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Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials – Challenge #2, Point-Counterpoint
Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #2 is to give the Christian testimony of the editor of any currently available Greek lexicon.

This author’s answer to Challenge #2 is simple.  I can’t.  However, I don’t bother with lexicons, so the problem doesn’t arise.

This time, though, Dr DiVietro takes up to 37 pages of his book, pp 33-69, in failing to answer Dr Mrs Riplinger’s second challenge.  

As before, when he failed to answer Dr Mrs Riplinger’s first challenge, Dr DiVietro also makes a number of false accusations against Dr Mrs Riplinger that again, in fairness to her, should be answered.

Dr DiVietro’s first accusation is that Hazardous Materials consists largely of ad hominem attacks on authors and editors of Bible study aids, without giving any examples of errors in their English definitions of Greek or Hebrew words in the scriptures.  

He reproduces Dr Mrs Riplinger’s summary description of James Strong of Strong’s Concordance, p 161 of Hazardous Materials, in an effort to substantiate this accusation and further accuses of Dr Mrs Riplinger of a double standard because on p 200 of Hazardous Materials, she refers to her own use of Strong’s Concordance, pp 33, 35-36.

That Dr DiVietro has been both careless and vindictive in his accusations against Dr Mrs Riplinger is revealed by inspection of point 2 in the very summary description of James Strong that he copied from Hazardous Materials.  This point reveals that Strong was on the committee of the ASV that identified the Lord Jesus Christ as a creature instead of the Creator and Dr Mrs Riplinger gives details on p 171 of Hazardous Materials, alluding to the ASV’s marginal note for John 9:38 designating the Lord Jesus Christ as a creature, not the Creator.  See remarks in Challenge #1, Point-Counterpoint. 

It is Dr DiVietro’s responsibility to show that James Strong distanced himself from this heretical note and Dr DiVietro fails to do so in his answer to Challenge #2.  Moreover, it should be noted that Dr DiVietro doesn’t refute any of the warnings about James Strong that Dr Mrs Riplinger issues.   

On p 173 of Hazardous Materials, Dr Mrs Riplinger provides a table of important Biblical words such as “Godhead,” “charity,” “heresy,” “hell,” “devils,” and “Lucifer” that she contrasts with Strong’s corrupt lexical definitions that then find their way into the apostate ASV of 1901, the unbiblical readings of which Strong clearly condoned.  Dr Mrs Riplinger then provides
 an extensive table contrasting readings from the AV1611 and the ASV, showing how the latter version repeatedly attacks major doctrines such as the Deity of Christ.  The heretical ASV readings, Dr Mrs Riplinger explains, were condoned by both Strong and his Unitarian colleague and co-committee member, J. Henry Thayer, author of a Greek-English lexicon that underlies many subsequent similar works.

Corrupt lexical definitions are clearly associated with a corrupt text.

In the chapter on Vine’s Expository Dictionary, Dr Mrs Riplinger provides another table showing how pure KJB words such as “abundance,” “righteousness” and “full assurance” have been adulterated by Vine’s corrupt definitions that match the word usage in Westcott and Hort’s RV.  Vine’s dictionary, she explains, derives from the earlier works of unsaved heretics such as Thayer, Trench, Moulton and Milligan.  Her examples from Vine, therefore, serve as examples of the misleading nature of these works as well.

Parts III-V of Hazardous Materials is replete with examples of scriptures upon which unsaved or apostate academics cast doubts or proposed alterations stemming from their tainted study aids that in turn could mislead the ordinary Bible believer and reader.  See especially Chapter 17 on the textual heresies of none other than the DBS icon, Dr Frederick Scrivener, set out in detail from his own writings.

Dr DiVietro’s accusation that Dr Mrs Riplinger provided no examples to substantiate her concerns about Greek/Hebrew lexicon editors is therefore shown to be a malicious lie.  He clearly did not give Hazardous Materials a ‘strong’ enough evaluation in his three-day canter through it, p 10 of Cleaning-Up.     

Dr DiVietro’s accusation of a double standard on Dr Mrs Riplinger’s part with respect to her use of Strong’s Concordance is also malicious.  Although Dr DiVietro reproduces large portions of Hazardous Materials in Cleaning-Up, he avoids informing his readers of what Dr Mrs Riplinger said on p 200, which includes the following statement.  Capitalization is the author’s.

“Strong’s heresy is a Christian’s warning to “withdraw thyself” from the Greek and Hebrew “private interpretation” in the back of Strong’s Concordance.  The front matter of his concordance, in which Strong lists the PLACES where a given word is used, is still perhaps the most valuable tool Christians have to “compare spiritual things with spiritual.””
Location of references containing particular Bible words is a purely mechanical process at which Bible critics have been adept for centuries.  James White who wrote The King James Only Controversy had no difficulty locating 250 verses in the AV1611 where he repeatedly sought to criticize its wording
.  That another critic of the Holy Bible like James Strong could locate Bible words on a much greater scale in order to compile a concordance should come as no surprise.  Inspection of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s statement above, however, shows that Dr DiVietro’s accusation against her of a double standard (a term used repeatedly by James White in denigrating Bible believers) is highly devious, which by now should come as no surprise to the reader either.

Dr DiVietro’s next accusation against Dr Mrs Riplinger, pp 36-38, is with respect to her application of Bible numerics to 1 John 5:7, Hazardous Materials, pp 1182-1184.  He compares her analysis to the concoction of false Bible codes, which he says, can be worked up for any book and accuses her of more inconsistency because, he says, she warns against the occultism of some study aids editors but resorts to mysticism herself to prove inspiration for the 1611 English Holy Bible.

He further insists that her Bible numerics approach cannot be used for textual criticism, is essentially cabbalistic in nature and leaves open the question of which language to use, Greek or English.

Dr DiVietro fails to mention that Dr Mrs Riplinger is citing the work of Periander A. Esplana, a Christian from Camarines Norte, Philippines.  He has written two extensive works, entitled The Bible Formula
 and The Mathematical Perfection of the King James Bible
.  

If Dr DiVietro wishes to refute the Bible numerics that Dr Mrs Riplinger has cited with respect to 1 John 5:7, it is incumbent upon him to refute Periander Esplana’s thesis.  He cannot airily dismiss it out of hand, as he does.  That is unreasonable and in turn it is a poor reflection on his level of spiritual maturity.  As a very wise saint
 of God once said:

“Beware of unreasonable people.  Good men are always reasonable.”

It is clear from Mr Esplana’s work that he is focussing on the 1611 English Holy Bible for the development of his formula, or at least single-language vernacular Bibles, so Dr DiVietro’s issue about which language to use is a non-problem.  Moreover, Dr Mrs Riplinger states that application of Mr Esplana’s method to other books, such as “other English Bible versions, or do-it-yourself translations from Greek and Hebrew lexicons” will not produce coherent results as are found for the 1611 English Holy Bible with respect to 1 John 5:7.  It is Dr DiVietro’s responsibility to prove otherwise.  He cannot reasonably merely assert otherwise.

Dr DiVietro’s criticism of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s use of Bible numerics shows further mean-spiritedness on his part because Dr Mrs Riplinger is unequivocal in her stance that 1 John 5:7 is genuinely a verse of scripture.  Dr DiVietro is so anxious to denigrate Dr Mrs Riplinger and her work that he fails to declare in this part of his book whether or not he believes 1 John 5:7 to be genuine.  He would do well to consider John 14:23.

“If a man love me, he will keep my words.”
Dr Mrs Riplinger is clearly committed to keep God’s words, including 1 John 5:7.  Dr DiVietro does not here show the same level of commitment but he cannot, of course, accept Mr Esplana’s thesis because that would be an admission that the AV1611 is “all scripture...given by inspiration of God” whereas Dr DiVietro’s denies that it is.  See Cleaning-Up, p 18.  Dr DiVietro’s preconceived notions in this respect must therefore inevitably colour his response to any analysis that supports inspiration of the AV1611.
Dr Mrs Riplinger warns of the occult practises of study aids editors in Chapters 10, 11 of Hazardous Materials, about Trench, Moulton and Milligan.  She also warns of false Bible codes such as the Da Vinci code in Chapter 15 and writes extensively in Chapters 28, 29, pp 1061-1092, against the cabbalistic methods of Johannes Reuchlin, a Catholic occultist, who delved into Greek and Hebrew sources “for mystical meaning which could re-interpret the words of the Bible,” author’s emphasis.  Dr DiVietro refers to Bullinger as using false Bible numerics but he neglects to inform his readers that Dr Mrs Riplinger includes Bullinger among the users of cabbalistic systems.

Inspection of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s research in Chapters 15, 28, 29 of Hazardous Materials shows that the occult practices that she exposes bear absolutely no relation to Mr Esplana’s work.

It is entirely inexcusable of Dr DiVietro therefore to liken the satanic leanings of Trench, Moulton, Milligan, Reuchlin and Bullinger to Mr Esplana’s analysis.  Dr DiVietro chooses to reject this work out of hand but it is not mystical, it is clearly mathematical and Dr DiVietro is once again being mean-spirited in attempting to imply otherwise by means of innuendo and insinuation.

He asserts that Dr Mrs Riplinger should try the spirits with respect to her interest in Bible numerics (1 John 4:1, though Dr DiVietro doesn’t give the reference).  In reality, it is his own spirit that could do with being tried, 2 Corinthians 7:1.
“Having therefore these promises, dearly beloved, let us cleanse ourselves from all filthiness of the flesh and spirit, perfecting holiness in the fear of God.” 

It is also extremely ironic of Dr DiVietro to imply that Dr Mrs Riplinger is tending towards cultic and cabbalistic practices, Cleaning-Up, pp 31, 38, when he himself is wholly committed to a small select group of “heady, highminded” academics 2 Timothy 3:4 who perceive themselves as effectively the sole custodians of “all the words of the Lord” Exodus 4:28 secreted in an unidentified, unpublished and inaccessible-except-by-the-DBS-Executive-Committee exclusive repository of purportedly ‘God-breathed Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek originals.’  See remarks in Introduction.

Dr DiVietro then devotes approximately four pages of his work, pp 38-42, to reproducing citations from Hazardous Materials where Dr Mrs Riplinger warns against the satanic inclinations of 19th century Greek editors such as Liddell, Trench, Moulton and Thayer, pp 207, 221-222, 331-332, 333, 334, 337, 348-349, 359, 361, 363, 410-411.

All that Dr DiVietro can offer by way of comment on this extensive quote from Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work is that the editors mentioned were not necessarily godly but their works are valuable, although not finally authoritative and that she is only making ad hominem attacks against these authors.

Where the authority of their works begins and ends, Dr DiVietro does not tell his readers but it appears that the final authority’ remains ‘the bright elusive butterfly’ of the never-in-print Greek text extant only within the mindset of the DBS Executive Committee Conclave.

Or Cabal.

Although declaring that the works of Liddell etc. are valuable study aids, Dr DiVietro ignores the very statements from Hazardous Materials that he quotes about Trench secularizing Bible words, p 361 and the pagan philosophers whom Thayer consulted for his lexicon, p 337.  He also ignores his citation from Hazardous Materials about the heresy trial of ASV/RV chairman Philip Schaff, pp 348-349, who “hoped all Protestants would be brought into “true Catholic union.””
Dr DiVietro’s superficial treatment of the extensive statements that he extracted from Hazardous Materials therefore resulted in some serious oversights on his part.  As Dr Mrs Riplinger explains on p 336 of Hazardous Materials, the AV1611 has the term “Godhead” in Acts 17:29, Romans 1:20 and Colossians 2:9.  Thayer’s Unitarian influence on the ASV led to the substitution of the weaker word “divinity” in Romans 1:20 and, even if only indirectly, cast its sinister shadow on later translations.  For example, the term “Godhead” has been entirely removed from the popular NIV and the NKJV, favoured by more ‘conservative’ fundamentalists, has substituted the term “Divine Nature” in Acts 17:29.  Christians can partake of “the divine nature” 2 Peter 1:4 but they can never be part of the Godhead, which consists exclusively of “the Father, the Word and the Holy Ghost” 1 John 5:7.

Moreover, as Dr Mrs Riplinger mentions, Ricker Berry’s Interlinear substitutes “that which is divine” and “divinity” for “Godhead” in Acts 17:29 and Romans 1:20 respectively, once again betraying the dead hand of Joseph Henry Thayer.

Vindicating Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning about Schaff, Benjamin Wilkinson lists 44 readings
, comprising 46 verses that Westcott and Hort’s RV altered from the 1611 readings in order to support Romish or modernistic, i.e. anti-biblical, doctrines.  The equivalent readings of Schaff’s ASV repeatedly match those of the Romish RV.  Dr DiVietro fails to mention any of these references and shows that he has therefore missed the full import of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning about Schaff.

Concerning Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning about Trench, Dr DiVietro once again missed some vital information.  On p 363 of Hazardous Materials, she reveals that Trench wished to capitalize “vengeance” in Acts 28:4, in order to personify the word as the Greek goddess of that name.  Schaff’s ASV substitutes the word “Justice” but capitalised as shown in Acts 28:4 according to Trench’s influence.  The NASV, NRSV and NKJV all have “justice,” not capitalised but the NASV has a footnote that states “Or Justice, i.e. the personification of a goddess,” indicating that Trench’s Greek idolatry lived on long after him, adversely influencing later generations of version editors and their readers, especially insofar as the popular NIV has “Justice” in Acts 28:4, capitalised, reading identically with the infamous 1901 ASV.

Dr Mrs Riplinger shows further, p 382 that Trench was also responsible for eliminating Paul’s rebuke to the Athenians of being “too superstitious” in Acts 17:22 by substituting “very religious” as found in the ASV, NASV, NRSV (“extremely religious”) NIV, NKJV.  Trench’s substitution, followed by all the new bibles, could easily be used to justify legislation outlawing criticism of someone else’s ‘religion’ and in turn hindering Christian witness.  Such sinister trends are already discernible in the USA
.  Dr Mrs Riplinger gives more warnings about Trench’s verse-tampering on pp 388ff, with respect to Luke 14:18-19, 17:4, 6, Romans 1:20, 2 Corinthians 2:14, 17, Colossians 2:8, James 3:5 and other readings, including his transliteration of “hades,” instead of translation into “hell,” a pusillanimous and deceitful practice, carried forward by all the new bibles and Ricker Berry’s Interlinear, RB Int’l.  See Table 1. 

Table 1

“Hell” versus “hades” – AV1611 versus New Bibles Ricker Berry’s ‘the Greek’
	Verse
	AV1611
	ASV
	NASV
	NRSV
	NIV
	NKJV
	RB Int’l

	Matthew 11:23
	hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	depths
	Hades
	hades

	Matthew 16:18
	hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	hades

	Luke 10:15
	hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	depths
	Hades
	hades

	Luke 16:23
	hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	hell
	Hades
	hades

	Acts 2:27
	hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	grave
	Hades
	hades

	Acts 2:31
	hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	grave
	Hades
	hades

	Revelation 1:18
	hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	hades

	Revelation 6:8
	Hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	hades

	Revelation 20:13
	hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	hades

	Revelation 20:14
	hell
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	Hades
	hades


Table 1 shows that with the sole exception of the NIV in Luke 16:23, the new bibles uniformly reject the well-known and well-understood translated English word “hell” in favour of the vague and far less familiar transliteration “Hades” or, as with the NIV, other weak or misleading substitutes such as “depths” or “grave.”  ‘The Greek,’ as found in Ricker Berry’s Interlinear, is not much help either. 

This malicious kind of tampering with the definitive word “hell,” to which Trench was clearly prone, is ready-made for the cruelly heretical doctrine of possible eventual salvation after death, as Dr Mrs Riplinger explains in New Age Versions, Chapter 18, Judgement or Interment?
“The open door to hades in new versions merely vents the views of their editors.  ‘New’ Greek editor F.J.A. Hort called purgatory, “a great and important truth.”  His American counterpart Philip Schaff believed in an “extension of the period of grace for non-Christians beyond the limits of the grave.””
The reader should note especially the statement of the heretic Philip Schaff, about whom Dr Mrs Riplinger has warned above.  No doubt his crony Trench collaborated with Schaff’s “doctrines of devils” 1 Timothy 4:1.

And Dr DiVietro insists that the work of individuals such as Schaff, Thayer, Trench et al is valuable for understanding the scriptures?  He should read James 3:12.

“Can the fig tree, my brethren, bear olive berries? either a vine, figs? so can no fountain both yield salt water and fresh.”
And neither can “the enemies of the cross of Christ” Philippians 3:18 elucidate “wholesome words, even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ” 1 Timothy 6:3.

“Who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean? not one” Job 14:4.

In passing, it should be observed that the AV1611 correctly capitalises “Hell” in Revelation 6:8, as inspection of the context will confirm.  The new bibles and ‘the Greek’ are too crudely constructed to incorporate this particular fine distinction, although the new bibles deem “Hades” worthy of capitalisation in Luke 10:15 but not “heaven.”
The reader should note again that Dr DiVietro addressed none of the essential material above following his extended quotes from Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work.  He was interested only in furthering his innuendo against her.  The above shows that Dr Mrs Riplinger is exposing the errors of the Greek editors that follow from their beliefs e.g. Thayer’s Unitarianism.  She is not making ad hominem attacks as Dr DiVietro falsely claims.  

Dr DiVietro then spends the next ten pages of his book, pp 43-52 inclusive, justifying the use of lexicons and castigating Dr Mrs Riplinger for emphasising the use of the 1611 English Holy Bible to define its own words.

Dr DiVietro forgot Wycliffe’s exhortation
, this author’s underlining.  

“In Holy Scripture is all truth; one part of Scripture explains another.” 
See Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’.

Dr DiVietro also forgot Tyndale’s exhortation
, emphases and [] insert are Dr Mrs Riplinger’s

““And in many places, where the text seemeth at the first chop hard to be understood, yet the circustaces [surrounding words and verses] before and after, and often reading together, make it plain enough.””
And Coverdale’s, emphases and [] inserts are Dr Mrs Riplinger’s.
““[L]et one text expound another unto thee...[L]et the plain text be thy guide, and the spirit of God (which is the author thereof) shall lead thee in all truth.””
Most of all, Dr DiVietro forgot 1 Corinthians 2:13.

“Which things also we speak, not in the words which man’s wisdom teacheth [lexicons etc.], but which the Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritual.”
Dr DiVietro’s praise of lexical usage, pp 49-52 did not help him very much in his exposition of oinos, baptizo and John 11:33.  See remarks in Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’.

But these pages of Cleaning-Up contain statements of Dr DiVietro’s that are breath-taking in their naivety.

He makes the incredible statement on p 49 that a corrupt heart will find corrupt meanings of Biblical words from lexicons but a good heart will find correct meanings, evidently from the same lexical sources.  In addition to failing to substantiate this statement, Dr DiVietro again forgot James 3:12.

“Can the fig tree, my brethren, bear olive berries? either a vine, figs? so can no fountain both yield salt water and fresh.”   

How, therefore, does a corrupt lexicon unequivocally provide true Biblical meanings for the words in the underlying Greek and Hebrew texts?  It appears that they don’t, or obscure them with associated non-Biblical meanings, as Dr Mrs Riplinger
 has observed in a detailed discussion of the term monogenes i.e. “only begotten” in John 1:14, 18, 3:16, 18, 1 John 4:9, with respect to the Lord Jesus Christ.

“New version editors and advocates seem to pick the pagan lexical definition, time after time.”  See remarks above on the term “vengeance,” showing how a “pagan lexical definition” has influenced modern editors, including those of the recent 2004 HCSB, Holman Christian Standard Bible, which has “Justice” capitalized in Acts 28:4 and the footnote “Gk dike (!) a goddess of justice.”
If modern version editors, supposedly familiar with ‘the Hebrew and the Greek’ can therefore be deceived into adopting unbiblical word definitions, how, then, is the ordinary student supposed to identify a correct Biblical meaning in a tainted lexical source, even if such a meaning is included in that source?  Dr DiVietro says it is a matter of heart attitude but he doesn’t help the student in this respect because he doesn’t say how the heart is to be made good.  

It appears that he has forgotten Proverbs 20:9, Jeremiah 17:9, Luke 8:15 and John 15:3.

“Who can say, I have made my heart clean, I am pure from my sin?”

“The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked: who can know it?”

“But that on the good ground are they, which in an honest and good heart, having heard the word, keep it, and bring forth fruit with patience.”  

Note carefully in Luke 8:15 above the past tense, showing that only the word heard has made or can make the heart honest and good.  A healthy heart condition is then sustained by keeping the word heard.  Observe how the NIV, NKJV change the wording to imply that the heart can be made good independently of the word heard, which it cannot be.  See John 15:3 below.

 “Now ye are clean through the word which I have spoken unto you.”

See also Matthew 15:18-20, Mark 7:20-23.  If Dr DiVietro thinks he is exempt by means of his lexical expertise, he is wrong, 1 John 1:8.

“If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us.”
Spurgeon’s
 exhortation is good.

“Some say, ‘I have my faults, but at the bottom I have a good heart.’  Alas!  It is this that deceives you, for your heart is the worst part of you.” 
Dr DiVietro should ask God to do some heart-searching on his behalf, in the light of Jeremiah 17:10.

“I the LORD search the heart, I try the reins, even to give every man according to his ways, and according to the fruit of his doings.”

In sum, however, the scriptures and exhortations cited above render the use of lexicons unnecessary.

On pp 50-51, Dr DiVietro states that lexicons must be updated to keep abreast of changes in the English language so that, in effect, the words in the original languages of the Biblical texts can continue to be understood.

This is the same argument that is used to justify the rash of modern versions published in the last 100 years or so, well over 200
.   
“Another reason for revision of the King James Version is afforded by changes in English usage” – RSV Preface, 1946.

“A present-day translation is not enhanced by forms that in the time of the King James Version were used in everyday speech” – NIV Preface, 1978.

“The Revised Authorised Version [NKJV]...[unlocks] for today’s readers the spiritual treasures found especially in the Authorised Version of the Holy Scriptures” – NKJV Preface, 1982.

“English is...the world’s most rapidly changing language.  The HCSB seeks to reflect recent changes in English...  The HCSB is a new translation for today’s generation” – HCSB Introduction, 2004.

The same “changes in English usage” scam has been in operation for a long time and is continuing.
Dr DiVietro’s attitude to the 1611 English Holy Bible is therefore basically no different from that of the modern version editors.  They use corrupt sources (e.g. lexicons) to change “the holy scriptures” 2 Timothy 3:15 directly.  Dr DiVietro uses corrupt sources (e.g. lexicons) to change “the holy scriptures” indirectly, supposedly to ‘clarify’ them, which he does not.  See remarks above on oinos etc. 

Dr Hills’s
 remarks on the supposed “changes in English usage” should be repeated.

“The English of the King James Version is not the English of the early 17th century.  To be exact, it is not a type of English that was ever spoken anywhere.  It is biblical English, which was not used on ordinary occasions even by the translators who produced the King James Version.  As H. Wheeler Robinson (1940) pointed out, one need only compare the preface written by the translators with the text of their translation to feel the difference in style.  And the observations of W. A. Irwin (1952) are to the same purport.  The King James Version, he reminds us, owes its merit, not to 17th-century English — which was very different — but to its faithful translation of the original.  Its style is that of the Hebrew and of the New Testament Greek.   Even in their use of thee and thou the translators were not following 17th-century English usage but biblical usage, for at the time these translators were doing their work these singular forms had already been replaced by the plural you in polite conversation.”
The word that the Lord has magnified above all His name, Psalm 138:2, in Biblical English, is unaffected by changes (usually degenerative, like those of the visible heavens, Isaiah 51:6) in contemporary English, regardless of Dr DiVietro’s apparent opinion to the contrary.

On p 52, Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of being prejudiced because she cites Gerhard Kittel as a war criminal, Hazardous Materials pp 81-82 but does not specify anything anti-Semitic in his lexicon.  Dr DiVietro’s accusation in this respect does nothing but reveal his on-going prejudice against Dr Mrs Riplinger.  Had he bothered to read all of p 82, he would have seen the citation for New Age Versions, Chapter 42, which documents numerous examples of Kittel’s anti-Semitism that has influenced modern editors, e.g. Acts 23:12, 26:17.  The NASV, NIV and the recent 2004 HCSB read “the Jews” as a whole instead of “certain of the Jews” as in the AV1611.  In Acts 26:17, the NASV, NKJV read “the Jewish people” instead of simply “the people” as in the AV1611.  Kittel was attempting to infer a murderous spirit among Jews as a whole that some modern editors have carried forward in varying degrees. 

Dr Mrs Riplinger also shows that though not directly associated with anti-Semitism, Kittel helped to concoct the erroneous distinction between phileo and agapao, which are each translated as “love” in the New Testament.  Phileo is supposed to specify friendliness and agapao God’s sacrificial love, except that they don’t, as agapao in Luke 11:43 most definitely reveals.  This author has, however, heard the agapao/phileo falsehood repeated on at least 3 occasions by independent preachers over the years*, showing that Kittel’s devious influence persists to this day.
*Especially with respect to John 21:15-17, even though verse 17 contains the expression “the third time” not once but twice, as though to emphasise that the agapao/phileo distinction is false.  Yet Ricker Berry’s Interlinear, though not Nestle’s, perpetuates Kittel’s falsehood by changing “lovest” to “have (hast) affection for” in verses 16 and 17, where phileo occurs.       

Dr DiVietro, pp 53-55, then criticizes Dr Mrs Riplinger for her warning about lexicons based on the corrupt texts of Westcott and Hort, Nestle-Aland and the UBS, United Bible Society.  See Hazardous Materials, p 70.  She gives the example of Revelation 15:3, where these lexicons will give the words for “ages” or “nations” that should be in Revelation 15:3 according to ‘the Greek’ instead of “saints” as in the AV1611.  Dr DiVietro states that this example is invalid because the student would simply consult Strong’s Concordance and get the correct word because Strong’s numbers are based on the King James vocabulary.

However, Dr DiVietro has headed this sub-section of his book The Reason(s) the Church Needs Teachers.  He insists, based on his own researches that good teaching in textual matters and in the Greek and Hebrew languages will easily overcome the problems that Dr Mrs Riplinger envisages.

That view is optimistic to say the least.

This is what one PhD with 20 years experience of teaching New Testament Greek said in writing to this author some years ago about John 1:18 and the readings “only begotten Son” AV1611 versus “God the one and only” NIV
.

““Both external evidence (Most reliable manuscripts and the earliest fathers) and internal evidence (A later scribe has clearly harmonised with other passages in John which read “only” or “only begotten” Son...) plainly indicate that John originally wrote “God” not “Son.”

““This is another example where the KJV (here using a defective manuscript and not at this point being guilty of incorrect translation as in 2 Peter and Titus) fails to affirm that Jesus is God.

““Much scholarly discussion has centred around whether monogenes means “only begotten” or “only”...I am inclined to believe that the better translation is “only”, this indicating Christ’s uniqueness.””

That kind of false teaching is all-pervasive today.  It is interesting to note that the recent 2004 HCSB has the reading “the One and Only Son” in John 1:18, perpetuating the heretical interpretation of monogenes.  Dr DiVietro has failed to grasp Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning that the so-called Bible study aids that she has listed, based on Westcott and Hort etc. continue to compound the kind of errors found in the new versions such as occur in John 1:18 and Revelation 15:3.  Dr Mrs Riplinger’s illustration of Revelation 15:3 is therefore entirely valid, regardless of Dr DiVietro’s off-handed dismissal of it.

The ‘good teaching’ to which Dr DiVietro refers would simply pit one Greek authority against another.  How is the student supposed to choose between them?  Dr DiVietro would probably urge him to trust the DBS Executive Committee but that then makes men the final authority instead of the scripture. 

Moreover, these ‘aids’ (!) will not help the student get a good heart according to Luke 8:15 for discerning correct word meanings.  Likewise any others that Dr DiVietro might suggest.  Only the word heard and kept will achieve that, according to Isaiah 7:15.

“Butter [Isaiah 7:22, 1 Peter 2:2] and honey [Psalm 119:103] shall he eat, that he may know to refuse the evil, and choose the good.”
On that basis, like Proverbs 20:9, Jeremiah 17:9, Luke 8:15 and John 15:3 above, this scripture too would make lexicons etc. irrelevant.

Now 23 pages into his answer to Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #2 without having answered it, Dr DiVietro, pp 55-57, next accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of distorting the facts about lexicons because she illustrates through the compilation by a certain Barclay M. Newman that lexicon editors take word definitions from corrupt bible versions.  Newman’s sources, it appears, included the now defunct RSV.  See Hazardous Materials pp 77-80.  Dr DiVietro insists that proper lexicons are compiled in advance of any translations, for which they are then used as an aid to translation.  Lexicons like Newman’s, he declares, are not general lexicons but are prepared only for specific translations and are of little value.

Dr DiVetro’s vehemence with respect to this accusation is such that it would be easy to overlook a couple of salient shortcomings in his response.  First, he does not at this point state where ‘proper’ or general lexicons get their word meanings from.  This is another discourtesy to the reader and to Dr Mrs Riplinger, who at least gives her readers some insights into how lexicons are put together, even if her information has upset Dr DiVietro.

This author’s view is that if lexicons or bible dictionaries get word definitions from non-biblical sources, then they are ungodly and have no place for the Bible believer who seeks “to understand...the words of the wise” Proverbs 1:6.  In his eagerness to attack Sister Riplinger, Dr DiVietro forgot Isaiah 55:8-9.

“For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways, saith the LORD.  For as the heavens are higher than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts than your thoughts.”

It appears from Cleaning-Up pp 43, 59 that Dr DiVietro lives in a welter of thousands of mostly unbiblical books.  He therefore seems to have forgotten a lot of the Holy Bible.  See remarks above with respect to Proverbs 20:9, Isaiah 7:15, Jeremiah 17:9, Luke 8:15 and John 15:3.

Second, Dr DiVietro demands (in capital letters) that the title of Newman’s lexicon should be read in order to show that it is not a general lexicon but one written for a specific translation and for giving the meanings of words found in modern translations (again, capitalized).

By inspection, Dr DiVietro’s statement above is inconsistent.  A lexicon written for a specific modern translation, singular, by definition cannot be perceived as a lexicon written for modern translations, plural.  The inconsistency on Dr DiVietro’s part arises because the quotes he gives from Hazardous Materials make reference to no fewer than four English translations as the basis for Newman’s lexicon; the RV, RSV, Goodspeed and Good News New Testament.  He therefore has to modify his initial charge about Newman’s lexicon being specific to one version to make it ‘stick’ against Sister Riplinger (which of course it doesn’t).

Dr DiVietro nevertheless insists that the title of Newman’s lexicon proves that it is not a general lexicon and therefore Dr Mrs Riplinger is misleading her readers.

Interestingly, Dr DiVietro doesn’t give the title of Newman’s lexicon, although he must have read it because the title is found on p 78 of Hazardous Materials, from which Dr DiVietro extracted a quote.

The title of Newman’s lexicon is A Concise Greek-English Dictionary of the New Testament.  The title clearly does not indicate that Newman’s work is anything other than a general lexicon, at least for what he and his academic colleagues thought of as the New Testament i.e. the Westcott-Hort text, as Dr Mrs Riplinger shows and as Dr DiVietro quotes.

Any ordinary student of ‘the Greek’ could therefore be deceived (via Newman’s or similar works) into thinking that the Westcott-Hort text is the New Testament text.  Many are, as shown by the depressingly large proportion of NIV-based ‘fundamentalist’ churches in the UK.

On p 57, Dr DiVietro takes a swipe at Sister Riplinger for implying, supposedly that lexicons are used to find the ‘original’ text.  He even accuses her of being ‘inflammatory.’  Such is his level of bile against Sister Riplinger at this point (it surfaces more and more as his book proceeds) that he has misunderstood what she actually said.  The relevant part of quote from p 79 of Hazardous Materials, which Dr DiVietro includes, is as follows.         

“Metzger’s definitions...came originally from a corrupt text and the vilest new versions in print.  Yet how many naively look to Metzger’s Concise Greek-English Dictionary definitions for the ‘original.’”
By inspection, the dictionary is not being consulted for the ‘original’ text.  It is being consulted for the definitions of words believed (perhaps wrongly) to have been used in the ‘original’ text.

It is therefore easy to see who is being ‘inflammatory.’  It is not Sister Riplinger.

Dr DiVietro’s graceless attitude throughout this section of his book calls to mind John 11:46, 53, following the raising of Lazarus.

“But some of them went their ways to the Pharisees, and told them what things Jesus had done.”

“Then from that day forth they took counsel together for to put him to death.”
Anything to get rid of the challenge to their power base and the Challenger.  Pharisaic efforts did not die out in 33 AD.

On p 58 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro part-repeats a quote from p 81 of Hazardous Materials found on p 51 of his book.  Emphasis is Dr Mrs Riplinger’s.

“Did God express his opinion of the German to English Bauer, Arndt and Gingrich Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature?  In 1952 its tentative notes made a trip to Germany.  The ship which carried them, the Flying Enterprise, sank and the notes were buried in Davy Jones locker...Back to the drawing board!”

In his initial comment on the above statement, Dr DiVietro says that Dr Mrs Riplinger is totally wrong to believe that God sank the Flying Enterprise.  In this author’s view, Dr DiVietro is totally wrong to disbelieve Psalm 148:8 and Mark 4:39.

“Fire, and hail; snow, and vapour; stormy wind fulfilling his word:”

“And he arose, and rebuked the wind, and said unto the sea, Peace, be still. And the wind ceased, and there was a great calm.”
Dr DiVietro should appreciate that the elements do what God tells them to do, whether for storm or calm.  The English people believed this back in the summer of 1588
.

“Elizabeth I also recognised that England’s victory was down to the weather but she believed that it was because God was on England’s side and a special medal was struck to commemorate England’s victory. The medal was inscribed with the words “Flavit Jehovah et Dissipati Sunt” – God blew and they were scattered. The defeat of the Spanish Armada was a divine victory, or so the English people believed.”
They had good reason to and it did not include the use of lexicons.  Dr DiVietro should note that God blessed their faith.  Theirs was the generation from which came the 1611 English Holy Bible a little over 20 years later.  Dr DiVietro should therefore not despise “the day of small things” Zechariah 4:10 and certainly not the day of larger things, like God’s “terrible majesty” Job 37:22 in ordering the weather.  2 Chronicles 20:35-37 is another example.

“And after this did Jehoshaphat king of Judah join himself with Ahaziah king of Israel, who did very wickedly: And he joined himself with him to make ships to go to Tarshish: and they made the ships in Eziongeber.  Then Eliezer the son of Dodavah of Mareshah prophesied against Jehoshaphat, saying, Because thou hast joined thyself with Ahaziah, the LORD hath broken thy works.  And the ships were broken, that they were not able to go to Tarshish.”

Dr DiVietro then repeats the claim, Cleaning-Up pp 58-60, based on the rest of p 81 of Hazardous Materials that Dr Mrs Riplinger is falsely asserting that lexicons take their definitions from corrupt bible translations and that she even insists that lexicons be ‘inspired.’

He does so in order to reiterate his perception of the proper use of lexicons but once again fails to inform his readers precisely how a general lexicon is correctly compiled, none of which, it should be noted once again has anything to do with answering Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #2.  On p 18 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro mocks Dr Mrs Riplinger for, in his opinion, resembling a poor lawyer in setting out her support for the 1611 English Holy Bible.  Dr DiVietro’s repeated evasion with respect to Dr Mrs Riplinger’s challenges so far would not serve him well in any properly constituted court of law.  He has almost earned the nickname ‘Dr Deviation.’

Dr DiVietro does not show from Hazardous Materials pp 81-82 where Dr Mrs Riplinger has stipulated that lexicons should be ‘inspired.’  This claim is simply more insinuation on his part.  His denial that lexicons take their definitions from corrupt bible versions is refuted in Chapter 12 of Hazardous Materials pp  428ff, which provides numerous examples of how Vine’s Expository Dictionary made use of the apostate RV for its word definitions.  Moreover, Dr Mrs Riplinger also shows in earlier chapters, 9-11, how noted lexicon and bible dictionary editors such as Thayer, Trench, Moulton and Milligan used abominably heathen Greek mythological sources for their word definitions.

Dr DiVietro fails to address this grim subject and its sinister implications.  He merely parrots the notion, pp 52, 56, 60 that lexicons give the full range of word meanings from which an informed reader (presumably one with a heart made right by means that Dr DiVietro has not disclosed) will make the right choice.  The well-known example of the proverbial needle-in-the-haystack comes to mind.

As does Jeremiah 23:28.

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

Dr Ruckman
 provides a good example of “chaff to the wheat” in his comments on Acts1:3.
“The Greek word for “infallible proofs” is τεκμηίοις [tekmērion].  Plato, Aristotle, and Lysias used it for a ‘convincing, sure, certain, demonstrative’ proof.  Something can be ‘convincing’ and be ‘false.’  You can have “many proofs” for a lie (e.g. evolution).  Something can be ‘demonstrated’ to you so that you are ‘sure’ and ‘certain beyond a doubt’, and yet that thing may not be so.  But the word “infallible” tells you that the thing is ‘absolutely true, without error or deception.’”
The word “infallible” focuses on the nature of the “proofs,” not on their effect on hearers or readers, which is what words like “convincing” or “demonstrative” convey.  “Infallible” is clearly the Biblical sense.  What need is there of any other sense?  If a word such as tekmērion is translated differently elsewhere in scripture, then again the scripture, not the lexicons etc. will give the correct sense.  Any lexical source that provides additional meanings that include definitions from heathen Greek sources would only serve to confuse. 

Yet Dr DiVietro makes the astounding statement, pp 58-59 that the notorious Septuagint makes an invaluable contribution to understanding Hebrew thinking behind Greek New Testament words because, supposedly, it was produced by bilingual Hebrew writers.

As Dr DiVietro no doubt well knows, today’s Septuagint or LXX is the edition of Sir Lancelot Brenton and consists mainly of the infamous Vaticanus manuscript, Codex B, supplemented where necessary by another Alexandrian manuscript, Codex A or Alexandrinus.  The Septuagint, like Vaticanus, contains the Old Testament Apocrypha as part of the Old Testament.  Its writers
 were Aquilla, Symmachus, Theodotian and Origen.  These individuals were Ebionites, who believed in salvation by following the teachings of the Sermon on the Mount and denied the doctrines of salvation that the Spirit of God revealed to Paul, Galatians 1:8-11.  See also Dr Mrs Riplinger’s comments on Origen in Hazardous Materials, pp 93-94.  Unlike Dr DiVietro, the scripture does not exhort the Bible believer to learn from such individuals, quite the opposite.

“Go from the presence of a foolish man, when thou perceivest not in him the lips of knowledge” Proverbs 14:7.   

It is up to Dr DiVietro to show how these unregenerate writers contributed anything valuable to understanding the New Testament, or either testament for that matter.  He does not do so in this part of his book.  The scripture’s comment is simple and to the point.

“The LORD knoweth the thoughts of man, that they are vanity” Psalm 94:11.
That scripture would cover a lot of Dr DiVietro’s thoughts as expressed in his book so far, summed up, as indicated, by the word ‘flannel.’  See comments under Preface and Introduction.

On pp 61-62, Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of ranting and compounding her ad hominem attacks on lexical editors by her criticisms of Liddell and Scott.  Dr DiVietro claims to have refuted these so-called ad hominem attacks, which he has not.  See comments earlier in this section.  He quotes from Hazardous Materials pp 83, 90, from which citations he is forced to acknowledge that the Liddell-Scott definitions did indeed come from “crumbling Greek ruins...bawdy plays...the pagan myths...and anti-God philosophical writings of the [BC] ancient Greeks.”
Throughout his book, as a perusal of the foregoing pages will reveal, Dr DiVietro has been engaged in an extensive exercise of defending the indefensible.  What follows is one of Dr DiVietro’s most striking exhibitions of this futile strategy.

The errors of Liddell and Scott, he insists, must be excused because their lexicon has been repeatedly revised and the revisers may be likened to good doctors who succeeded in making sick folks healthier, i.e. Liddell, Scott and their lexicon were sick.  Contemporary lexicographers, however, have concluded that, despite considerable ministrations, the patients are still sick, very sick.  Citing Lee, who in turn cites the distinguished scholar Chadwick, Dr Mrs Riplinger states, her emphases, on p 85 of Hazardous Materials, a page that Dr DiVietro must have skipped over in his three-day canter through the work that “““It is about time that Greek scholars recognized the need for a thorough overhaul of this indispensable tool.”””
The physicians still seem keen to resuscitate the patients when in reality, palliative care would seem to be a better option.

Dr DiVietro further insists that Biblical meanings of New Testament Greek words can only be understood by means of contemporary study aids (AIDS?) that are the next best thing to immersing oneself in the society that spoke the language i.e. Koine Greek.  That is, the student is supposed to immerse himself in “crumbling Greek ruins...bawdy plays...the pagan myths...and anti-God philosophical writings of the [BC] ancient Greeks” in order to understand the “pure words” of the Lord, Psalm 12:6 and the “wholesome words, even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ” 1 Timothy 6:3. 

Dr DiVietro, who substantiates nothing in this part of his book, seems to think that “the washing of water by the word” Ephesians 5:26 can be understood by means of a metaphorical swim in a sewer.  Flannel, sheer flannel.  He evidently hasn’t read 1 Corinthians 15:33 recently.

“Be not deceived: evil communications corrupt good manners.”
And again, he forgot Job 14:4.

“Who can bring a clean thing out of an unclean? not one.”
Dr DiVietro then concludes this section of his book with the eye-watering assertion that God took the words the early Greeks used (evidently from the “crumbling Greek ruins...bawdy plays...the pagan myths...and anti-God philosophical writings of the [BC] ancient Greeks”) and invested them with Biblical meanings.

Chapter and verse?  Dr DiVietro cannot provide chapter and verse to substantiate this assertion, not even from the Greek ‘original,’ the source of which remains known only the DBS Executive Committee.

God’s use of heathen Greek writers is limited to a mere six words* in the New Testament, cited by the Apostle Paul.

“For in him we live, and move, and have our being; as certain also of your own poets have said, For we are also his offspring” Acts 17:28.
*Or a mere 15, if the Cretian statement in Titus 1:12 is included.

“One of themselves, even a prophet of their own, said, The Cretians are alway liars, evil beasts, slow bellies.”

Had Dr DiVietro confined himself to this Greek source, he could have saved a considerable amount of cash from the Lord’s resources, in that “for all things come of thee, and of thine own have we given thee” 1 Chronicles 29:14, used for purchasing his library of books, Cleaning-Up pp 43, 59 and donated it to KJB-based missions (none would be Koine Greek-based).

If he thinks that he needs such vast resources to understand the scriptures, he should take careful note of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s admonition in this respect
.

“It is scandalous for rich Americans to have ten versions of the bible, instead of just one...Many tribes and peoples around the world have no King James Bible type bibles at all; the Albanian bible was destroyed during the communist regime.  Many of the tribes in New Guinea do not have a bible in their language.  But, these countries have no money to pay the publishers.  The publishers are not interested in giving these people bibles; they are just interested in making bibles that can produce a profit for their operation.”
Publishers of bible study aids could well fall into the same category.

Dr DiVietro continues on pp 63-64 of Cleaning-Up with a quote from pp 90-91 of Hazardous Materials, which concludes with the question “If we can not be sure what Homer meant (and Homer himself did not know), why are we using his writings to define Bible words?”
Dr DiVietro evades the question.  His feeble response to the quote is that KJB words are the same as those found in Shakespeare and therefore Shakespeare should be studied to help find the meanings of KJB words.  He admits that Biblical Greek is a dead language – see remarks in Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’ - but then tries to turn that admission on its head by claiming that lexicons are therefore necessary so that the student can learn Biblical Greek words in the way that a child growing up during the era of Koine Greek would learn the meanings of its own common language.

Again, Dr DiVietro substantiates none of his comments.  It remains a mystery why he would suppose that a dead language can give the students of today any useful insights into “the word of God, which liveth and abideth for ever” 1 Peter 1:23.  See remarks in this author’s response to Dr Waite
.
Dr DiVietro is wrong about the words of the KJB and Shakespeare being equivalent and he is wrong about learning the meanings of Biblical words (in English, since English, unlike dead Koine Greek, is a living language) from common, everyday usage.  

The extract below is taken from an earlier work
 of this author’s and includes a communication from the Trinitarian Bible Society.  Note that the critic in the context, like Dr DiVietro, substantiated nothing.  Also like Dr DiVietro, this critic put forward the old familiar Shakespearean argument, although from a negative stance because he favoured the NIV.  Both Dr DiVietro and this critic have the same objective, however; subjugate the words of the 1611 English Holy Bible to the words of men, e.g. playwrights (Shakespeare), novelists (Geoffrey Chaucer, to whom Dr DiVietro also alludes in this context) and Athenian children who lived between 330 BC and 330 AD
 in order to justify the existence of lexical editors and their supporters, like Dr DiVietro and the DBS Executive Committee.

The extract from this author’s earlier work follows.

“Our critic also states in this sub-section “Insistence on the supremacy of the KJV is a reversal of the Holy Spirit’s action by insisting that the best idiom for the Word of God should not be the modern living colloquial idiom but the classical language of Shakespeare.”  

“...One is surely entitled to ask for ‘Chapter and verse’ with respect to such “action”.  Unfortunately, our critic does not provide any...

“His assertion is answered by G.W. Anderson, Editorial Manager of the TBS:

““The Authorised Version - following its predecessors, including Tyndale - was written in the common language of its time, although in a literary rather than colloquial style.  It was not written in “the classical language of Shakespeare”.  The literary style used by the translators is what has enabled the Authorised Version to stand the test of time.  It must also be remembered that the edition of the Authorised Version which is used today is the 1769 revision, which is indeed closer to us than it is to Shakespeare.””
Dr Hills’s
 remarks, which bear on Biblical English versus everyday English of the time, should be repeated.  See remarks earlier in this section.  Dr DiVietro, Cleaning-Up p 67 does acknowledge that the language of the KJB was not a spoken language in the early 17th century although it was well understood.  However, he adds nothing to Dr Hills’s explanation.

“The English of the King James Version is not the English of the early 17th century.  To be exact, it is not a type of English that was ever spoken anywhere*.  It is biblical English, which was not used on ordinary occasions even by the translators who produced the King James Version.  As H. Wheeler Robinson (1940) pointed out, one need only compare the preface written by the translators with the text of their translation to feel the difference in style.  And the observations of W. A. Irwin (1952) are to the same purport.  The King James Version, he reminds us, owes its merit, not to 17th-century English — which was very different — but to its faithful translation of the original.  Its style is that of the Hebrew and of the New Testament Greek.   Even in their use of thee and thou the translators were not following 17th-century English usage but biblical usage, for at the time these translators were doing their work these singular forms had already been replaced by the plural you in polite conversation.”
*A point that Dr DiVietro is forced to concede in Cleaning-Up, p 67.

That is, neither Shakespeare nor 17th-century colloquial English usage, both of which are time-limited, can be used to understand the words of the KJB, which are the thoughts of God written down and therefore timeless.

“The counsel of the LORD standeth for ever, the thoughts of his heart to all generations” Psalm 33:11.

It is significant that Dr DiVieto failed to include the remainder of p 91 of Hazardous Materials, which includes this statement, pp 91-92, “One of today’s leading authorities on Homer is James I. Porter, professor of classics and contemporary literature at the University of California...Classicists, such as Porter, would not define Homer’s words using contexts from Plato, much less hold New Testament words hostage to such contexts.”

A useful illustration of Biblical versus everyday English is helpfully provided by none other than Dr DiVietro himself, with respect to the word “gay.”  The word appears once in the KJB.

“And ye have respect to him that weareth the gay clothing, and say unto him, Sit thou here in a good place; and say to the poor, Stand thou there, or sit here under my footstool:” James 2:3.
The definition of “gay” is found in the preceding verse – with the definition of “apparel” - and “raiment” - in the next verse, James 2:3.

“For if there come unto your assembly a man with a gold ring, in goodly apparel, and there come in also a poor man in vile raiment;” James 2:2.
The wearer of “the gay clothing” or “goodly apparel” is clearly one of the “rich men” James 2:6, in contrast to “a poor man” James 2:3.  “Goodly” is “of great price” Matthew 13:45.  It is also of “outward adorning” Luke 21:5, 1 Peter 3:3, 4, which is “of great price” in the eyes of the world but not “in the sight of God.”
That is how the word “gay” is used in scripture and the full meaning, especially with respect to God, will not emerge from a study of everyday usage, whether in the 1st, 17th or 21st centuries.  That is one reason why the Lord Jesus Christ said “my words shall not pass away” Matthew 24:35.  God determines the Biblical usage of His words and they are independent of man’s fluctuating usage, whether in the time of Koine Greek, the time of Shakespeare or the time (hastening to its close with the nearness of the Lord’s Return) of the DBS Executive Committee.  It is true that the scripture contains many ordinary words, e.g. “clothing” in James 2:3 with meanings that are fixed in both Biblical and common usage but the words of the Holy Bible are still not subject to common usage because God, not common usage at any time in history, determines the meanings of words in His Book.  
“I have not spoken in secret, in a dark place of the earth: I said not unto the seed of Jacob, Seek ye me in vain: I the LORD speak righteousness, I declare things that are right” Isaiah 45:19.
See also Dr Mrs Riplinger’s comments on pp 31-32 of Hazardous Materials.

The Biblical procedure for finding word meanings, along with more vindication of Sister Riplinger’s explanation of the Bible’s built-in dictionary, may be illustrated with respect to the terms “anon” and “by and by”.  The Concise Oxford Dictionary meanings of “soon” and “before long” are not far removed from Biblical usage but they do illustrate how everyday usage for a word can diverge from Biblical usage.  Scripture with scripture, 1 Corinthians 2:13, including the use of parallel passages, gives the precise meaning “immediately,” with synonyms.  Note the emphasized words.  Definitions or synonyms for other words are also found in the verses:

“But he that received the seed into stony places, the same is he that heareth the word, and anon with joy receiveth it; Yet hath he not root in himself, but dureth for a while: for when tribulation or persecution ariseth because of the word, by and by he is offended” Matthew 13:20, 21.
“And these are they likewise which are sown on stony ground; who, when they have heard the word, immediately receive it with gladness; And have no root in themselves, and so endure but for a time: afterward, when affliction or persecution ariseth for the word’s sake, immediately they are offended” Mark 4:16, 17.
“And she came in straightway with haste unto the king, and asked, saying, I will that thou give me by and by in a charger the head of John the Baptist...And immediately the king sent an executioner, and commanded his head to be brought: and he went and beheaded him in the prison” Mark 6:25, 27.

The dictionary notes that “anon” is from the Old English term “on ane,” which has the meaning “in one moment” i.e. the Biblical meaning, which in turn illustrates how Biblical usage of a word remains constant despite language changes, i.e. Old English metamorphosising into modern English. 
Another example is the word “alleging.”  The Biblical meaning of this word remains constant, even though it has a different, or changed meaning in modern English.

Like the word “gay,” “alleging” occurs only once in the KJB, in Acts 17:3.

“Opening and alleging, that Christ must needs have suffered, and risen again from the dead; and that this Jesus, whom I preach unto you, is Christ.”

The word “alleging” today has the meaning of asserting or declaring without proof, as in making an allegation.  No doubt for this reason the NIV, NKJV replace “alleging” with “proving” and “demonstrating” respectively in Acts 17:3.  However, the new versions miss the Biblical meaning of “alleging,” which is explained in the previous verse and indicated by the word “opening” in Acts 17:3.  See the underlined words.  (Observe how the term “opened” is used with respect to “the scriptures” in similar passages in Luke 24:32, 45.)

“And Paul, as his manner was, went in unto them, and three sabbath days reasoned with them out of the scriptures” Acts 17:2.

The Biblical meaning of “alleging” is highlighted further in a nearby passage describing a similar incident, Acts 18:28 and illustrating once again how Biblical word meanings can be determined by means of parallel or related passages, such as in the citations for the parable of the sower above.

“For he mightily convinced the Jews, and that publickly, shewing by the scriptures that Jesus was Christ.”
The term “alleging” therefore means to reason “out of the scriptures” or “shewing by the scriptures.”  The NIV, NKJV are not explicit in this respect.

Naturally, Dr DiVietro missed all of this in his persecuting zeal against Sister Riplinger.

These examples of “anon,” “by and by” and “alleging” have been provided to show that this author is willing to substantiate written statements, unlike Dr DiVietro.

Dr DiVietro now accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of being absurd, blind, foolish, prejudiced and inconsistent, Cleaning-Up, pp 64-66 (while insisting he is not making ad hominem attacks on her (!)) because she warns that lexicon editors have used early Church ‘Fathers,’ who were the source of Catholic heresies, early secular historians e.g. Josephus and pagan Greeks to determine “Christian meanings” Hazardous Materials, pp 92, 100, which pages Dr DiVietro cites in part.

He explains that he uses the works of these early heretics and heathen to learn about the Greek language.  Again, Dr DiVietro gives no indication about how these unbiblical writers have helped him learn about the language of the 1611 English Holy Bible.

Moreover, he fails to inform his readers that on p 93 of Hazardous Materials, Dr Mrs Riplinger reveals that Clement, whom Dr DiVietro cites as having helped him learn Greek, “denied that Jesus Christ and the Holy Ghost were part of the Godhead, calling them created beings.”
Dr DiVietro admits that he wouldn’t go to Clement or any other Alexandrian academic, e.g. Origen, for theology.  Ephesians 5:11, however, is not limited to theology.

“And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather reprove them.”
Sister Riplinger has obeyed this command of scripture.  Dr DiVietro has not.

Moreover, Dr DiVietro’s treatise is too sketchy to address the detailed warning that Dr Mrs Riplinger has given with respect to the all-important Biblical term “only begotten” from monogenes, the meaning of which is abominably distorted by pagan Greek writers.  The following extract from Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work
 also shows that the uncomplimentary epithets listed above that Dr DiVietro bestowed on her are indeed nothing more than a sheer ad hominem or personal attack.

Emphases are Dr Mrs Riplinger’s.

““There is a bird which is named the Phoenix...the only one...makes for itself a coffin of frankincense and myrrh...then dies.  But as the flesh rots, a certain worm is engendered which is nurtured from the moisture of the dead creature and puts forth wings...It takes up that coffin where are the bones of its parent, and carrying them, it journeys...to the place called the City of the Sun.” 
“This depraved pagan parody of the death, burial, and resurrection of our precious Saviour is given by NIV editor Richard Longenecker to ‘help’ us understand WHY the NIV translates John 1:14 and 1:18 as “One and Only” instead of “only BEGOTTEN” (see The NIV: The Making of a Contemporary Translation, pp. 119-126).  He points also to such occult literature as the magical papyri’s “One”, Plato’s (Critias) “one,” and the Orphic Hymn’s (gnostic) “only one”.  He cites numerous other early Greek writers, like Parmenides, head of the Eleatic School.  He brought pantheism to the West after his trips to India and initiation into the Greek mysteries.  Do we look to a pantheist and their god ‘the One’ to alter our view of God? 

“Longenecker chides the KJV’s “begotten Son” because “it neglects the current [time of Christ] usage for the word.”  Current usage amongst PAGAN OCCULTISTS should not change how Christians use words!  He and the NIV translators have broadened the “semantic range of meaning” (Longenecker p. 122) to include the broad way that leadeth to destruction.  The translators of the King James Version were so highly educated that they not only knew of these Greek quotes, but knew who Parmenides was and what he taught.  They wouldn’t touch such pagan sources.  Either the NIV translators are ignorant of the philosophies of those they cite, like Aeschylus, Plato and Parmenides, and the Orphic Hymns or they are sympathetic to such ideas.  (The “begotten God” seen in John 1:18 in the NASB comes directly from lexical support from the occult tome The Trimorphic Proitenoia!)” 

This is the reason for Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warnings on pp 92, 100 of Hazardous Materials.  The NIV error “one and only” continues to be perpetuated in its latest edition, in the TNIV and in the 2004 HCSB.

Dr DiVietro overlooked this important material.  See also earlier comments on monogenes.

His half-page citation from p 100 of Hazardous Materials includes the brief statement “Definitions are guessed by looking at the word in context, examining ten words before and ten words after.”
Dr DiVietro’s only coherent statement on the citation is with reference to the above sentence, about which he mistakenly says that this is how Dr Mrs Riplinger believes that KJB words are defined.  

A careful reading of the citation shows that Dr Mrs Riplinger is actually describing how English-speaking researchers glean word meanings from secular Greek writings and then apply the resulting definitions, wrongly, to the Holy Bible.  Dr DiVietro’s misreading of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work at this point reflects no great credit on the quality of his own research.  He also ignores the remainder of this chapter of Hazardous Materials, no less than 20 pages, where Dr Mrs Riplinger shows in considerable detail how noted lexicographers e.g. Briggs, Danker, have actually resisted high and holy definitions for Biblical words, dismissing them as “churchly.”  Danker, for example, replaces the godly word “grace,” which first occurs in Genesis 6:8 and is associated with God, with the worldly term “generosity.”  The remainder of this chapter in Hazardous Materials is replete with examples of this nature.
Dr DiVietro refuses to discuss any of them in this part of his book.

Most of what remains of this chapter of Cleaning-Up, pp 67-69, is a potted history of translation procedures and of how the KJB came into being and was conveyed to the American colonies and into the wider world.  These matters are not connected with Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #2 and need no comment.  

However, on the very last page of this chapter, Dr DiVietro repeats the dogma that an in-depth study of Hebrew and Greek will enable the student get a much better understanding of English, i.e. King James English, in order to get ‘light’ on the KJB, never to ‘correct’ it, of course.

It won’t.  See comments earlier on Dr DiVietro’s exposition of oinos etc. and in Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’.  See also the concluding remarks before the summary in Challenge #1, Point-Counterpoint.
Also on the very last page of this chapter, Dr DiVietro is forced to acknowledge, grudgingly that the meanings of Bible words can be determined by studying all the uses of those words in scripture.  He is even forced to admit therefore that Dr Mrs Riplinger is correct when on p 100 of Hazardous Materials, she effectively urges students of the scripture “to define Bible words using only the context of the Bible.”
Dr DiVietro nevertheless can’t resist one last swipe at Dr Mrs Riplinger as he ends this chapter.  He states that although her method, i.e. the Biblical method 1 Corinthians 2:13, can be used for determining the meanings of Bible words it can’t be used to produce a translation.

Again, Dr DiVietro has set forth yet another piece of dogma without substantiation.  

The purpose of the method described in 1 Corinthians 2:13, which Dr Mrs Riplinger has addressed in her books, is indeed for the student to understand the words “which...the Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritual” according to the promise the Lord gave to His disciples in John 16:13.
“Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth: for he shall not speak of himself; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he speak: and he will shew you things to come.”
Nevertheless, concerning translations, Dr DiVietro missed Dr Mrs Riplinger’s comments in In Awe of Thy Word pp 456ff, which show that “comparing spiritual things with spiritual” not only enables understanding of word meanings within a vernacular Bible such as the KJB but also between vernacular Bibles of different languages, at least where alphabetical letter symbols are used.  See also Whitewashed, A Critique of James White, p 237.  Emphases are Dr Mrs Riplinger’s.  Underlining is this author’s.

“Jesus Christ, “the Word” and even “the ending” letter (Rev. 1:8) speaks and spells words in similar ways to the Greek, English, German, French, Italian, and Hebrew (Yiddish).  The KJV is the only English Bible that speaks and spells like all of these language groups.  Wise missionaries love the KJV…

“The amazing thing about the KJV’s ‘est’ and ‘eth’ endings is that they match the verb endings in most of the languages of the world.  These too have an ‘s’ in the second person and a ‘t’ in the third person verb endings!  The KJV’s ‘becamest’ is wurdest’ in Modern German…

“The KJV is international English and is God’s bridge to reach a world now clamouring to learn English.”
Rather than take advantage of God’s English KJB bridge, it appears that Dr DiVietro would prefer that missionary outreach trek the long way round to some murky Greek shallows instead, the exact location of which is known only to the Burgonista elite of the DBS Executive Committee.

In sum, for Challenge #2:
1. Dr DiVietro takes up 37 pages of his book, pp 33-69 inclusive, in failing to answer Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #2.

2. Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of ad hominem attacks against lexicon editors like James Strong but ignores the evidence that Dr Mrs Riplinger provides in Chapter 7 of Hazardous Materials of Strong’s corrupt lexical definitions for essential Bible words such as “Godhead,” “charity,” “heresy,” “hell,” “devils,” and “Lucifer.”
3. Dr DiVietro ridicules Dr Mrs Riplinger’s application of Bible numerics to 1 John 5:7, Hazardous Materials, pp 1182-1184.  However, he fails to mention that she is citing the work of Periander A. Esplana, a Christian from Camarines Norte, Philippines.  He has written two extensive works, entitled The Bible Formula and The Mathematical Perfection of the King James Bible.  If Dr DiVietro wishes to take issue with Dr Mrs Riplinger’s use of Periander Esplana’s work, then he must refute both of Mr Esplana’s books.  Dr DiVietro has so far failed to do so.

4. Dr DiVietro repeats his accusation of ad hominem arguments against Dr Mrs Riplinger with respect to her comments on lexicon editors such as Liddell, Trench, Moulton and Thayer.  Once again, see point 1 above, he has ignored the substance of her comments, where, for example, Dr Mrs Riplinger shows that where the AV1611 has the term “Godhead” in Acts 17:29, Romans 1:20 and Colossians 2:9, Thayer’s Unitarian influence on the ASV led to the substitution of the weaker word “divinity” in Romans 1:20.  Thayer’s ungodly influence persists in later translations.  The NIV, TNIV have removed the word “Godhead” entirely and the NKJV has substituted “Divine Nature” in Acts 17:29.  The 2004 HCSB changes “Godhead” to “divine nature” in Acts 17:29, Romans 1:20 and “God’s nature” in Colossians 2:9.  See also Table 1, which lists the verses where Trench substituted the transliteration “hades” for the word “hell.”  Dr Mrs Riplinger is right to warn about Thayer, Trench et al and Dr DiVietro is wrong to ignore her warnings.
5. Dr DiVietro spends 10 pages of his book pp 43-52 inclusive, justifying the use of lexicons and castigating Dr Mrs Riplinger for emphasising the use of the 1611 English Holy Bible to define its own words.  He forgot Wycliffe’s exhortation, which states that “In Holy Scripture is all truth; one part of Scripture explains another” and similar exhortations from other prominent Bible translators of the 16th century such as Tyndale and Coverdale.
6. Dr DiVietro insists that in spite of ungodly word meanings contained in lexicons compiled by unsaved individuals, the correct Biblical meanings may still be gleaned by means of the right heart attitude.  He fails to substantiate this statement and gives no indication of how the right heart attitude is to be achieved.  He has failed to appreciate Luke 8:15, which shows that only the word heard and kept has made or can make the heart honest and good.  Given the availability of the pure heart-cleanser, John 15:3, “Now ye are clean through the word which I have spoken unto you,” the use of lexicons is rendered unnecessary and even counter-productive, as the above points show.

7. Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of prejudice against Gerhard Kittel because he was a Nazi war criminal but he fails to comment on Dr Mrs Riplinger’s extensive treatment of Kittel in New Age Versions, Chapter 42, which documents numerous examples of Kittel’s anti-Semitism that has influenced modern editors, e.g. Acts 23:12, 26:17.  The NASV, NIV and the recent 2004 HCSB read “the Jews” as a whole instead of “certain of the Jews” as in the AV1611.  In Acts 26:17, the NASV, NKJV read “the Jewish people” instead of simply “the people” as in the AV1611.  Kittel was attempting to infer a murderous spirit among Jews as a whole that some modern editors have carried forward in varying degrees.

8. Dr DiVietro criticizes Dr Mrs Riplinger for her warning about lexicons based on the corrupt texts of Westcott and Hort, Nestle-Aland and the UBS, United Bible Society.  See Hazardous Materials, p 70.  She gives the example of Revelation 15:3, where these lexicons will give the words for “ages” or “nations” that should be in Revelation 15:3 according to ‘the Greek’ instead of “saints” as in the AV1611.  Dr DiVietro states that this example is invalid because the student would simply consult Strong’s Concordance and get the correct word because Strong’s numbers are based on the King James vocabulary.  Dr DiVietro is naive, however, to suppose that students will necessarily receive God-given guidance with respect to use of lexicons.  Many exponents of ‘the Greek’ will readily change “saints” to “ages” or “nations” in Revelation 15:3 and the all-pervasive nature of their false teaching is reflected in new bibles such as the NIV, TNIV and HCSB.  These false teachers will also resort to ‘the Greek’ to change “only begotten” in John 1:18 to “One and Only,” another serious error found in the NIV, TNIV and HCSB.  That has been this author’s experience.
9. Dr DiVietro repeatedly accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of distorting the facts about the sources she identifies for word definitions found in lexicons, which include corrupt bible versions.  Dr DiVietro insists that such versions are only used for ‘version-specific’ lexicons, not general lexicons.  However, the one example that he cites, from Dr Mrs Riplinger’s work, is Newman’s, which has the title A Concise Greek-English Dictionary of the New Testament.  Any ordinary student would take this title to mean a general lexicon, not one that is ‘version specific,’ so Dr DiVietro’s accusation against Dr Mrs Riplinger is, to say the least, both discourteous and uncalled-for.  He does not at this point specify precisely where general lexicons get their word definitions, which is a further discourtesy to Dr Mrs Riplinger and to the reader.

10. Dr DiVietro is, however, later forced to admit that one source for general lexical word definitions is in fact early secular authors or heretical church writers such as Josephus, Philo, Clement and Origen (although he avoids addressing Dr Mrs Riplinger’s material in Chapters, 9-11 of Hazardous Materials, which show how noted lexicon and bible dictionary editors such as Thayer, Trench, Moulton and Milligan used abominably heathen Greek mythological sources for their word definitions).  He nevertheless defends these early writers by insisting that their works, including the notorious Septuagint, LXX, of which Origen was a major contributor, give invaluable insight into the meanings of New Testament words.  Dr DiVietro fails to substantiate this astounding claim and has ignored Dr Mrs Riplinger’s comments on Origen in Hazardous Materials, pp 93-94.  As Psalm 94:11 states, which Dr DiVietro also ignored, “The LORD knoweth the thoughts of man, that they are vanity.”
Although Dr DiVietro alludes to the early writers listed above as having helped him learn Greek, he does not say how they helped him learn the language of the 1611 English Holy Bible.  He states that he would not consult Clement, Origen etc. for his theology but he has still disobeyed obeyed Ephesians 5:11, “And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather reprove them.”
11. Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of ranting and compounding her ad hominem attacks on lexical editors by her criticisms of Liddell and Scott.  He tries to justify their efforts by stating that their lexicon has of necessity been repeatedly revised but he fails to notice Dr Mrs Riplinger’s citation of the distinguished scholar Chadwick on p 85 of Hazardous Materials, who insists that, although he greatly values Liddell and Scott’s lexicon, it is desperately in need of “a thorough overhaul.”  So what use is Liddell and Scott’s lexicon to the Bible student of today?  Dr DiVietro does not specify.  Yet it would appear that he would still have the student immerse himself in “crumbling Greek ruins...bawdy plays...the pagan myths...and anti-God philosophical writings of the [BC] ancient Greeks,” from which came the Liddell-Scott definitions, in order to learn the scriptures via ‘the Greek.’
12. Dr DiVietro insists, therefore that God took words from these ungodly sources and imparted Biblical meanings to them.  He fails to substantiate this outrageous claim, even though he admits that Koine Greek is a dead language and forgets that God’s use of heathen Greek writers is limited to a mere six words in the New Testament, cited by the Apostle Paul.  “For in him we live, and move, and have our being; as certain also of your own poets have said, For we are also his offspring” Acts 17:28.  This total will rise to a mere 15 words if the Cretian statement of Titus 1:12 is included, “One of themselves, even a prophet of their own, said, The Cretians are alway liars, evil beasts, slow bellies.”
13. Dr DiVietro then claims that KJB words are the same as those found in Shakespeare and therefore Shakespeare should be studied to help find the meanings of KJB words.  This is not true, as explained to this author many years ago by the then Editorial Manager of the Trinitarian Bible Society in London. ““The Authorised Version - following its predecessors, including Tyndale - was written in the common language of its time, although in a literary rather than colloquial style.  It was not written in “the classical language of Shakespeare”.  The literary style used by the translators is what has enabled the Authorised Version to stand the test of time.  It must also be remembered that the edition of the Authorised Version which is used today is the 1769 revision, which is indeed closer to us than it is to Shakespeare.”” 

The words of the KJB are not time-dependent like those of Shakespeare, as Psalm 33:11 reveals.  “The counsel of the LORD standeth for ever, the thoughts of his heart to all generations.”  God has determined the meanings of particular Biblical words that are independent of language changes in every day usage, which is one reason why the Lord Jesus Christ said in Matthew 24:35 “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not pass away.”  A simple example is the word “gay,” to which Dr DiVietro alludes but without scriptural comment.  This word is found only once in the AV1611, in James 2:3.  Its meaning in that verse is of “outward adorning” Luke 21:5, 1 Peter 3:3, 4, which is “of great price” in the eyes of the world but not “in the sight of God.”  This meaning could not be gleaned from Shakespeare or any lexical source.

14. On the last page of this chapter of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro repeats the dogma that an in-depth study of Hebrew and Greek will enable the student get a much better understanding of English, i.e. King James English, in order to get ‘light’ on the KJB, never to ‘correct’ it, of course.
It won’t.  See comments earlier on Dr DiVietro’s exposition of oinos etc. and in Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’.  See also the concluding remarks before the summary in Challenge #1, Point-Counterpoint.
15. Also on this last page, Dr DiVietro finally admits that Dr Mrs Riplinger’s application of 1 Corinthians 2:13, “comparing spiritual things with spiritual,” will enable the student to determine meanings of words in the KJB (!) but he insists that this application will not enable a Bible translation to be carried out.

In answer, Dr Mrs Riplinger reveals the opposite in In Awe of Thy Word pp 456ff, a most profound and uplifting revelation that Dr DiVietro fails to address.

“Jesus Christ, “the Word” and even “the ending” letter (Rev. 1:8) speaks and spells words in similar ways to the Greek, English, German, French, Italian, and Hebrew (Yiddish).  The KJV is the only English Bible that speaks and spells like all of these language groups.  Wise missionaries love the KJV…
“The KJV is international English and is God’s bridge to reach a world now clamouring to learn English.”
That would be a far better way forward than floundering in a 3rd century lexical philosophical Alexandrian Greek swamp.

Note again that this entire chapter of Dr DiVietro’s has really had nothing to do with answering Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #2.  Dr DiVietro should give careful consideration to the time-honoured exhortation:

“When you’re in a hole, stop digging.”
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