FALSE BIBLIOLOGY IS AFFECTING
INTERPRETING AND TRANSLATING
(THOUGHTS ON JOHN 1:12)

INTRODUCTION

“But as many as received him, to them gave he power to become the sons of God,
even to them that believe on his name:” (John 1:12)

This verse continues to give translators pause secondary to the way
the verse is handled in various ethnic or national translations. The variety of
ways it has been handled has been brought to my attention by several men
who are actively serving the Lord Jesus Christ around the world as
missionaries, translators, and distributors or printers of God’s Words.

For example, Dr. Stephen Zeinner, Director of Bearing Precious Seed
Global, and Yura Pochenko, a well-trained Ukrainian translator, reported the
following problem concerning an interpretation and translation of John 1:12:

‘In the Tagalog language of the Philippines, they (the American translator)
insisted on translating it son and used the word "boys of God" in which many of the
Philippinos thought it to be ridiculous and refuse to use the translation. Again, [these are]
very explosive problems because of not following the right methods and principals for
translation. In Spanish, the word for children and son is hijo or hijos the same for son or
child or children. The Ukrainian language has the same case as the Spanish.” (HDW,
see page 6 for a quote from the American translator in the Philippines about Jn. 1:12).

Can anyone doubt the difficulty that this Tagalog translation is
causing? The Tagalog translator’s bibliology and subsequent translation has
probably been affected by several false positions precipitated by false
doctrines currently causing multiple problems around the world that are
briefly discussed below." The problems are enhanced by the open
abandonment of the Received/Traditional Text" in favor of the Critical Text"
and translations (versions) of those texts by schools such as Bob Jones
University, Maranatha Baptist Bible College, Central Baptist Theological
Seminary, and many others.

A recent visit to the bookstore at Bob Jones University on 9/31/2009
revealed many modern ‘bible’ versions for sale including the ESV, NKJV, and
NASB, and many works by authors who used the NIV, ESV, NASB, NKJV, The
Message, and other versions known to have been translated from the Critical
Text and by faulty translation methods such as Dynamic Equivalent
Translating. Even a French New Testament translation from the English
“Good News” version was discovered.
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TWO SIGNIFICANT FAILURES

Furthermore, heretical doctrines because of false bibliology have
precipitated a plethora of Bible schools that are teaching pastors,
evangelists, missionaries, and teachers to abandon proper exegesis of the
Scriptures. They are teaching students to follow the false theology and
bibliology of men and women, which will be briefly discussed below.

These two failures, poor translations and heretical doctrines, have
precipitated a false sense of freedom from several key guides to keep
believers from error. First, the perfect preservation of Scripture in
Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek is denied. Subsequently, relativism is touted
and absolutism is abandoned. Only the ‘message’ of Scripture is important
and the application of the ‘message’ depends upon one’s environment, social
and familial factors, and personal needs." Second, apt and precise
hermeneutics has been thrown out in favor of a general and an
approximate “message” because many incorrectly claim only the biblical
“idea,” “concept,” or “message” has survived the centuries. They assert
believers cannot be certain of “every” “God-breathed” Word. The time
honored foundation of correct hermeneutics, the literal understanding of the
Scriptures, has been jettisoned." Third, contextual considerations of the
Scripture are out and the pronouncements of backslidden heretical men and
women accepted in place of careful analysis of the text. Fourth, many
leaders in the modern apostate independent, fundamental ‘movement,’ neo-
evangelical, and emerging church have abandoned the counsel of well
trained and sanctified elders from the present and past, much less the
absolute, perfect, inspired Words of God "“once delivered” in Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek (Jude 3). These four factors have produced doubt about
Truth in the extreme. Subsequently, cliques have formed through loyalty to
individuals and schools as opposed to the clear doctrines established by the
Lord Jesus Christ’s Preserved Words.

WORDS-DEISTS

The translation of this verse, John 1:12, and several others related to
it has been enhanced by three streams of thought that influence
translations. Two of the positions are theologically related because they
incorrectly assume that God did not preserve His original words in Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek, called autographs, through apographs, which are copies
of those Words. These positions are rightly described as “"Words-deist.” Just
as the Deist believes God created the Universe and all that is in it and then
abandoned it, the “Words-deist” believes God gave us all His Words in
Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek and then abandoned them. This is absolutely
contrary to the doctrine of inspiration of the Scriptures. If God inspired His
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Words in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek (and He did, 2 Tim. 3:15-16, 2 Pe.
1:16-21, etc.), He would not abandon them as He states (Psa. 12;5-6, Psa
117, Mat. 24:35, 1 Pe. 1:19-25).

The modern “Words-deists” beliefs started as a reaction to the
Reformation. Martin Drop (c. 1514) opposed Erasmus’ defection from the
Latin Vulgate and the critics of the Received/Traditional Text (RT/TT)
continued over the years by others such as Richard Simon (1638-1712),
John Fell (1625-1686), Richard Bentley (1662-1742), Johann Semler (1725-
1791), 1. J. Griesbach (1745-1812, etc., and culminated with Westcott and
Hort’s works published in the 1880s.

“Brooke Foss Westcott (Bishop of Durham), and Fenton John Anthony Hort, [are]
two late-19th century English theologians. Westcott and Hort were prolific authors (writing
about 50 books between them), but are most well known today for their revision work on
the Greek New Testament, finished in 1881.”"

In order to justify their position, the Bible critics created the tenets of
textual criticism. These false tenets have repeatedly been struck death blows
by the continuing research of God-fearing researchers over the last one
hundred and thirty (130) years.

Yet, most theologians and schools today continue to teach a false
non-verbal preservation theory of Scripture that champions Critical Text
tenets by assertion and repetition of alleged facts that have repeatedly been
proven false."" Their methods remind any thinking Christian of the false
theory of evolution. Furthermore, their oft repeated false mantras remind
us of the techniques of indoctrination of the masses.”

The numbers of “Words-deists” has exploded in these last days,
usurping the long tradition of approaching the Bible theologically and with a
believing heart. Instead, the modernist accepts the benighted
pronouncements of the textual critics who declare “all” must approach the
Bible as any other book; that is, as a natural book that was not written and
“Preserved”™ by an Omniscient, Omnipotent, and Omnipresent God.

As a result of their faulty reasoning, bankrupt tenets, and false
assertions, their propaganda asserts that man must abandon the
unsustainable concept of verbal, plenary preservation of the original Words
of Scripture in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek preserved to the “jot and
tittle.”" Based on their false theories, a translator must (1) approach the
authority of Scripture as a message, concept, thought, or idea that is
preserved (this destroys absolutism) and instead (2) consider some
translation in history as final authority or advanced revelation, or (3) use a
text CONSTRUCTED by Unitarians, agnostics, and heretical men as the
Words of God such as the Westcott/Hort text, UBS*, NA?’, etc.
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POSITIONS ADVOCATING ADVANCED REVELATION
FOR TRANSLATIONS

The positions are known as: (1a) the “"Ruckmanite” position, which
believes the English King James Bible translation, can retro-actively correct
the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek text and is inspired.”" (1b) However, it is
often forgotten that the Roman Catholics considered the Latin Vulgate (LV)
translation as the final Biblical authority in the hands of the Roman Catholic
Popes, Cardinals, Bishops, and Priests. Furthermore, the Council of Trent
declared the tradition or authority of the Roman Catholic Church as
important as the LV or any Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greek manuscript. This is
the “Popish position.” (1c) The Riplinger position is similar. The
difference is the expansion of the doctrine of inspiration to any translation or
version based upon the Received/Traditional texts. Many of those who
accept this position also believe all lexicons and other helps such as Strong’s
Concordance are totally corrupt and completely useless. The advocates of
positions (1a) and (1c) openly declare that the King James Bible is advanced
revelation.

Pastor D. A. Waite, Th.D., Ph.D. said:

“Followers of Peter Ruckman (like Gipp, Grady, Fugate, Riplinger and
others) elevate the King James Bible as a "INSPIRED REVELATION" rather than what it
is, an "ACCURATE TRANSLATION." Therefore they downplay the Greek and Hebrew
Words that underlie the KJB and take the ENGLISH over the HEBREW OR GREEK.
They must condemn any Greek or Hebrew lexicon that might give fuller meanings than
the correct one used in the KJB.”™"

Therefore, with either position “1a” or “1b” or “1c,” translators must
rely upon a translation that they or the ecclesiastical authorities believe has
been miraculously “God-breathed,” “given by inspiration of God,” “inspired
of God,” “verbally inspired,” or given by church authority in the course of
ecclesiastical descent through “popes.”

They commonly try to tie Preservation to English by claiming:

“The King James Bible is the inspired word of God, perfectly
preserved.”™

This is an inane statement because God did not give His inspired
Words to be preserved for man in English or in other languages except the
original languages of Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek.

(2) The second common position, which exists in several different
forms, is variously called “thought preservation,” “concept preservation,” or
“message preservation.” The different forms depend upon whether the
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author believes in the verbal, plenary inspiration or partial inspiration of
Scripture.

Those holding the second position insist that God has not preserved
every Word perfectly as He promised (cf. Psa. 12;6-7, Psa. 117, Mat. 4:4,
24:35, 1 Pe. 1:23-25 and MANY other places). For example, Randolph
Shaylor writes:
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“God has not chosen to preserve every word.

Paul Ferguson wrote the following in the Far Eastern Bible College’s
The Burning Bush in July of 2009:

“Speaking of God and the preservation of Scripture, Central Baptist Theological Seminary
President, Kevin Bauder, tries to argue the Lord is indifferent as to His Words as Bauder
claims, “He might preserve some words and He might permit some to be lost, depending
upon His own purpose.”3 Bob Jones University (BJU) professor, Stewart Custer,
speaking at Marquette Manor Baptist Church in Chicago in 1984 said that God preserved
His Word buried, “in the sands of Egypt.” Larry Oats of Maranatha Baptist College in
Wisconsin, an institution that formerly argued for the fact of the preserved Word of God in
the King James Version, claims, “God could have preserved His Word but history proves
He did not.” William Combs of the fundamentalist Detroit Baptist Seminary boldly asserts,
“The Bible does not teach its own perfect preservation, and it is a serious error to claim
otherwise.”™"

This author wonders what book they are reading. Surely, it must not
be the Bible based upon the underlying Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek RT/TT.

(3) The third position was held throughout the centuries by most
SANCTIFIED, persecuted churches and by the priesthood of believers until
modern times. It clearly affirms what the Bible says about itself, that only
the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words were “given by inspiration of God,”
“God-breathed,” “inspired,” or “inspired of God” and Preserved."" The other
two positions, (1) and (2), mentioned above are clearly bibliologically
incorrect. The Bible clearly states that translations are not inspired (2 Pe. 1:
16-21) and the “faith” was delivered “once” by inspiration (Jude 3) in
Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek languages. All ancient manuscripts confirm that
these are the languages God chose to preserve the Canon of Scripture for a
foundation.

THE POSITIONS AFFECT TRANSLATING

The concepts presented above may significantly affect a translator’s
approach to Scripture. Depending upon the approach a translator utilizes, a
translation may be catastrophically affected. Why? God was very clear
throughout the Bible that He considered: (1) first, only His Words in
Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek were “GIVEN BY INSPIRATION OF GOD”
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(translated from one Greek word, theopneustos). It means God breathed
out the Words. God did not breath-out any translation. (2) Second, an
interpretation or translation is not “God-breathed” because “"Knowing this
first, that no prophecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation” (2 Pe.
1:20, cf. Job 32:8-9, 2 Tim. 3:15-16, 2 Pe. 1:16-21, IJn. 1:38, and many
other places). Interpretation in 2 Peter 1:20 is clearly a reference to
translations by a synonymous Greek word, epilusis (Strong’s 1955), with the
Greek word, hermeneuo (Strong’s 2059) (cf. IJn. 1:38, 9:7, Heb. 7:2). (3)
Third, corruption of His Words by adding, subtracting, or changing them is
VERY serious. God made it unambiguous that the most severe consequences
for disregard of this warning would be leveled at the judgment seats of God
(cf. Rev. 22:19). The saints throughout the centuries have understood these
admonitions and no true believer would intentionally alter His Words in any
way because of His love for God’s word instilled by the Holy Spirit and
because of the warnings against ANY change in the WORDS. The evidence
of history has confirmed the Words in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek were
Preserved, much less the passages in Scripture indicating God’s intention to
watch over His Words and keep them “for ever” (Psa. 12:5-6, Psa. 117, 1
Pe. 1:23-25, etc.).

Therefore, the untoward use of another translation as the final
authority for translating any passage has serious, significant, incalculable
and eternal consequences. This does not mean that a translator cannot
utilize the most excellent, accurate and faithful English King James Bible
translation or even other translations based upon the Received/Traditional
Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek texts (Old Testament and New Testament).
However, the FINAL authority is the Preserved original Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Words. Any translating committee should be able to utilize
Hebrew and Greek lexicons and other translating helps when ANY question
arises concerning the proper translation of a passage. A translator’s
responsibility also consists of using multiple counselors and includes using as
many nationals as reasonable and possible.

These concepts presented above become clear when considering the
passage in question, John 1:12, the comments made by some interpreters,
and the phrasing in several translations.

JOHN 1:12, AN EXAMPLE

John 1:12 “But as many as received him, to them gave he power to become the sons of
God, even to them that believe on his name:”
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This passage has been interpreted in a number of different ways. For
example, one email received (the name is withheld) makes the following
observation concerning this verse:

“The KJV has “the sons of God.” The term “the sons of God” is a clear
statement of our title deed of God’s original plan for the “sons of God” (Job 38:7). But
they fell (Gen. 1:2) and were replaced with another “son of God” (Luke 3:38), Adam. He
was the “son of God” with whom God started over when He said “Be fruitful, and
multiply, and replenish the earth” (Gen. 1:28). But then Adam fell and there wasn't
another son of God until “the Son of God” Jesus Christ came. All those today that
receive the Lord Jesus Christ are given the power to become “the sons of God” and not
simply children for “the son of God,” “the sons of God” means they are MALE,
because “the Son of God,” Jesus Christ is MALE. And these males, “the sons of
God” are the replenishing of what God lost, the fallen sons of God. Not only that, “the
sons of God” will be manifest during the Millennium (1 John 3:1-3). They will be replicas
of the Son of God, the Lord Jesus Christ.

The King James Text sheds more light on the doctrine of “the sons of
God” than any Greek manuscripts (Antiochan or Alexandrian) or any modern translations
in any language.”

The author of this note has violated numerous cardinal rules of
interpretation. First, the context is not considered. This verse (Jn. 1:12)
does not pertain to the “Sons of God” in Job 38:7, who were in existence at
the time of the creation of the world, when God laid "the corner stone” of the
“foundations of the earth” (cf. Job 38:4-7). Rather, the Job passage pertains
to the angels of God. The "Sons of God” in John 1:12 clearly refers to the
redeemed who believe and trust “in his name,” “the only begotten of the
Father” who was given a real body (flesh) (Jn. 1:12, 14, Heb. 10:5).

Second, the word translated “sons” is derived from the Greek neuter
word “teknon” (plural, tekna) which occurs 99 times in the New Testament
and the AV translates it as “child” 77 times, “son” 21 times, and “daughter”
once. ™

Third, in the NT, it is generally used in the following way:

9XX

“in Paul’s writings, all who are led by the Spirit of God and thus closely related to God.
The emphasis is thus not on ethnic descent (v. 11) but on spiritual rebirth.™

Fourth, tracing the use of the word, “teknon,” in other passages
throughout the Bible reveals the following acute observations. However, this
author does not agree with the phrase, “are used without discrimination,”
because this author believes the Holy Spirit and the King James Translators
were VERY discriminating in their use of Words. The remainder of the quote
is very good:

“Generally for a pupil, disciple, the spiritual child of someone (1 Tim. 1:18; 2 Tim. 1:2;
Phile. 1:10). Followed by en kurb (en [1722], in; kurié [the dat. of kurios {2962}, the
Lord]), in the Lord (1 Cor. 4:17); by en pistei (4102), in the faith (1 Tim. 1:2); by kata
pistin (kata [2596], according to; pistin [4102], faith), according to the faith (Titus 1:4). In
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the pl. (1 Cor. 4:14; 2 Cor. 6:13; 3 John 1:4)... Tékna tou Theou ([2316], God), children of
God, means those whom God loves and cherishes as a Father. See also patér (3962) II,
A, B; also gennad (1080), I, A, 2. Also spoken of the Jews (John 11:52 [cf. Sept.: Is. 30:1;
Hos. 11:1]). Generally of the devout worshipers of God, the righteous, saints, Christians
(John 1:12; Rom. 8:16, 17, 21; 9:8; Eph. 5:1; 1 John 3:1, 2, 10; 5:2; Sept.: Prov. 14:27)...
On rare occasions, a distinction between téknon and huiés (5207), son, can be noted.
Huiés at times refers to a legal heir and thus, by implication, an adult. It seems to
underscore the character or maturity of the individual. Téknon is a more general
designation for offspring and contemplates the individual as one who is parented, one
who has been born to another. Nevertheless, because these words often overlap and
are used without discrimination, it is unwise to press their semantic difference and
make it the basis of an _interpretation or doctrine. For example, Jesus is never
designated as téknon or téknon Theou (gen. of Theds [2316], God), Son of God, but
always ho huiés, the Son, the Son of God or the Son of Man. Some have attributed this
to what they perceive to be a real difference between the two words. It is contended that
the former points to Christ’s origin (speaking of Him as one born of God) and that the
latter points to Christ’'s character or status (speaking of Him as one who possesses God’s
full likeness or as His heir). However, this is artificial and unnecessary. Still, the absence
of the expression téknon Theou would certainly not be due to its theological impropriety.
The Scripture bears ample testimony to the eternal generation of the Son. The exclusion
of téknon Theol in favor of huiés Theou is doubtless due to the authors’ stylistic
preferences. Believers are called both tékna Theou, children of God (John 1:12; Rom.
8:16, 17, 21; 9:8; Eph. 5:1; 1 John 3:1, 2, 10; 5:2), and huioi (5207), sons (Rom. 8:14, 19;
Gal. 3:26; 4:6, 7; Heb. 12:7)...For synonyms see entries 3808, paidarion; 3813, paidion;
3814, paidiske; 3816, pais; and 5207, huios. See entry 5868 for comparison of
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synonyms.”” (HDW, my emphasis)

Swanson’s Theological Dictionary has similar ‘cautions:’

Tékvov (teknon), ou (ou), 16 (to): n.neu.; = DBLHebr 1201; Str 5043; TDNT
5.636—1. LN 10.36 child, one’s own (Lk 1:7); 2. LN 10.28 descendant (Ac 2:39); 3. LN
11.63 inhabitants of a particular place (Lk 13:34); 4. LN 9.46 child, as a term of
endearment (Mt 9:2); 5. LN 36.40 disciple, one who follows a teacher in authority (3Jn
4); 6. LN 58.26 kind or class of persons (1Pe 1:14); 7. LN 11.14 tékva @wTog (tekna
phétos), people of God (Eph 5:8+)™"

This author suspects the use of “sons of God” in John 1:12 by the King
James Bible translators was used because one day, when this life is over,
believers in the Lord Jesus Christ will be like the angels in heaven (Mat.
22:30). Second, the Holy Spirit’s use of “tekna” (plural of teknon) avoids the
conflict with the terms applied to the “only begotten son” in other passages.

The Portuguese Bible, A Biblia Sagrada, uses “filhos de Dios” (children
of God) and the Spanish Rena Valera Gomez uses, “hijos de Dio.” (children
or sons of God). Dr. Zeinner reports: “In Spanish the word for children and
son is hijo or hijos the same for son or child or children. The Ukrainian
language has the same case as the Spanish.” This is in sharp contrast to the
Philippine Tagalog version quoted above, which uses “boys of God” (in
English) (emphasizing the male gender).

For an interpreter to stretch the context of John 1:12 to the following
inane statement is unexpected and shocking (see the quote above):
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“the sons of God” means they are MALE, because “the Son of God,” Jesus
Christ is MALE.”

Furthermore, the interpreter has conjoined his absurd exegesis with
the typical Ruckmanite position of the superiority of the English KIB
translation over the ‘received’ Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek
texts/manuscripts.

“The King James Text sheds more light on the doctrine of “the sons of
God” than any Greek manuscripts (Antiochan or Alexandrian) or any modern translations
in any language.” (HDW, see quote above)

This is in opposition to the foundational Words “given by inspiration of
God” in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek and “received” by the churches. The
English translation was not “received” as the foundation throughout the
centuries. Not only that, the propensity to try and establish the KIB as the
final authority has led him to a conclusion that cannot be sustained by
careful examination of the passages (contexts) in the KJIB.

This author sincerely hopes that this translator will abandon his
heretical ideas and return to a clear understanding of the text and proper
interpretation and translation based on context and all sound resources.

H. D. Williams, M.D., Ph.D.

A Vice-President of the Dean Burgon Society,
www.deanburgonsociety.org.

The Old Paths Publications, Cleveland, GA 30528
TOP@theoldpathspublications.com

10/2/2009

ENDNOTES
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Collingswood, NJ, 1896, republished 1998) p. 23; Dean John William Burgon, The Revision Revised (Dean Burgon
Society, Collingswood, NJ, 1883, republished 2000) p. 269. Even Westcott and Hort admitted that the Received
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