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Cleaning-Up Hazardous Materials – Challenge #3, Point-Counterpoint
Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #3 is, her emphasis, to “give one Bible verse” and one only “that states that these man-made lexicons and critical editions are in authority above the Holy Bible.”
This particular challenge must have struck a nerve with Dr DiVietro after the manner of the old saying, “A hit dog yells...”
Dr DiVietro dismisses this challenge as foolish because no such verse exists, Cleaning-Up p 70.  However, he has clearly elevated Hebrew and Greek sources over the 1611 English Holy Bible on pp 32, 69 and 94-95 in order, supposedly, to ‘clarify’ its ambiguities and confusing grammar.  See comments earlier on his expositions of oinos (“wine”) and baptizo (“baptize”) and of John 11:33 in Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’ and in the previous section.
In so doing, Dr DiVietro has gone against Isaiah 42:8 and Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #3 has possibly left him with a bad conscience.

“I am the LORD: that is my name: and my glory will I not give to another, neither my praise to graven images.”

Nor to manmade published works that supposedly ‘clarify’ His Book, as Proverbs 8:8, 9 shows.

“All the words of my mouth are in righteousness; there is nothing froward or perverse in them.  They are all plain to him that understandeth, and right to them that find knowledge.” 
Knowledge and understanding come from “the words of my mouth” Proverbs 8:13, not the “froward or perverse” words of unsaved or carnal lexicographers. 
Dr DiVietro likens Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #3 to asking for a verse where the Lord Jesus Christ explicitly says “I am God” or verses that explicitly use the words Trinity or Rapture.  In this way, Dr DiVietro attempts to associate Dr Mrs Riplinger with unsaved, even malicious Bible critics like Jehovah’s Witnesses and Muslims.  This is after accusing her repeatedly of ad hominem attacks.  See previous section.

It may be that Dr DiVietro doesn’t often get the opportunity to field Bible questions.  With respect to the questions that he has posed, the Lord Jesus Christ gave an even more explicit answer than the unregenerate critics ask for and He gave it to a particularly astute critical audience who understood exactly the import of the Lord’s words.

“Jesus said unto them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Before Abraham was, I am.  Then took they up stones to cast at him: but Jesus hid himself, and went out of the temple, going through the midst of them, and so passed by” John 8:58, 59.
The Biblical word for Trinity is “Godhead” and it occurs three times in the scripture; Acts 17:29, Romans 1:20, Colossians 2:9.  The Godhead is, of course, delineated in 1 John 5:7.
“For there are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: and these three are one.”

Note in passing that even though the Tri in the word Trinity denotes three, the Biblical term “Godhead” is more explicit with respect to “the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost.”  For example, the Devil can be a trinity, Revelation 16:13.  As such, he is typified by an ungodly trinity, Numbers 22:41.  Man is a trinity, 1 Thessalonians 5:23 and he is assailed by a trinity of worldly enemies, 1 John 2:16.  The term “Godhead,” however, is clearly exclusive to the three Persons of the Godhead.
The Rapture is “a mystery” 1 Corinthians 15:51, first revealed as such to Paul.

Dr DiVietro would no doubt agree with the above material but he could have at least included it, if only in summary form, as a means of practical guidance for his readers, especially insofar as he makes what is for him the astounding concession that correct Bible teaching can simply be determined by comparing scripture with scripture.

So can the correct meanings of Bible words.  See Setting Up the ‘Clean-Up’ and remarks in the previous section on “comparing spiritual things with spiritual” 1 Corinthians 2:13.

If Dr DiVietro had been willing to make this concession as well, he could have avoided the onerous task of amassing 400+ pages of ‘flannel’ against one of God’s most devoted fellow servants.

On pp 70-74 of Cleaning-Up, he returns to his ostensibly favourite topic, that of belabouring Sister Riplinger for her condemnation of ungodly lexicographers and “all their ungodly deeds which they have ungodly committed...against him” Jude 15, in this case by way of publication of supposed Bible study aids based on “crumbling Greek ruins...bawdy plays...the pagan myths...and anti-God philosophical writings of the [BC] ancient Greeks.”  See Hazardous Materials, p 90.  Dr DiVietro inserts quotes from pp 233, 719, 90, 101, 81-82 in turn of Hazardous Materials and then censures Dr Mrs Riplinger for her conviction that Bible words are special words with meanings that cannot be deduced from contemporary secular writings but only from the scriptures themselves.  Dr DiVietro insists, p 73 that God did not create the words of scripture in isolation from the surrounding Greek and Hebrew environments but enabled the original writers of scripture to use everyday terms that God imbued with heavenly significance.

Hebrew and Greek, Dr DiVietro maintains, are therefore nothing more than everyday earthly, not heavenly languages that God created specifically to write the Bible (in the original text).

In which case, Hebrew and Greek would fall short of the “Biblical English” of the KJB.  See the previous section for Dr Hills’s comments with respect to the special nature of the English of the KJB, even though much of its vocabulary is familiar to English speakers.

Moreover, Dr DiVietro forgot that since the third verse in the entire scripture begins with “And God said” Genesis 1:3, language begins with God.  Even words that have familiar, everyday meanings will have been created by God with the intention of having a primary meaning in scripture, not the other way round as Dr DiVietro implies.  One such word is “light” as found in Genesis 1:3 that God says is “good.”  The everyday meaning is simply the medium in which sight is possible, without any godly quality such as goodness.  As Genesis 1:3 shows, the everyday meaning is not the primary meaning that God bestowed upon the word “light.”
In addition, Dr DiVietro has overlooked the scriptural reference that strongly implies the heavenly nature of Biblical Hebrew, even though Dr DiVietro has declared it to be a dead language, Cleaning-Up, pp 7, 16.  Perhaps his verdict in this respect hasn’t filtered up to “the third heaven” yet, 2 Corinthians 12:2.

“And when we were all fallen to the earth, I heard a voice speaking unto me, and saying in the Hebrew tongue, Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me? it is hard for thee to kick against the pricks” Acts 26:14.
The voice was that of “the Lord from heaven” 1 Corinthians 15:47.  Paul and his companions were confronted by “a light from heaven” Acts 9:3, 22:6, 26:13, associated with “him that speaketh from heaven” Hebrews 12:25.  Hebrew is the only language that the scripture specifies as emanating from a heavenly source and therefore this author believes it is a heavenly language.

However, this author believes that two heavenly languages may exist, the other being the “Biblical English” of the 1611 English Holy Bible. 
“...I am Alpha and Omega, the first and the last: and, What thou seest, write in a book, and send it unto the seven churches which are in Asia; unto Ephesus, and unto Smyrna, and unto Pergamos, and unto Thyatira, and unto Sardis, and unto Philadelphia, and unto Laodicea” Revelation 1:11.
What follows is based on the similarities
 between “the Word” John 1:14, the Lord Jesus Christ and “the word” Psalm 68:11, “the holy scriptures” 2 Timothy 3:15.  For example, God gave both, Psalm 68:11, John 3:16. 
Biblical Hebrew was the first Biblical language.  Biblical English is most likely the last.  Even if John writes originally in Greek to the historical churches of Asia Minor, he is no doubt writing prophetically to the Church from the end of the 1st century AD to the Second Advent
.  Ever since the 17th century, these writings have been conveyed to the Church throughout the world by “a book” that became “the book” Revelation 3:5, 5:2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 13:8, 17:8, 20:12, 15, 22:19, i.e. 14 occurrences or over half of the 27 occurrences of the term in the New Testament and the Text of which in turn becomes the basis for all faithful vernacular Bibles since that time
.  Note that it is “the book” that is being referred to, not “the original text,” which has never existed as a single document that could be opened and read.  

Only one Book qualifies as “the book” and it will not pass away, Matthew 24:35.

It should be noted that Dr DiVietro fails to provide one single example of relevant lexical use to counter any of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s statements that he has cited in this part of his book.  Therefore, this author will freely summarise what appears to be Dr DiVietro’s stance on the application of contemporary secular Koine Greek word usage to determine Greek New Testament word meanings, from the extracts in Hazardous Materials that he has listed from pp 233, 719, 90, 101, 81-82 in turn.

Dr DiVietro says that Dr Mrs Riplinger thinks that lexicons are evil.  He bases his statement on the extracts from pp 233, 719 in Hazardous Materials that read in part, the author’s emphasis, “A Greek lexicon, which held up Plato and the Greek myths as the source for meaning and truth, higher than the Holy Bible, could not help but place Greek philosophy on a pedestal shadowing the Bible itself...[But] the Holy Bible [KJB] is a living book...it lives in the light of day, not in dusty library shelves.”

Although Dr DiVietro declares on p 70 of Cleaning-Up that he knows of no statement that puts any lexicon in authority over the Holy Bible (he does not specify if this work is the AV1611 or the DBS-undisclosed-once-only-‘original’-inspired-exclusive-to-the-DBS-version), Dr DiVietro does not challenge the content of the above extract.  He apparently has no problem with lexicographers elevating Plato and Greek myths above the authority of the 1611 Authorized King James Holy Bible.

Dr DiVietro then states that Dr Mrs Riplinger believes that lexicon editors should only use the Bible for meanings of words.  He cites p 90 of Hazardous Materials, which contains the statement “all Bible study tools, new Bible versions, and lexicon authors gathered [their] word meanings from the same crumbling Greek ruins which show God’s judgment upon that ancient Greek empire and no less upon the German nation which likewise relied on the pagan Greeks to support their shaky German-Latin lexicons.”
Dr DiVietro does not challenge that statement directly.  It appears therefore that he not only accepts it as true but also condones the ungodly method described by means of which “all Bible study tools, new Bible versions, and lexicon authors gathered [their] word meanings.”

It should be remembered that, as reported in Cleaning-Up p xiii, Dr Mrs Riplinger wrote to Dr DiVietro on October 16th 2009 and urged that they work together as brother and sister in Christ, with respect to the content of Hazardous Materials.  Dr DiVietro’s reaction to Sister Riplinger’s kind invitation strongly suggests that he would rather work with the authors of “bawdy plays...the pagan myths...and anti-God philosophical writings of the [BC] ancient Greeks.”
 Dr DiVietro says next that Dr Mrs Riplinger believes that Biblical words are special, not of earth but of heaven and therefore it is dangerous to search the non-Biblical literature of the time to determine the everyday meanings of these words.  The quote from p 101 of Hazardous Materials, on which he bases his statement, includes the following sentence that Dr DiVietro has emphasised.

“The English definitions and translation choices in lexicons are highly secularized, that is, “they are the words which men’s wisdom teacheth,” not those special separate from sinners words which God instilled early in the English Bible.”

Again, Dr DiVietro does not directly challenge Dr Mrs Riplinger’s comments.  In this case, that is probably because he is careful not to include the first part of the paragraph from which the above extract has been taken, which states in part as follows.

“The words of the King James Bible are often higher, ‘special’ words, not defiled or defined by worldly use.  Danker dislikes these, calling them “churchly” words; lexicographers avoid them, calling them “ecclesiastical” words.  These include words such as ‘hell,’ ‘heaven,’ ‘preach,’ ‘grace,’ ‘gospel,’ ‘mercy,’ ‘lust,’ ‘carnal,’ ‘charity,’ ‘salvation,’ ‘sanctification,’ ‘heathen,’ ‘heresy,’ ‘superstition,’ ‘heretick,’ redemption,’ ‘righteousness,’ ‘salvation,’ ‘repent,’ ‘judgment,’ ‘covetousness,’ ‘ungodly,’ and ‘tribulation.’  One will be hard pressed to find these words in most new versions and Bible study tools.”

Dr DiVietro does not explain how everyday usage of these words or their underlying Greek forms serves as a basis for investing them with the correct Biblical meanings.  Even words like ‘hell,’ ‘lust,’ ‘carnal,’ ‘heathen,’ ‘heresy,’ ‘superstition,’ ‘heretick’ must be defined from God’s perspective, not man’s.  A “heretick,” for example, is a subversive, self-condemned sinner, who spreads false teaching for personal gain, Titus 1:10, 11, 3:10, 11.  He is to be admonished and that only once or twice, not repeatedly, which is one reason why the Lord condemns “debate” in Romans 1:29.  It leads to “strifes” 2 Corinthians 12:20.

How, therefore, is this correct meaning of “heretick” and its association with “debate” and “strifes” to be gleaned from secular sources?  Dr DiVietro does not explain.  Instead, in his guise as Dr Deviation, he evades the issue by professing to believe Psalm 12:6, 7 in the KJB, insisting that the words of “the holy scriptures” 2 Timothy 3:15 were tried by fire seven times before they became scripture – though only in the Hebrew and Greek.  It is in their Greek and Hebrew identity, Dr DiVietro affirms, Cleaning-Up p 73 that the original writers composed these words from their familiar, everyday surroundings and God took these words and gave them heavenly meanings.

As indicated above, Dr DiVietro fails to provide a single example of any words that were refined by the above process in order to become scripture.  Nor does he cite any lexical source to show how this word-refining process works, or any passage of scripture, apart from his misuse of Psalm 12:6, 7.  In fact, the citations in this chapter of Cleaning-Up and indeed in most of the book that relate to Hazardous Materials are Dr Mrs Riplinger’s statements and verses of scripture, e.g. Psalm 12:6, 7 in the 1611 English Holy Bible, not in ‘the Hebrew/Aramaic and Greek.’  

Although he does not say so and probably wouldn’t say so, Dr DiVietro’s lexicographical allies don’t seem able to give him any more support than Zedekiah’s servants gave him.

“But the army of the Chaldeans pursued after the king, and overtook Zedekiah in the plains of Jericho; and all his army was scattered from him” Jeremiah 52:8.
Dr DiVietro also fails to elaborate on how Psalm 12:6, 7 has worked out with respect to the English Bible.  Dr Mrs Riplinger could have enlightened him.  She states
, her emphases ““Seven” times “they purge…and purify it…” (Ezek. 43:26) – not eight.  The KJV translators did not see their translation as one in the midst of a chain of ever evolving translations.  They wanted their Bible to be one of which no one could justly say, ‘It is good, except this word or that word…’  They planned
:

““...to make...out of many good ones [Wycliffe, Tyndale, Coverdale, Great, Geneva, Bishops’], one principal good one, not justly to be excepted against; that hath been our endeavor, that our mark.””
See remarks in Preface and Introduction.  Dr Mrs Riplinger
 also documents the development of the seven purifications of the English Bible from its earliest inception:

· The Gothic

· The Anglo-Saxon

· The Pre-Wycliffe

· The Wycliffe

· The Tyndale/Coverdale/Great/Geneva

· The Bishops’

· The King James Bible

Moreover, Dr Vance
 has shown how Psalm 12:6, 7 was fulfilled in the broad sweep of history by means of:

· A received Hebrew text, 1800 BC to 389 BC

· A received Aramaic text at the same time (Genesis, Daniel, etc.)

· A received Greek text from AD 40 to AD 90

· A received Syrian text from AD 120 to AD 200

· A received Latin text from AD 150 to AD 1500

· A received German text from AD 1500 to AD 2006

· A received English text from AD 1611 to AD 2006 (2010+)

Dr DiVietro clearly lacks this historical perspective, both with respect to the English Bibles and all their historical predecessors.  (Note that the pre-1611 texts were each brought to a stage of purification by means of which God initiated revival and reformation, e.g. via Wycliffe, Luther, Tyndale/Coverdale/Great/Geneva and then progressed “the holy scriptures” 2 Timothy 3:15 to the next stage of purification.  These successive stages were not required for removal of impure readings that could lead to heresy (there were none in the non-Catholic Bibles) but to reflect genuine changes in language and to refine aspects of letter sounds, grammatical elements and word order, as the King James translators themselves said, “as nothing is begun and perfited [perfected] at the same time, and the later thoughts are thought to be the wiser: so, if we building upon their foundation that went before us, and being holpen by their labours, do endeavor to make that better which they left so good; no man, we are sure, hath cause to mislike us; they, we persuade ourselves, if they were alive, would thank us…the same will shine as gold more brightly, being rubbed and polished….””  See In Awe of Thy Word, Chapters 3, 4 and remarks in Preface and Introduction.) 
It may now easily be shown that Dr DiVietro’s unsubstantiated notion that God took common, everyday words and gave them heavenly meanings runs contrary to scripture.  See remarks in previous section with respect to Isaiah 55:8-9 and in Challenge #1, Point-Counterpoint with respect to Jeremiah 23:28.

“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.”

“He that hath my word, let him speak my word faithfully.  What is the chaff to the wheat? saith the LORD.”
See also Psalm 119:89, “For ever, O LORD, thy word is settled in heaven,” not in everyday earthly usage.

The New Testament writers had the same stance with respect to “the chaff” of men’s words as their Old Testament counterparts. 
“But Jesus did not commit himself unto them, because he knew all men, And needed not that any should testify of man: for he knew what was in man” John 2:24-25.

“And my speech and my preaching was not with enticing words of man’s wisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit and of power” 1 Corinthians 2:4.

“For what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man which is in him? even so the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God” 1 Corinthians 2:11.
“Which things also we speak, not in the words which man’s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiritual” 1 Corinthians 2:13 (again).
“It is written...The Lord knoweth the thoughts of the wise, that they are vain” 1 Corinthians 3:20.  See remarks above on Psalm 94:11 and in the previous section.
The above scriptures show overwhelmingly that God’s words do not derive in any way from man’s words.  Dr DiVietro is totally at odds with that “which the Holy Ghost teacheth” to claim otherwise. 

To suppose that God did what Dr DiVietro says He did with respect to Biblical words such as those that Dr Mrs Riplinger lists is to deny Isaiah 8:20. 

“To the law and to the testimony: if they speak not according to this word, it is because there is no light in them.”
God, according to Dr DiVietro, is supposed to merge “Thy word...a lamp unto my feet, and a light unto my path” Psalm 119:105, with “the unfruitful works of darkness” Ephesians 5:11.  

Not according to 2 Corinthians 6:14.

“...for what fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? and what communion hath light with darkness?”
None at all.  The manner in which “the Lord gave the word” Psalm 68:11 by-passed contemporary usage because it is set out prophetically “to all generations” Psalm 33:11 in Revelation 1:11.  See remarks above.

“...I am Alpha and Omega, the first and the last: and, What thou seest, write in a book, and send it unto the seven churches which are in Asia; unto Ephesus, and unto Smyrna, and unto Pergamos, and unto Thyatira, and unto Sardis, and unto Philadelphia, and unto Laodicea.”
Only one Book now qualifies as the standard for “the word which he commanded to a thousand generations” 1 Chronicles 16:15, Psalm 105:8, spanning the church age and stretching beyond.  That Book is the 1611 English Holy Bible, which is exclusively “the thoughts of his heart to all generations” Psalm 33:11, not the deified vain “thoughts of man” Psalm 94:11, 1 Corinthians 3:20.  See remarks on Psalm 33:11, 94:11 in the previous section.

Citing pp 81-82 of Hazardous Materials, which includes the statement, Dr Mrs Riplinger’s emphasis, “Danker admits there are hazards in semantic [word] transference from one language to another,”” Dr DiVietro says that Dr Mrs Riplinger insists that a lexicographer work directly from one of the original languages i.e. Hebrew/Aramaic and/or Greek to English without any intermediate stage e.g. German.  Dr DiVietro assures his readers that a Greek-English dictionary obtained via a German intermediary translation is still a satisfactory Bible study aid and declares that the very hazards that Dr Mrs Riplinger mentions prove the need for lexicons to give correct Greek-English equivalents.

Dr DiVietro fails to mention Dr Mrs Riplinger’s reference on p 82 of Hazardous Materials to Chapter 42 of New Age Versions that documents the ungodly word meanings from German sources, e.g. Gerhard Kittel, “Adolph Hitler’s propaganda high priest, promoting the genocide of the Jews during World War II,” Dr Mrs Riplinger’s emphasis, which have influenced numerous new bibles; NIV, TNIV, NKJV, HCSB etc.  See the previous section for comments on Acts 23:12, 26:17 and Kittel’s insinuations against the Jewish people that would have contributed in no small way to the furnaces of Auschwitz and the other extermination camps in mainly Catholic Poland during WW2.  

In sum, Kittel’s slight changes in these two New Testament verses alone therefore give James 3:5 a new and terrible significance.
“Behold, how great a matter a little fire kindleth!”

Dr DiVietro seems unmoved by the fearful implications of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warnings about Germanic language-based Bible study aids.  He should appreciate that they did not aid European Jews in WW2.  They are not likely to assist God’s saints, whether Jewish or Gentile, to any greater extent either now or up until the Second Advent.  In Chapter 16 of Hazardous Materials, for example, Dr Mrs Riplinger documents how lexicographer Danker’s heretical beliefs repeatedly led him to corrupt New Testament scriptures that impinged on major doctrine.

Danker denied 1 Timothy 3:16 in the AV1611, “God was manifest in the flesh” and thereby influenced the corrupt reading of the NIV, TNIV, HCSB, which is found as a footnote in the NKJV.  Editors of both versions used Danker’s lexicon.  

Danker also denied the Messianic references in Hebrews 4:8 and 7:21, influencing the NIV, TNIV, NKJV and HCSB, all of which wrongly insert “Joshua” in Hebrews 4:8 (and in Acts 7:45) and cut out, NIV, TNIV, HCSB, or dispute, NKJV, “after the order of Melchisedec” in Hebrews 7:21.  Hebrews 4:8, it should be noted is a reference to the pre-incarnate “Jesus” as found in Joshua 5:13-15 and “the priesthood being changed” Hebrews 7:12, is a major theme of the Book of Hebrews, weakened by the verse tampering of Hebrews 7:21, through Danker’s influence.

Danker further denied the Lord’s Deity by his support for the omission of “who created all things by Jesus Christ” Ephesians 3:9, the alteration of “Joseph and his mother” to “his father and his mother” in Luke 2:33, the alteration of “God and our Saviour Jesus Christ” to the New Age reading “Our God and Savior Jesus Christ” in 2 Peter 1:1 and the entire omission of Acts 8:37, which emphasises that belief on the Lord Jesus Christ is essential for salvation, not water baptism.  Danker, however, declares that ““the water of baptism saves Christians”” and airily dismisses what he terms ““the curious reading”” of Acts 8:37. 

Concerning 2 Peter 1:1, Dr Thomas Holland
 explains how the King James translators followed the reading of Beza’s 4th and 5th Editions, 1589, 1598 respectively, in 2 Peter 1:1, which states:

Tou theou emon kai soteros emon Iesou Christou.

This statement appears as “God and our Saviour Jesus Christ” in the AV1611.

Dr Holland explains that “We find an additional emon (our) at 2 Peter 1:1...[so that] the translation of Beza’s text is correct in the Authorized Version.”
Stephanus’s Edition does not have this additional emon and Ricker Berry’s Interlinear therefore contains the New Age reading of the new bibles.  However, Ricker Berry notes that Elzevir’s TR Edition, like Beza’s, does contain the additional emon.  This example lends added emphasis to the risk of submitting to ‘the Greek.’  How many Greek editions must the student purchase in order to be sure of having all of God’s ‘inspired’ New Testament in ‘the Greek’ and specifically which ones?  Neither Dr DiVietro nor any of his DBS Executive Committee colleagues address these crucial questions in any coherent fashion.  The dilemma facing the student is exemplified by Dr Scrivener’s comments
, “Out of the 252 passages examined in Appendix E, where the differences between the texts of these books is sufficient to affect, however slightly, the language of the version, our translators abide with Beza against Stephen in 113 places, with Stephen against Beza in 59, with the Complutensian, Erasmus, or the Vulgate against both Stephen and Beza in 80....”  Dr DiVietro still has not identified the single definitive ‘inspired’ Greek text that resolves all these discrepancies and is a perfect match for the ‘uninspired’ KJB*.  It should be remembered in this respect that Scrivener’s Greek New Testament is emphatically not this single definitive ‘inspired’ Greek text
.

*That nevertheless is the standard for the content of the as yet undisclosed ‘inspired’ single Greek New Testament between two covers.  See remarks in Challenge #1, Point-Counterpoint.
Returning to Danker, he also denied the strong wording of the AV1611 in Romans 10:9, “That if thou shalt confess with thy mouth the Lord Jesus.”  (Note that the AV1611 is similarly explicit in 1 Corinthians 12:3, with the expression “Jesus is the Lord.”  The NIV, TNIV, NKJV, HCSB all omit the definite article, resulting in the weaker reading “Jesus is Lord.”) 

The NIV, TNIV, HCSB all support the above omissions or alterations (the HCSB brackets Acts 8:37 in its text).  The NKJV has the altered reading for 2 Peter 1:1 in its text and supports the other alterations or omissions in its footnotes, apart from that for Romans 10:9.  Danker’s corrupting influence and that of like-minded lexicographers whom Dr Mrs Riplinger has documented, has clearly spread far and wide and adversely influenced many professing Christians, gravely weakening their grasp on “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21.  

Solomon rightly observed in Ecclesiastes 9:18 that “One sinner destroyeth much good.”   
And Dr DiVietro thinks that lexicographers like Danker are actually an aid to the Body Of Christ?  Apparently, he does.  He should consider the following
.  Emphases are the author’s.

“Acts 9:1 – When dealing with a bunch of humanistic, subjective, Bible correctors*, remember this: when they produce a source for changing** the AV text, come up with one for retaining the AV text.  After all, with no authority higher than their own preferences and opinions, any source is just as good as any other one.  When Dr. A.T. Robertson (the greatest Greek scholar America ever produced) appeals to citations by Plato [see comments from  pp 233, 719 in Hazardous Materials above and later from In Awe of Thy Word] and Aeschylus to get Saul “breathing in” instead of “breathing out,” I just exchange his Greek authority for mine.  Euripides says “breathing out” – just like the King James.”  

*or ‘clarifiers.’

**or ‘clarifying’ it.

See remarks on 2 Peter 1:1 above for an example of Dr Ruckman’s approach to ‘the Greek.’

‘The Greek’ (even the TR ‘Greek’) can clearly be used to ‘clarify’ anything the ‘clarifiers’ want to ‘clarify,’ like Drs Waite and his colleagues of the DBS Executive Committee did for “theopneustos,” Cleaning-Up pp iii-iv.

On p 74 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro claims to have answered Challenge #3 by means of Nehemiah 8:8.

“So they read in the book in the law of God distinctly, and gave the sense, and caused them to understand the reading.”

Dr DiVietro says that Ezra and his associates verbally translated the Hebrew scriptures as they were read out into Aramaic for the Aramaic-speaking audience from the captivity and thereby carried out the function of a ‘good’ lexicon, to give the meanings of the words from the original languages.

That wasn’t what the challenge said.  The challenge said to give one Bible verse “that states that these man-made lexicons and critical editions are in authority above the Holy Bible.”
Dr DiVietro has given a Bible verse that said that the scripture readers of the time read the scriptures aloud and explained their meaning to the listeners.  As Dr DiVietro indicates, this would be by translation or re-statement of the words of Hebrew into “words easy to be understood” 1 Corinthians 14:9 by the hearers, e.g. in Aramaic, Babylonian or Persian (all of which would have to be ‘inspired’ translations, though Dr DiVietro does not address this implication of his explanation of Nehemiah 8:8).  Translation would be followed by the expounding, or opening of the scriptures, Luke 24:27, 32, Acts 28:23
. 

None of which answers Challenge #3.  

As Nehemiah 8:9 shows, any translated words from the Hebrew scriptures are still “the words of the law” and that law is “the law of God.”  Nothing in Nehemiah 8 refers to manmade word meanings being set out in authority above the Holy Bible of that time, “the law of God.”  Moreover, any word meanings being given at the time were clearly drawn directly from “the law of God” according to Nehemiah 8:8 and not from familiar, everyday non-Biblical usage or meanings in the way that Dr DiVietro describes in Cleaning-Up, p 73.  Nothing in Nehemiah 8 indicates otherwise and therefore the spoken ‘lexicon’ of Nehemiah 8 was radically different from the kind of Bible study aid that Dr DiVietro has been advocating from p 1 of his book. By his comparison of the two, it is therefore Dr DiVietro, not Dr Mrs Riplinger, who is comparing refrigerators with screw drivers on p 75 of Cleaning-Up.  See comments immediately following.   

On pp 75-76 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of absurdity because she insists that readers must choose between the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible and lexicons.  He fails to document his accusation but repeats the dogma that a ‘good’ lexicon (here unspecified by Dr DiVietro) will enable the student to understand the KJB by showing how its words were used in the worldly environment of the 17th century.  Again, Dr DiVietro fails to provide any examples to back up this claim.  See remarks above with respect to 1 Corinthians 3:20 and Psalm 94:11 for the Biblical response to Dr DiVietro’s accusation.

 “It is written...The Lord knoweth the thoughts of the wise, that they are vain.”  

What Dr Mrs Riplinger does say, which Dr DiVietro did not tell his readers, is found in Hazardous Materials at the end of Chapter 16, on Danker and other German lexicographers, her emphasis.
“The title of the Bauer-Danker Lexicon is A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature.  Just what “Literature” does Danker use to define Bible terms?  Recall that to Bauer, “Christian” meant ‘heretic’ and “Heresy” meant “Christian.”  So, to study the book of Luke they cite from the “Pseudepigrapha” [pseudo means false; grapha means writings] books such as Assumption of Moses, Martyrdom of Isaiah, and The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.  Danker says, “Luke, who displays other familiarity with the apocrypha, thought of the parallel with Judith and assumed that his readers would do likewise.”  Neither the Holy Ghost, nor Luke, nor any true Bible readers will be interested in the Catholic book of ‘Judith.’

“So Danker would leave his lexicon readers with Judith, and Priscilla, whom Danker thinks wrote the book of Hebrews.  Oh, I almost forgot - and the woman priest (black robe with white squared collar and all), that he shows at the end of his book, No Room in the Brotherhood.

“No thank you, I’ll take the Holy Bible.”

So would this author.  The choice is clear when all the relevant facts are presented.  As usual, Dr DiVietro has been economical with the truth in this respect.

On pp 76-77 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of not understanding how to use a lexicon and of being shallow in believing that the 1611 English Holy Bible defines its own terms.  He states that she is therefore placing her own understanding of Bible words above the scriptures and that therefore she could be criticized for her past life in the way that she warns of the unbiblical attitudes of various lexicographers such as Bauer, Danker, Kittel etc.  

Dr DiVietro then inserts a quote from Hazardous Materials, pp 1195-1196 in which Dr Mrs Riplinger states in part, her emphasis that “Greek and Hebrew study tools...elevate the English words in lexicons by unsaved liberals above the English words in our Holy Bible, demote the words of the Holy Bible...establish an elevated priest-class of a few Greek and Hebrew scholars and [incite] a rebellious anarchism in the pews, where everyman’s own interpretation, taken from stacks of software, supersedes that in the Holy Bible...”
That has certainly been this author’s experience, by and large, in the 40+ years that he has attended churches in the Antipodes and the UK.  

Dr DiVietro has failed to address any of the material in the above citation but he asserts once again that his allusion to Nehemiah 8:8 answers Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #3 and all the statements from Hazardous Materials that he has quoted in this chapter of Cleaning-Up.

If ‘evasion’ can be perceived as a synonym for ‘answer,’ then Dr DiVietro is speaking the truth.  If not, then he isn’t.  The content of this response to Dr DiVietro’s ‘answer’ to Challenge #3 includes considerable documentation from Dr Mrs Riplinger’s works that shows that she has substantiated the underhanded manner in which “unsaved liberals” have sought to subvert the Holy Bible and Dr DiVietro has repeatedly bypassed this documentation.  His allusion to Nehemiah 8:8 is a bogus answer to Challenge #3, as shown above.  It should also be noted in this respect that Ezra and his associates were not “unsaved liberals.”  

Dr DiVietro’s quote from Hazardous Materials pp 1195-1196 ends as follows.

“Isn’t it strange that only the current weak and carnal Laodicean-type church has had wide access to Greek and Hebrew study tools (Revelation 3:14)?  Could it be they are weak for this very reason?  The martyrs throughout history loved the word of God and actually died rather than re-define it.”
Dr DiVietro doesn’t answer either of the above questions.  Nor does he make any comment about the Bible-believing martyrs that Dr Mrs Riplinger mentions – and documents
; Ralph Allerton, John Cavel, Thomas Cranmer, John Philpot, Richard Wilmot, Reginald Peacock, John Hooper, John Bradford and many more.

Perhaps Dr DiVietro felt that they were too ‘shallow’ to be worthy of comment.  It appears that his perception of shallowness extends to the following as well
.  Emphases and explanatory notes in regular type in square brackets, [], are the author’s.

““Inasmuch as all truth is in Holy Scripture, it is clear that every disputation, every signification of terms, or linguistic science which does not have its origin in Holy Scripture is profane...cursed, that is to say, unholy or sacrilegious.  It is at a distance, as it were, from that which is consecrated...”” – John Wycliffe.

““I wonder likewise, why you attribute so little to the diligent reading of the Scriptures and conferring of places...And as touching your opinion of those questions, it seemeth to me neither to have any ground of the word of God, nor of the primitive church.  And, to say the truth, the schoolmen have spoken diversely of them, and do not agree therein among themselves”” – Thomas Cranmer (addressing a Catholic priest, not Dr DiVietro).

““But the true interpretation and meaning of it [holy Scriptures] they did corrupt [Jewish Pharisees], as you [today’s scholars] have done and do; and therefore the persecution which they stirred up against the prophets and Christ, was not for the law, but for the interpretation of it: for they taught as you do now, that we must fetch the interpretation of the Scriptures at your hand” – John Bradford.

“I receive not in the scripture the private interpretation of any man’s brain...[T]he fleshy-minded hypocrites stop up the veins of life, which are in the Scriptures, with the earth of their traditions, false similitudes [definitions]” – William Tyndale.
““[I]t were more hardly done, if that you, or a few which can read in one or two languages (as Greek and Latin), the word of God,...should pull away the English books from the rest which only understand English; and would have only your letters of Greek and Latin in estimation, and blind all them which understand not these languages, from the knowledge of God’s word.  And indeed, my lord, by your saying they have just occasion to suspect what is meant”” – Thomas Cromwell.

““‘To speak with tongue,’ said I, ‘is to speak with a strange tongue, as Latin or Greek’ etc., and so to speak, is not to speak unto men...[it is] ‘to speak unto the wind’” – John Rogers.

““[T]here cometh more knowledge and understanding of the scriptures by their sundry translations [in different verses], than by all the glosses [definitions] of our sophistical doctors.  For that one [scripture] interpreteth [translates] something obscurely in one place, the same translateth another [place] more manifestly by a more plain vocable [word] of the same meaning in another place...[He gave several examples of the built-in dictionary]...[T]he interpreters have done so before me...Only our hearts desire unto God, is, that his people be not blinded in their understanding”” – Miles Coverdale.

““[U]nderstand Christ’s words...according to the order and phrase of speech, comparing phrase with phrase, according to the analogy of the Scripture...The very words which follow, sufficiently declare the true meaning”” – John Frith.

““My chief fear is that with the revival of Greek literature [e.g. lexicon citations of Greek writers such as Origen, Plato, [see Dr Ruckman’s remarks above – AJO’R] etc.] there may be a revival of paganism.  There are Christians who are Christians only in name...[T]he study of Hebrew may lead to Judaism, which would be worse still.  I wish there would be an end of scholastic subtleties”” – Desiderius Erasmus. 

Dr Mrs Riplinger adds that, her emphases, “Erasmus was a man before his time...Bainton said, Erasmus forewarned five-hundred years ago, that if lexicons cited pagan definitions, strong words like “church” would become “assembly” and “heresy would be faction.”  Surprise!  Surprise!  New versions have done it.  The new versions make the following ‘politically correct’ change in 1 Cor. 11:19:

“KJV
NKJV
NASB
ESV
HCSB

“heresies
factions
factions
factions
factions”

It should be noted that the NIV, TNIV each has “differences” in 1 Corinthians 11:19, displaying more political correctness.  It should also be noted that Dr DiVietro provides no examples of the advantageous use of lexicons in this chapter of Cleaning-Up.   

Dr Mrs Riplinger continues.

“As Erasmus warned, secularized lexicons allow the new versions (i.e. Acts 7:38, 45, Hebrews 4:8) to erase the pre-incarnate Christ and his pre-figured church from the Old Testament.

“KJV
“church in the wilderness...Jesus”

“TNIV

“assembly in the desert...Joshua””  

The NIV, TNIV, NKJV and HCSB all change the word “church” (“assembly” NIV, TNIV, “congregation” NKJV, HCSB) and wrongly insert “Joshua” instead of “Jesus” in Acts 7:45 and Hebrews 4:8.  

These are some more of God’s servants who Dr DiVietro would apparently perceive as ‘shallow.’  See remarks in Challenge #1, Point-Counterpoint, this author’s underlining.
““The spiritual reformers of the last century taught constantly the sufficiency and supremacy of Holy Scripture.  The Bible, whole and unmutilated, was their sole rule of faith and practice.  They accepted all its statements without question or dispute.  They knew nothing of any part of Scripture being uninspired.  They never allowed that man has any “verifying faculty” within him, by which Scripture statements may be weighed, rejected or received.  They never flinched from asserting that there can be no error in the Word of God; and that when we cannot understand or reconcile some part of its contents, the fault is in the interpreter and not in the text.  In all their preaching they were eminently men of one book.  To that book they were content to pin their faith, and by it to stand or fall.  This was one grand characteristic of their preaching.  They honoured, they loved, they reverenced the Bible.””
By his own admission, Cleaning-Up p 49, Dr DiVietro uses a “verifying faculty” within him, by which Scripture statements may be weighed, rejected or received” every day, in that he consults his lexicons every day, in order to displace the “wholesome words, even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ” 1 Timothy 6:3 with the ‘clarified’ version.
If this procedure is ‘deep’ in contrast to ‘shallow,’ then it is “the depths of Satan” Revelation 2:24.  Dr DiVietro should prayerfully consider Proverbs 25:26.

“A righteous man falling down before the wicked is as a troubled fountain, and a corrupt spring.”

On pp 78-79 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro takes two cuts at Dr Mrs Riplinger.  The first of these is in reference to his quote from Hazardous Materials, p 719, found on p 71 of Cleaning-Up.  Dr DiVietro states that Dr Mrs Riplinger is entirely wrong to equate interpretation with translation in Genesis 40:8 because Joseph was simply giving Pharaoh the meaning of the dreams he had described.

Dr DiVietro appeals to the law of first mention in scripture to define the meaning of a word and then allows that the meaning could be extended with later use.  This is a correct application of the law of first mention but nevertheless, Dr DiVietro didn’t read the relevant part of the verse very carefully.

“Do not interpretations belong to God?”

The verse did not say “Do not interpretations of dreams belong to God?”
All “interpretations” belong to God, whether “understanding in all visions and dreams” Daniel 1:17 or languages, as Dr DiVietro would have seen if he had taken time off from denigrating Sister Riplinger in order to “search the scriptures” John 5:39.

“Then was the part of the hand sent from him; and this writing was written.  And this is the writing that was written, MENE, MENE, TEKEL, UPHARSIN.  This is the interpretation of the thing: MENE; God hath numbered thy kingdom, and finished it.  TEKEL; Thou art weighed in the balances, and art found wanting.  PERES; Thy kingdom is divided, and given to the Medes and Persians” Daniel 5:24-28.

“The interpretation of the thing” is clearly a translation, as Dr Mrs Riplinger pointed out on pp 717-718 of Hazardous Materials with a list of 17 verses that Dr DiVietro obviously skipped over in his fixation with berating Sister Riplinger.  The verses are Matthew 1:23, Mark 5:41, 15:22, 34, John 1:38, 41, 42, Acts 4:36, 9:7, 36, 13:8, 1 Corinthians 12:10, 14:26, Hebrews 7:1, 2, 2 Peter 1:19, 21.

Dr DiVietro is grossly in error both with respect to his self-imposed limitation on the application of the scriptural term “interpretation” and his condemnation of Sister Riplinger.

Dr Ruckman’s
 comments on Genesis 40:8 are instructive, author’s emphases, this author’s underlining.

“What God reveals to the humblest believer by the Holy Spirit (who compares scripture with scripture – 1 Cor. 2:13) cannot be ascertained or verified or comprehended by the greatest Greek and Hebrew scholar who ever lived, if he attempted to usurp the Holy Spirit as “Interpreter” with lexicons and learning (1 Cor. 2:10-15, Luke 24:45).”

By his own admission, see remarks above, Dr DiVietro does so on a daily basis.

Dr DiVietro then dismisses the letter meanings summarised in the Appendix of In Awe of Thy Word, pp 1114ff as Cabalistic mysticism.  He has clearly not read the Appendix very thoroughly, because Dr Mrs Riplinger distinguishes between authentic and bogus research into letter meanings, her emphases.

“Bible meanings for each of the 26 letters of the English alphabet are documented on the following pages.  Each letter meaning was compiled by examining Genesis 1 for each letter’s first usages as an initial letter...The ‘letter meanings,’ found by computational linguistic researchers, are shown to agree 100% with meanings ascribed to letters in Genesis.  The findings of classical etymologists, such as Skeat and the compilers of the unabridged Oxford English Dictionary reinforce these meanings...

“To gather insights about the subject from linguists who have already explored this vast and new scientific field of letter meanings, search the internet for the following words: linguistics, computational linguistics, quantitative linguistics, phonaethesia, phonsemantics, phonsemantic dictionary, sound symbolism, psycho-linguistics, semantics, phonesthemic, phonological clusters, linguistlist.org, phonetic symbolism, bibliography, linguist list 9.1106.”

Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning about Cabalistic misuse of letter meanings follows.  It is in small print so perhaps Dr DiVietro missed it for that reason.

“Be careful to limit your study to that of verifiable science; avoid mystical New Age information that counterfeits the truth of God (e.g. Kabbalah)...”

 It is Dr DiVietro’s responsibility to address Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning about New Age counterfeits of letter meanings.  He must also show whether or not the disciplines listed above are themselves New Age or Cabalistic counterfeits before he can accuse Dr Mrs Riplinger of Cabalism, just as he must refute the work of Periander A. Esplana on Bible numerics before he take issue with her on this subject as well.  See Challenge #2, Point-Counterpoint.

In this author’s view, it is most unlikely that Dr DiVietro will do either.   

Author’s note.  Dr Mrs Riplinger has kindly forwarded the following information with respect to Biblical letter meanings versus Cabalism.

“The Cabala really has nothing to do with letter meanings.  One author, Margaret Mangus, did twist real meanings and tried to give them New Age, not Cabalistic connotations, but any uses of letters in the Cabala itself has absolutely nothing to do with the meanings found in Genesis or in computational linguistics.  So when DiVietro says the letter meanings are from the Cabala, he is demonstrating that he does not even know what the Cabala is.  He is getting this from a nutty article by Barbara Aho, who pretends this.  But neither of them demonstrates one single instance of anything in Cabalistic literature that is even remotely similar to what computational linguists have found.”

As indicated, it is Dr DiVietro’s responsibility to prove otherwise.  
His accusation of Cabalism against Sister Riplinger betrays a certain carelessness on Dr DiVietro’s part because thus far in his book, he appears to have overlooked Chapters 28, 29 in Hazardous Materials, in which Dr Mrs Riplinger states that, pp 9-10, “C. Ginsburg...was a follower of the wicked Kabbala and Luciferian Helena P. Blavatsky.  [Chapter 29] exposes Reuchlin, the founder of Greek and Hebrew study, and his use of the wicked Kabbala.” 
If Dr DiVietro had given Hazardous Materials a fair reading, he would have quickly found (in the first 10 pages of the book) that Dr Mrs Riplinger is totally opposed to the Cabalistic heresy.  That he failed to do so in itself shows that Dr DiVietro has not assessed Dr Mrs Riplinger’s research in a fair, objective and responsible manner.
Dr DiVietro’s parting shot at Dr Mrs Riplinger in this chapter, p 80 of Cleaning-Up, is to liken her warnings about lexical meanings from unregenerate editors using ungodly sources to a warning about cars being evil because they are assembled by, in many cases, unsaved sinners.

If so, then Dr Mrs Riplinger may have a point.  Prophetically, motor vehicles don’t receive a very good ‘press’ in scripture, their now-universal use notwithstanding:

“The chariots shall rage in the streets, they shall justle one against another in the broad ways: they shall seem like torches, they shall run like the lightnings” Nahum 2:4.
See Luke 10:18 (!) for God’s perception on lightning or electricity, physically the highest quality of energy as “the God of forces” Daniel 11:38*, which is Satan in the spiritual realm, 2 Corinthians 4:4.

*changed in the new bibles, naturally; NKJV, NIV, TNIV, HCSB etc., to cover up for the Devil.

“And he said unto them, I beheld Satan as lightning fall from heaven.”
Ironically, Dr DiVietro’s allusion to use of cars as an example of use of lexicons is in direct conflict with his criticism on the page immediately preceding this allusion of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s description of letter meanings.  On p 79 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of being Cabalistic because some use is made of letter meanings for propagating New Age or Cabalistic doctrine, even though Dr DiVietro had Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning to this effect on p 1116 of In Awe of Thy Word right in front of him.  See citation above.  Either Dr DiVietro carelessly overlooked this warning or he arrogantly decided to ignore it.

On the very next page of his book, Dr DiVietro does a complete about-face and ridicules Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warnings about lexicons because Christians still use cars even though they are assembled by unsaved sinners, so therefore it is all right to use lexicons.

Dr DiVietro’s inconsistent attitude when confronted with scriptural truth that God did not show him is not new.  The Lord Jesus Christ encountered the same inconsistency during His earthly ministry, with respect to the presentation of spiritual or scriptural truth.  Only the entrenched determination to reject that truth was consistent. 

“And the Lord said, Whereunto then shall I liken the men of this generation? and to what are they like?  They are like unto children sitting in the marketplace, and calling one to another, and saying, We have piped unto you, and ye have not danced; we have mourned to you, and ye have not wept.  For John the Baptist came neither eating bread nor drinking wine; and ye say, He hath a devil. The Son of man is come eating and drinking; and ye say, Behold a gluttonous man, and a winebibber, a friend of publicans and sinners!” Luke 7:31-34.
However, both Dr DiVietro’s mockery of Dr Mrs Riplinger by means of his car analogy and his inconsistency have nothing to do with answering her Challenge #3, which he has not answered.  Nor has he seriously substantiated any of his objections to Challenge #3.  

In sum, for Challenge #3:

1. Dr DiVietro has evaded Challenge #3 by likening it to asking for a verse where the Lord Jesus Christ explicitly says “I am God” or verses that explicitly use the words Trinity or Rapture.  In this way, Dr DiVietro attempts to associate Dr Mrs Riplinger with unsaved, even malicious Bible critics like Jehovah’s Witnesses and Muslims.  This is after accusing her repeatedly of ad hominem attacks.  His excuses are invalid because the Lord Jesus Christ reveals His Deity plainly in John 8:58, 59.  The “Godhead” (Trinity) is revealed in Acts 17:29, Romans 1:20, Colossians 2:9 and the Rapture is set forth as “a mystery” in 1 Corinthians 15:51, first revealed to Paul.  Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #3 is clearly not like the questions that Dr DiVietro uses to evade it.

2. Inserting quotes from pp 233, 719, 90, 101, 81-82 in turn of Hazardous Materials, Dr DiVietro continues to attack Dr Mrs Riplinger and her work.  It should be noted that Dr DiVietro fails to provide one single example of relevant lexical use to counter any of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s statements that he has cited in this part of his book.  It is straightforward, therefore, to summarise freely what appears to be Dr DiVietro’s stance on the application of contemporary secular Koine Greek word usage to determine Greek New Testament word meanings, as follows.

3. Dr DiVietro maintains that Hebrew and Greek are earthly, not heavenly languages that God created specifically to write the Bible (in the original text) using everyday terms drawn from the secular environments of the times.  He denies that Bible words are special words with meanings that cannot be deduced from contemporary secular writings but only from the scriptures themselves.  Dr DiVietro has overlooked the scriptural reference, Acts 24:16 that strongly implies the heavenly nature of Biblical Hebrew, even though Dr DiVietro has declared it to be a dead language, Cleaning-Up, pp 7, 16.  Hebrew would not appear to be dead in heaven.  It is this author’s considered view that “the king’s word” 2 Samuel 24:4 in the form of the 1611 English Holy Bible is not dead there either and never will be, Matthew 24:35, because it is “the book” Revelation 3:5, 5:2, 3, 4, 5, 7, 8, 9, 13:8, 17:8, 20:12, 15, 22:19 of the End Times.  But this is beyond the scope of Dr DiVietro’s (temporary) book.

4. Dr DiVietro does not specifically challenge the quote from pp 233, 719 in Hazardous Materials, author’s emphases “a Greek lexicon, which held up Plato and the Greek myths as the source for meaning and truth, higher than the Holy Bible, could not help but place Greek philosophy on a pedestal shadowing the Bible itself.”  It appears that he would therefore hold Plato and the Greek myths as found in the lexicons above the Holy Bible.

5. Dr DiVietro does not specifically challenge the quote from p 90 in Hazardous Materials, “all Bible study tools, new Bible versions, and lexicon authors gathered [their] word meanings crumbling Greek ruins...bawdy plays...the pagan myths...and anti-God philosophical writings of the [BC] ancient Greeks.”  It appears that he would therefore approve of such Bible study aids.

6. Dr DiVietro does not specifically challenge the quote from p 101 in Hazardous Materials, “The English definitions and translation choices in lexicons are highly secularized, that is, “they are the words which men’s wisdom teacheth,” not those special separate from sinners words which God instilled early in the English Bible.”  It appears that he would therefore approve of such secularized definitions.

7. Citing pp 81-82 of Hazardous Materials, which includes the statement, Dr Mrs Riplinger’s emphasis, “Danker admits there are hazards in semantic [word] transference from one language to another,”” Dr DiVietro says that Dr Mrs Riplinger insists that a lexicographer work directly from one of the original languages i.e. Hebrew/Aramaic and/or Greek to English without any intermediate stage e.g. German.  Dr DiVietro assures his readers that a Greek-English dictionary obtained via a German intermediary translation is still a satisfactory Bible study aid and declares that the very hazards that Dr Mrs Riplinger mentions prove the need for lexicons to give correct Greek-English equivalents.  

However, Dr DiVietro failed to mention Dr Mrs Riplinger’s reference on p 82 of Hazardous Materials to Chapter 42 of New Age Versions that documents the ungodly word meanings from German sources, e.g. Gerhard Kittel, “Adolph Hitler’s propaganda high priest, promoting the genocide of the Jews during World War II,” Dr Mrs Riplinger’s emphasis, which have influenced numerous new bibles; NIV, TNIV, NKJV, HCSB etc. e.g. with respect to Acts 23:12, 26:17.  Kittel’s insinuations against the Jewish people would have contributed in no small way to the furnaces of Auschwitz and the other extermination camps in mainly Catholic Poland during WW2.  Kittel’s sinister influence therefore imparts a new and terrible significance to James 3:5.  “Behold, how great a matter a little fire kindleth!”  

8. On p 74 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro claims to have answered Challenge #3 by means of Nehemiah 8:8.  “So they read in the book in the law of God distinctly, and gave the sense, and caused them to understand the reading.”  Dr DiVietro says that Ezra and his associates verbally translated the Hebrew scriptures as they were read out into Aramaic for the Aramaic-speaking audience from the captivity and thereby carried out the function of a ‘good’ lexicon, to give the meanings of the words from the original languages.  However, as Nehemiah 8:9 shows, any translated words from the Hebrew scriptures are still “the words of the law” and that law is “the law of God.”  Nothing in Nehemiah 8 refers to manmade word meanings being set out in authority above the Holy Bible of that time, “the law of God.”  Moreover, any word meanings being given at the time were clearly drawn directly from “the law of God” according to Nehemiah 8:8 and not from familiar, everyday non-Biblical usage in the way that Dr DiVietro describes in Cleaning-Up, p 73.  Nothing in Nehemiah 8 indicates otherwise and therefore the spoken ‘lexicon’ of Nehemiah was radically different from the kind of Bible study aid that Dr DiVietro has been advocating from p 1 of his book. By his comparison of the two, it is therefore Dr DiVietro, not Dr Mrs Riplinger, who is comparing refrigerators with screw drivers on p 75 of Cleaning-Up.

9. On pp 75-76 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of absurdity because she insists that readers must choose between the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible and lexicons.  He fails to document his accusation but repeats the dogma that a ‘good’ lexicon (here unspecified by Dr DiVietro) will enable the student to understand the KJB by showing how its words were used in the worldly environment of the 17th century.  Again, Dr DiVietro fails to provide any examples to back up this claim.

He also fails to inform his readers about what Dr Mrs Riplinger actually said about unregenerate lexicographers and their lexical concoctions, found at the end of Chapter 16 of Hazardous Materials.

“The title of the Bauer-Danker Lexicon is A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature.  Just what “Literature” does Danker use to define Bible terms?  Recall that to Bauer, “Christian” meant ‘heretic’ and “Heresy” meant “Christian.”  So, to study the book of Luke they cite from the “Pseudepigrapha” [pseudo means false; grapha means writings] books such as Assumption of Moses, Martyrdom of Isaiah, and The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs...No thank you, I’ll take the Holy Bible.”
So would this author.  The choice is clear when all the relevant facts are presented.  As usual, Dr DiVietro has been economical with the truth in this respect.

10. On pp 76-77 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of not understanding how to use a lexicon and of being shallow in believing that the 1611 English Holy Bible defines its own terms.  He inserts a quote from Hazardous Materials, pp 1195-1196 in which Dr Mrs Riplinger states in part, her emphasis that “Greek and Hebrew study tools...elevate the English words in lexicons by unsaved liberals above the English words in our Holy Bible, demote the words of the Holy Bible...establish an elevated priest-class of a few Greek and Hebrew scholars and [incite] a rebellious anarchism in the pews, where everyman’s own interpretation, taken from stacks of software, supersedes that in the Holy Bible...”
Dr DiVietro does not directly challenge that statement.  It would appear, therefore that he approves of the manner in which “Greek and Hebrew study tools...elevate the English words in lexicons by unsaved liberals above the English words in our Holy Bible” and “an elevated priest-class of a few Greek and Hebrew scholars” who “[incite] a rebellious anarchism in the pews, where everyman’s own interpretation, taken from stacks of software, supersedes that in the Holy Bible...”
Dr DiVietro’s quote from Hazardous Materials pp 1195-1196 ends as follows.

“Isn’t it strange that only the current weak and carnal Laodicean-type church has had wide access to Greek and Hebrew study tools (Revelation 3:14)?  Could it be they are weak for this very reason?  The martyrs throughout history loved the word of God and actually died rather than re-define it.”
Dr DiVietro doesn’t answer either of the above questions.  Nor does he make any comment about the Bible-believing martyrs that Dr Mrs Riplinger mentions – and documents; Ralph Allerton, John Cavel, Thomas Cranmer, John Philpot, Richard Wilmot, Reginald Peacock, John Hooper, John Bradford and many more.

Perhaps Dr DiVietro felt that they were too ‘shallow’ to be worthy of comment.

11. Dr DiVietro states that Dr Mrs Riplinger is entirely wrong to equate interpretation with translation in Genesis 40:8 because Joseph was simply giving Pharaoh the meaning of the dreams he had described.  He didn’t read the relevant part of the verse very carefully.  It said “Do not interpretations belong to God?” not “Do not interpretations of dreams belong to God?”
All “interpretations” belong to God, whether “understanding in all visions and dreams” Daniel 1:17 or languages.

“Then was the part of the hand sent from him; and this writing was written.  And this is the writing that was written, MENE, MENE, TEKEL, UPHARSIN.  This is the interpretation of the thing: MENE; God hath numbered thy kingdom, and finished it.  TEKEL; Thou art weighed in the balances, and art found wanting.  PERES; Thy kingdom is divided, and given to the Medes and Persians” Daniel 5:24-28.
“The interpretation of the thing” is clearly a translation, as Dr Mrs Riplinger pointed out on pp 717-718 of Hazardous Materials with a list of 17 verses that Dr DiVietro obviously skipped over in his fixation with berating Sister Riplinger.  The verses are Matthew 1:23, Mark 5:41, 15:22, 34, John 1:38, 41, 42, Acts 4:36, 9:7, 36, 13:8, 1 Corinthians 12:10, 14:26, Hebrews 7:1, 2, 2 Peter 1:19, 21.

Dr DiVietro is grossly in error both with respect to his self-imposed limitation on the application of the scriptural term “interpretation” and his condemnation of Sister Riplinger.

12. Dr DiVietro then dismisses the letter meanings summarised in the Appendix of In Awe of Thy Word, pp 1114ff as Cabalistic mysticism.  He has clearly not read the Appendix very thoroughly, because Dr Mrs Riplinger distinguishes between authentic and bogus research into letter meanings, her emphases.

“Bible meanings for each of the 26 letters of the English alphabet are documented on the following pages.  Each letter meaning was compiled by examining Genesis 1 for each letter’s first usages as an initial letter...The ‘letter meanings,’ found by computational linguistic researchers, are shown to agree 100% with meanings ascribed to letters in Genesis.  The findings of classical etymologists, such as Skeat and the compilers of the unabridged Oxford English Dictionary reinforce these meanings...”

Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning about Cabalistic misuse of letter meanings follows.  It is in small print so perhaps Dr DiVietro missed it for that reason.

“Be careful to limit your study to that of verifiable science; avoid mystical New Age information that counterfeits the truth of God (e.g. Kabbalah)...”
It is Dr DiVietro’s responsibility to address Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning about New Age counterfeits of letter meanings.  He must also show that the disciplines listed above are themselves New Age or Cabalistic counterfeits before he can accuse Dr Mrs Riplinger of Cabalism, just as he must refute the work of Periander A. Esplana on Bible numerics before he take issue with her on this subject as well.  See Challenge #2, Point-Counterpoint.

Dr Mrs Riplinger has kindly forwarded to this author additional information on the Cabala that shows it to be unconnected with letter meanings as found in Genesis.  Dr DiVietro appears to be wilfully ignorant of this distinction and is therefore unable to provide even one example from Cabalistic literature that even hints at any association between Cabalism and Computational Linguistics.  1 Corinthians 14:38 applies.

“But if any man be ignorant, let him be ignorant.” 

13. Dr DiVietro’s parting shot at Dr Mrs Riplinger in this chapter, p 80 of Cleaning-Up, is to liken her warnings about lexical meanings from unregenerate editors using ungodly sources to a warning about cars being evil because they are assembled by, in many cases, unsaved sinners.

Ironically, Dr DiVietro’s allusion to use of cars as an example of use of lexicons is in direct conflict with his criticism on the page immediately preceding this allusion of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s description of letter meanings.  On p 79 of Cleaning-Up, Dr DiVietro accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of being Cabalistic because some use is made of letter meanings for propagating New Age or Cabalistic doctrine, even though Dr DiVietro had Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warning to this effect on p 1116 of In Awe of Thy Word right in front of him.  See citation above.  Either Dr DiVietro carelessly overlooked this warning or he arrogantly decided to ignore it.

On the very next page of his book, Dr DiVietro does a complete about-face and ridicules Dr Mrs Riplinger’s warnings about lexicons because Christians still use cars even though they are assembled by unsaved sinners, so therefore it is all right to use lexicons.

Dr DiVietro’s inconsistent attitude when confronted with scriptural truth that God did not show him is not new.  The Lord Jesus Christ encountered the same inconsistency during His earthly ministry, with respect to the presentation of spiritual or scriptural truth.  Only the entrenched determination to reject that truth was consistent.

“And the Lord said, Whereunto then shall I liken the men of this generation? and to what are they like?  They are like unto children sitting in the marketplace, and calling one to another, and saying, We have piped unto you, and ye have not danced; we have mourned to you, and ye have not wept.  For John the Baptist came neither eating bread nor drinking wine; and ye say, He hath a devil. The Son of man is come eating and drinking; and ye say, Behold a gluttonous man, and a winebibber, a friend of publicans and sinners!” Luke 7:31-34.

Overall, in conclusion, Dr DiVietro has not answered Dr Mrs Riplinger’s Challenge #3. 

Instead, he continues to mount accusations against her but repeatedly without any substance worthy of the name.  Dr DiVietro is at least consistent in these respects.

The wisdom of Solomon is apposite at this point, with respect to Dr DiVietro’s on-going diatribe against Sister Riplinger.

Proverbs 26:2 “As the bird by wandering, as the swallow by flying, so the curse causeless shall not come.”
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