionaries, lexicons and interlinear testaments do not enable the student to understand the scriptures.

2. Dr DiVietro has overlooked the AV Publications catalogue, where several such aids are listed.  Even though Dr Mrs Riplinger would advise caution in the use of these aids, the AV Publications catalogue shows that Dr DiVietro has a distorted perception of the purpose of Hazardous Materials.

3. Hazardous Materials does of course strongly warn against using these aids to ‘correct’ or ‘improve’ the AV1611.  This warning is vindicated by Dr DiVietro’s use of ‘the Greek’ with respect to his expositions of oinos (“wine”), baptizo (“baptize”) and John 11:33, by which he reached erroneous conclusions.

4. Dr DiVietro contradicts himself in this chapter by asserting first that the AV1611 is not “all scripture...given by inspiration of God” but then on the same page stating that wherever the correct Hebrew and Greek texts are accurately translated, the reader has the very words of God, which of course he can’t have if translation has prevented these words from being inspired.  But just as a Catholic priest can ‘explain’ how the wafer at the mass is Christ though it isn’t, the Nicolaitan priests of the DBS Executive Committee appear able to assert that the 1611 English Holy Bible is the word of God though to them it simultaneously isn’t.

5. The DBS stance, therefore, as revealed once again by Dr DiVietro in this chapter, is that no-one has “the words of God” Numbers 24:4 (N.B. first mention of the expression) unless the DBS Executive Committee condescends to reveal it through the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek ‘originals,’ the pure, finally authoritative contemporary sources of which are, apparently, known only to the august members of the DBS Executive Committee.  This attitude is totally opposed to scripture.  Balaam speaks “the words of God” (first mention, Numbers 24:4) i.e. that which God speaks and can be heard, Numbers 23:5, 18, throughout Numbers 22-24, in a language that cannot have been either Hebrew/Aramaic or Greek, especially insofar as Balaam, who is not an Israelite exhorts, Balak, who is a Moabite, to “Rise up, Balak, and hear.”  It also follows that wherever God, Balaam or Balak speak in Numbers 22-24, the Hebrew ‘original’ must itself have been an inspired translation, even though the DBS insists, Cleaning-Up, p 2 that no such work has ever existed.  Contrary to the DBS, though, “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 shows that Numbers 22-24 is another example of the inspired translations alluded to in this author’s earlier work
.
6. Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of stating that the King James translators did not translate their work but only purified earlier Anglo-Germanic bibles.  Inspection of her book In Awe of Thy Word shows that they both translated their original language sources and refined the texts of those translations that preceded their work, such as the Bishops’ Bible.

7. As well as self-contradiction, Dr DiVietro’s book is showing signs of misrepresentation and dissimulation with respect to Dr Mrs Riplinger and her work.  See Point 5 above.
This work will continue with the responses to Dr DiVietro’s criticisms of Hazardous Materials in turn, with reference as far as possible to that which is “More to be desired...than much fine gold” Psalm 19:10 that Dr DiVietro and his co-saboteurs have sought so shockingly to tarnish.
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