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In sum, Barr was saying that the then current volumes of Kittel
frequently (but not always) confused words with concepts, with
dire results, and that the whole enterprise of trying to establish
theology on the basis of word studies was fundamentally mistaken.
The theology of the Testaments lies in the propositions asserted in
sentences, paragraphs, and whole discourses of its writings, not
in individual words…. As Barr states the issue he is undoubtedly
right, though if he should be understood as suggesting that ‘the
correct meaning of any term is that which contributes least [our
italics] to the total context’, as Thiselton almost appears to take
him, then we surely have an overreaction. (Peter Cotterell and
Max Turner, Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation, pp. 123, 122-123)
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 CONCERNS 
In July 2020, I visited the Wikipedia entry for the Amplified Bible.
I was surprised to see that a ‘Concerns’ section was inserted as its
very first heading. Can you imagine the following being how
encyclopedia readers are first introduced to the Amplified Bible,
without even being told how it is supposed to work?!
The Amplified Bible has been viewed as being guilty of
“illegitimate totality transfer” by giving multiple potential
meanings of a word in a particular passage. Readers may
incorrectly conclude that multiple meanings of a word may apply
regardless of the one which context would suggest.
Theologian Gordon Fee stated that the Amplified Bible:
“...had a run of popularity far beyond its worth. It is far
better to use several translations, note where they differ, and
then check out these differences in another source than to be
led to believe that a word can mean one of several things in
any given sentence, with the reader left to choose whatever
best strikes his or her fancy.”
It should be noted that Wikipedia strives only for verifiability
(What do our sources say?), not truth (Are our sources actually
correct?). I am, of course, interested in both. For example, I could
not verify the use of the word “guilty” in the two sources cited in
the Wikipedia article. As far as truth goes, my first impression is
that critics have offered very few if any concrete examples of
illegitimate totality transfer in the Amplified Bible, “namely that a
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word carries with it all of its possible meanings in each particular
context in which it appears” (Edward Klink and Darian Lockett,
Understanding Biblical Theology, p. 44). To a sixth grader, I would
describe illegitimate totality transfer as an out-of-place English
translation of a biblical word, a mistranslation that does not fit the
immediate context. Donald Carson says that “to try to import the
word’s entire semantic range into every occurrence (as in the
Amplified Bible) is to fail to understand how language works”
(Collected Writings on Scripture, p. 41). In his Translation Theory,
theologian Rodney Decker says that the motivation behind
illegitimate totality transfer is to find “more meaning,” and he
notes to his seminary students that this fallacy has “ramifications”
for the Amplified Bible (Study Questions for Silva and Carson, p. 7).
Again, verifiable quotes, but is there any truth to them? Let’s see!
Carson remarks that ‘word studies’—including etymology (‘word
histories’)—consist of “a great deal of lexical information without
the restraining influence of context” (Exegetical Fallacies, p. 66):
Normally we observe that any individual word has a
certain limited semantic range, and the context may
therefore modify or shape the meaning of a word only
within certain boundaries. The total semantic range is
not permanently fixed, of course; with time and novel
usage, it may shift considerably… In one sense, of
course, it is legitimate to say “this word means such
and such,” where we are either providing the lexical
range inductively observed or specifying the meaning
of a word in a particular context; but we must not
freight such talk with too much etymological baggage.
(D. A. Carson, Exegetical Fallacies, pp. 30-31)
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The opposite of illegitimate totality transfer is the one
meaning fallacy, which states that a word always has
the same meaning regardless of the context it is used in.
It too ignores the fact that words are polysemous. The
origins of this fallacy are in the false assumption that
words from one language have exact equivalents in
another and is reinforced by use of lexicons, such as
those contained in Strong’s Concordance. (Robert
Bradshaw, Language, p. 5)
Alan Kurschner sees a common denominator among the various
forms of illegitimate totality transfer in that “they do not consider
the immediate context the principal field of investigation; rather,
they read a (typically theological) concept back into an instance of
a word” (“James Barr on the ‘Illegitimate Totality Transfer’ WordConcept Fallacy,” James Barr Assessed, p. 89). Agape is a frequent
example of a theologically amped-up idea (“God’s benevolent,
sacrificial love”) being read into an everyday Greek word that has
only a much simpler meaning (“love”). Thus, while the former
may be construed from at least a whole sentence (e.g., John 3:16,
“For God so loved the world that He gave His only Son…”), such
a grand meaning does not square with other contexts where agape
appears (not even three verses later in John 3:19, nor in Matthew
5:44 or Luke 6:32). Rather, a word’s meaning “hovers somewhere
between the sentence and the paragraph” (Mark Ward, What is the
Amplified Bible?). Grant Osborne observes: “This overemphasis on
words to the detriment of context” is what leads to illegitimate
totality transfer (The Hermeneutical Spiral, p. 84). According to
Moisés Silva, we need to keep a balance: “The meaning of a word,
then, depends upon a combination of the dictionary meaning and
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the context” (Elements of Biblical Exegesis, p. 108). In the same vein,
according to BibleGateway.com, the Amplified Bible’s goal was “to
take both word meaning and context into account to accurately
translate the original text from one language into another.” From
this, I have discerned a ‘middle way’ between illegitimate totality
transfer on one hand, and the one meaning fallacy on the other.
These two fallacies take lexical knowledge of a Greek or Hebrew
word and apply its supposed universal meaning regardless of the
defining context, but both are forms of linguistic absolutism:
A biblical word, then, does not mean the same thing in
every place it occurs. Neither does a word ever mean
everything it could possibly mean at one time. (Michael
Gorman, Elements of Biblical Exegesis, p. 108)
I will now call 18 expert ‘witnesses’ to explain illegitimate totality
transfer, 13 of whom specifically mention the Amplified Bible as
being guilty as charged! These are listed in order by publication
date of their first edition, though I may actually be quoting from a
later edition. Whenever a critic’s discussion happens to mention
any Bible verses, I will present a handful of alternate translations
(those recommended by critics themselves) in parallel with the
Amplified Bible. I am also interested in comparing the 2015 revised
version of the Amplified Bible to see what has changed. (Here are
some before-and-after statistics and verse comparisons from the
publisher.) Then, in the Cross-Examination section (pages 37-46),
I will evaluate their claims and analyze the scriptures that they
reference and thereby render a final verdict. Later chapters (pp.
47-144) place the Amplified Bible in double jeopardy, responding to
arguments made by 12 more of its concerned critics…
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 EXHIBITION OF PRIMARY SOURCES 
“Universal law is for lackeys. Context is for kings!”
— Captain Gabriel Lorca, Star Trek: Discovery
This section features explanations of illegitimate totality transfer
(aka the “full semantic range fallacy,” the “expanded semantic
field fallacy,” the “dump-truck fallacy,” the “overload fallacy,”
the “swamp water fallacy,” and the “everything fallacy”).
illegitimate totality transfer. n. The error of taking the
conclusions of a word study—observing the various meanings
of a word over time and in different contexts—and assuming
them all to be present in a single contextual usage of that word.
(Matthew DeMoss, Pocket Dictionary for the Study of New
Testament Greek, p. 70)
In this essay, I am addressing the form of the word-concept
fallacy where its general error is the assumption that the presence
of a particular word in a passage establishes the presence of a
particular (theological) concept. It illegitimately transfers the total
relations into a specific context. (Alan Kurschner, “James Barr
on the ‘Illegitimate Totality Transfer’ Word-Concept Fallacy,” James
Barr Assessed, p. 77)
Illegitimate Totality Transfer: the error of lumping together
the characteristics of different meanings/conceptual signifieds,
which certain words/signifiers can evoke in different semantic
fields (cf. polysemy), when these are to be kept distinct. (James
Voelz, What Does this Mean?, p. 364)
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THE SEMANTICS OF BIBLICAL LANGUAGE (1961)
The error that arises, when the ‘meaning’ of a word (understood
as the total series of relations in which it is used in the literature)
is read into a particular case as its sense and implication there,
may be called ‘illegitimate totality transfer’. (James Barr, The
Semantics of Biblical Language, p. 218)
THE THEORY AND PRACTICE OF TRANSLATION (1969)
It must be further emphasized that one is not free to make in the
text any and all kinds of explanatory additions and/or
expansions. There is a very definite limit as to what is proper
translation in this difficult area: one may make explicit in the text
only what is linguistically implicit in the immediate context of the
problematic passage. This imposes a dual constraint: one may not
simply add interesting cultural information which is not actually
present in the meanings of the terms used in the passage, and one
may not add information derived from other parts of the Bible,
much less from extra-Biblical sources, such as tradition. When
one attempts to make too much explicit, one falls into eisegesis
rather than exegesis…. Errors of translation involving making
explicit too much or the wrong notions are not restricted to one
segment of the theological spectrum. One finds them, on the one
hand, in such a conservative effort as the Amplified Bible, and, on
the other, in the New Testament Wordbook of Kittel, which James
Barr has so cogently criticized in The Semantics of Biblical Language.
(Eugene Nida and Charles Taber, The Theory and Practice of
Translation, pp. 111, 112)
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HOW TO READ THE BIBLE FOR ALL ITS WORTH (1981)
[The Amplified Bible] had a run of popularity far beyond its
worth. It is far better to use several translations, note where they
differ, and then check out those differences in another source than
to be led to believe that a word can mean one of several things in
any given sentence, with the reader left to choose whatever best
strikes his or her fancy. Which translation, then, should one read?
We would venture to suggest that the current NIV (2011), a
committee translation by the best scholarship in the evangelical
tradition is as good a translation as you can get. The GNB, HCSB
and NAB are also especially good… Along with one or more of
these, readers would also do well to use one or more of the
following: the NASB or the NRSV. Both translations are attempts
to update the KJV. (Gordon Fee and Douglas Stewart, How to Read
the Bible for All Its Worth, 4th ed., pp. 55-56)
EDITORIAL NOTE: I used the six translations suggested above for
comparison with the AMP in the Parallel Translations section on
pages 27-32. The NIV is also used on pages 33-36.
[I]n any case the reader of an English Bible is already involved in
interpretation. For translation is in itself a (necessary) form of
interpretation. Your Bible, whatever translation you use, which is
your beginning point, is in fact the end result of much scholarly
work. Translators are regularly called upon to make choices
regarding meanings, and their choices are going to affect how you
understand. Good translators, therefore, take the problem of our
language differences into consideration. But it is not an easy task.
(Gordon Fee and Douglas Stewart, How to Read the Bible for All Its
Worth, 4th ed., p. 23)
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EXEGETICAL FALLACIES (1984)

Illegitimate Totality Transfer

One Meaning Fallacy, or
Fallacy of Lexical Concordance

Unwarranted adoption of
an expanded semantic field

Unwarranted restriction of
the semantic field

The fallacy in this instance lies
in the supposition that the
meaning of a word in a specific
context is much broader than
the context itself allows and
may bring with it the word’s
entire semantic range. This step
is sometimes called illegitimate
totality transfer. (D. A. Carson,
Exegetical Fallacies, p. 62)

[T]he unwarranted and
premature restriction of the
semantic field of a word is a
methodological error. The
fallacy lies in thinking the
correct interpretation of a
passage can be discovered
anyway; and in many instances
that is not possible. (ibid., p. 62)

If the interpreters in question are not only spiritual but also
mature, perhaps we may hope that they will probe for the reasons
why they have arrived at different conclusions. With continued
cautious, courteous, and honest examination, they may in time
come to a resolution of the conflicting interpretative claims….
Careful handling of the Bible will enable us to “hear” it a little
better. It is all too easy to read the traditional interpretations we
have received from others into the text of Scripture. Then we may
unwittingly transfer the authority of Scripture to our traditional
interpretations and invest them with a false, even an idolatrous,
degree of certainty. (D. A. Carson, Exegetical Fallacies, pp. 13, 14)
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THE INTERPRETATION OF HOLY SCRIPTURE (1984)
Again, one is in danger of what J. Barr has called “illegitimate
totality transfer”—that is, that any one instance of a word
contained all possible meanings of a word. This is not possible,
for the context of a word will point up a particular sense, as
opposed to allowing all possible senses. (Notice the procedure
used in the Amplified Bible, where often all the meanings of a
word are included in parentheses in a specific passage; for
example, John 14:16 where the translation of the Greek word
parakletos “comforter” is given by several English “equivalents.”)
(Walter Dunnett, The Interpretation of Holy Scripture, p. 143)
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BIBLICAL WORDS AND THEIR MEANING (1994)
[T]here is the danger of “illegitimately totality transfer,” a
somewhat awkward phrase intended to stress the simple fact that
any one instance of a word will not bear all the meanings possible
for that word. It would be admittedly invalid to overload
Acts 7:38 with all the senses in which ἐκκλησίᾳ is used by the
apostles; some of these senses (e.g., reference to the so-called
universal church) would actually be contradictory in this verse.
However, it is easy, especially in the course of a sermon, to
comment on the broad meanings of a word at the risk of
obscuring its specific function in a given text. (Moisés Silva,
Biblical Words and their Meaning, pp. 25-26)
Most English versions of Matthew 2:11 translate προσεκύν with
the English verb worship. However, when προσεκύν is used in
Matthew 2 to describe the intent and actions of the delegation of
magi at the birth of Jesus, it is, I believe, this sense of political
homage that Matthew intended. As delegates of an Eastern
monarch the magi came seeking the newborn, human King of the
Jewish nation in order to pay political homage. Recognizing him
as royalty, they genuflected before the Christ child as they
presented their gifts. It is true that the New Testament presents
Jesus Christ as the incarnation of God and therefore worthy of
worship. And although προσεκύν is used elsewhere in the New
Testament to refer to the worship of God, the sense of the verb in
those contexts cannot be automatically transferred to every
instance of its occurrence; the possibility that προσεκύν, in any
given occurrence, is being used in one of its two other senses
must not be ruled out a priori. As James Barr points out, “The
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error that arises, when the ‘meaning’ of a word (understood as
the total series of relations in which it is used in the literature) is
read into a particular case as its sense and implication there, may
be called ‘illegitimate totality transfer.’” The translation of this
instance of προσεκύν by the English Word worship is, I believe, an
instance of what Barr has called illegitimate totality transfer. It
presumes Matthew used προσεκύν in the same sense as other
New Testament occurrences of the word and suggests that the
magi shared the theological perception of Jesus that the English
translation “worship” implies to Christians. A suggested
translation of this verse might be “they saw the child with his
mother Mary and kneeling they paid homage to him.” (Moisés
Silva, Biblical Words and their Meaning, p. 206)
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ELEMENTS OF BIBLICAL EXEGESIS (1994, 2001)
The erroneous notion that a word in a particular context means
the sum total of all (or even some) of its possible meanings is
called illegitimate totality transfer, a term coined by the British
biblical scholar James Barr. Illegitimate totality transfer occurs
when, for example, a significant biblical term such as faith or
salvation is interpreted in a specific passage as the conglomeration
of all meanings of the word in the Bible, not according to the
usage of the author or according to the context. That kind of
universal synthesis is bad exegesis. [One “translation” of the
Bible, the Amplified Bible, is based on this thoroughly flawed
understanding of language.] (Michael Gorman, Elements of Biblical
Exegesis, p. 108, [n. 6])
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LANGUAGE (1997)
[Illegitimate totality transfer] means the unjustified inclusion of
all the possible meanings of a word regardless of the limitations
of the context. The Amplified Bible is particularly guilty of
committing this fallacy. For example in Galatians 3:8 it translates
“gospel” as “the good news about Jesus Christ” thus implying
(according to one teacher I have heard) that Abraham knew
everything about Jesus Christ and His work. In this context the
‘good news’ being announced in advance was the possibility of
justification apart from obedience to the Law of Moses and
specifically that “all nations will be blessed through you.” (Rob
Bradshaw, Language, p. 4)
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WHAT DOES THIS MEAN? (1997)
The relationship between meanings (conceptual signifieds) and
words (signifiers) is not one to one. The same words may convey
several meanings with different components of meaning. This
phenomenon is called polysemy or multivalency. So, e.g., the Piel
of  ְך ַָרבmay mean either “to bless” (Gen. 12:3) or “to curse” (1
Kings 21:10). Likewise, πίστεως may mean “the act of believing”
(Rom. 4:13), “faithfulness” (Rom. 3:3), “proof” (Acts 17:31), or
“ground of faith” (Gal. 3:23, 25). Because this is so, the problem
often arises: “Which components of meaning are intended in a
given passage?” Which meaning of πίστεως is best, e.g., in
Rom. 3:22: δικαιοσύνη δὲ Θεοῦ διὰ πίστεως Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ εἰς
πάντας τοὺς πιστεύοντας (“The righteousness of God through
faith in/the faithfulness of/the ground of faith which is/Christ
Jesus, for all who believe”)? It is important to note that the several
meanings conveyed by the same words are, indeed, several
different meanings (different conceptual signifieds with different
complexes of characteristics) and not part of one “giant” supermeaning. James Barr (222), especially, has warned of this
phenomenon, which he has named “illegitimate totality transfer.”
An example would be this: ἡγέομαι may convey the meaning “to
lead” (Luke 22:26), but it may also mean “to think or regard as”
(James 1:2). It would be illegitimate totality transfer to lump both
together and define ἡγέομαι as “to lead people by changing their
thinking,” or, “to think and so to give leadership.” Such an
amalgamation of meanings, though often impressive to the
listener/ reader and found frequently in commentaries and in
Bible classes, is quite inappropriate linguistically. (James Voelz,
What Does this Mean?, pp. 123-124)
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FORM, FUNCTION, AND THE “LITERAL MEANING” FALLACY
IN ENGLISH BIBLE TRANSLATION (2005)
The Greek lexeme charis has a semantic range which includes
various senses, including “grace,” “favor,” “credit,” “goodwill,”
“gift,” “thanks,” kindness,” etc. Consider the following
utterances:
For it is by grace (charis) you have been saved, through
faith… (Eph 2:8)
… “Do not be afraid, Mary, you have found favor
(charis) with God.” (Luke 1:30)
If you love those who love you, what credit (charis) is
that to you? (Luke 6:32)
He gave Joseph wisdom and enabled him to gain the
goodwill (charis) of Pharaoh. (Acts 7:10)
Would he thank (charis) the servant because he did
what he was told to do? (Luke 17:9)
None of these senses represent the “literal” meaning of charis. All
are rather potential senses within the lexeme’s semantic range.
Most words do not have a single literal (core, basic) meaning, but
rather a semantic range—a range of potential senses which are
actualized by the utterance in which they appear. Second, words
normally have only one sense in any particular context. In the
examples above, it would be wrong to assume that Joseph gained
“grace” (= undeserved favor) from Pharaoh (he worked for it), or,
conversely, that we are saved through the “credit” we gain. While
17
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there may be some interplay between senses in various contexts,
these senses do not necessarily force their meanings on one
another. James Barr speaks of “illegitimate totality transfer,” the
fallacy of assuming that the whole of a lexeme’s semantic range is
somehow contained in any single occurrence. [A Bible version
which errs greatly in this regard is the Amplified Bible, often
introducing many senses of each lexeme into each context.] (Mark
Strauss, Form, Function, and the “Literal Meaning” Fallacy in English
Bible Translation, p. 12; originally appearing in The Bible Translator,
vol. 56.3, pp. 153-168, [n. 38])
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HOW TO CHOOSE A TRANSLATION FOR ALL ITS WORTH (2007)
The Amplified Bible is unique among Bible versions in that it
provides “amplifications”—synonyms and explanations in
brackets and parentheses within the text. Based on the ASV, the
Amplified Bible was largely the work of Mrs. Frances Siewert. It
was published in stages between 1954 and 1965. A slightly
updated edition was released in 1987. The strength of this version
is that it acknowledges that no single English word or phrase can
capture precisely the meaning of the Hebrew or Greek. Its
weakness is that it gives readers the false impression that Hebrew
and Greek words are “packed” with theological content and can
mean many things at once. Another weakness is that readers may
simply pick whichever meaning they like instead of discerning
the single correct meaning that fits the context. (Gordon Fee and
Mark Strauss, How to Choose a Translation for All Its Worth, p. 149)
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THE COMPLETE GUIDE TO BIBLE TRANSLATIONS (2009)
A caution regarding the Amplified Bible is that with all the
“amplified” material that is added, the text is sometimes hard to
follow. Verses may sound awkward and even fragmented when
read aloud. One reviewer I came across suggested that with all
the synonyms inserted into the text, reading the Amplified Bible
is almost like swallowing a thesaurus…. Yet another caution,
noted by some scholars, is that readers may wrongly assume that
the Hebrew or Greek word in question carries the full range of
meaning in each and every biblical context. Thus, scholar Alan
Duthie warns that the Amplified Bible (and other such
“expanded” translations) tend to “heap up words to cover the full
range of meaning of every word, including the meanings
irrelevant to the particular context.” Gordon Fee and Mark
Strauss likewise warn that the Amplified Bible may give readers
“the false impression that Hebrew and Greek words are ‘packed’
with theological content and can mean many things at once.” This
might lead some readers to believe that they can simply “pick
whichever meaning they like instead of discerning the single
correct meaning that fits the context.” David Dewey similarly
warns, “While it is true that a word in Hebrew or Greek will have
a range of meaning not always covered by just one word in
English, it is wrong to assume the Hebrew or Greek word in
question will carry that full range of meaning in every context.
Generally, a writer has one specific meaning in mind when using
a particular word.” Again, though, one should in fairness keep in
mind that the translation was checked by a team of Hebrew and
Greek scholars. (Ron Rhodes, The Complete Guide to Bible
Translations, pp. 87, 88)
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40 QUESTIONS ABOUT INTERPRETING THE BIBLE (2010)
Illegitimate Totality Transfer. All words have a range of meaning,
and the nuances of each particular use cannot be read into all
other uses of the word. That is, if the reader takes the totality of
what a word can mean and reads that potentiality as a reality in
every word occurrence, he has illegitimately transferred the
totality of what the word means onto each instance (thus, the
label “illegitimate totality transfer”). People tolerate erroneous
linguistic approaches to the Bible that they would never accept in
ordinary speech. For example, imagine the howls one would
encounter if he said, “You just used the word cell to describe your
phone. By that, I take it that your phone is a small room of
incarceration, that your phone is a wireless device, and that your
phone is a microscopic blob of protoplasm.” Obviously, only one
of the potential meanings of “cell” is intended. Yet, how many
times have we heard a similar litany of potential meanings from a
preacher presented as “the real meaning” of a word in the Bible?
One can see the danger of tools like The Amplified Bible, which
provides several possible meanings of most words. Without
further instruction, such tools lead one down the path of
illegitimate totality transfer. (Robert Plummer, 40 Questions about
Interpreting the Bible, p. 119)
EDITORIAL NOTE: A second edition of 40 Questions was released in
May of 2021, with no updates to the entry on illegitimate totality
transfer (p. 133), nor is there any acknowledgement of the revised
version of the Amplified Bible being released in 2015.

21

CONTEXT IS FOR KINGS

INVITATION TO BIBLICAL INTERPRETATION (2011)
The opposite of the unwarranted restriction of the semantic field
is the unwarranted adoption of an expanded semantic field, a
fallacy that has also been called “illegitimate totality transfer.” In
this fallacy a word’s entire semantic range is improperly
considered to be part of the term’s meaning in a specific context
when, in fact, only one of the several possible meanings obtain in
that particular instance. This is the fallacy at least suggested, if
not committed, by the “Amplified Version.” (Andreas
Köstenberger and Richard Patterson, Invitation to Biblical
Interpretation, p. 646)
WHICH BIBLE TRANSLATION SHOULD I USE? (2012)
The Amplified Bible is also a revision of the ASV. This is truly
one of the most unique English translations. The translators used
a series of punctuation marks to inform readers of different
aspects of the translation. For example, when a phrase is in
brackets, it indicates that the words within the brackets are not
explicitly contained in the original texts…. According to Fee and
Strauss, one of the main weaknesses of the Amplified Bible “is
that readers may simply pick whichever meaning they like
instead of discerning the single correct meaning that fits the
context.” At other times the readers could conclude incorrectly
that all the possible meanings of a word are applicable to any one
particular use of the word. [It is a word study fallacy to read a
word’s entire range of meaning into one specific usage. This is
called the “illegitimate totality transfer” fallacy.] (Andreas
Köstenberger and David Croteau, Which Bible Translation Should I
Use?, pp. 15-16, [n. 33])
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BIBLICAL STUDIES: HOW TO INTERPRET THE BIBLE (2016)
Illegitimate totality transfer. This fallacy is found in the idea that
the meaning of a word in a specific context is much broader than
the context itself allows and may entail the entire range of a
word’s meaning. Or, this fallacy “assumes that a word carries all
of its senses in one passage” (Darrel Bock, in Introducing NT
Interpretation, p. 110). The Amplified Bible is often guilty of this
fallacy in its attempt to provide us with an expansive paraphrase
of the text. (Sam Storms, Biblical Studies: How to Interpret the Bible;
see also How to Do a Word Study)
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EXEGETICAL GEMS FROM BIBLICAL GREEK (2019)
Illegitimate totality transfer. This fallacy involved attributing all (or
many) possible meanings of a word to the word’s meaning in a
specific context. Many words typically have a range of meanings,
but in a given context, only one of those meanings is relevant.
Thus the meaning of a word in a specific context may not be as
wide as the range of possible meanings of that word. This is the
(unintentional) error of the Amplified Bible, which often
includes several possible meanings of various terms. For example,
in the Beatitudes the term “blessed” (Greek) is given the
additional meanings of (1) “spiritually prosperous,” (2) “happy,”
(3) “to be envied” (Matt. 5:3). In the next eight verses (Matt. 5:411), the Amplified Bible lists fourteen other amplified meanings
of the same Greek term. (Benjamin Merkle, Exegetical Gems from
Biblical Greek, p. 153)
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WHEN DOCTRINE DIVIDES THE PEOPLE OF GOD (2020)
Just because a word is used in one way in one context, that does
not ensure that the word means the same thing in another
context. Interpreters should be wary of a semantic fallacy James
Barr calls “illegitimate totality transfer,” or what N. Clayton Croy
dubs “the dump-truck fallacy.” With this fallacy, interpreters take
all the known meanings of a given word throughout history and
“dump” them in their totality into that word’s single usage in a
particular passage. As Croy notes, authors rarely have this sort of
usage in mind. If I say to my wife, “Dinner was terrific tonight,” I
mean that I enjoyed my meal, whether she cooked it or we ate
out. However, etymologists could point out that the word terrific
is a seventeenth-century derivation of the Latin words terrificus
and terrere, which mean “to cause fear” or “to be filled with fear.”
Someone illegitimately transferring the totality of etymological
meaning may suggest to my wife that I enjoyed the food so much
that it filled me with fear. Context and good sense should prevent
readers from jumping to such conclusions, but this sort of fallacy
sometimes rears its ugly head in commentaries, sermons, and socalled “amplified” translations of the Bible. (Rhyne Putman,
When Doctrine Divides the People of God, pp. 74-75)
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 PARALLEL TRANSLATIONS 
Arguments and appeals must always be made with a finger on
the text, pointing to evidence that is available to all. (Robert
Plummer, 40 Questions about Interpreting the Bible, 2nd ed., p. 199)
• Matthew 2:11a
• Matthew 5:3
• John 14:16
• Acts 7:38

• Romans 3:22
• Galatians 3:8
• Grace (Charis)
• Flesh (Sarx)

EDITORIAL NOTE: In his book How to Read the Bible for All Its Worth
(4th ed., pp. 55-56), Gordon Fee recommends the following
translations, which I have used in this section to compare with the
Amplified Bible (in order from most ‘literal’ to most ‘free’). I have
also included the ESV, recommended by Storms, Martin, & Ward:
NASB, AMP, ESV, HCSB/CSB, NRSV, NAB/NABRE, NIV, & GNB/GNT
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MATTHEW 2:11A

NASB (1995)

AMPC (1987)

AMP (2015)

ESV (2016)

HCSB (2004)

NRSV (1989)

NAB (1970)

NIV (2011)

GNB (1976)

After coming into the house they saw the Child
with Mary His mother; and they fell to the ground
and worshiped Him.
And on going into the house, they saw the Child
with Mary His mother, and they fell down and
worshiped Him.
And after entering the house, they saw the Child
with Mary His mother; and they fell down and
worshiped Him.
and going into the house, they saw the child with
Mary his mother, and they fell down and
worshiped him.
Entering the house, they saw the child with Mary
His mother, and falling to their knees, they
worshiped Him.
On entering the house, they saw the child with
Mary his mother; and they knelt down and paid
him homage.
and on entering the house they saw the child with
Mary his mother. They prostrated themselves and
did him homage.
On coming to the house, they saw the child with
his mother Mary, and they bowed down and
worshiped him.
They went into the house, and when they saw the
child with his mother Mary, they knelt down and
worshipped him.
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MATTHEW 5:3

AMPC (1987)

AMP (2015)

Blessed (happy, to be envied, and spiritually
prosperous—with life-joy and satisfaction in
God’s favor and salvation, regardless of their
outward conditions) are the poor in spirit (the
humble, who rate themselves insignificant), for
theirs is the kingdom of heaven!
Blessed [spiritually prosperous, happy, to be
admired] are the poor in spirit [those devoid of
spiritual arrogance, those who regard themselves
as insignificant], for theirs is the kingdom of
heaven [both now and forever].

Makarios (blessed) means happy, fortunate, blissful. Homer used the word to
describe a wealthy man, and Plato used it of one who is successful in business.
Both Homer and Hesiod spoke of the Greek gods as being happy (makarios)
within themselves, because they were unaffected by the world of men—who
were subject to poverty, disease, weakness, misfortune, and death. The fullest
meaning of the term, therefore, had to do with an inward contentedness that is
not affected by circumstances. That is the kind of happiness God desires for His
children, a state of joy and well-being that does not depend on physical,
temporary circumstances (cf. Phil. 4:11-13). (John MacArthur, “Happy are the
Humble,” The MacArthur New Testament Commentary)
Blessed. The word lit. means “happy, fortunate, blissful.” Here it speaks of more
than a surface emotion. Jesus was describing the divinely bestowed well-being
that belongs only to the faithful. The Beatitudes demonstrate that the way to
heavenly blessedness is antithetical to the worldly path normally followed in
pursuit of happiness. The worldly idea is that happiness is found in riches,
merriment, abundance, leisure, and such things. The real truth is the very
opposite. The Beatitudes give Jesus’ description of the character of true faith.
(John MacArthur, MacArthur Study Bible – ESV, p. 1366)
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JOHN 14:16
NASB
(1995)

AMP
(2015)

ESV
(2016)
HCSB
(2004)
NRSV
(1989)
NAB
(1970)
NIV
(2011)
GNB
(1976)

I will ask the Father, and He will give you another
Helper, that He may be with you forever;
And I will ask the Father, and He will give you
another Helper (Comforter, Advocate, Intercessor—
Counselor, Strengthener, Standby), to be with you
forever—
And I will ask the Father, and he will give you another
Helper, to be with you forever,
And I will ask the Father, and He will give you
another Counselor to be with you forever.
And I will ask the Father, and he will give you another
Advocate, to be with you forever.
I shall ask the Father, and he will give you another
Paraclete to be with you for ever,
And I will ask the Father, and he will give you another
advocate to help you and be with you forever—
I will ask the Father, and he will give you another
Helper, who will stay with you for ever.

Paraklētos (Helper) is a term the meaning of which cannot be exhausted by any one
word. It literally means “one called alongside to help” and has the connotation of a
helper, comforter, counselor, exhorter, intercessor, encourager, and advocate
(defense attorney). (John MacArthur, MacArthur New Testament Commentary, p. 112)
Jesus says, “And I will ask the Father, and another Paraclete—” How should we
translate? ὁ παράκλητος. That’s the lexical form. How do we translate this? “And
another paraclete, another comforter, another helper, another encourager, another
advocate”? You can look at the commentaries; they have quite a bit of debate about
what is the best translation for this. And some simply transliterate it: “another
paraclete.” And “another helper,” perhaps? “Another advocate He will give to you
all.” (Robert Plummer, Daily Dose of Greek – John 14:16)
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ACTS 7:38

NASB
(1995)

AMPC
(1987)

AMP
(2015)

ESV
(2016)
HCSB
(2004)
NRSV
(1989)
NAB
(1970)
NIV
(2011)

GNB
(1976)

This is the one who was in the congregation in the wilderness
together with the angel who was speaking to him on Mount
Sinai, and who was with our fathers; and he received living
oracles to pass on to you.
This is he who in the assembly in the wilderness (desert) was
the go-between for the Angel who spoke to him on Mount
Sinai and our forefathers, and he received living oracles
(words that still live) to be handed down to us.
This is the one who was in the congregation in the wilderness
together with the Angel who spoke to him on Mount Sinai,
and who was with our fathers; and he received living oracles
[divine words that still live] to be handed down to you.
This is the one who was in the congregation in the wilderness
with the angel who spoke to him at Mount Sinai, and with our
fathers. He received living oracles to give to us.
He is the one who was in the congregation in the wilderness
together with the angel who spoke to him on Mount Sinai, and
with our ancestors. He received living oracles to give to us.
He is the one who was in the congregation in the wilderness
with the angel who spoke to him at Mount Sinai, and with our
ancestors; and he received living oracles to give to us.
It was he who, in the assembly in the desert, was with the
angel who spoke to him on Mount Sinai and with our
ancestors, and he received living utterances to hand on to us.
He was in the assembly in the wilderness, with the angel who
spoke to him on Mount Sinai, and with our ancestors; and he
received living words to pass on to us.
He is the one who was with the people of Israel assembled in
the desert; he was there with our ancestors and with the angel
who spoke to him on Mount Sinai, and he received God's
living messages to pass on to us.
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ROMANS 3:22

NASB
(1995)

AMPC
(1987)

AMP
(2015)

ESV
(2016)
HCSB
(2004)
NRSV
(1989)
NAB
(1970)
NIV
(2011)
GNB
(1976)

even the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus
Christ for all those who believe; for there is no
distinction;
Namely, the righteousness of God which comes by
believing with personal trust and confident reliance
on Jesus Christ (the Messiah). [And it is meant] for all
who believe. For there is no distinction,
This righteousness of God comes through faith in
Jesus Christ for all those [Jew or Gentile] who believe
[and trust in Him and acknowledge Him as God’s
Son]. There is no distinction,
the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ
for all who believe. For there is no distinction:
—that is, God’s righteousness through faith in Jesus
Christ, to all who believe, since there is no distinction.
the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ
for all who believe. For there is no distinction,
the righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ
for all who believe. For there is no distinction;
This righteousness is given through faith in Jesus
Christ to all who believe.
God puts people right through their faith in Jesus
Christ.
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GALATIANS 3:8
NASB
(1995)

AMPC
(1987)

AMP
(2015)

ESV
(2016)
HCSB
(2004)
NRSV
(1989)
NAB
(1970)
NIV
(2011)

GNB
(1976)

The Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the Gentiles by
faith, preached the gospel beforehand to Abraham, saying, “All
the nations will be blessed in you.”
And the Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify (declare
righteous, put in right standing with Himself) the Gentiles in
consequence of faith, proclaimed the Gospel [foretelling the
glad tidings of a Savior long beforehand] to Abraham in the
promise, saying, In you shall all the nations [of the earth] be
blessed.
The Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the Gentiles by
faith, proclaimed the good news [of the Savior] to Abraham in
advance [with this promise], saying, “In you shall all the nations
be blessed.”
And the Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the Gentiles
by faith, preached the gospel beforehand to Abraham, saying,
“In you shall all the nations be blessed.”
Now the Scripture saw in advance that God would justify the
Gentiles by faith and told the good news ahead of time to
Abraham, saying, All the nations will be blessed through you.
And the scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the Gentiles
by faith, declared the gospel beforehand to Abraham, saying,
“All the Gentiles shall be blessed in you.”
Scripture, which saw in advance that God would justify the
Gentiles by faith, foretold the good news to Abraham, saying,
“Through you shall all the nations be blessed.”
Scripture foresaw that God would justify the Gentiles by faith,
and announced the gospel in advance to Abraham: “All nations
will be blessed through you.”
The scripture predicted that God would put the Gentiles right
with himself through faith. And so the scripture announced the
Good News to Abraham: “Through you God will bless the
whole human race.”
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GRACE (CHARIS)
EDITORIAL NOTE: These are the verses cited in Form, Function, and
the “Literal Meaning” Fallacy (p. 12); Mark Strauss apparently used
the New International Version (NIV). On this page and the next, I
will compare the word choices given in the NIV (in the left
column) against the two amplified versions (in the right column):
AMPC (1987)

Eph. 2:8
(grace)

Luke 1:30
(favor)

Luke 6:32
(credit)
Luke 17:9
(thank)

Acts 7:10
(goodwill)

For it is by free grace (God’s unmerited favor) that
you are saved (delivered from judgment and
made partakers of Christ’s salvation) through
[your] faith. And this [salvation] is not of
yourselves [of your own doing, it came not
through your own striving], but it is the gift of
God;
And the angel said to her, Do not be afraid, Mary,
for you have found grace (free, spontaneous,
absolute favor and loving-kindness) with God.
If you [merely] love those who love you, what
quality of credit and thanks is that to you? For
even the [very] sinners love their lovers (those
who love them).
Is he grateful and does he praise the servant
because he did what he was ordered to do?
And delivered him from all his distressing
afflictions and won him goodwill and favor and
wisdom and understanding in the sight of
Pharaoh, king of Egypt, who made him governor
over Egypt and all his house.
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AMP (2015)

Eph. 2:8
(grace)

Luke 1:30
(favor)
Luke 6:32
(credit)
Luke 17:9
(thank)

Acts 7:10
(goodwill)

For it is by grace [God’s remarkable compassion
and favor drawing you to Christ] that you have
been saved [actually delivered from judgment and
given eternal life] through faith. And this
[salvation] is not of yourselves [not through your
own effort], but it is the [undeserved, gracious]
gift of God;
The angel said to her, “Do not be afraid, Mary, for
you have found favor with God.
If you [only] love those who love you, what credit
is that to you? For even sinners love those who
love them.
He does not thank the servant just because he did
what he was ordered to do, does he?
and He rescued him from all his suffering, and
gave him favor and wisdom in the sight of
Pharaoh, king of Egypt, and he made Joseph
governor over Egypt and over his entire
household.
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FLESH (SARX)
EDITORIAL NOTE: These are the verses cited in Biblical Studies: How
to Interpret the Bible by Sam Storms. In addition to the NIV, I have
also included the English Standard Version (ESV), which Storms
says is “the finest translation I know of” (Essential Tools for
Exegesis). The wording given after each chapter and verse is from
Storms’ own commentary. In many instances, the amplified
translations capture his wording better than either the NIV or ESV!
Romans 1:3 – human nature
NIV (2011)
his earthly life

ESV (2016)
the flesh

AMPC (1987)
the flesh
[His human nature]

AMP (2015)
the flesh
(His human nature)

Romans 2:28 – the physical body
NIV (2011)
physical

ESV (2016)
physical

AMPC (1987)
physical

AMP (2015)
physical

Romans 3:20 – a human being or man
NIV (2011)
one

ESV (2016)
human being

AMPC (1987)
person

AMP (2015)
person

Romans 7:5 – the old, unregenerate self
NIV (2011)
the flesh

ESV (2016)
the flesh

AMPC (1987)
the flesh
(mere physical lives)

AMP (2015)
the flesh
[trapped by sin]

Romans 9:8 – natural birth
NIV (2011)
the children by
physical descent

ESV (2016)
the children of the
flesh

AMPC (1987)
the children of the
body [of Abraham]
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AMP (2015)
the children of the
body [Abraham’s
natural descendants]
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Romans 8:13 – the sinful nature
NIV (2011)
the flesh

ESV (2016)
the flesh

AMPC (1987)
[the dictates of]
the flesh

AMP (2015)
the [impulses of the]
flesh

Romans 13:14 – the sinful nature
NIV (2011)
the flesh

ESV (2016)
the flesh

AMPC (1987)
the flesh [the evil
cravings of your
physical nature]

AMP (2015)
the flesh

Matthew 24:22 – person
NIV (2011)
one

ESV (2016)
human being

AMPC (1987)
human being

AMP (2015)
human life

Hebrews 5:7 – flesh (earthly life)
NIV (2011)
Jesus’ life on earth

ESV (2016)
his flesh

AMPC (1987)
His flesh [Jesus]

AMP (2015)
His earthly life

Jude 7 – strange flesh (sexual immorality)
NIV (2011)
perversion

ESV (2016)
unnatural desire

AMPC (1987)
unnatural vice and
sensual perversity

AMP (2015)
unnatural vice and
sensual perversity

1 Corinthians 1:26 – human standards
NIV (2011)
human standards

ESV (2016)
worldly standards

AMPC (1987)
human estimates
and standards

AMP (2015)
human standards

2 Corinthians 5:16 – from a worldly point of view
NIV (2011)
a worldly point of
view

ESV (2016)
the flesh

AMPC (1987)
a [purely] human
point of view [in
terms of natural
standards of value]
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 CROSS-EXAMINATION OF PRIMARY SOURCES 
“In a lawsuit the first to speak seems right,
until someone comes forward and cross-examines.”
— Proverbs 18:17 (NIV)
8 The Amplified Bible has pleaded not guilty to the charge of
illegitimate totality transfer, a term coined by James Barr in his book
The Semantics of Biblical Language (1961) to describe the fallacy of
confusing Greek or Hebrew words with theological concepts.
Critics of the Amplified Bible fail to recognize how it made this
very distinction since its inception in the 1950s, years ahead of
James Barr: “Parentheses ( ) and dashes – –: signify additional
phases of meaning included in the original word, phrase, or
clause of the original language…. Brackets [ ]: contain justified
clarifying words or comments not actually expressed in the
immediate original text” (The Amplified New Testament, p. 11; see
also The Amplified Gospel of John, p. 10). Following Nida, critics
typically go after its bracketed commentary to accuse the Amplified
Bible of illegitimate totality transfer—scoffing at information
you’d merely find in the margins or footnotes of a study Bible!
9 Various translations differ by using other English words. So,
rather than using the Amplified Bible at all, Gordon Fee’s How to
Read the Bible for All Its Worth (1981) instead recommends just
comparing several English versions and checking out their
differences. Fee fails to appreciate that this was the very method
used to put the Amplified Bible together, with 27 translations being
examined for New Testament alone (William Paul, “Siewert,
Frances E. (1881-1967),” English Language Bible Translators, p. 209).
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10 D. A. Carson’s Exegetical Fallacies (1984) has a brief entry on
illegitimate totality transfer. The Amplified Bible is not mentioned.
In the Parallel Translations (p. 30), I performed a side-by-side
comparison of Acts 7:38, which Carson cites from Silva as an
example of illegitimate totality transfer. Yet, the Amplified Bible
(1987) translates ἐκκλησίᾳ as assembly (as do the NIV, GNB, and
the NAB), while the revised Amplified Bible (2015) was changed to
congregation (as in the HCSB and NASB). Neither amplified
translation renders ἐκκλησίᾳ as “universal church” (see KJV),
which Carson says would be an illegitimate totality transfer.
11 Walter Dunnett’s The Interpretation of Holy Scripture (1984)
states that there is illegitimate totality transfer in the Amplified
Bible’s translation of John 14:16 (p. 29), for which “several English
‘equivalents’” are given. In alphabetical order, these synonyms
are: Advocate (also used in the NIV and NRSV), Comforter (Walter
Dunnett himself), Counselor (HCSB), Helper (GNB), Intercessor,
Standby, and Strengthener. These are all attempts to render into
English the Greek word parakletos, which the NAB merely
Romanizes as Paraclete. “Counselor” and “Intercessor” showed
up in the first two definitions when I googled “Paraclete.”
12-13 Although the Amplified Bible is not mentioned, Biblical Words
and their Meaning (1994) gives Matthew 2:11 as an example of
illegitimate totality transfer. Both amplified versions (1987 and
2015) relate προσεκύν as worship, the same as the NIV, GNB, HCSB,
and the NASB. Silva would prefer paid homage here (in the political
sense), which is the English term used in the NAB and the NRSV. If
there is any illegitimate totality transfer happening with this verse
in the Amplified, then even the NIV and others are culpable.
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14 Elements of Biblical Exegesis (2001)—originally released as Texts
and Contexts (1994)—describes illegitimate totality transfer as the
“conglomeration of all meanings” of a word like faith or salvation,
as they appear throughout the Bible. I would have loved to see
how the Amplified Bible handled these; unfortunately, Gorman
provided no actual scriptural references that I could check.
15 Robert Bradshaw’s Language essay (1997) gives Galatians 3:8 as
an example of illegitimate totality transfer in the Amplified Bible,
which he claimed translated gospel as “the good news about Jesus
Christ.” However, as you can see in the Parallel Translations
section (see p. 32), neither amplified text mentions Jesus by name:
“…proclaimed the Gospel [foretelling the glad tidings
of a Savior long beforehand]…” (1987)
“...proclaimed the good news [of the Savior]…” (2015)
Regardless of the specific wording, Bradshaw argues against this
implication, for it meant that “Abraham knew everything about
Jesus Christ and His work.” Instead, Bradshaw would rather say,
“In this context the ‘good news’ being announced in advance was
the possibility of justification apart from obedience to the Law of
Moses.” But, this would imply that Abraham had foreknowledge
of everything about Moses and his work, wouldn’t it? (Moses lived
400+ years after Abraham!) An all-too-obvious counterargument!
Besides, James Voelz explains: “Expressed in more traditional
terminology, the entire sacred Scriptures, including the OT, are
and are to be seen as Christocentric, and that in every respect”
(What Does this Mean?, p. 228).
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16 James Voelz’s book What Does This Mean? (1997) raises the
issue of how to translate πίστεως in Romans 3:22. The 2015
version of the Amplified Bible, using the words “through faith,” is
in accordance with the NIV (Voelz’s favored English translation),
as well as the GNB, HCSB, NAB, NASB, and the NRSV.

Romans 3:22
Genesis 12:3
1 Kings 21:10
Romans 4:13
Romans 3:3
Acts 17:31
Galatians 3:23
Luke 22:26
James 1:2

AMPC (1987)
by believing
bless
cursed
faith
faithfulness
credible
faith
leader
Consider

AMP (2015)
through faith
bless
cursed
faith
faithfulness
proof
faith
leader
Consider

NIV (2011)
through faith
bless
cursed
faith
faithfulness
proof
faith
rules
Consider

As you can see, I also took the time to look up the other 8 verses
that Voelz mentioned and found no illegitimate totality transfer
occurring in the Amplified Bible, which even includes this
interesting footnote for the word curse used in 1 Kings 21:10: “Lit
blessed. This word is used here and in v 13 as a euphemism
referring to cursing, to avoid actually uttering a curse against
God, even when it is placed in the mouth of someone else.”
17-18 Form, Function, and the “Literal Meaning” Fallacy in English
Bible Translation (2005) does not mention the Amplified Bible, but
does provide a handful of scriptures for comparison, wherein the
Greek word charis is translated differently according to each
verse’s context. In each and every instance, the Amplified Bible has
agreed with the New International Version! (Not to mention, the
AMP was published 12 years before the NIV.) This actually helps
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to justify amplification as a concept. As proof, let me quote Mark
Strauss himself—who says that grace equals undeserved favor—
noting that the Amplified Bible’s translation for his very first
example similarly reads “free grace (God’s unmerited favor)”:
[A]ll lexical choices are approximations of meaning.
When I say “charis” means ‘grace’,” I am rendering a
judgment about the closest English equivalent for charis
in this context. “Grace” is merely an English gloss which
the translator chooses to try to capture the sense of
charis. Charis may carry nuances of meaning in this
sentence which “grace” does not, and vice versa.
Furthermore, there may be two or more English words
which function as well in this context—say “grace” and
“favor.” Or one word may capture one nuance of charis
slightly better, while the other captures another nuance.
The selection of words in translation is an inexact
science, and always entails some ambiguity. (p. 12)
19 Gordon Fee’s How to Choose a Translation for All Its Worth (2007)
describes the Amplified Bible in terms of its strengths and
weaknesses. Its strength is its avoidance of the one meaning fallacy.
Strangely, its weaknesses have only to do with how the reader(!)
might fallaciously use the material. William Klein et al.
incorrectly make the same claim in their Introduction to Bible
Interpretation (p. 129): “Unfortunately, uninformed Bible readers
may think that all of these words are equally plausible
translations or that the original terms actually meant everything
that appears in parentheses simultaneously!” They actually are all
plausible translations, as will be demonstrated later (pp. 99-104).
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19 Ron Rhodes’ The Complete Guide to Bible Translations (2009)
summarizes the views of Alan Duthie, Gordon Fee with Mark
Strauss, and David Dewey, saying, “Yet another caution, noted by
some scholars, is that readers may wrongly assume that the
Hebrew or Greek word in question carries the full range of
meaning in each and every biblical context.” This example, the
previous one, and the two that follow all commit what I will for
convenience call “illegitimate responsibility transfer” (pun!), which
is to fault the Amplified Bible for how some irresponsible readers
might incorrectly use the material. This is like blaming a car
manufacturer for the actions of a reckless or speeding driver!
21 In 40 Questions about Interpreting the Bible (2010), Robert
Plummer argues along these same lines: “One can see the danger
of tools like The Amplified Bible, which provides several possible
meanings of most words. Without further instruction, such tools
lead one down the path of illegitimate totality transfer.” These
two sentences are demonstrably incorrect. A more nuanced
caveat might be that it “provides several legitimate synonyms for
most keywords. Without carefully following its instructions…”
22 Invitation to Biblical Interpretation (2011) and Which Bible
Translation Should I Use? (2012) are treated together here, as they
are both co-authored by Andres Köstenberger and were released
only about a year apart. An abridged, less technical version of
Invitation to Biblical Interpretation, titled For the Love of God’s Word
was released in 2015, with a second edition of Invitation in 2021.
Köstenberger stops short of accusing the Amplified Bible of
illegitimate totality transfer and his “case in point” examples for it
(John 10:27 and Matthew 5:13) do not even apply to the Amplified.
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These books treat illegitimate totality transfer under Fallacy #10,
but it was Fallacy #8 that really caught my eye—Improper
distinctions made regarding synonyms: “One very common
fallacious assumption in biblical interpretation is the notion that
every difference in wording is theologically motived. This
assumption is fallacious because it fails to consider alternative
possibilities such as that two or more different words which are
roughly synonymous may be used owing to stylistic variation or
other factors” (Invitation to Biblical Interpretation, 2nd ed., p. 528).
Köstenberger continues, “The classic example is the use of two
different words for “love” in John 21:15-17, ἀγαπάω (agapaō) and
φιλέω (phileō).” Thus, the name of this fallacy appears to be
shorthand for “Improper distinctions made regarding Greek
synonyms,” but the reverse should hold as well: “Improper
distinctions made regarding English synonyms.” I make a similar
argument regarding false exclusionary disjunctions later on (pp.
107-108). Let me adapt Köstenberger’s wording (p. 529) to make
my point: “This means that the underlying semantic distinction
between two English synonyms is illegitimate,” ironically enough!
In Which Bible Translation Should I Use?, Köstenberger claims that
the Amplified Bible’s “readers could conclude incorrectly that all
the possible meanings of a word are applicable to any one
particular use of the word.” Yet, no examples of this are given!
With about as much evidence, I could say that regular users of the
Amplified Bible understand that “Amplifications of the same word
or phrase may differ slightly depending on context or emphasis,
or to indicate another nuance of theology or language, or to
encourage self-study. Also many words (e.g., flesh) have slightly
different meanings in different contexts, so amplifications vary
accordingly” (Amplified Bible Translation and Text Samples, p. 4).
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23 Biblical Studies: How to Interpret the Bible (2016) by Sam Storms
has all of one original sentence to say about illegitimate totality
transfer, while also quoting a line from Darrell Bock’s chapter on
“New Testament Word Analysis” in Introducing New Testament
Interpretation (1990, edited by Scot McKnight). This chapter by
Bock was later updated and included as the “Lexical Analysis:
Studies in Words” chapter of the book Interpreting the New
Testament Text (2006, p. 150):
Illegitimate totality transfer assumes that a word carries
all of its senses in any one passage. It could be called
“meaning overload.” However, linguists agree that the
“correct meaning of any term is that which contributes
the least to the total context.” One of the implications of
this error is that technical meanings or unusual
meanings for terms need to be determined contextually
rather than imported from other contexts. It is best not
to give a term a specific nuance in a given context
unless double entendre is clearly signaled by context,
authorial style, or genre.
As you can see, neither Storms (who says the Amplified Bible is
guilty of illegitimate totality transfer) nor Bock provides any
evidence of this fallacy in the Amplified Bible. Just before Storms’
discussion of illegitimate totality transfer, however, is an analysis
of the Greek word sarx as it appears in different verses:
“Remember that a word does not always have the same meaning
everywhere it occurs in Scripture, even within the same book.”
I was pleasantly surprised, of course, to compare the Amplified
Bible with both the NIV and the ESV—the latter being
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recommended by Storms—in the Parallel Translations. As I
demonstrated there (pp. 35-36), in most instances, the amplified
translations capture Storms’ wording better than the NIV or ESV!
24 Exegetical Gems from Biblical Greek (2019) chose perhaps the
most glaring example of possible illegitimate totality transfer in
the Amplified Bible, Matthew 5:3-11, in which a total of 17 senses
for blessed are provided—almost distractingly, because there is
much repetition amongst the verses in the 1987 version. The
revised 2015 version no longer has any repetition at all, but still
(coincidentally) lists 17 total amplifications across those 9 verses:
spiritually prosperous, happy, to be admired, forgiven,
refreshed by God’s grace, inwardly peaceful, spiritually
secure, worthy of respect, joyful, nourished by God’s
goodness, content, sheltered by God’s promises, anticipating
God’s presence, spiritually mature, spiritually calm with lifejoy in God’s favor, comforted by inner peace and God’s love,
morally courageous and spiritually alive with life-joy in
God’s goodness
I have already cited two lengthy John MacArthur commentaries
to Matthew 5:3 in the Parallel Translations section (see p. 28), to
begin to confirm the amplifications listed above. In addition to
these, he says in the MacArthur New Testament Commentary:
Makarios (“blessed”) refers to those in the most
beneficial, favored position, who experience true wellbeing that comes from a right relationship with God.
(Luke 6-10, p. 95)
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The Bible has much to say about happiness. The
familiar New Testament word makarios (“blessed”)
refers to spiritual joy, bliss, fulfillment, and satisfaction.
It describes an inner joy that is the fulfillment of every
longing,
a
serene,
untouchable,
unassailable
contentment and peace. (Revelation 12-22, p. 93)
25 It is no surprise that When Doctrine Divides the People of God
(2020) by Rhyne Putman offers zero scriptural evidence for the
illegitimate totality transfer supposedly occurring in “so-called
‘amplified’ translations of the Bible.” In fact, Putman appears to
conflate the etymological fallacy with illegitimate totality transfer,
which misrepresents what his source Croy said (Prima Scriptura:
An Introduction to New Testament Interpretation, pp. 66-69), who
had treated these as two separate issues under different headings.
Croy in turn quotes Louw, who says that “words signify only one
meaning in each specific context in which they are used, except
for rare instances where a speaker purposely intends a play on
meanings.” However, cannot that one Greek or Hebrew meaning
be signified by multiple English word equivalents? The English
language often has more than one way to synonym a cat!
For my methodology, I have consulted 18 published works that
discuss illegitimate totality transfer. Whenever possible, I have
looked up any Bible verses they have presented as examples,
comparing the Amplified Bible with the other translations that they
would prefer. I have yet to find one instance of illegitimate
totality transfer that is not uncommon to other translations like
the NIV or ESV. The prosecution has proven nothing, Your Honor.
The defense rests also!
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 THEY SHOULD’VE BRUSHED THEIR TEETH, SHOULDN’T THEY?! 
Let us look at another example that frames the Amplified Bible
without giving any evidence at all. The following quote is not
taken from a published source, but from a now-defunct website
called Reclaiming the Mind, which once posted “illegitimate
totality transfer” as its theological word-of-the-day:
In biblical interpretation, this refers to the illegitimate
transfer of a word’s total possible meaning, with all its
variations and nuances, and forcing them all into a
particular context. For example, if one were to do a
word study on the Greek word phile, one would find
that it could mean “affection, friendship, love, or kiss.”
The context must decide. The illegitimate totality
transfer occurs when one forces all of these meanings
into one passage, without consideration of which
nuance best fits the context. This is a common
interpretive fallacy.
Notice that the Amplified Bible is not mentioned. This was later
augmented and shared on yet another defunct website Empowered
by Christ (including the original typo, which should be phileo):
What does Illegitimate Totality Transfer mean? This is a
big word in biblical interpretation with an easy
definition. Illegitimate Totality Transfer simply means
to illegitimately (wrongly) transfer a word’s total
possible meaning, with all its variations and nuances,
and forcing them all into a particular context.
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For example, if one were to do a word study on the
Greek word phile, one would find that it could mean
“affection, friendship, love, or kiss.” The context must
decide. The illegitimate totality transfer occurs when
one forces all of these meanings into one passage,
without consideration of which nuance best fits the
context. This is a common interpretive fallacy.
One particular version of bible [sic] is famous for doing
this fallacy, the Amplified Bible. In more solid bibles
such as the NASB, EVS [sic], NKJV, & KJV the translators
do not entrap themselves in this fallacy. Instead they
follow correct biblical hermeneutical [cut off in original]
Although both of these websites no longer exist, their wording
continues to be copy-pasted onto a number of online forums,
blogs, websites, and social media such as Facebook. I wonder if
anyone perpetuating the second version even bothered to actually
look at the Amplified Bible with regards to any of the 21 verses in
the New Testament in which the Greek word phileo appears, or
did they just run with the accusation? (Oh, kids, are you doing your
homework?!) How do they explain that in every single instance the
Amplified Bible agrees with the New American Standard Bible (NASB)
and the English Standard Version (ESV)? (Parallel translations are
given over the next three pages.) What is the difference, when
these “more solid bibles” (including the New King James) are
translating phileo the same way as in the Amplified Bible? Why
choose an example of illegitimate totality transfer that does not
even apply to the Amplified Bible, as an illustration of the Amplified
Bible’s supposed guilt? That is laughable! Do better!
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LOVE (PHILÉŌ)
Basically, Illegitimate Totality Transfer takes every meaning of a
word in Greek or Hebrew and applies it to a single use of that word.
In technical circles, this is also called Expanded Semantic Field. In
Linguistics studies, the researcher will discover that words have a
variety of meanings which we call the Semantic Range. An English
example of this could be found in the word “love”. Love in English
is very vague and can mean: preference for a thing, fondness,
friendship, sexual desire or sacrificial giving of oneself for another.
Illegitimate Totality Transfer would assume that the word love
means all of these things at once when we see it in one passage. We
don’t do this so much in English because it is our native language,
but when expositors approach Greek and Hebrew, it happens a lot.
(Sound Tradition – Illegitimate Totality Transfer)
Matthew 6:5
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

love

love

love

love

Matthew 10:37
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

loves

loves

loveth / loves

loves [and takes more
pleasure in]

Matthew 23:6
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

love

love

love

take pleasure in and
[thus] love

Matthew 26:48
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

kiss

kiss

kiss

kiss
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Mark 14:44
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

kiss

kiss

kiss

kiss

Luke 20:46
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

love

love

love

love

Luke 22:47
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

kiss

kiss

kiss

kiss

John 5:20
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

loves

loves

loveth / loves

dearly loves

John 11:3
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

love

love

lovest / love

love [so well]

John 11:36
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

loved

loved

loved

[tenderly] loved /
loved [as a close
friend]

John 12:25
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

loves

loves

loveth / loves

loves

John 15:19
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

love

love

love

treat with affection
and love / love and
treat with affection
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John 16:27
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

loves

loves

loveth / loves

[tenderly] loves

John 20:2
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

loved

loved

loved

[tenderly] loved /
loved (esteemed)

John 21:15-17
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

love

love

lovest / love

love [with a deep,
personal affection, as
for a close friend]

1 Corinthians 16:22
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

love

love

love

love

Titus 3:15
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

love

love

love

love

Revelation 3:19
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (1987 / 2015)

love

love

love

[dearly and tenderly]
love

Revelation 22:15
NASB (1995)

ESV (2016)

KJV / NKJV

AMP (2015)

loves

loves

loveth / loves

loves
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 IF YOU ONLY BELIEVE, IT CAN BE DAYBREAK! 
The next two witnesses to call are the authors of Grasping God’s
Word (J. Scott Duvall and J. Daniel Hays), who explain the
Amplified Bible as a “paraphrase” rather than a proper translation
(p. 35). I decided to treat their book separately so as to explore in
more detail the differences in the revised Amplified Bible (2015)
compared with the classic version (1987). Duvall and Hays did
not bother to do this for their fourth edition, published in 2020,
lazily noting that all their examples are from the classic edition of
the Amplified Bible! As you will see, their arguments no longer
hold. In the transcript I have provided on the next page, the
authors reference John 11:25—the example given in the preface of
the Amplified Bible—specifically claiming that the amplification
“believes in (adheres to, trusts in, relies on)” is tantamount to
illegitimate totality transfer, therein called “the overload fallacy”:
Most words can mean several different things. The
overload fallacy is the idea that a word will include of
all of those senses every time it is used. For example,
the English word spring can refer to a season, a metal
coil, an act of jumping, or a source of water. You would
be overloading spring (pun intended…perhaps) to
assume that in every passage in which it occurs, the
word carries not just one, but all, of those senses. Which
meaning for spring does the context demand in the
sentence, “Spring is my favorite season of the year”? If
you said “all of the above” or even if you chose any
meaning except a season of the year, you would be
guilty of the overload fallacy. (3rd ed., pp. 165-166)
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GRASPING GOD’S WORD (2001)
Technically, a paraphrase is not a translation from the original
languages at all, but merely a restatement or explanation of a
particular English translation using different English words…
Another well-known paraphrase, the Amplified Bible (1958-1965),
tries to give the reader an understanding of the many meanings
contained in a particular verse through the “creative use of
amplification.” For instance, John 11:25 reads: “Jesus said to her,
I am [Myself] the Resurrection and the Life. Whoever believes in
(adheres to, trusts in, and relies on) Me, although he may die, yet
he shall live.” This looks very much like the overload fallacy,
which assumes that a word will bring its full range of meaning
into every context. The Amplified Bible leaves the misleading
impression that the reader is free to choose from among the
options presented. Again, paraphrases are not translations from
the original language. We do not recommend using paraphrases
for serious study because they tend to explain rather than
translate. We believe that the author’s meaning is encoded in the
details of the text. In a paraphrase the “translator” makes far too
many of the interpretive decisions for you. The result is that
paraphrases add many things that are simply not in the Bible.
Rather than translating the Word of God, paraphrases present a
commentary on the Word of God. You should treat paraphrases
like commentaries and use them as such. Our advice for those
who are addicted to the Living Bible and other paraphrases is to
switch to the New Living Translation. (J. Scott Duvall and J.
Daniel Hays, Grasping God’s Word, 3rd ed., pp. 35-36)
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Duvall and Hays discuss the Amplified Bible as a paraphrase, rather
than either a formal (“literal” or “word-for-word”) or functional
(“idiomatic” or “thought-for-thought”) translation. On this
spectrum, the most formal approaches are the King James Version
(KJV) and the American Standard Version (ASV). Its publisher, the
Lockman Foundation, describes the Amplified Bible as “a Formal
Equivalent translation” based on the American Standard Version of
1901. A major update with the 2015 revision is that it has
“improved the text to read smoothly with or without
amplifications” (Bible Translations Made Easy, p. 27). Thus, the
Amplified Bible is now ‘recast’ as: the foundational translation—
the unamplified, formal equivalent of the original Greek and
Hebrew text—and then the amplified translation inside
parentheses (to provide alternate translation possibilities) or in
brackets [to clarify concepts which the English translation does
not convey], according to Andy Rau, for BibleGateway. What was
understood and left unspoken for the Hebrew or the Greek is
explicitly stated for the English reader so as to bridge major gaps
of understanding. Rather than placing alternative translations and
definitions in footnotes (cf. de Waard and Nida, From One
Language to Another, p. 39) and leaving explanatory material to
commentaries and sermons (cf. Nida and Taber, The Theory and
Practice of Translation, p. 167), the Amplified Bible actually
integrates this vital information seamlessly alongside the literal
translation—genius! Duval and Hayes use 1 Corinthians 10:13 to
compare various translations and paraphrases. Given that the
base text can now be read in isolation from its amplified
expansion, it proved illuminating to see how the revised Amplified
Bible fared. See my parallel translations on the next page…
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1 CORINTHIANS 10:13

NKJV
(1982)

ESV
(2016)

NIV
(2011)

NLT
(2015)

ASV
(1901)

AMP
(2015)

No
temptation
has overtaken
you except
such as is
common to
man;
No
temptation
has overtaken
you that is
not common
to man.
No
temptation
has overtaken
you except
what is
common to
mankind.
The
temptations
in your life
are no
different from
what others
experience.
There hath no
temptation
taken you but
such as man
can bear:

but God is
faithful,

who will not
allow you to
be tempted
beyond what
you are able,

but with the
temptation
will also
make the way
of escape,

that you may
be able to
bear it.

God is
faithful,

and he will
not let you be
tempted
beyond your
ability,

that you may
be able to
endure it.

And God is
faithful;

he will not let
you be
tempted
beyond what
you can bear.

but with the
temptation he
will also
provide the
way of
escape,
But when you
are tempted,
he will also
provide a
way out

And God is
faithful.

He will not
allow the
temptation to
be more than
you can
stand.

When you are
tempted, he
will show
you a way
out

so that you
can endure.

but God is
faithful,

who will not
suffer you to
be tempted
above that ye
are able;

that ye may
be able to
endure it.

No
temptation
has overtaken
or enticed you
that is not
common to
human
experience;

but God is
faithful,

and He will
not let you be
tempted
beyond your
ability,

but will with
the
temptation
make also the
way of
escape,
but along
with the
temptation
He will
provide the
way out as
well,
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so that you
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We have seen many authors caution against illegitimate totality
transfer. Yet, in an essay titled The Spirit of God, or Is It?, Petrus
van Dyk argues that this fallacy is not always applicable, here
giving an example from Hebrew:
[T]he term [ םיהלא חורsic] should be viewed as a case of
polysemy (words with multiple senses, which are not
trivially related to one another) and thus form a rich
complex of meaning. This implies that the so-called
fallacy of ‘illegitimate totality transfer’ does not apply
to polysemous words, because all the senses are
activated in every context. The senses of spirit, breath
and wind should therefore not be viewed as alternative
meanings (as one would do in the case of homonyms),
but as contributing to a rich complex meaning… (p. 1)
There is little doubt that this concept of illegitimate
totally transfer is helpful in many cases to prevent
improper semantic conclusions, for example, when a
word’s meaning changed with time. The problem is,
however, when the concept of illegitimate totality
transfer is absolutised by implying that it applies in all
circumstances—which is assumed within binary logic.
It is then that it becomes a problematic concept, which
can cause an unwanted reduction in meaning when
dealing with a rich complex polysemous term. (p. 2)
Returning to John 11:25, Duvall and Hays quip that “This looks
very much like the overload fallacy,” but is it?! I decided to do
some research and see for myself, trying to identify a reliable,
reputable source that predates the Amplified Bible and thus
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perhaps was the source of its amplification of the word believe
with words like adhere, trust, and rely. This reference was first
published in the 1870s by German theologian Hermann Cremer,
with the word believe read as a formal ‘acknowledgement’ of faith:
Yet it cannot be denied that this element of
acknowledgement (which is primarily formal merely)
does not fully come up to or exhaust St. John’s
conception of faith. There is, with the acknowledgment,
in most cases, an acting upon it…, and this is adhesion
(becoming His disciples…)…. Only by the combination
of both these elements, to acknowledge Christ and to
cleave to Him, is the Johannine πιστεύων adequately
interpreted; and this explains the transition to the
conception of confidence and reliance implied in John
3:15…. But as to John 14:1…, I do not see why the word
must mean to trust and not rather to cleave to, to hold
fast to, which easily harmonizes with the prevailing
signification elsewhere. (Hermann Cremer, BiblicoTheological Lexicon of New Testament Greek, 4th ed., p. 489;
trans. by William Urwick; emphasis mine)
Take as an example the Greek word pisteuo, which is
usually rendered as “to believe.” That simple
translation, however, hardly does justice to the many
meanings contained in the Greek pisteuo: “to adhere to,
cleave to; to trust, to have faith in; to rely on, to depend
on.” Consequently, the reader gains understanding
through the use of amplification, as in John 11:25…
(Amplified Bible, preface to the 1987 classic edition)
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John’s assertion, “Whoever believes that Jesus is the
Christ is born of God,” declares the content and result
of Christian faith. The designation, “Whoever believes”
(Πᾶς ὁ πιστεύων, literally, “everyone believing”), is
personal but includes every individual thus
characterized; it stresses the universal scope of the fact
presented. The present participle denotes that the
individual exercises a persistent, continuous faith. The
verb, a favorite term with John, means more than
intellectual apprehension of a truth or assent to a creed;
it involves an active personal committal to the truth
believed. Smalley notes that “such (orthodox) faith is
virtually synonymous with the ‘confession’ or
‘acknowledgment’ demanded of the true believer
according to 2:22-23; 4:2, 15.” It is a faith that
intellectually accepts and actively commits itself to the
fact “that Jesus is the Christ.” The name “Jesus”
involves acknowledgment of His true humanity, a fact
denied by Docetic Gnosticism, while “the Christ” refers
to Him as “the anointed One,” the Messiah whose
coming was announced in the Old Testament.
(D. Edmond Hiebert, An Expositional Study of 1 John Part 9 (1 John 5:1-12), Bibliotheca Sacra 147 (1990), p. 217;
emphasis mine)
For everyone born of God is victorious and overcomes
the world; and this is the victory that has conquered
and overcome the world—our [continuing, persistent]
faith [in Jesus the Son of God]. (1 John 5:4, AMP)
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 DAMN THESE GNATS! I HATE THEM! 
It is not only the Amplified Bible that is regularly accused of
illegitimate totality transfer. Pastor James “J.D.” Martin, in his
podcast called The Theology Corner, has a 13-minute episode titled
“Does ECT Commit the Illegitimate Totality Transfer Fallacy?” in
which he investigates the claim made by annihilationists against
his own traditional view of ECT, which stands for “eternal,
conscious torment” in hell. (A transcript of the relevant portion is
given on the next page.) His scriptural reference for this
discussion is Matthew 10:28 (see also Luke 12:4-5):
And do not fear those who kill the body but cannot kill
the soul. Rather fear him who can destroy
(Grk. ἀπόλλυμι) both soul and body in hell. (ESV)
Martin says that destroy here is a synecdoche, “metaphoric for that
great harm or ruin of being tormented in hell forever.” It would be
illegitimate, he says, to equate destruction with literal annihilation.
In order to defend his view against claims of illegitimate totality
transfer, Martin defines the term and says that it is prolific in the
Amplified Bible. He cites definitions from three published sources
(two are in my transcript on the next page, and the third I have
already cited on page 7). Having come so prepared, you would
think his example might actually be found in the Amplified Bible.
After all, he refers to illegitimate totality transfer as “the Amplified
Bible problem,” as if it would have said something like:
“I’m a slave of Christ, and I’m also a bond-servant of
Christ, and I’m also a servant of Christ, and I’m also…”
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DOES ECT COMMIT THE ILLEGITIMATE
TOTALITY TRANSFER FALLACY?
What the illegitimate totality transfer is is that it assumes that the
entire range of meaning of a word is available in any one text….
So, Dan Wallace says, “Illegitimate totality transfer: assumes that all
uses that occur at a given time apply in any given instance.” And,
so this is what the Amplified Bible commonly makes this mistake,
is it will take one word, and it will give you five, six, seven, eight
different definitions and try to pack that all into one word. (You
know how I hate gum!) An example of this would be like the Greek
word doulos, which means “slave, servant, bond-servant.” It has
those meanings. Well, that’s the semantic range of that word. But,
in one text it’s not saying if I say, “I’m a slave of Christ,” it doesn’t
mean, “I’m a slave of Christ, and I’m also a bond-servant of Christ,
and I’m also a servant of Christ, and I’m also…” You see what I’m
saying? No! It just means one of those things. It doesn’t take the
full semantic range. You shouldn’t go and try to and search the
dictionary and use the entirety of dictionary meaning into one
word. That’s the illegitimate totality transfer. In D. A. Carson’s
book, he describes the illegitimate totality transfer as “The fallacy
in this instance lies in the supposition that the meaning of a word
in a specific context is much broader than the context itself allows
and may bring with it the word’s entire semantic range.” See
what he’s saying? He’s saying that you’re taking a word and
saying that even though context is limiting what the possibilities
of this word means, you’re just grabbing that dictionary
definition—the whole semantic range—and then infusing that all
in one text. You cannot do that! (James “J.D.” Martin, Does ECT
Commit the Illegitimate Totality Transfer Fallacy?)
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But, in fact, every “doulos of Christ”-type verse in the Amplified
Bible is translated simply as bond-servant, with no additional
amplifications such as slave or servant even given for doulos:
Paul, a bond-servant of Christ Jesus, called as an
apostle (special messenger, personally chosen
representative), set apart for [preaching] the gospel of
God [the good news of salvation], (Romans 1:1, AMP)
For Romans 1:1, more than half of the nearly 60 English
translations listed on BibleGateway.com use servant (including
the ESV, KJV, and NIV), about a quarter use slave (HCSB, NET, NLT),
and just a handful use bond-servant (Darby, NASB, NKJV). If, as
Martin says, only one of these English words is correct, then the
other translations must be illegitimate! Moreover, out of nearly 125
occurrences in the New Testament, only a couple of times does
the Amplified Bible translate doulos with more than one word:
Galatians 4:7 and 1 Timothy 6:1. For both of these verses, some
translations use slave (ESV, NASB, NIV), whereas others use servant
(KJV, MEV, YLT). If each of these is a good (legitimate) translation,
then how is the Amplified Bible illegitimate for including more
than one legitimate possibility? Otherwise, the “all translations”
feature on BibleGateway.com itself is a compiler of illegitimate
totality transfer!

Gal. 4:7

KJV (1611)
Wherefore thou art
no more a servant,
but a son; and if a
son, then an heir of
God through Christ.

ESV (2016)
So you are no longer
a slave, but a son,
and if a son, then an
heir through God.
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AMP (2015)
Therefore you are no
longer a slave (bondservant), but a son;
and if a son, then also
an heir through [the
gracious act of] God
[through Christ].
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Of course, Martin does not mention these verses (or any other!),
seemingly pulling out of his own imagination what the Amplified
Bible must have done. On Youtube, Martin commented, “I never
use the amplied [sic]. It is horrible.” This is quite ironic, because
Martin’s view is accused of illegitimate totality transfer in places
such as Calvinists and the Fallacy of Illegitimate Totality Transfer; yet,
after defending his view (and disparaging the Amplified Bible in
the process), he finishes with, “So, just something to consider:
Let’s be careful—let’s be fair—in our assessment”! Well, to
assess Martin’s criticism of the Amplified Bible, I decided to look
beyond merely salutatory verses (such as Romans 1:1 or Jude 1:1)
to Romans 6:16-23, with my parallel translations on the next two
pages—comparing the AMP with the KJV and ESV. (Here is a video
of the ESV translation committee voting to change slave to
bondservant for 1 Corinthians 7:21-24 for its latest edition.) The
Amplified Study Bible’s annotations to Romans 1:1 and Ephesians
6:5 show that slave and bond-servant are regarded as synonyms:
bond-servant. A bond-servant is a slave. Paul is talking
about a slavery taken voluntarily out of love (see Ex
21:1–6), unlike the forced slavery known to so many in
the Roman Empire. (p. 3441)
Slaves, be obedient. The word “slaves” can also be
translated “bondservants.” They made up a large
percentage of the population of the Roman Empire.
These people were considered mere property and could
be abused and even killed by their masters with no
resulting investigation by the state. In the church,
wealthy slave owners and their slaves broke bread
together at the Lord’s Table as equals. (p. 3584)
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ROMANS 6:16-23

6:16

6:17

6:18

6:19

KJV (1611)
Know ye not, that to
whom ye yield
yourselves servants to
obey, his servants ye are
to whom ye obey;
whether of sin unto
death, or of obedience
unto righteousness?

But God be thanked, that
ye were the servants of
sin, but ye have obeyed
from the heart that form
of doctrine which was
delivered you.

Being then made free
from sin, ye became the
servants of
righteousness.

I speak after the manner
of men because of the
infirmity of your flesh:
for as ye have yielded
your members servants
to uncleanness and to
iniquity unto iniquity;
even so now yield your
members servants to

AMP (2015)
Do you not know that
when you continually
offer yourselves to
someone to do his will,
you are the slaves of the
one whom you obey,
either [slaves] of sin,
which leads to death, or
of obedience, which
leads to righteousness
(right standing with
God)?
But thank God that
though you were slaves
of sin, you became
obedient with all your
heart to the standard of
teaching in which you
were instructed and to
which you were
committed.
And having been set free
from sin, you have
become the slaves of
righteousness [of
conformity to God’s will
and purpose].
I am speaking in
[familiar] human terms
because of your natural
limitations [your
spiritual immaturity].
For just as you presented
your bodily members as
slaves to impurity and to
[moral] lawlessness,
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ESV (2016)
Do you not know that if
you present yourselves
to anyone as obedient
slaves, you are slaves of
the one whom you obey,
either of sin, which leads
to death, or of obedience,
which leads to
righteousness?

But thanks be to God,
that you who were once
slaves of sin have
become obedient from
the heart to the standard
of teaching to which you
were committed,

and, having been set free
from sin, have become
slaves of righteousness.

I am speaking in human
terms, because of your
natural limitations. For
just as you once
presented your members
as slaves to impurity and
to lawlessness leading to
more lawlessness, so
now present your
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righteousness unto
holiness.

6:20

6:21

6:22

6:23

leading to further
lawlessness, so now offer
your members [your
abilities, your talents] as
slaves to righteousness,
leading to sanctification
[that is, being set apart
for God’s purpose].
When you were slaves of
For when ye were the
servants of sin, ye were
sin, you were free in
free from righteousness. regard to righteousness
[you had no desire to
conform to God’s will].
What fruit had ye then in So what benefit did you
those things whereof ye
get at that time from the
are now ashamed? for
things of which you are
the end of those things is now ashamed? [None!]
death.
For the outcome of those
things is death!
But now being made free But now since you have
from sin, and become
been set free from sin
servants to God, ye have and have become
your fruit unto holiness, [willing] slaves to God,
and the end everlasting
you have your benefit,
life.
resulting in sanctification
[being made holy and set
apart for God’s purpose],
and the outcome [of this]
is eternal life.
For the wages of sin is
For the wages of sin is
death; but the gift of God death, but the free gift of
is eternal life through
God [that is, His
Jesus Christ our Lord.
remarkable,
overwhelming gift of
grace to believers] is
eternal life in Christ
Jesus our Lord.
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members as slaves to
righteousness leading to
sanctification.

For when you were
slaves of sin, you were
free in regard to
righteousness.
But what fruit were you
getting at that time from
the things of which you
are now ashamed? For
the end of those things is
death.
But now that you have
been set free from sin
and have become slaves
of God, the fruit you get
leads to sanctification
and its end, eternal life.

For the wages of sin is
death, but the free gift of
God is eternal life in
Christ Jesus our Lord.
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 NOW, THIS IS SO SILLY! 
The concept of polysemy therefore introduces the idea
of multifaceted words with rich complex meanings,
which should never (or at least not always) be reduced
to a single sense. (Petrus J. van Dyk, The Spirit of God, or
Is It?, p. 3)
I first referenced Petrus J. van Dyk’s essay on page 56. I will chart
out the distinction that van Dyk makes between words with the
same spelling that are or are not trivially related to each another:
“In contrast to polysemy, the meanings of homonyms are
trivially related to one another” (p. 2). It should be noted that van
Dyk also draws a distinction between broad and narrow polysemy:
The term can either be used in a broader sense, referring
to all words with multiple meanings (Noegel 1995:33)
or in a narrower sense as referring only to words where
the different senses are NOT trivially related. Biblical
scholars have used it mostly in its broader sense, for
example, when studying Janus parallelisms in the book
of Job (e.g. Noegel 1995). In this article, I will use
polysemy only in its narrow sense. (van Dyk, p. 2)
Thus, James Voelz’s own glossary definition of polysemy is in its
broad sense: “Polysemy/Multivalence: the phenomenon that
certain words/signifiers can evoke several rather different
meanings/conceptual signifieds (e.g., τράπεζα can mean either
“table” or “bank”)” (What Does This Mean?, p. 366). And,
therefore, when Voelz brings up illegitimate totality transfer, it is
during his discussion of polysemy in this broader sense:
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It is important to note that the several meanings
conveyed by the same words are, indeed, several
different meanings (different conceptual signifieds with
different complexes of characteristics) and not part of
one “giant” super-meaning. James Barr, especially, has
warned of this phenomenon, which he has named
“illegitimate totality transfer.” (Voelz, p. 124)
I appreciate van Dyk’s distinction (see also Cotterell & Turner,
p. 137) as it helps us to not confuse homonyms with synonyms; it
seems to me that amplification deals only with narrow polysemy
(i.e., near or partial synonyms), not broad polysemy (i.e., outright
homonyms). Individual words with multifaceted, complex,
related meanings are polysemous in the narrow sense—that is, they
have more than just their spelling common:
The important consequence of the narrow concept of
polysemy is that it does not force the interpreters or
translators into a situation where they must choose
between alternative senses for a word... (van Dyk, p. 2)
Words with different meanings but happen to be spelled the same
are homonyms; their relatedness is merely incidental or trivial—
with only their spelling in common, “evoking several rather
different meanings” per Voelz (i.e., polysemy in the broader sense
of the term):
For example, the English word ‘pole’ may either refer to
a long, slender piece of wood, the north and south poles
or to an inhabitant of Poland, with none of the senses
being obviously related. (van Dyk, p. 2)
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To conflate these different senses in one’s translation would
indeed be illegitimate totality transfer. Voelz says, “Such an
amalgamation of meanings, though often impressive to the
listener/ reader and found frequently in commentaries and in
Bible classes, is quite inappropriate linguistically” (What Does This
Mean?, p. 124). Yet, I have noticed that English homonyms are the
only examples ever given when discussing illegitimate totality
transfer, to point out the absurdity of ‘amplifying’ one unrelated
sense with another. Various authors have described these as
“silly,” “funny,” “humorous,” “extreme” and “obvious”
examples—however, homonyms are not what the Amplified Bible
is about! You will recall the discussion of the Greek word charis,
which was appropriately treated as grace, favor, credit, to thank,
and goodwill according to the context of the verse at hand. George
Guthrie demonstrates this fallacy using the same word charis:
For instance, consider use of the word χάρις (charis) at
Ephesians 2:8, “For by grace (charis) you are saved
through faith, and this is not from yourselves, it is the
gift of God” (Eph 2:8 NET). When we look at the
possible meanings of the word translated “grace” here,
we actually find a bunch, including graciousness,
attractiveness, charm, winsomeness, favor, grace, gracious
care/help, goodwill, thanks, gratitude, gift, or benefaction.
Did you know charis had such a broad range of
meanings in the first century? It would be a misstep,
however, to read multiple meanings into a single
context. What if someone doing a word study on charis
in Eph. 2:8 said this? The basic meaning here is “grace” but
the word also has to do with “thanks” or “gratitude” as well
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as “charm.” Isn’t it wonderful that God’s forgiveness is
“charming” and prompts in us “gratitude.” Well, that is a
bit of a silly example, but you get the point. (Doin’ the
Wonky with Words: 4 Word Study Missteps, Part 2)
As already proven on pages 33-34 with regards to charis, I have
never seen the Amplified Bible do anything like this (at all, ever)!
On pages 69-86, I will document all the homonyms (rather than
synonyms) that I have encountered so far used to analogously
demonstrate illegitimate totality transfer, but which look nothing
like language amplification! (The only ‘serial’ I know anything about
is Rice Krispies!) Actually, the Amplified Bible is more like the
narrow polysemy described by Peter Cotterell and Max Turner:
By partial synonymy we mean a true identity of meaning
between two lexemes in at least some, rather than all
contexts; or for some of the senses of the lexeme, if not
for all. Thus while absolute synonymy is very rare, it is
common to find two or more lexemes which would
communicate virtually the same sense in a given
context or specified range of contexts. For example, it is
possible to substitute any one of a range of adjectives in
a sentence such as ‘My father was a fine man’,
(remarkable, outstanding, admirable, good) and yet still
yield approximately the same meaning. It is perhaps a
danger of exegesis that we tend to demand a precision
in the use of words which our everyday experience
should tell us is not to be expected, and to find
differences in meaning where none is demonstrably
intended. (Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation, p. 159)
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APPLE
Illegitimate totality transfer occurs when you examine what a
word means in a different context, a totally different context, and
then you transport that meaning into another context, whether
the context supports that other meaning or not. Let me give you
an example. Take, for example, the word “apple.” How many
meanings of the word “apple” are there? Well, I could be talking
about a piece of fruit; if I’m giving a computer lecture I could be
talking about a computer. If we’re talking about a city, the Big
Apple, I could be talking about New York. If I’m talking about the
pupil of your eye I could say the apple of one’s eye. See, it’s the
same word “apple” but I just generated four meanings to the
word. So when I see the word “apple” when I’m reading
something how do I know which meaning to supply to that
word? What tells me? Context, what are the three rules of real
estate, location, location, location. What are the three rules of
Bible study interpretation: context, context, context because
words mean things in the context that they’re found in. Now
James Barr, who developed this phrase “illegitimate totality
transfer” who wrote a book called The Semantics of Biblical
Language, was basically saying that very thing. He was saying you
cannot take the same word that’s used in a different context and
read the meaning of that word into your present context when the
present context doesn’t support the meaning of that word. That is
what James Barr called “illegitimate totality transfer,” because
words have multiple meanings and words mean different things
based on the context that they’re used in. (Andy Woods,
Soteriology 3 — The Doctrine of Salvation; see also “apple” in Andy
Woods, Did Jesus Die for the Whole World or Just the Elect?)
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BALL
The better you know a language, the less time you will spend
zeroing in on individual words. Consider this sentence:
“Cinderella danced at the ball.” The average American can read
this sentence and understand it immediately. No fluent English
speaker who knows the story of Cinderella is going to see the
word ball and think, Hmm. I wonder what ball means. I better look it
up. But imagine if a misguided non-English speaker were
studying this sentence the way many people study the Bible. He
might look up the word ball and think, Ah! Look at this! This word
ball is rich in meaning! It can mean all sorts of things! A round object;
a non-strike in baseball; a dance. Boy, this sentence is so much richer
when you can read it in the original English! But of course, as native
speakers, we can immediately see the folly of this method. Yes,
the word ball can mean all those things, but in this sentence it
only means one of them. Which means that the other possible
meanings are irrelevant at this point. Reading every possible
meaning into a particular use of a word is sometimes called the
“overload fallacy.” Context usually narrows the possible
meanings to one (an exception would be those wonderful things
called “puns”). (Justin Dillehay, 3 Ways Not to Use Greek in Bible
Study)
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BASIN
Swamp Water [The name of this fallacy refers to the practice of
mixing multiple types of pop or juice to make a beverage that
looks like water from a swamp.] The third fallacy is committed by
taking a word in a particular context to say far more than it
actually does, filling it with multiple meanings or information
that is actually found apart from the word itself. One way this
fallacy can be seen is when information that limits or clarifies the
meaning of a word in a given context is taken to be part of the
word’s meaning…. Each word contributes meaning to the
sentence in which it is found, but that word’s meaning does not
include the meanings of the other words in the sentence…. A
second place that Swamp Water can be found is when information
gleaned from a number of different contexts in which the same
word is used is collectively said to be the meaning of the word….
Individual words do not mean the same thing as the information
found in multiple sentences where that word is used…. A third
way that Swamp Water is evident is when different meanings (or
English glosses) of a word are gathered and all are taken to be
relevant for understanding the meaning of that word in a
particular context. For instance, consider the sentence: “the man
walked out of the house and placed his dirty socks in the basin.”
A basin can be a wide shallow vessel used for holding liquids, or
an area of land drained by rivers (e.g., the Amazon Basin). It
would be incorrect to argue that since the man placed his socks in
a basin, this meant that the water presumed to be in that basin
would be poured out into a nearby river, simply because the
word basin was used in the sentence. (Benjamin Baxter, In the
Original Text It Says, pp. 18, 19, 21)
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CELL
Words don’t mean everything they could mean, but they mean
what’s intended in that particular instance. There’s so many ways
to illustrate this. You could say (in American English), “I took out
my cell phone,” and someone doesn’t misunderstand that as: You
have a phone made out of a blob made of protoplasm? Or, you
have a phone that’s part of a small room in a jail? You have a
phone that’s part of spreadsheet? No! We understand words have
a range of meaning and they mean things in particular instances.
They don’t mean the totality of what that word could mean in each
instance. And, when we give the impression that a word means
the totality of what it could mean—transferring that into each
individual instance—that is illegitimate. And so, unfortunately,
that is quite appealing when someone is preaching or teaching.
They look up a word in a lexicon, and they just start reading the
entry as if all those things are what that word means in each case.
(Robert Plummer, Daily Dose of Greek — Illegitimate Totality
Transfer)
EDITORIAL NOTE: See also the use of “cell” in Robert Plummer’s
book 40 Questions about Interpreting the Bible (p. 119), which I have
provided in the Primary Sources section on page 21 of this book.
This information was repeated word-for-word three years later in
Plummer’s book Understanding the Bible (2013, pp. 47-48). (Do you
recycle?!) Plummer’s “cell” example appears yet again in Going
Deeper with New Testament Greek (p. 486) as well as Beginning with
New Testament Greek (p. 136) and also in his Daily Dose of Greek
video Semantic Range of ἀφίημι – Leave, Allow, Forgive, Divorce.
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DEAD
The different meanings of words can be quite independent. It is
not always the case, but very often the different meanings live
their own independent lives, and are usually used quite
separately. Failure to recognise this leads to various mistakes
when interpreting communication, especially when not in our
native tongues, or when we are over-thinking it. One of these
mistakes is called “illegitimate totality transfer”, or “unwarranted
adoption of an expanded semantic field” in Carson’s book. In this
case, someone interprets a word as if it brings with it all its
potential meanings. Normally when we use a word, we are using
just one of the meanings. If I said to you, “You’re dead right“,
unless we have somehow found our way into one of those action
films in which the hero, despite being in mortal danger, always
has the time for a corny pun before dispatching the bad guy, it
would be crazy of you to claim that my sentence had violent
overtones because of the use of “dead”. Here it means
“absolutely”, and that is all. While this is obvious subconsciously,
I’ve seen people making mistakes on exactly these lines when
arguing about words. (Luke Plant, The Very Minimum You Need to
Know about Words)
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DRAFT
One of the most prevalent examples of a Greek word study gone
wrong is what James Barr called, “illegitimate totality transfer.”
In this example, the entire semantic range of a term is applied in
the use of that term in a specific passage. This fallacy causes far
more confusion than help. Examples of this error are routinely
found in the pulpit, when a preacher will appeal to the
underlying Greek term in a passage, and then proceed to list
every gloss they happened to read out of a lexicon or computer
program as being intended in the passage. Now we would never
do such a thing in English. For example, when someone uses the
word “draft” in a sentence, we do not think they mean “a current
of air,” “a version of a document,” and “a selection to military
service,” all at the same time. We immediately sort out the
meaning they intend based on context. (Dan Fabricatore, Dragged
to Salvation? An Examination of John 6:44)
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DRAW
In English, one word may have two or more very different
meanings in different contexts. I once asked a foster child staying
in our home to draw the curtains. Her reply was that she had put
away her crayons for the day and did not want to draw another
picture. The word draw has at least two distinct meanings, but
Dawn knew only one, while I was intending another. The phrase
“drawing a gun” suggests a third; “to draw a line under
something” a fourth, with both literal and metaphorical
meanings. The variety of meanings a word can have is called its
semantic range. (David Dewey, A User’s Guide to Bible
Translations, p. 48; originally in Dewey’s Which Bible?, pp. 28-29)

Meaning, and not usage, is imperative to exegesis. If usage were
to be our guide, which usage is to be followed? A word can be
used in a multiplicity of ways. In John 18:10 ἔλκω is used with
μάχαιρα ‘to draw a sword’, in John 21:6 it occurs with δίκτυον ‘to
pull (or haul) a net’, and in James 2:6 with κριτήρια‘ to drag before
the court.’ If usage were to be a guide to the meaning of a word in
exegesis, which of the above are to be selected as representing the
‘meaning’? The one that suits our purpose best, or a totality
transfer incorporating all usages? In either case one would fail to
determine the meaning, since meaning and usage are not the
same. (Johannes Louw, Semantics of New Testament Greek, p. 54)
EDITORIAL NOTE: See also homonymous meanings for the word
“taxed” (filled? occupied? demand? accuse? assess? taxation?) in
Louw’s Semantics of New Testament Greek (p. 42).
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FETCH, BRAND, SPOILED, BOARD, CHECK, AND WILL
Totality Transfer Fallacy. This is the attempt to engage in the
transfer of all meanings of a word in any given passage and
somehow import all the meanings into any given occurrence of
the word anywhere, or to sort of take all the meanings and try to
come up with one base meaning and then impose that
everywhere else that word occurs. It just doesn’t work this way.
Languages do not work this way. I’ll give you some funny
examples. If I said about a friend, “He has a fetching wife,”
I don’t mean that she’s a dog and if he threw something, she’d
run and go grab it with her mouth and bring it back. “Fetching”
can mean that as a verb, but in this instance (in this context), the
word “wife” tells you what we mean—the context of the words
around the word we’re interested in. In this context, it means that
he has an attractive wife. “You need to brand yourself.” Well,
ouch! That would hurt, wouldn’t it, if you took a hot iron and
plastered it against your skin and watched it burn a symbol on
yourself? That isn’t at all what we’re talking about. Branding, in
business parlance/context, refers to building a reputation or
building notoriety—building recognition of either yourself or a
product. “I'm spoiled.” Does that mean that I need to be taken out
and thrown in the trash because we can’t eat you anymore? You
get the idea. Context is everything. We wouldn’t take a word like
“spoiled” or “fetching” or “brand” and make a list (like I’ve done
here below with English “board”—just try it)... We wouldn’t list
out meanings and then just scratch our heads and think, “Okay,
what kind of base meaning can I contrive (and that’s what you’re
doing), can I invent, can I fabricate, that could sort of explain all
of these possibilities? And when I get that, it must be the
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fundamental, the base, almost the divine meaning of this word—
and that I can therefore take to any verse and import that meaning
into that passage.” That’s illegitimate. That’s a fallacy. Languages
do not work this way. Some words just have a multitude of
meanings, like the English word “board.” If this were a noun, it
would be a piece of sawed lumber. It could be daily meals, like in
the phrase “room and board.” It could be a council or association (“I
earned a place on the board”), the side of a ship, an electrical panel
(“circuit board”), a writing surface (“white board”). If we’re talking
about a verb, it could mean to climb on, or to seal up (like you
“board up” a window preparing for a hurricane or something), or it
could be that you smash another hockey player into the boards—
you check them. “Check” would be a word that we could use to
illustrate this, too. Languages just don’t work this way. These are
word games that amateur researchers play, and the result is flawed,
misguided, and in some cases harmful interpretation. It just ought
not to be. Remember: “context is king.” And context means all the
things I mentioned before: historical context, the worldview context
of the writer, the religious context, the cultural context. What made
the person think as he or she did? All the things that informed them
intellectually are the contexts. Then we have the literary context
(what type of writing). If I was looking at the word “will,” I would
think of it differently if I had in my hand a legal document—
something that came from a lawyer. The type of literature dictates
how I’m going to take words that appear in that piece of literature.
So literary context is important. Again, all these things—the way the
word relates to other words around it. These are contexts, and
“context is king” in interpretation—not exegetical fallacies, and not
word games like this. (Michael Heiser, Naked Bible Podcast —
Studying the Original Languages of the Bible: Exegetical Fallacies, Part 2)
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GREEN + HOUSE
For example we might define the semantic values of “green” in
several ways: as a colour, as meaning inexperienced, as meaning
unripe, and so on. Similarly, we might define “house” as a
dwelling, lineage, and a business establishment. But as soon as
we place “green” and “house” in syntagmatic relation to each
other, we minimize the semantic values of each, so that “green”
can only be a colour, and “house” only a dwelling. In the case of
“greenhouse” the contribution of “green” almost disappears. Yet
if “green house” were a phrase in the New Testament, we could
imagine an expositor exploring the supposed “richness” of each
term separately, and then adding together the components into
one great theological compound. On the other hand Marin Joos
calls it “semantic axiom number one” that in defining a word it
must be made to “contribute least to the total message desirable
from the passage where it is at home, rather than e.g. defining it
according to some presumed etymology or semantic history.”
Nida concludes “Words do not carry with them all the meanings
which they may have in other sets of co-occurences [sic].” Thus in
a balanced comment on the whole question of word-meaning R.
H. Robins adds that words may be convenient units about which
to state meanings “provided that it is borne in mind that words
have meaning by virtue of their employment in sentences… and
that the meaning of a sentence is not to be thought of as a sort of
summation of the meanings of its component words taken
individually.” (Anthony Thiselton, “Semantics of New Testament
Interpretation,” in New Testament Interpretation edited by Howard
Marshall, pp. 84-85; see also “greenhouse” in Michael Gorman,
Elements of Biblical Exegesis, p. 108; also Nida, Contemporary, p. 86)
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GRILL
You see, when we use lexicons or bible dictionaries, we need to
remember that even though having those definitions can certainly
help our understanding of scripture, we must consider the context in
which words appear in controlling the definition of biblical words. Just
because a word can have several different meanings doesn’t mean
that it does; the context determines its meaning. The reason why
this fallacy is important to recognize is because often times [sic]
people will read the definitions for a given biblical word and than
[sic] pick the one that best fits their preconcieved [sic] opinion. If
where you begin determines where you’ll end up, then it’s
imperative to remember that we can’t begin with a definition that
we want to find support of. Nine times out of ten, we’ll end up
finding that same meaning out of the options and choose to select
it as our definition. So this is to be avoided. In fact, the lexical
fallacy leads to what James Barr called, “illegitimate totality
transfer” (Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language, 218). What
people will do (and sometimes scholars!) is see that a word has
several different meanings, and rather than selecting one, they’ll
select all of them! This happens all of the time in small group bible
studies. After everyone goes around the circle and shares what
they think the verse means, someone will say, “Well it must mean
all of those things,” and the small group will move on. No! The
text has but one meaning, the original author’s! Osborne calls this
the “overemphasis on words to the detriment of context” and
writes,
“After going to so much trouble to find multitudinous
meanings and uses for a word, it is hard for the scholar
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to select just one for the passage. The tendency is to
read all or most of them (that is, to transfer the
“totality” of the meanings) into the single passage. Such
is “illegitimate,” for no one ever has in mind all or even
several of the possible meanings for a term when using
it in a particular context. Consider the term grill. We
hardly think of the connotation “grill a hamb” when
speaking of a fence “grill,” let alone the idea of
“grilling,” or questioning, a person. These are rather
obvious examples, but at times similar errors can be
made when interpreting a language with which we are
not so familiar, like biblical Hebrew or Greek.” (The
Hermeneutical Spiral, p. 84)
Let’s avoid this fallacy, okay? Got any examples you can think of?
(Luke Geraty, Fallacy Fridays: The Lexical Fallacy)
EDITORIAL NOTE: Elsewhere, in an article titled Common Fallacies of
Biblical Interpretation and the Influence upon Christian Traditions &
Movements, Geraty ‘defines’ illegitimate totality transfer by
simply saying, “The Amplified Version. Enough said. Any
tradition that encourages this translation theory uses this fallacy.
Hmmm, which tradition uses the Amplified Version the most?”
In reply, a reader of his blog commented, “I find the description
of ‘illegitimate totality transfer’ completely lacking. You employ a
snarky insider’s nudge and wink to make a left-handed ad
hominem attack as opposed to plainly naming the group you
wish to call out for engaging in this fallacy. I have no idea who
you are referring to, which means I have no way of evaluating (or
learning from) the accuracy of your implied example.”
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ROCK
Jerry Wierwille: So, you have to understand, though, that words
have meaning only how we use them. And, that’s why words’
meanings change. Because if words had static meaning, then they
wouldn’t go through fluctuations and things like that in meaning
because they would always be the same. But, in fact, as language
progresses and things like that words change meaning, because
how we use them then determines what meaning we assign to
them.
Sean Finnegan: So, like, for example, you have the word “bank,”
which can be a turn, or it can mean a building that holds money. So,
is that what you’re talking about where one word can mean two
different things? Or, are you talking more about how the same
word changes use over time?
Jerry: Yeah, both because, you know, we have words like—Okay,
so you take the word “rock.” You can say, “Put the rock down.”
“Don’t rock the boat.” “You’re as stubborn as a rock.” “I don’t like
rock music.” “You are rock solid!” “That’s a pretty rock on your
finger.” “The nut is rock hard.” I mean, there’s just so many—
Sean: Or, there’s the actor: The Rock.
Jerry: There’s The Rock! Dwayne Johnson. Yeah, so it’s just words
are fluid entities. And, semiotic theory just basically says you
have to be careful. The way that you approach words is through
usage, not through static definitions as you would find in like a
dictionary. (Jerry Wierwille, Restitutio – Exegetical Fallacies)
EDITORIAL NOTE: See the word “bank” used as an example
throughout Benjamin Baxter’s In the Original Text It Says.
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SET
“What is illegitimate totality transfer?” Well, it is the process
where we take the meaning of a word or concept in one context
and then we take the meaning in that one context and we apply it
to every other context that the word is used, even if that meaning
doesn’t belong in those other contexts. Words primarily receive
their meaning by the words that are surrounding them. For an
example—and kind of an extreme example—the word set. The
word set has 430 meanings and holds the record for the longest
entry in the Oxford Dictionary. “Set” means “to serve,” “to adjust a
clock,” or “to appear to move towards the earth’s horizon”—
among many, many other things. And, it would be foolish to say,
“Well, since set means both to adjust a clock and to move toward
the earth’s horizon like the setting of the sun, that means
whenever the word set is used, the author must be thinking about
time.” No! Set means radically different things based upon the
context, and it is foolish—it is illegitimate—to transfer one meaning
of the word set (how it relates to time) and transfer that to all the
other different uses of the word set where those meanings don’t
belong. But, we do this all the time in the Bible and in works
about the Bible. Authors create these fancy theological definitions
for spiritual words like faith, grace, repentance, hope, election,
sovereignty, and more…. Faith just means “to believe or trust.”
Save just means “to rescue or keep safe.” Election just means “to
pick or to choose.” Sovereignty just means “to be in authority.”
Let’s end illegitimate totality transfer and stop telling the Bible
what it should mean and instead let’s let the Bible speak for itself.
(Shawn Wilson, Rev Reads — The Danger of Illegitimate Totality
Transfer)
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SICK
Illegitimate totality transfer – a reader illegitimately ascribes to a
word the totality of what the word could mean in each individual
instance. Now, maybe this is best explained first through an
illustration in English. So, let’s imagine that I’m teaching a class,
and the student emails me or contacts me, and we could
summarize what happened, say, “The student told me his wife
was sick, so he would not be coming to class today.” So, let’s
imagine that somehow I have some confusion about the English
word sick, so I decide to look it up to understand what he means.
And so, as I look in the dictionary, I say, “Well, this student—his
wife is sick: His wife is affected with disease or ill health. His wife is
spiritually or morally unsound or corrupt. His wife is having a strong
distaste from surfeit. His wife is filled with disgust. His wife is
depressed and longing for something. His wife is mentally or
emotionally unsound or disordered. His wife is highly distasteful. His
wife is lacking vigor. His wife is badly outclassed. His wife is
incapable of producing profitable yields of a crop.” So, you know, at
the beginning when I got this note or email from a student, I
could say I was going to pray for the student’s wife, but after
looking it up in the dictionary and seeing all that his wife is—is
sick—I feel like I need to pray for him as well in bearing this
burden! Well, obviously, that’s nonsense, isn’t it? Words don’t
mean everything they could mean, but they mean what’s intended
in that particular instance. (Robert Plummer, Daily Dose of Greek
— Illegitimate Totality Transfer)
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STOP
Are you familiar with the idea of illegitimate totality transfer?
Briefly, it’s when you take all possible meanings of a word or
phrase (the entire semantic domain) and state or imply that the
meaning in any individual occurrence includes all of those
meanings. To use a humorous example, imagine how a seminaryeducated evangelical preacher might exegete and interpret a stop
sign. He would first look up “STOP” in his lexicons of English and
discover that it can mean: 1) something that prevents motion,
such as a plug for a drain, or a block of wood that prevents a door
from closing; 2) a location where a train or bus lets off passengers.
The main point of his sermon the following Sunday on this text is:
When you see a stop sign, it is a place where traffic is naturally
clogged, so it is a good place to let off passengers from your car.
So that’s illegitimate totality transfer. And it doesn’t just apply to
individual words. It applies to concepts and theological
constructs, too. I worry the Expositor’s Commentary is falling into
that error. A similar error is often made with theological
constructs. We take an idea developed in one place and then
apply it elsewhere, and then we take the idea as developed in
both of those places and apply still again elsewhere. It’s a terrible
practice, but preaches [sic] do it all the time. It is more often than
not what lies behind eisogesis…. As a last example, there is an
entire Bible built on using this fallacy called the Amplified Bible.
And I know preachers who use it regularly both in sermon
preparation and in sermon delivery! (Forum user Jac3510,
Evidence for God from Science — Luke 22:42, What Was the Cup?)
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TROUBLE
Words are flexible and contextual. One of the most common
word-study fallacies is called Illegitimate Totality Transfer. We
commit this error when we apply all possible definitions of a given
word to one particular usage of it. Why is this a fallacy? Because
words are flexible and often have very different nuances in
different places. Let’s say you come across the word “faith” in
Romans 4 and think to yourself, I wonder what it means in Greek?
You look up the broad definition of the Greek word in a
dictionary and apply the totality of that definition to its usage in
Romans 4. But the Greek word pistis can mean many things, and
we can’t assume it means all those things in Romans 4. Consider
the flexibility of the English word “trouble.” When we say, “He’s
in trouble for skipping school,” and “I had some trouble installing
the dishwasher,” we are using “trouble” in very different ways.
Both usages would satisfy Webster’s generic dictionary definition,
but imagine if I were to apply the student/teacher nuances of
“trouble” in the first sentence to my dishwasher example. We
would never do that because we know intuitively that words are
flexible and contextual. Resist the urge to treat words—even key
words like faith or justification—as if they were variables in a
math equation. Think of words in terms of their function and
usage, and don’t pull a word out of its context in order to
determine its meaning. Conversely, reflect on how that word is
being used within its context. Don’t get me wrong: word studies
that adequately take into account the flexibility of a key Hebrew
or Greek word can be extremely helpful. (Ryan Martin, How to Go
Deep into Bible Study without Getting Lost)
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UP
“Ugh, this can’t be good. Amplified! There is a problem with the
Amplified [Bible]. Here is the problem: It’s called illegitimate
totality transfer, okay? You’re thinking, “What is that?” I talk
about it quite regularly here at Fighting for the Faith, and the idea
is this: is that many words in the dictionary have many different
definitions. But, each time a word appears in a sentence in a
paragraph or a particular work, it only has one of those meanings.
It doesn’t have all of them. That’s no way— You can’t
communicate if you pour every meaning of a word into every
instance that it occurs, okay? So, you know, if I were to say,
“Somebody threw up,” there’s the word up. Or I said, “Somebody
went up to Jerusalem.” Notice I use the word up two different
ways. I can say, “Somebody woke up right,” or “They went
uptown.” Now, each of those sentences I have used the word up,
but they mean different things each time they appear. You can’t
take all of the meanings of the word up and then shove them into
every time the word up is used, because then you have no idea
what it means. That’s what the Amplified does. It takes all of the
different definitions and shoves them into every instance that a
word appears, irrespective of what that word actually means in
the context in which it appears. So, you want to avoid several
different Bible ‘translations’ like the plague. The Amplified is one
of them. The Message is another. You get what I’m saying. (Chris
Rosebrough, Fighting for the Faith – Sermon Review: God is Doing a
New Thing?, July 2014)
EDITORIAL NOTE: Chris Rosebrough solicited more such examples
like “bark” (sound of a dog? tree bark?) in this Facebook post.
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 OFFICERS, LIFE DOESN’T HAVE TO BE UGLY! 
I came across a blog post entitled A Succinct Critique of the
Amplified Version of the Bible, which gives a partial transcript of a
“Fighting for the Faith” episode from 2015 dealing with a sermon
by Hillsong founder Brian Houston, who quotes a phrase from
the Amplified Bible. This prompts one of the podcasters, Pastor
Chris Rosebrough, to object, saying, “You do not want to use the
Amplified [Bible] to study God’s word. The amplified translation
uses what’s called illegitimate totality transfer…”
Writing about the “Fighting for the Faith” program in general,
heresy hunter (gatekeeper) Pastor Rosebrough says:
There is no shortage of crazy things being said out
there. We take the time to actually put things back into
context by opening up the Bible and using sound
biblical exegesis and hermeneutics, to test and see what
the most popular pastors, preachers, teachers,
conference speakers, and those put forth by the
“Evangelical Industrial Complex” are saying to the
Church and to the world.
We “fact check” what they say to see if it actually
squares with what God’s Word says. We encourage you
to look at the Bible to see if they are preaching and
teaching historic, biblical, Christian, orthodox theology
and doctrine, or if they are twisting God’s Word,
teaching for shameful gain what they aught not to
teach.
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With this in mind, I decided to see what issue was at hand
regarding the Amplified Bible and what kind of fact checking was
done regarding its illegitimate totality transfer. (Surprise: none!)
Here is the relevant transcript, Rosebrough’s unhelpful cynicism
included (The Force Awakens — The Sermon, December 2015):
Brian Houston: See, I believe that God has put
something special in you.
Chris Rosebrough: Yeah, what would that “special
thing” be, Brian?
Houston: I believe every human being has a destiny
clock.
Rosebrough: Ah! So God put a “destiny clock” inside
of you. I had no idea! Is it like the clock the crocodile
from Peter Pan had? Where it’s: I’m walking around;
you hear tick tock, tick tock; and it makes pirates scared.
You know, things like that?
Houston: Not a literal clock, but if you can imagine
what ticks. [Begins tapping his chest over his heart.] The
Bible says God puts eternity in people’s hearts.
Rosebrough: Yeah, that’s not the same as a dream
destiny thingy, um, wow.
Houston: In the Amplified, it calls it “a divinely
implanted sense of purpose.”
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Rosebrough: Uh, yeah, that Amplified! Yeah, you do not
want to use the Amplified to study God’s word. The
amplified translation uses what’s called illegitimate
totality transfer. Illegitimate totality transfer is the error
that it engages in. And, basically it pours every lexical
meaning of a word into every instance in which it
appears. But words have multiple meanings, and it
only means one thing in a particular context. So, the
amplified ignores that context and pours every meaning
of a word every time it appears in every instance. That’s
no way to understand what God’s word is saying!
Not mentioned in the podcast is that the phrase “eternity in
people’s hearts” and the amplification “a divinely implanted sense
of a [= God’s] purpose” come from Ecclesiastes 3:11. Here is a
comparison of the King James and both amplified versions:
KJV (1611)
He hath made every thing
beautiful in his time:

AMPC (1987)
He has made everything
beautiful in its time.

AMP (2015)
He has made everything
beautiful and appropriate in
its time.
also he hath set the world in He also has planted eternity He has also planted eternity
[a sense of divine purpose]
their heart,
in men’s hearts and minds
[a divinely implanted sense in the human heart [a
of a purpose working
mysterious longing which
through the ages which
nothing under the sun can
nothing under the sun but
satisfy, except God]—
God alone can satisfy],
so that no man can find out yet so that men cannot find yet man cannot find out
the work that God maketh
out what God has done from (comprehend, grasp) what
from the beginning to the
the beginning to the end.
God has done (His overall
end.
plan) from the beginning to
the end.

89

CONTEXT IS FOR KINGS

It should be noted that Pastor Rosebrough did no fact checking of
any kind, not even to point out Houston’s misquotation! To see if
the amplification of Ecclesiastes 3:11 “squares with God’s word,”
I decided to consult several study Bibles for any indication of
“a divinely implanted sense of a purpose working through the
ages which nothing under the sun but God alone can satisfy”:
3:11 everything. Every activity or event for which a
culmination point may be fixed. beautiful. The phrase
echoes “God saw . . . it was very good” (Ge 1:31). Even
in a cursed universe, activity should not be
meaningless. Its futility lies in the fickle satisfaction of
man and his failure to trust the wisdom of sovereign
God. set eternity in the human heart. God made men
for His eternal purpose, and nothing in post-Fall time
can bring them complete satisfaction. (The MacArthur
Study Bible – NIV, p. 923)
God has “planted eternity in the human heart.” This
means that we can never be completely satisfied with
earthly pleasures and pursuits. Because we are created
in God’s image, (1) we have spiritual thirst, (2) we have
eternal value, and (3) nothing but the eternal God can
truly satisfy us. God has built in us a restless yearning
for the kind of perfect world that can only be found in
his perfect rule. He has given us a glimpse of the
perfection of his creation. But it is only a glimpse; we
cannot see into the future or comprehend everything.
So we must trust God now and do his work on earth.
(Life Application Study Bible – NIV, pp. 1407-1408)
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[Ecclesiastes] tells the story of the richest, wisest, most
famous man in the world, who follows every pleasure
impulse as far as it will lead him. This man, “the
Teacher,” finally collapses in regret and despair, having
squandered his life…. After a lifetime spent in the
pursuit of pleasure, the Teacher can find no satisfaction.
The onrushing threat of death spoils even his rare
moments of contentment. According to the Teacher, life
doesn’t make sense outside of God; it will, in fact, never
fully make sense to us because we are not God. But God
has also “set eternity in the human heart” (Ecc 3:11). We
feel longings for something more: pleasures that will
last forever, love that won’t sour, fulfillment in our
work. The Teacher thus dangles between two states: He
feels a steady drag toward despair but also an
occasional tug toward something higher. Much like a
personal journal, the book of Ecclesiastes records his
search for balance. (Essentials Study Bible – NIV)
3:11 God has made everything beautiful for its own time: We
can sometimes see this beauty in our work and in the
world, but many times people cannot see: God reserves
for himself the understanding of how everything fits
together (compare Rom 8:22-28). God has planted
eternity—an awareness of the infinite, within each of
us—enough for us to be in awe of him who is infinite
and eternal, and enough to hope for eternal life after
death. (Parallel Study Bible – NLT, p. 1143)
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 HONEY, LOOK! I MADE A KILLING! 
Logos Bible Software promoter Dr. Mark Ward has a Youtube
video presentation called The Amplified Bible: How to Use It and
How NOT to Use It. The original form of his video was a Logos
blog post entitled How to Use—and How Not to Use—the Amplified
Bible, responding to this message that he had received:
I read a passage this morning that might fit your search
for translations that clarify text for me without my
knowledge of the original languages. I’m not sure if this
is the type of thing you are looking for, but it is a verse I
would not have understood otherwise.
In Exodus 4:19 the Lord tells Moses to go to Egypt and
gives directions, but in verse 24 I read that the Lord
“sought to kill him.” So why would the Lord give an
instruction followed by seeking his death?
The Amplified Bible adds text in brackets that helped
me: “Now it happened at the lodging place, that the
Lord met Moses and sought to kill him [making him
deathly ill because he had not circumcised one of his
sons].” Of all the versions I went to, this was the only
one that added the reason. Accurate, you think?
Ward is asked here about the accuracy of the reason given by the
Amplified Bible in its amplification of Exodus 4:24: “The brackets
tell me this is added thought, but I did not know where the
thought originated.” He responded, “Uh-oh,” but later concludes:
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Thankfully, however, the Amplified—like a fair
amount of Bible teaching out there—is better in practice
than in theory, and you should still own it. The fact is
that Exodus 4:19 [sic] is obscure, and the Amplified’s
guess at what was going on is a good one—a very good
one that is attentive to the hints within the passage.
Essentially, the Amplified Bible is a study Bible with
very brief notes that are brought from the margins of
the page into the text…. It is maximally efficient for a
study Bible to stick little clarifications right in the text
rather than forcing readers to follow a footnote down to
the bottom of the page.
Having looked at half a dozen other verses, Ward generally has
good things to say about the Amplified Bible in practice, as
opposed to the linguistic theory it presents in the preface of the
classic edition. (I have already ‘reviewed’ John 11:25 on pages 5658.) He simply objects to not knowing the editors’ source for this
particular amplification. The classic edition listed a bibliography:
“Numerous Bible translations are among the sources cited in the
footnotes, as well as some of the most consulted lexicographers
and most informative Bible commentators.” Since this wording
was added for the revised 2015 edition, and since Ward describes
the amplified version as “a study Bible,” I decided to consult
other contemporary study Bibles to compare their commentaries:
Now it happened at the lodging place, that the Lord
met Moses and sought to kill him [making him deathly
ill because he had not circumcised one of his sons].
(Exodus 4:24, AMP)
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4:24-26 The presence of Zipporah’s name indicates that
the personal pronouns refer to Moses. She, judging by
her action of suddenly and swiftly circumcising her
son, understood that the danger to her husband’s life
was intimately connected to the family’s not bearing
the sign of the covenant given to Abraham for all his
descendants (Ge 17:10-14). Her evaluation, “Surely you
are a bridegroom of blood to me,” suggests her own
revulsion with this rite of circumcision, which Moses
should have performed. The result, however, was
God’s foregoing the threat and letting Moses go (v. 26).
The reaction of God at this point dramatically
underscored the seriousness of the sign He had
prescribed. (The MacArthur Study Bible – NIV, p. 102)
4:24-26 This incident is shrouded in mystery. That
Zipporah responded immediately and circumcised her son
suggests that she and Moses had discussed the
possibility of doing so previously and had decided it
was not necessary. Why would having an
uncircumcised son lead to God’s intent to kill the
rescuer he had carefully prepared and called? Perhaps
if Moses had arrived in Egypt claiming to represent the
God of the Israelites’ ancestors and yet had not done
the one thing God had commanded of his followers to
this point (Gen 17:10), then the people would have been
less inclined to follow God in a radically exclusive way.
(Parallel Study Bible – NLT, p. 115)
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4:24-26 God was about to kill Moses because Moses had
not circumcised his son. Why hadn’t Moses done this?
Remember that Moses had spent half his life in
Pharaoh’s palace and half his life in the Midianite
wilderness. He might not have been too familiar with
God’s laws, especially since all the requirements of
God’s covenant with Israel (Genesis 17) had not been
actively carried out for over 400 years. But Moses could
not effectively serve as deliverer of God’s people until
he had fulfilled the conditions of God’s covenant, and
one of those conditions was circumcision. Before they
could go any farther, Moses and his family had to
follow God’s commands completely. Under Old
Testament law, failing to circumcise your son was to
remove yourself and your family from God’s blessings.
Moses learned that disobeying God was even more
dangerous than tangling with an Egyptian pharaoh.
(Life Application Study Bible – NIV, pp. 101-102)
4:25-26 Why did Zipporah perform the circumcision? It
may have been Zipporah who, as a Midianite
unfamiliar with the circumcision requirement, had
persuaded Moses not to circumcise her son. If she
prevented the action, now she would have to perform
it. It is also possible that Moses became ill as a result of
permitting disobedience, and so Zipporah had to
perform the circumcision herself to save both her
husband and her son. This would not have made her
happy—hence, her unflattering comment to Moses.
(Parallel Study Bible – Life Application, p. 115)
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Mark Ward ends his blog / video by saying:
Someone in your Bible study group sitting around your
living room should have the Amplified Bible up on his
or her iPad. Just skip the preface. I suggest that you
view the Amplified as an efficient study Bible, the fruit
of deep dedication to the text of Scripture, an
interesting oddity of American evangelicalism that puts
one of the movement’s healthiest impulses on full
display: the desire to understand Scripture.
I can imagine Zipporah making a rather ‘snippy’ comment to her
husband, “Moses, you had one job—to circumcise your son!”
Similarly, I wanted to say, “Dr. Ward, you had one job—to verify
the accuracy of the amplification of Exodus 4:24,” which I had to do
for him! Now, it appears he always has a different job in mind:
Remember, I wrote that in a specific context—for the
Logos blog. We sell the Amplified Bible. It’s not totally
cool if I come out and say, “Don’t use this thing at all;
it’s worthless.” Now, I don’t think it is worthless. What
I said I meant. But you might observe how often I
myself use and mention the Amplified Bible—namely
zero times in all of my videos, articles, and books. I was
writing to and for an audience that already uses it,
trying to get them to use it responsibly.
That was all he had to say in response to my analysis. Thus, Dr.
Ward recommends the Amplified Bible in theory (to keep selling
it?) but not in actual practice! (Your Honor, I would like to make a
motion. I wish to fire my ‘attorney’ and defend myself!) Ward
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principally objects to not knowing the editors’ source for the
amplification given in Exodus 4:24. (Must have been a good
“guess,” he says.) Well, I don’t know where the MacArthur, the
Parallel, or the Life Application study Bibles got their information.
Did they find it in the original Hebrew?! Of course not, and in the
same way, the Amplified Bible often gives its 21st-century English
readers clearly-marked-off missing context that is nowhere claimed
to be ‘hidden’ in the original languages. Context is not always just
linguistic (literary, lexical)—it can also be “cultural, theological,
historical, geographical” (D.A. Carson, Exegetical Fallacies, p. 12).
In contrast to Nida (The Theory and Practice of Translation, pp. 163167), according to Andrew Shead, the Amplified Bible has “clearly
marked its amplifications as additions to the text, so that readers
could distinguish Scripture from amplification” (“Burning
Scripture with Passion,” Themelios, April 2018, p. 70, n. 14):
The Amplified Bible has a unique format. Parentheses ( )
in the text indicate additional nuances of meaning
included in the original word, phrase, or clause of the
original language. Brackets [ ] in the text contain
clarifying words or comments that are not in the
original text, as well as definitions of Hebrew and
Greek names. (Ron Rhodes, The Complete Guide to Bible
Translations, p. 85; emphasis mine)
Since Ward has done so many videos on the ‘archaic’ language of
the KJV, it’s no surprise that he has gotten some pushback, such as
with Stephen Anderson’s rebuttal video to Ward’s discussion of
the “false friend” word moisture as used in Psalm 32:4 in the KJV,
giving me yet another opportunity to test out the Amplified Bible:
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And the people went about, and gathered it, and
ground it in mills, or beat it in a mortar, and baked it in
pans, and made cakes (uggah) of it: and the taste of it
was as the taste of fresh (lashad) oil. (Numbers 11:8, KJV)
In the now-deleted video, Anderson correctly pointed out Ward’s
confusion of two Hebrew words in Numbers 11:8 above wherein
the same word occurs, mistaking the Hebrew word uggah for the
word lashad. Notice how the Amplified Bible goes the extra mile!
For day and night thy hand was heavy upon me: my
moisture (my blood, my life sap, the bodily fluids and
humors that give me vitality) is turned into the
drought of summer. Selah. (Psalm 32:4, KJV as
‘amplified’ by Dr. Mark Ward himself)
[B]ecause your hand was heavy upon me. My energy
was sapped as if in a summer drought. Selah (Psalm
32:4, CEB)
For day and night Your hand was heavy upon me; My
vitality failed as with the dry heat of summer. Selah
(Psalm 32:4, NASB)
For day and night your hand was heavy on me; my
strength was sapped as in the heat of summer. (Psalm
32:4, NIV)
For day and night Your hand [of displeasure] was
heavy upon me; My energy (vitality, strength) was
drained away as with the burning heat of summer.
Selah. (Psalm 32:4, AMP)
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 LADIES AND GENTLEMEN, THE PERFECT MEATLOAF! 
I also shared Context is for Kings to a Facebook group devoted to
discussing the similarities and differences between various
versions of the Bible. One member, David Dewey, responded in
part with: “In my book Which Bible, a Guide to English Translations,
I describe reading the Amplified Bible as rather like swallowing a
thesaurus…. The Amplified Bible wrongly suggests that a word
carries its entire semantic range in every occurrence.” (All that
chomping and chewing!) Dewey ends his review of the Amplified:
For those with no knowledge of Hebrew or Greek,
however, comparing two or three good modern
translations is a far more effective way of getting at the
meaning of the original. (David Dewey, Which Bible?, p.
130; see also A User’s Guide to Bible Translations, p. 147)
I asked Dewey if he had cited any examples in his book, and he
replied, “Out of print, I’m afraid. And I didn’t include any
chapters and verse examples.” Not mentioned by Dewey is that,
while his UK book Which Bible? (2004) is no longer in print, its US
version A User’s Guide to Bible Translations (2004) also says that
“Reading the Amplified Bible is too much like swallowing a
thesaurus” (Which Bible?, p. 130). And, both versions of Dewey’s
book cited the amplified translation of John 3:16! When I pointed
this out—thinking that he would object to an amplification like
“dearly prized” (see page 103) as in “For God so loved and dearly
prized the world”—rather, he went after the word “so,” saying it
was incorrect. I replied with a relevant footnote from the NET
Bible which reads, “For this is the way God loved the world”:
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[I]t is likely that John is emphasizing both the degree to
which God loved the world as well as the manner in
which He chose to express that love.
It seems to be a question of how much (“For God so loved the
world” as in the ESV, KJV, NASB, and NIV) versus how so (“For
God loved the world in this way” as in the CSB, HCSB, NET, or
NLT). Dewey says that the former is an example of “biblish” or
“Bible English,” not natural English (A User’s Guide, p. 79). The
vast majority of the English translations (more than 80%) listed on
BibleGateway.com go with an interpretation that speaks of the
degree of God’s love, while the minority of translations (less than
20%) instead indicate the manner in which God’s love is
expressed. But, if you are going to fault the Amplified Bible for one
reason or another, why do so for something that the majority of
other Bible translations also still do? Even Dewey’s favored
translation by J.B. Phillips—“positively conservative” and “a
work of true genius” (A User’s Guide, p. 151; Which Bible?, p.
133)—stays with the more familiar wording (“For God loved the
world so much”), the exact same phrase Dewey criticized earlier:
Another example of biblish comes in the common form
of translation of that well-known verse, John 3:16: ‘For
God so loved that he gave his only Son.’ Ask almost
anyone to put this into their own words and they will
say, ‘For God loved the world so much that…’ This is
not, however, what the verse means. Here ‘so’ (Greek:
houtōs) means ‘thus’ or ‘in this way’, not ‘so much’. A
better translation would be: ‘For this is how God loved
the world: he gave his only Son.’ (Which Bible?, p. 61)
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For God so [greatly] loved and dearly prized the world,
that He [even] gave His [One and] only begotten Son,
so that whoever believes and trusts in Him [as Savior]
shall not perish, but have eternal life. (John 3:16 AMP)
A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament (1889) by Joseph
Thayer (ἀγαπάω, pp. 3, 4):
to love, to be full of good-will and exhibit the same…. with
acc. of the person, to have a preference for, wish well to, regard
the welfare of…. With an acc. of the thing ἀγαπάω denotes to
take pleasure in the thing, prize it above other things, be unwilling
to abandon it or do without it
A Manual Greek Lexicon of the New Testament (1922) by George
Abbott-Smith (ἀγαπάω, p. 3):
to love, to feel and exhibit esteem and goodwill to a person,
to prize and delight in a thing
Word Studies from the Greek New Testament (1942) by Kenneth
Wuest (vol. 3, p. 60):
”Agapao” speaks of a love which is awakened by a sense of
value in an object which causes one to prize it. It springs
from an apprehension of the preciousness of an object. It is a
love of esteem and approbation.
A Greek–English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature (1957, 2000), 3rd ed. (BDAG) by Frederick
Danker and Walter Bauer (ἀγαπητός, p. 7):
2. pert. to one who is dearly loved, dear, beloved, prized, valued
… indicating a close relationship, esp. that betw. parent and
child
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As more food for thought, I pointed out to Dewey that following
his method—comparing two or three good modern translations—
actually confirms that amplification is not the same as illegitimate
totality transfer! I left Dewey with two other examples given in
Context is for Kings (see pages 61 and 98), asking at what point had
the supposed illegitimacy crept in? That is, how can a totality of
contextually legitimate translations be judged illegitimate?! Again, I
am speaking of alternate English equivalents, not unrelated Greek
homonyms. Gordon Fee also suggested using several translations
and noting where they differ (9). Sounds great! So, why cannot the
Amplified Bible be one of several translations that someone reads?
Someone in another Facebook group sent me this verse as a
‘snarky’ example of the so-called “multiple choice Bible in
action,” and I used the same approach. Even if the Amplified Bible
was multiple choice, the correct answer would be all of the above!
Jesus answered him, “I assure you and most solemnly
say to you, unless a person is born again [reborn from
above—spiritually transformed, renewed, sanctified],
he cannot [ever] see and experience the kingdom of
God.” (John 3:3, AMP)
You will notice on page 3 of Context is for Kings that my main goal
has been to evaluate the “multiple-choice Bible” nickname being
applied to the Amplified version. (See also pages 113-114, 120-121.)
But, if there is only one correct answer (such as “born again”),
then is any translation that does something different (such as
“born from above”) wrong?! None of the amplifications appears
to be out of place, but rather legitimate senses and commentary
inextricably linked to Jesus’ message of regeneration:
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born again (ESV, KJV, MEV, NASB, NIV)
reborn from above (CEV, CJB, NET, NRSV, YLT)
transformed (Vine’s Expository Bible, p. 1717)
renewed (ASV, CEB, DARBY, OJB, RSV; see footnote in CEV)

I am not speaking of geographical Christians, but of those
who are what we call renewed, or sanctified; or what our
Saviour called them to Nicodemus, “born again.” (John
Cumming, The Finger of God, p. 17; also Invitation to Biblical
Interpretation, p. 528)
born again. The phrase lit. means “born from above.”
Jesus answered a question that Nicodemus does not even
ask. He read Nicodemus’ heart and came to the very core
of his problem, i.e., the need for spiritual transformation
or regeneration produced by the Holy Spirit. (NASB
MacArthur Study Bible, p. 1547)
Do not marvel that I said to you, “You must be born
again”: Again, Nicodemus did marvel at this statement,
because he—like most all Jews of his time—believed they
already had the inner transformation promised in the New
Covenant. Jesus wants him to take hold of the fact that he
does not have it, and must be born again. We should not
forget whom Jesus said this to. Nicodemus was a religious
leader, a Pharisee, an educated man, and an earnest man.
By all outward appearance, he was already transformed
unto God—yet he was not. (David Guzik, Enduring Word
Bible Commentary)
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Wherefore this birth does not give a man a title to heaven,
but to hell. In order therefore that a man may be freed
from this sin contracted through his natural birth, a
second and spiritual birth must be experienced, by which
he must in baptism be born again of water and of the
Spirit, and so be cleansed and sanctified from sin. (The
Great Biblical Commentary of Cornelius à Lapide, p. 101)
Throughout their epistles, the apostles remind us the new
birth is necessary for salvation. We die to sin, then, buried
with Christ and risen with Him, we are united to Christ
and to His body, the Church. We are cleansed, justified,
and sanctified—all in baptism, “the washing of
regeneration and renewing of the Holy Spirit.” (The
Orthodox Study Bible, p. 1426)
The new birth which is here spoken of comprehends, not
only what is termed justification or pardon, but also
sanctification or holiness. Sin must be pardoned, and the
impurity of the heart washed away, before any soul can
possibly enter into the kingdom of God. As this new birth
implies the renewing of the whole soul in righteousness
and true holiness, it is not a matter that may be dispensed
with: heaven is a place of holiness, and nothing but what
is like itself can ever enter into it. (Adam Clarke, The Adam
Clarke Commentary)
Sanctification is the renewing of the whole man in the
image of Christ, the unfolding of the life imparted in
regeneration. (J. Ritchie Smith, The Teaching of the Gospel of
John, p. 263)
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 WEAR YOUR SEATBELT! IT’S THE LAW! 
I also heard back from Robert Plummer, whom I had crossexamined on page 42. He offered 1 John 3:4 as a prime example of
supposed illegitimate totality transfer happening in the Amplified
Bible, although it should be noted that his description of an
Amplified Bible with its amplifications being printed above the
verse has never even existed and would not have even been
feasible for a printer to lay out on paper (nor a conservative use of
space, nor very quotable):
Illegitimate totality transfer, as you know, is to
illegitimately give the impression that everything a
word could mean (or much of what a word could
mean) should bear upon our understanding each
instance of that word. So, in the traditional printing of
the Amplified Bible, a word in a Bible verse would have
multiple disparate meanings listed above it. In fact,
such listing of possible meanings can actually lead the
reader astray from understanding the specific meaning
in the context. I do not know if the Amplified Bible is
still printed in this fashion, but the online version at
BibleGateway puts multiple meanings in parentheses.
So, for example, at 1 John 3:4, alongside the word
“lawlessness,”
these
parenthetical,
expanded
definitions are given:
…sin is lawlessness [ignoring God’s law by action
or neglect or by tolerating wrongdoing—being
unrestrained by His commands and His will].
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First, I had to point out that these are explanatory theological
amplifications [in brackets] from Bible commentaries, not lexical
word expansions or definitions of the Greek (in parentheses).
Literally, the Greek says that everyone doing sin is
doing lawlessness (anomia). Sin is disobeying or
ignoring God’s law. In fact, the grammatical
construction of this verse makes sin and lawlessness
identical. We might say that sin is living as if there were
no God and no law. It is not being bound by the
standards of God, it is living on your own terms. (John
MacArthur, The Consequences of Sin, p. 83; The Reality of
Sin: Man’s Biggest Problem)
Whosoever committeth sin—That is, as the apostle here
means, known sin, whether by doing actions which
God hath forbidden, or by omitting duties which he
hath enjoined, or by uttering words which are false,
profane, slanderous, malicious, passionate, or trifling
and foolish; or by indulging tempers contrary to those
of Christ; (Joseph Benson's Commentary (1857), vol. 2, p.
660)
“Sin is lawlessness,” and that is the very essence of sin.
It is insubjection to God, taking my own way. This is
what we all do naturally…. This is what characterizes
every man or woman who has never been subdued by
divine grace. Sin then is self-will. It is taking my own
way and not subjecting myself to the will of God. (H. A.
Ironside, The Epistles of John and Jude (1949), p. 65)
106

CONTEXT IS FOR KINGS

Many of the amplifications in the Amplified Bible have “no
linguistic foundation” in the original biblical languages, which is
exactly why they are always placed in brackets. Always having to
instruct its critics on the Amplified Bible’s punctuation system, I
suggested the following re-worked sentence to Plummer, my own
amplification of 1 John 3:4b, as gleaned from the 50+ mainstream
English Bible translations featured on BibleGateway.com:
“Sin is lawlessness (transgression, disobedience, rebellion).”
Still preferring lawlessness here, Plummer agrees that transgression,
disobedience, and rebellion are also individually legitimate English
translations. However, he objects to their inclusion together in a
single sentence like mine, which he claims is illegitimate since
some readers might take it to mean that there is a three-fold
nuance to the Greek word ἀνομία, rather than simply being other
complementary English translations! How does the inclusion or
use of a near synonym amount to an unwarranted adoption of an
expanded semantic field? Plummer’s criterion for illegitimate
totality transfer really amounts to a false exclusionary disjunction:
conjunction (&):

p
T
F
T
F

q
T
T
F
F

p&q
T
F
F
F

Contextually justified?
T = legitimate
F = illegitimate

Statements of the form “p & q” are called
“conjunctions.” By definition, a “conjunction” is false
except when both conjuncts are true. (William Brenner,
Logic and Philosophy: An Integrated Introduction, p. 30)
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Ambiguity, whether intentional or not, also allows for
various interpretations of a text, all of which—if arrived
at responsibly—have some claim to validity…. [N]early
every biblical text is so richly multidimensional, and its
readers and their contexts so richly varied, that we
should speak of the meanings—plural—of a text rather
than the meaning—singular. (Michael Gorman,
Elements of Biblical Exegesis, p. 132)
There’s a grey area with a lot of words, and where
words are used synonymously, we can’t impose an
artificial distinction between them. (Jerry Wierwille,
Restitutio – Exegetical Fallacies)
Unwarranted Semantic Disjunctions/Restrictions—
Forcing an artificial disjunction or restriction on a
word’s sematic range and meaning that is not
warranted, causing an “either/or” view toward the
meaning of a word where it might contain the
possibility of both. (Jerry Wierwille, Exegetical Fallacies)
Not a few word studies offer the reader either/or
alternatives and then force a decision. In other words,
they
demand
semantic
disjunction,
when
complementarity might be a possibility. (D. A. Carson,
Exegetical Fallacies, pp. 55-56)
One ploughboy says, “Just because A is true does not mean B is
untrue, or just because a certain translation of a word fits does not
mean all other possible translations are impossible” (Edward
Chan, Exegetical Fallacies). Later (p. 94), Carson discusses “false
disjunctions: an improper appeal to the law of excluded middle”!
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It bears repeating—Universal law is for lackeys:
There is little doubt that this concept of illegitimate
totally transfer is helpful in many cases to prevent
improper semantic conclusions, for example, when a
word’s meaning changed with time. The problem is,
however, when the concept of illegitimate totality
transfer is absolutised by implying that it applies in all
circumstances—which is assumed within binary logic.
It is then that it becomes a problematic concept, which
can cause an unwanted reduction in meaning when
dealing with a rich complex polysemous term. (Petrus
van Dyk, The Spirit of God, or Is It?, p. 2)
As Barr states the issue he is undoubtedly right, though
if he should be understood as suggesting that ‘the
correct meaning of any term is that which contributes
least [our italics] to the total context’, as Thiselton
almost appears to take him, then we surely have an
overreaction…. Thus while absolute synonymy is very
rare, it is common to find two or more lexemes which
would communicate virtually the same sense in a given
context or specified range of contexts…. It is perhaps a
danger of exegesis that we tend to demand a precision
in the use of words which our everyday experience
should tell us is not to be expected, and to find
differences in meaning where none is demonstrably
intended. (Peter Cotterell and Max Turner, Linguistics
and Biblical Interpretation, pp. 122-123, 159)
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The neverending snark continued when another commentator
said, “Pick a verse—any verse—and you’ll have your first
example. Then pick another...” When I asked him to do just this,
he replied with Genesis 1:1 (which I have quoted on the next page
along with commentary from the NET Bible and John MacArthur):
You need get no further than Genesis 1:1 in the Old
Testament to find the “amplified” translation steadily
proving guilty of illegitimate totality transfer. The text
reads, אאיב
ַ הַאַ אָֽרָה ויאב ָה. It should be
יִ֑הים ת ַ ַָּרא תיר ֵ ר
י ָ ר י ֵם אב א ֵ ֹל
translated, “In the beginning God created the heavens
and the earth.” Instead, amplification goes for “ . . . God
(prepared, formed, fashioned, and) created.” The verb
ת ַַרא/bārāʾ = Str 1254 (“to create”) gets additional
translations: (1) “prepared,” which is probably more
appropriate as for translating ןּוּכ/kûn = Str 3559;
(2) “formed,” which is more appropriate for translating
יַצָר/yāṣǎr = Str 3335; and (3) “fashioned,” which is more
appropriate for translating  ַהשַה/ʿāśâ = Str 6213. And so it
goes.
I responded that I didn’t see anything egregiously illegitimate
about the English translations. He replied that “it’s not so much
that any particular additive “translation” is way off the mark, it’s
the additive idea that the reader should pick and choose from
among various options good or bad.” Backtracking already?! (It is
interesting that the Amplified Bible presents amplifications as
conjunctive whereas its critics treat amplifications as disjunctive.)
Even the Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon defines
 ת ַַראusing multiple English words—shape, create, form, and fashion:
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In the beginning God (prepared, formed, fashioned,
and) created the heavens and the earth. (Genesis 1:1
AMP classic)
In the beginning God (Elohim) created [by forming
from nothing] the heavens and the earth. (Genesis 1:1
AMP revised)
The English verb “create” captures well the meaning of
the Hebrew term in this context. The verb ( ת ַַראbaraʾ)
always describes the divine activity of fashioning
something new, fresh, and perfect. The verb does not
necessarily describe creation out of nothing (see, for
example, v. 27, where it refers to the creation of man); it
often stresses forming anew, reforming, renewing (see
Ps 51:10; Isa 43:15; 65:17). (Footnote in the NET Bible)
This description of God creating heaven and earth is
understood to be: (1) recent, i.e., thousands not millions
of years ago; (2) ex nihilo, i.e., out of nothing, and (3)
special, i.e., in six, consecutive, twenty-four hour
periods called “days” and further distinguished as such
by the phrase, “the evening and the morning.” (John
MacArthur, MacArthur Bible Commentary, p. 8)
Heb bara. Here and in 1:21, God created from nothing
which is something only He can do. In 1:27, God used
preexisting materials (man from the dust of the ground;
Eve from Adam’s rib); each use of the word bara
(“create”) must be considered in its specific context.
(Footnote to Genesis 1:1 in the revised Amplified Bible)
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 “FASHION HAS CHANGED!” NO, IT HASN’T! 
I happened to stumble across a blog for Baker Book House, with a
post talking about a new version of the Bible that was being
described as “the Amplified Bible done right”! They included a
Youtube video (3rd in a series of 8 parts, called Mark Strauss and
the Expanded Bible), explaining how this new 2011 translation
works, by walking its viewers through a passage from the Gospel
of Mark (1:9-11) so as to demonstrate its unique features:
EXPANDED BIBLE (2011)
·At that time [In those days] Jesus
came from the town of Nazareth in
Galilee and was baptized by John in
the Jordan River.
Immediately, as Jesus was coming
up out of the water, he saw ·heaven
[the sky] ·open [split open]. The
·Holy Spirit [L Spirit] ·came down
[descended] on him like a dove
[C either in the form of a dove, or in
bird-like descent],
and a voice came from heaven: “You
are my ·Son, whom I love [dearly
beloved Son], ·and I am very
pleased with you [in whom I take
great delight].”

AMPLIFIED BIBLE (2015)
In those days Jesus came from
Nazareth of Galilee and was
baptized by John in the Jordan.
Immediately coming up out of the
water, he (John) saw the heavens
torn open, and the Spirit like a dove
descending on Him (Jesus);

and a voice came out of heaven
saying: “You are My beloved Son, in
You I am well-pleased and
delighted!”

With regard to the highlighted portion above, Strauss says, “In
this sense, you’ve probably got both things happening. You’ve
got the sky kind of parting, but you’ve also got the presence of God
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being revealed. And so we give both meanings because the Greek
word can carry both nuances.” Keep this in mind as we proceed...
The name Mark Strauss was very familiar to me, since the
Wikipedia article on the Amplified Bible (quoted on page 3) cites
Köstenberger (22), who in turn is citing Fee and Strauss (19):
Its weakness is that it gives readers the false impression
that Hebrew and Greek words are “packed” with
theological content and can mean many things at once.
Another weakness is that readers may simply pick
whichever meaning they like instead of discerning the
single correct meaning that fits the context. (Gordon Fee
and Mark Strauss, How to Choose a Translation for All Its
Worth, p. 149)
In a footnote, Craig Blomberg cites Strauss to justify this sentence
in his book Can We Still Believe the Bible? (p. 101): “…And in many
contexts, the words suggested as alternate translations [in the
Amplified Bible] are actually alternate meanings of the same word
or expression in different contexts, which aren’t as likely in the
context at hand.” Strauss is also cited by Rhodes (20).
So, imagine my surprise to learn that the most-cited critic of the
Amplified Bible was the lead New Testament scholar for Thomas
Nelson’s Expanded Bible, which according to its introduction (p. v)
“allows the reader to see multiple possibilities for words, phrases,
and interpretations. Rather than opting for one choice, it shows
many”(!). I did a double take reading that, because is this not the
exact criticism that Strauss has made against the Amplified Bible?!
113

CONTEXT IS FOR KINGS

Thus, the Expanded Bible consciously leaves the last step of
translation—discerning the single correct meaning that fits the
context—to its readers, instead of the translators! How does
Strauss know that his readers won’t “simply pick whichever
meaning they like”?! People make fun of the Amplified Bible by
calling it the “multiple-choice Bible” or even the “choose-yourown-adventure Bible,” misinterpreting its amplifications as
choices left for the reader to make. Yet, Strauss intends having his
readers decide which is correct to be a positive feature of the
Expanded Bible. I emailed Strauss, inquiring about the apparent
self-contradiction (hypocrisy?!) regarding the Expanded Bible
versus the Amplified Bible. Strauss responded, offering Galatians
3:1 for comparison between the two translations, noting three
possible instances of illegitimate totality transfer in the Amplified:
Illegitimate Totality Transfer claims that in any given
context, a word can have multiple meanings. The
introduction to the Expanded Bible is talking about
different possible meanings within a single context. It
gives the reader various interpretational possibilities
and the “choice” concerns which of these is correct.
Each is possible, but only one can be the correct
meaning. Readers are to discern from the context which
is correct. Notice that we always use the designation
“or,” never “and” in these contexts. It is always
“either/or” never “both/and.” … The Expanded
indicates that “stupid” is an alternate translation
meaning roughly the same as “foolish,” while “cast a
spell” and “bewitched” are possible different meanings
(note the “or”).
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AMPC (1958)
O you poor and
silly and
thoughtless and
unreflecting and
senseless Galatians!
Who has fascinated
or bewitched or cast
a spell over you,
unto whom—right
before your very
eyes—Jesus Christ,
the Messiah, was
openly and
graphically set
forth and portrayed
as crucified?

AMPC (1987)
O you poor and
silly and
thoughtless and
unreflecting and
senseless Galatians!
Who has fascinated
or bewitched or cast
a spell over you,
unto whom—right
before your very
eyes—Jesus Christ
(the Messiah) was
openly and
graphically set
forth and portrayed
as crucified?

AMP (2015)
O you foolish and
thoughtless and
superficial
Galatians, who has
bewitched you [that
you would act like
this], to whom—
right before your
very eyes—Jesus
Christ was publicly
portrayed as
crucified [in the
gospel message]?

EXB (2011)
·You [L O] ·foolish
[stupid] Galatians!
Who has ·tricked [or
cast a spell on;
bewitched] you? ·You
were told very
clearly about the
death of Jesus Christ
on the cross [L Before
your eyes Jesus
Christ was publicly
portrayed/announced
as crucified].

Strauss added, “By the way, the Expanded is far from perfect—this
whole project was kind of an experiment to try and improve the
Amplified idea linguistically,” repeated in his interview here:
Generally, a word has one meaning in context, and that
word could possibly mean something else, but it either
means this or it means that. And, so, in the Expanded
Bible we make it clear when a word means either this or
that, we say it’s this or it’s that. When it could be
nuanced into a near synonym, then we give just a
standard expansion. (Part 1)
In correspondence with Strauss via email, I have come to the
conclusion that his critique of the Amplified Bible boils down
simply to competing punctuation conventions, not necessarily a
better linguistic theory informing the Expanded Bible’s translation.
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For example, the Greek word ἀνόητος is variously translated
amongst the 50+ English Bibles on Biblegateway.com as crazy,
foolish, irrational, idiot, senseless, stupid, thoughtless, and unwitty;
with the amplified translations also adding superficial and
unreflecting to my compiled list. Again, Strauss says, “The
Expanded indicates that stupid is an alternate translation meaning
roughly the same as foolish.” This is indicated in the Expanded by
putting stupid in brackets [ ]. This is what Strauss means when he
says, “When it could be nuanced into a near synonym, then we
give just a standard expansion,” meaning brackets with no “or”
inside them. This is similar to how the Amplified puts synonyms in
parentheses ( ), or by connecting them with italicized conjunctions
like and or or: “In this use, the reader, upon encountering a
conjunction in italics, is alerted to the addition of an amplified
word or phrase” (1987 introduction, p. xii). Strauss dislikes all and
conjunctions, and for him or is always an “exclusive or.”
What would an “or” inside brackets mean? The introduction to
the Expanded Bible (p. vii) calls this an alternate (not to be
confused with what Strauss says is an “alternate translation”
above): “A different translation possibility that takes the meaning
of the original language in a different direction than the base text
does. Alternates provide information not possible in a standard
translation, which must choose between possibilities for its main
text. These are signaled by an or within a set of brackets: [or].”
This brings us to our second possible illegitimate totality transfer
in Galatians 3:1. Whereas the Expanded Bible has “·tricked [or cast
a spell on; bewitched],” the Amplified Bible (1987) had “fascinated
or bewitched or cast a spell over.” This second sentence was a step
up, according to Strauss, since the amplifications are at least
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separated by or instead of and, and yet for Strauss “this might
suggest that Paul doesn’t know what ἐβάσκανεν means! So the
“or”s should be in parentheses as options for the meaning of the
word, rather than as Paul’s uncertainty.” Thus, the amplified text
might have very well appeared in the Expanded Bible but just
punctuated as “·fascinated [or bewitched; cast a spell over].” Is
punctuation style, then, the only real difference happening here?!
Faith means ·being sure [the assurance; or the tangible
reality; or the sure foundation] of the things we hope for
and ·knowing that something is real even if we do not
see it [the conviction/assurance/evidence about things
not seen]. Faith is the reason ·we remember [or God
commended/approved] ·great people who lived in the
past [the people of old; the ancients; our spiritual
ancestors]. (EXP)
The example given in the Expanded Bible for alternates is Hebrews
11:1-2 above. Notice in the expanded translation each italicized
“or” inside the brackets; notice also the slashes (“or”?). Here are
the amplified translations of that same passage, for comparison:
AMPC (1987)
Now faith is the assurance (the
confirmation, the title deed) of the things
[we] hope for, being the proof of things
[we] do not see and the conviction of their
reality [faith perceiving as real fact what is
not revealed to the senses]. For by [faith—
trust and holy fervor born of faith] the
men of old had divine testimony borne to
them and obtained a good report.

AMP (2015)
Now faith is the assurance (title deed,
confirmation) of things hoped for (divinely
guaranteed), and the evidence of things
not seen [the conviction of their reality—
faith comprehends as fact what cannot be
experienced by the physical senses]. For by
this [kind of] faith the men of old gained
[divine] approval.
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The third possible instance of illegitimate totality transfer in
Galatians 3:1 is with “the suggestion that χριστος is being used
both as a name (Christ) and a title (Messiah) at the same time.” In
the original explanation of its arbitrary punctuation marks, the
Amplified New Testament (1958) used commas to set off titles of
Deity (p. 11). By the time the Amplified Bible was revised into its
expanded edition (1987), this convention was abandoned and
such titles were moved inside parentheses. But, lo and behold, the
Expanded Bible itself puts “Messiah” in brackets after “Christ”
more than 80 times! The AMP does this only 60 times, far less!
The Expanded Bible‘s expansions are meant to “help us understand
difficult passages and bring out the richness of the text more fully
than any standard translation can” (p. viii). Having looked at the
three passages suggested by Strauss, I noticed again and again
that what is faulted as a weakness of the Amplified is now
praised and touted as a strength for the Expanded. The same
phrasing used to denigrate the Amplified as passé is at the same
time used to praise the Expanded as something never-before-seen:
The strength of this version is that it acknowledges that
no single English word or phrase can capture precisely
the meaning of the Hebrew or Greek. Its weakness is
that it gives readers the false impression that Hebrew
and Greek words are “packed” with theological
content and can mean many things at once. Another
weakness is that readers may simply pick whichever
meaning they like instead of discerning the single
correct meaning that fits the context. (How to Choose a
Translation for All Its Worth, p. 149)
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The Expanded Bible is really done at a much higher level
from a scholarly perspective. It’s got a great deal more
research. It also is done at a more higher level in terms
of linguistics and the nature of language. The Amplified
Bible tended to suggest, if you read the preface, that all
these Greek and Hebrew words were packed with
enormous amount of theological content and that if
you just expand it enough, you would capture all of
that content. Well, we know that that’s not true. (Part 1)
So this [Expanded] Bible is a tool, an aid, a supplement to
a traditional translation because packed into a very
small place it gives you an enormous amount of
additional information related to the meaning of the
text, especially the meaning of the text in its original
historical, cultural, literary context. (Part 1)
When we started this project, our goal was to give
alternate readings to sort of unpack the meaning of
the word. But sometimes we would introduce a word
that was almost a complete synonym, and at first glance
you might say, “Why introduce that? You’ve already
said the word,” but as we went along we realized that
this was an enormous benefit to the reader of God’s
Word because in any language words can have a
variety of meanings. And as you’re reading along, you
come to a word: that word could mean this, or that
word could mean this. But if you add a synonym right
beside it, you’re telling the reader precisely what it
means in that context. (Part 7)
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We had great fun with the Book of Romans doing the
Expanded Bible because it’s so full of great theological
content and we could kind of unpack that.... Simple
English but packed with theological content.... So we
give both alternatives and let the reader think through
the meaning.... Either or both, exactly! That’s great!
Either or both, and maybe it’s both! If it’s both, then we’re
giving the reader both options. We want people to
think about God’s Word: what does it mean? (Part 8)
“Made right with God”: there’s a nice, clear statement.
But everyone who knows that from another translation,
knows justified! So we expand it—so we give justified.
And then we further expand it with a second
expansion: declared righteous. So we give sort of a
simple, clear, natural English; we give the more
technical theological term: justified; then we give you
kind of a theological definition of justified: declared
righteous. All packed there, right there in the text,
bracketed off so you can read and study at the same
time. (Part 8)
So the reader can understand more broadly this concept
within Paul’s theological perspective. So, you can see
how much theology is packed into those two
sentences. (Part 8)
Co-producer Daniel Taylor adds: “The Expanded Bible puts the
reader in the shoes of a translator, looking at various possibilities
for each word or phrase… If it’s a legitimate possibility, then it
goes in the text, allowing the reader to see the range of choices.”
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Dr. Mark Ward (see pp. 92-98) recommends the Expanded Bible’s
website to help demonstrate the “near infinite number of ways to
translate a text of any length,” even though he had previously
lamented the Amplified Bible for doing just that! Ironically, what’s
described as «BAD» in the Amplified Bible is welcomed as «REALLY
COOL» in the Expanded Bible, “a fantastic tool” Ward says:
This, I’m afraid, is bad. Let me tell you why…. In other
words, if your translation of a Greek or Hebrew word
radically changes the meaning of the passage from
what the standard translations say, go back and check
again until it doesn’t. The Amplified, when used
according to its stated design, invites readers to deny
this interpretive truism. It makes them think, “Ah, now
I know what the Greek word here really means”—and
then to Choose Their Own Adventure, picking the
meaning they like most. This kind of thinking
undermines our excellent Bible translations. (Mark
Ward, What Is the Amplified Bible? And How to Use (and
Not Use) It)
The best way to see how many viable options there are
for translating individual words and phrases in
Scripture is to go to a really cool project online called
The Expanded Bible. It shows where some major
translations differ, and it offers their differences as
clickable choices. If you really wanted to, using this
site, you could cover the entire Bible, and what you’d
end up with is Bible translations that all pretty much
say the same thing in mildly different ways. (Mark
Ward, Answering a Few More Objections to Authorized)
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 ANYBODY FOR DESSERT? MMM, STRAWBERRIES! 
Interviewer Charles Morris remarked to Mark Strauss: “You’re
doing a lot with synonyms that I’ve never seen done in any other
translation of the Bible before”! They were discussing a passage
from the Epistle of James (1:2-4). Notice how readable the English
style of the Amplified Bible is compared with the Expanded Bible
(and not just because it misspells the word perseverance twice!):
EXB (2011)
My brothers and sisters [C fellow
believers], when you have many kinds of
·troubles [trials; testing], ·you should be
full of joy [L consider it all/pure joy],
because you know that these troubles test
your faith, and this will give you ·patience
[perserverance; endurance].

AMP (2015)
Consider it nothing but joy, my brothers
and sisters, whenever you fall into various
trials.

Be assured that the testing of your faith
[through experience] produces endurance
[leading to spiritual maturity, and inner
peace].
L
[ And] Let your ·patience [perserverance; And let endurance have its perfect result
endurance] ·show itself perfectly in what
and do a thorough work, so that you may
you do [have its full effect; finish its work]. be perfect and completely developed [in
Then you will be ·perfect and complete
your faith], lacking in nothing.
[mature and whole; or completely mature]
and will ·have everything you need [L lack
nothing].

We expand that word troubles with trials and testing,
because the Greek word that’s used there (and the
context within which it’s used in James) makes it clear
that these believers are facing persecution and severe
problems economically—poverty and other things—so
troubles maybe doesn’t quite capture all of the nuances
we want people to see. By adding trials and testings
[sic], they get a better picture of what James is talking
about in that context. (Part 7)
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Strauss treats the Greek word in question here like a three-piece
puzzle in English: by “adding” trials and testing to troubles,
readers of the Expanded Bible see “all of the nuances” (cf. Plummer
on page 109) and as a result “get a better picture.” Although these
words may mean “roughly the same,” on the one hand Strauss
says It is always “either/or” never “both/and” (see p. 114)—while
on the other, instead of “discerning the single correct meaning,”
he also says it can be Either or both, and maybe it’s both! (p. 120).
Again, I do not see a superior linguistic theory, just inconsistency!
It has been interesting to compare the Amplified Bible not only
with the Expanded Bible, but with previous versions of itself,
noting some of the ‘corrections’ that have been made along the
way. One such story concerns the translation of 2 Corinthians
3:18. First, here is that verse in the Expanded and Amplified Bibles:
·Our faces, then, are not covered [L With an unveiled
face…]. We all ·show [reflect; or behold; or
contemplate] the Lord’s glory, and we are being
·changed [transformed] ·to be like him [L into the same
image]. This change in us ·brings ever greater glory [or
is from one degree of glory to another; L is from glory to
glory], which comes from the Lord, who is the Spirit.
AMPC (1987)
And all of us, as with unveiled face,
[because we] continued to behold [in the
Word of God] as in a mirror the glory of
the Lord, are constantly being
transfigured into His very own image in
ever increasing splendor and from one
degree of glory to another; [for this comes]
from the Lord [Who is] the Spirit.

AMP (2015)
And we all, with unveiled face, continually
seeing as in a mirror the glory of the Lord,
are progressively being transformed into
His image from [one degree of] glory to
[even more] glory, which comes from the
Lord, [who is] the Spirit.
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And, now the story:
Frances E. Siewert, who lived here in Southern
California in Sierra Madre, worked on The Amplified
Bible. When she was still alive, she and I used to carry
on a friendly battle. She would hear me on the radio
and sometimes when I referred to her amplified
version, I would question some things. She was a
brilliant woman, and I want to be very frank and say
that I lost most of the battles. However, I won a friendly
battle over this verse. Let me quote this verse to you
from her earliest amplified version. “And all of us, as
with unveiled face, [because we] continue to behold [in
the Word of God] as in a mirror the glory of the Lord,
are constantly being transfigured into His very own
image in ever increasing splendor and from one degree
of glory to another; [for this comes] from the Lord [Who
is] the Spirit.” This is an excellent translation except for
the word transfigured. Only the Lord Jesus was
transfigured—I’ve never seen a saint yet that I thought
had been transfigured. (J. Vernon McGee, Thru the Bible,
vol. 45 – The Epistles (2 Corinthians)”
It has been difficult, nearly 70 years after its first publication, to
track down first-edition copies of the Amplified Bible. I have a hard
copy of the Amplified New Testament and the Amplified Gospel of
John, but both are re-prints from the late 1960s. I am especially
interested in the front matter for its very first edition, originally
titled The Self-explaining Gospel (the Holy Glad Tidings) of John,
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released in 1954. I would like to see how its amplification system
was presented before James Barr’s book The Semantics of Biblical
Language was published in 1961. For example: “Synonyms are not
intended to be exhaustive, but are given as the context seems to
warrant, both as to number and wording” (The Amplified New
Testament, 3rd ed.). Here are the first two paragraphs of the
original(?) introduction to the Amplified New Testament (1958):
There never has been, nor can be, an entirely adequate
translation of the New Testament from the original
Greek. No matter how perfectly done the work of the
translators may be, the difficulties involved in
expressing the ideas bound up in one Greek word or
phrase in an equivalent English word or phrase are
often insurmountable. In some cases the translator finds
himself confronted with a Greek terms that combines
the thought of a number of English words, each of
which conveys some shade of meaning not to be found
in the others. His only choice is to select the most fitting
of these expressions and omit the others.
In this way the reader is deprived of much that would
clarify the meaning of the text if he only knew it, and it
often leaves him with only a vague understanding of
what would otherwise be delightfully clear. The
Amplified New Testament is designed to overcome much
of this existing deficiency by furnishing in one volume,
and as the Greek text legitimately permits, multiple
expressions for a richer, fuller and more revealing
appreciation of the divine message…
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Interestingly, the original example given was not John 11: 25 (see
pages 56-58), but Acts 16:31, noting that for this verse “twentytwo New Testament versions out of twenty-four consulted render
“believe”.” That’s 91% of English translations in the 1950s…
AMP (1958, Introduction by F. E. S.)
To illustrate, let us take the sentence,
“Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou
shalt be saved” (Acts 16:31). What does the
word “believe” mean? It is extremely
important, for multitudes are pinning their
hope of heaven on it. Yet that word long
since ceased to convey, if it ever did, the
sense of the original. Webster’s long
definition of “believe” includes such
synonymous expressions as, “to place
credence….apart from personal
knowledge; to expect or hope….to be more
or less firmly persuaded of the truth of
anything, to think or suppose.” In this
sense, most people believe in Christ—that
He lived; that He was a perfect man Who
sincerely believed Himself to be the Son of
God, and that He died on the cross hoping
to save sinners. But this is by no means the
meaning of the Greek word which twentytwo New Testament versions out of
twenty-four consulted render “believe”.
Yet they do so because there is no single
better word in the English. The Greek
word is “pisteuo,” and means, “To adhere
to, cleave to; to trust, to have faith in; to
rely on”—which summed up in, “Believe
on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be
saved,” means an absolute personal
reliance upon the Lord Jesus Christ as
Saviour.

AMP (1965, Publisher’s Forward)
For example, Acts 16:31 reads: “Believe on
the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be
saved.” What does the word “believe”
man? Webster defines it: to place
credence…apart from personal
knowledge; to expect or hope…to be more
or less firmly persuaded of the truth of
anything, to think or suppose.” In this
sense, most people believe in Christ—that
He lived; that He was a perfect Man Who
sincerely believed Himself to be the Son of
God, and that He died on the cross to save
sinners. But this is by no means the
meaning of the Greek word which twentytwo New Testament versions out of
twenty-four consulted render “believe.”
They do so because there is no one English
word that adequately conveys the
intended meaning. Actually, the Greek
word used here for believe is “pisteuo.” It
means “to adhere to, cleave to; to trust, to
have faith in; to rely on.” Consequently,
the words “Believe on the Lord Jesus
Christ…” really mean to have an absolute
personal reliance upon the Lord Jesus Christ as
Saviour.
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Fast forward 65 years later, and more than 50 translations out of
60 on Biblegateway.com still just go with “believe.” That’s 83% of
English translations now. Two other renderings are faith (CEV,
DLNT) and trust (CJB, MSG, NLV, TLV). The Amplified New
Testament continued, saying, “As unimportant as a single such
misconceived idea may seem, the sum of dozens or hundreds of
such obscurities may become appallingly important, and spell the
difference between faith and unbelief. For it is difficult to realize
how bewildering such unexplained terms can sometimes become,
unless one has had the perplexing experience himself. It is the
purpose of this method of translation to reduce this particular
difficulty to a minimum by including in the text all the associated
words necessary to convey the sense of the original thought.”
I located a 1959 review of The Amplified New Testament, by Robert
Batcher, the New Testament translator of the Good News Bible
(GNB), also called the Good News Translation (GNT). This appeared
in The Bible Translator (vol. 10-3, pp. 132-135). This review points
out an issue with Mark 1:10 (see page 112), the first confirmed
example of illegitimate totality transfer I have seen happening in
the Amplified Bible, perhaps taken from the 1599 Geneva Bible
(GNV). Batcher explains the issue (pp. 134-135):
In Mk. 1:10 and in Mat. 3:16 a mistranslation forces
these two verses to say that John the Baptist saw the
Spirit descend upon Jesus, in harmony with the
declaration in Jn. 1:32. In Mk. 1:10 this is done by using
the lower case ‘he’ as reference to John the Baptist
(Jesus is referred to by the use of ‘He’ and ‘Him’); in
Mat. 3:16 the same result is achieved by adding “John”
127

CONTEXT IS FOR KINGS

in brackets. This simply will not do: the plain meaning
of the Greek text in both cases is that Jesus—not John—
saw the Spirit descending. No translator has the right to
change the accounts so as to make them conform to a
pattern of thought foreign to the original documents
themselves.
This mistake can be easily corrected by changing “he (John)” to
“He [and John].” Batcher’s book review also gives us a glimpse
into the front matter of the earliest printings of the Amplified:
This translation, sponsored by the Lockman
Foundation of California, has been made by Frances E.
Siewert, B.Lit., B.D., M.A. The stated reason for this
new English translation is that in ordinary translations
the different shadings of meaning present in the Greek
are lost, since the translators have to select one out of
many possible choices. “Thus they omitted the delicate
shadings of meaning contained in the other possible
choices, losing these shadings through translation and
depriving today’s readers of much that would
otherwise clarify and enrich the Word” (inside front
dust jacket). By listing the various choices of meaning
allowed by the Greek text, this translation claims that
“the original and hidden meanings of every key word
in the New Testament become the property of every
Christian.” Following important words there are listed
several other possible meanings as given by standard
Greek lexicons and commentaries, and even, in some
cases, by Webster’s Unabridged Dictionary. (p. 132)
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 OH, I’M COMING HOME! 
This chapter compares the Amplified Bible with the new Legacy
Standard Bible (2021), a revision of the NASB (1977) supervised by
John MacArthur. (All rinsed and ready to recycle!) Batcher laments
the hyperbole used to market the Amplified Bible in the 1950’s:
This kind of advertisement ill serves the best interests
of both the sponsor and the publisher of the translation.
An impressive amount of time and energy has been
expended in this work, and it appears to be helpful to
many readers: sober and more realistic advertisement
would, in this reviewer’s opinion, be much more
effective than the Hollywood type of propaganda
which has been employed. (Batcher, ibid., p. 134)
One of the virtues of The Expanded Bible is that it
represents the best of both approaches [to
translation]….to show underlying structural features
and allow the reader to assess the choices a more
meaning-based translation has made. Ultimately, no
translation serves the goals of clarity, accuracy, and
readability better than The Expanded Bible. (p. vi)
Maybe my years of trying to reach our KJV-Only
brothers has sensitized me too much, but I simply
cannot hear words like MacArthur’s pitch for the LSB
without a little alarm: “It’s going to be the expositor’s
dream Bible, to have the absolutely accurate, consistent
text to study, to preach, and it’s bound to be the most
accurate, the most consistent, translation in English.”
(Mark Ward, A Rising Tide Sinks All Boats)
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The website for the Legacy Standard Bible (LSB) offers comparisons
with the KJV, NIV, and ESV for nearly a dozen verses. I decided to
do something similar with 1 John 5:4, which I had recently added
to page 58. Unlike the LSB which prioritizes English word
consistency over readability, the AMP uses a variety of words. And
unlike the EXB, the AMP can intelligibly be read out loud:

NASB (1995)

NIV (2011)

EXB (2011)

AMP (2015)

ESV (2016)

LSB (2021)

For whatever is born of God overcomes the world;
and this is the victory that has overcome the
world—our faith.
for everyone born of God overcomes the world.
This is the victory that has overcome the world,
even our faith.
because everyone who is ·a child of [L born of;
begotten of] God ·conquers [defeats; overcomes]
the world. And this is the ·victory [conquest] that
·conquers [defeats; overcomes] the world—our
faith.
For everyone born of God is victorious and
overcomes the world; and this is the victory
that has conquered and overcome the
world—our [continuing, persistent] faith [in
Jesus the Son of God].
For everyone who has been born of God
overcomes the world. And this is the victory that
has overcome the world—our faith.
For everything that has been born of God
overcomes the world; and this is the overcoming
that has overcome the world—our faith.
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As seen on the previous page, to maintain word consistency, the
Legacy Standard Bible’s translation of 1 John 5:4 reads as follows:
For everything that has been born of God overcomes
(νικᾷ) the world; and this is the overcoming (νίκη) that
has overcome (νικήσασα) the world—our faith.
Yet, the word victory is inconsistently used in the LSB’s translation
of 1 Corinthians 15:53-55 below, when it’s the same Greek word
(νῖκος) as above: “Death is swallowed up in overcoming!
O death, where is your overcoming?” This shows exactly why
victory should have been used in John’s epistle, not overcoming.

NASB
(1995)

AMP
(2015)

ESV
(2016)

LSB
(2021)

For this perishable must put on the imperishable, and this mortal must
put on immortality. But when this perishable will have put on the
imperishable, and this mortal will have put on immortality, then will
come about the saying that is written, “Death is swallowed up in victory.
O death, where is your victory? O death, where is your sting?”
For this perishable [part of us] must put on the imperishable
[nature], and this mortal [part of us that is capable of dying] must
put on immortality [which is freedom from death]. And when this
perishable puts on the imperishable, and this mortal puts on
immortality, then the Scripture will be fulfilled that says, “Death is
swallowed up in victory (vanquished forever). O death, where is
your victory? O death, where is your sting?”
For this perishable body must put on the imperishable, and this
mortal body must put on immortality. When the perishable puts
on the imperishable, and the mortal puts on immortality, then
shall come to pass the saying that is written: “Death is swallowed
up in victory. O death, where is your victory? O death, where is
your sting?”
For this corruptible must put on the incorruptible, and this mortal must
put on immortality. But when this corruptible puts on the incorruptible,
and this mortal puts on immortality, then will come about the word that
is written, “Death is swallowed up in victory. O death, where is your
victory? O death, where is your sting?”
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In a round table discussion with fellow translators of the LSB,
William Varner explains that “We don’t want to sacrifice accuracy
for the sake of readability,” followed by Mark Zhakevich who gives
the example of John 19:28 & 30: “So now you have three words
that are the same in the Greek, translated as finished as opposed
to three different ways” like in the already wooden/stilted NASB!

NASB
(1995)

EXB
(2011)

AMP
(2015)

LSB
(2021)

After this, Jesus, knowing that all things had already
been accomplished, to fulfill the Scripture, said, “I am
thirsty.” …. Therefore when Jesus had received the
sour wine, He said, “It is finished!” And He bowed
His head and gave up His spirit.
After this, Jesus knew that everything had been ·done
[finished; completed]. So that the Scripture would
·come true [be fulfilled], he said, “I ·am thirsty.” ….
When Jesus ·tasted [L received] the ·vinegar [sour
wine], he said, “It is ·finished [completed;
accomplished].” Then he bowed his head and ·died
[L gave up/yielded his spirit].
After this, Jesus, knowing that all was now
finished, said in fulfillment of the Scripture, “I am
thirsty.” …. When Jesus had received the sour
wine, He said, “It is finished!” And He bowed
His head and [voluntarily] gave up His spirit.
After this, Jesus, knowing that all things had already
been finished, in order to finish the Scripture, said, “I
am thirsty.” …. Therefore when Jesus had received the
sour wine, He said, “It is finished!” And bowing His
head, He gave up His spirit.
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“So John in his gospel tries to emphasize this eternality of eternal
life and protection that we get from God. And so, I remember we
had a long discussion about how to best capture this phrase. So
one example is from John. It’s a famous verse: “I will give them
eternal life and they will never perish.” But we added ever,
because in the original Greek, there is more emphasis: “just never
perish.” And there’s different ways to say that. And so in order to
show this to the reader, we did this in every single instance of
that phrase.” (Mark Zhakevich, LSB Round Table Discussion - Pt. 2)

NASB
(1995)
NIV
(2011)
EXB
(2011)

AMP
(2015)

ESV
(2016)
LSB
(2021)

John 4:14
shall never
thirst

8:51
will never see
death

10:28
will never
perish

11:26
will never die

will never
thirst

will never see
death

shall never
perish

will never die

will never be
thirsty*

will never die

will never ·die
[perish]

will never die

will never be
thirsty again

will never,
ever [by any
means]
perish**

will never
die***

will never be
thirsty again

will indeed
never, ever
see and
experience
death
will never see
death

will never
perish

shall never die

will never
thirst—ever

will never see
death—ever

will never
perish—ever

will never
die—ever

13:8
Never shall
You wash my
feet!
No, you shall
never wash
my feet.
No, you will
never wash
my feet.
You will
never wash
my feet!

You shall
never wash
my feet.
You will
never wash
my feet—
ever!

* [C because spiritual renewal/eternal life is forever] (EXB 4:14)
** And I give them eternal life, and they shall never lose it or perish throughout the
ages. [To all eternity they shall never by any means be destroyed.] (John 10:28, AMPC)
*** shall never [actually] die at all (John 11:26, AMPC)
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Using Philippians 2:2 & 5 as another example, William Varner
says there are a number of English synonyms for the Greek
φρονῆτε—variously translated as mind(set), thinking, or attitude:
Mindset and way of thinking. It sort of means the same
thing, okay. It’s not wicked(!), the other translation. It
means the same thing, but we’re trying to see the
similarities and use that word and that word group
consistently through the passage. So using thinking,
there’s a reason by it. You know, there’s in the modern
view of translation you wanna be more readable, more
readable, more readable. Well, we’re not against that at all,
but if we could put the arrow back a little bit towards
accuracy, and if it’s still readable (and that is: have this
way of thinking), I think we’re on the right track. And, so
we’re just trying to be consistent with the use of the
word within the passage. (Round Table Discussion - Pt. 2)
Apparently, the translation philosophy of ‘consistency’ is that if
the Greek does not have stylistic variation, the English should not
either! In Part 3 of their round table, John MacArthur begins by
saying, “Well, this is a very significant day for the obvious reason
that the Legacy Standard Bible translation is finished. Does that feel
like an accomplishment?” You will recall on page 132 that
“accomplished” was replaced with “finished” in John 19:28.
I wonder why, for the sake of supposed ‘consistency’, he did not
ask, “Does that feel like a finish?” It is obvious that this is not
model English, so why not at least use fulfilled throughout John
19? Likewise, “in order to fulfill finish the Scripture” forces itself
unnaturally to follow the traditional(!) wording of “It is finished.”
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Someone posted Robert Plummer’s video on illegitimate totality
transfer (see page 72) to William Varner’s Facebook group Nerdy
Biblical Language Majors, to which Varner responded, “Sounds
like the fallacy followed by the old Amplified Bible.” I’ll ask
again: How does the presence of a mere synonym expand the
semantic field? I have personally asked Plummer for a “cell”-like
example of illegitimate totality transfer happening in the
Amplified Bible, even though it correctly translates the ‘Greek’
word “cell” legitimately as “a wireless device” and never
illegitimately as “a small room of incarceration” or “a microscopic
blob of protoplasm”! Plummer always uses this homonymous
“cell” example, such as in his Daily Dose of Greek video Semantic
Range of ἀφίημι – Leave, Allow, Forgive, Divorce, in which he also
mentions consistency in translation (interesting in light of the LSB):
I don’t know if you’ve ever heard someone say this
before, but sometimes you might encounter somebody
who says, “You know, when you have an English
translation, they should always translate all the Hebrew
and Greek words consistently. Every underlying
Hebrew word should be translated consistently, the
same way every time. Just like every underlying Greek
word should be translated the same way.” On a
superficial level, that sounds somewhat attractive as if
somehow there’s consistency in that—that would be
praiseworthy. And yet there’s a mistake there because
Greek words, their range of meaning is not equivalent
to the range of meaning of English words. And so it’s
impossible to really bring across the appropriate nuance
of an underlying Greek or Hebrew word, unless we
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usually translate them with several different English
words depending on the context. ... So the point again:
words have a range of meaning, and the ranges of
meaning in the Greek language and in the English
language do not match for particular vocabulary
words; so it’s necessary, then, to be faithful to the
original author’s intent, to use a variety of words to
translate the same, underlying Greek word.
John MacArthur—quoted on pages 28-29, 45-46, 90, 94, 103, 106,
111 and 142 so as to defend(!) the AMP—gives it a thumbs down…
And you can be sure that if you have a true
translation—now The Message, The Living Bible, The
Amplified Bible, and I don’t know, maybe others, are
not actually translations. A translation is a word-forword equivalency translation, and you take the original
and you translate it word-for-word. When you have
one of those based upon the best manuscripts—which
is what you have in the New American Standard, what
you have in the ESV, and some others, I think Holman
Christian Standard is based on the same original texts—
you know you have an accurate translation. They’ll
differ a little bit, because you can shift the words
around and you might use a synonym. But they are
basically giving you an accurate translation of the
original. So when you see something that’s a
paraphrase or an amplified, that should never be called
a Bible, that should never be thought of as a Bible; that’s
one person’s extrapolation or interpretation of the Bible.
(Answering Contemporary Challenges to Scripture)
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Bill Mounce, however, points out the different levels of meaning
that the word paraphrase has. Its semantic range includes opposite
meanings (“translation,” or “not a translation”) which critics are
happy to conflate—illegitimate totality transfer on their part, no?!
The term “paraphrase” is sometimes used in
discussions of translations, sometimes equating it with
loose translations that change or distort the historical
meaning of the text. As is the case with the term
“literal,” we need to use words that actually mean what
we say they mean. Linguists use “paraphrase” for a
rewording for the purpose of simplification in the same
language, not in a different language. So the Living Bible
is a true paraphrase since it’s a simplification of the
(English) ASV, but viewing a translation from the
Hebrew and Greek as a paraphrase is an incorrect use
of the term. Better terms than “paraphrase” for this
category of translations might be “contemporary
relevance versions” or “transculturations” (suggestions
of Mark Strauss) since these versions alter the cultural
perspective of the text in order to connect to the
modern reader. However, I don’t believe these should
be called “Bibles” because at any point it is hard to tell
what is the Bible and what is the author’s attempt to
make the message of the Bible relevant to his (or her)
own culture. In this category are J.B. Phillip’s
wonderful The New Testament in Modern English (my
mom became a Christian reading this book), Eugene
Petersen’s The Message, and Kenneth Taylor’s original
Living Bible. (Literal Translations and Paraphrases)
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Gordon Fee and Mark Strauss make a similar distinction between
‘paraphrase-is-not-a-translation’ and ‘paraphrase-is-a-translation’:
A comment should be made here about the word
“paraphrase,” since it is one of the most misunderstood
and misused words with reference to Bible translation.
The term is often used in a derogatory sense of a
translation that is highly idiomatic and so (by
implication) misses the meaning of the original. People
will say, “Isn’t that just a paraphrase?” and mean “That
is not a real translation—it’s too free.” The problem
with this definition is that it starts with the incorrect
assumption that an accurate translation is necessarily a
literal one, and thus an idiomatic one is inaccurate. As
we have seen, however, the opposite can be true. “What
is your name?” is an idiomatic translation of ¿Cómo se
llama? but it is also accurate. “How yourself call?” is a
literal translation, but it is inaccurate. An accurate
translation is one that reproduces the meaning of the
text, regardless of whether it follows the form. This
realization makes the popular definition of
“paraphrase” subjective and unhelpful. It would be
better to use the term in a neutral sense, meaning “to
say the same thing in different words, usually for the
sake of clarification or simplification.” By this definition
all translations paraphrase to one degree or another,
since all change Hebrew and Greek words into English
ones to make the text understandable. The important
question then becomes not whether the text
paraphrases, but whether it gets the meaning right. We
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should also note that linguists sometimes use
“paraphrase” in a third sense, contrasting it with
“translation.” While “translation” is transferring a
message from one language to another, paraphrase is
rewording a message in the same language. By this
definition, The Living Bible is a true paraphrase, since
Kenneth Taylor started with an English version (the
American Standard Version) and reworded and
simplified it. Other functional equivalent versions
would be true translations, since they were rendered
not from an English version but directly from the
Hebrew and Greek. (Gordon Fee and Mark Strauss, It’s
All Greek to Me: Translating God's Word into Today's
Language, pp. 13-14)
The instructor’s manual for Grasping God’s Word (see pages 52-55)
explicitly bans the Amplified Bible from ever being used in the
classroom, mistakenly claiming that it is only a paraphrase and not
a real translation from the Hebrew and Greek. Built into the
sample syllabus is this statement about the course’s textbooks:
Also a non-paraphrased translation of the Bible is
required. Acceptable translations include NIV, TNIV,
NASB, KJV, NKJV, RSV, NRSV, HCS, and ESV. Translations
not allowed are the Living Bible, the Amplified Bible,
Good News for Modern Man, the Message, and other
paraphrases. (4th ed., p. 127)
Yet, according to the official NIV website, the Amplified Bible is a
word-for-word, formal equivalent (second only to the NASB)—not
listed as a paraphrase (see also Logos Wiki)! The third most literal
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translation on the spectrum—after the NASB and the AMP—is the
English Standard Version. A Youtuber made a comparison between
the ESV, LSB, and NASB with regards to several verses, including
the parable of the vine found in John 15:1-3 (ESV or LSB? //
Comparing the ESV and LSB Translations). This is also an example
of where the insightful amplification “cleansed and pruned” as
found in the classic Amplified Bible should have been retained
when it was revised in 2015, so as to show the Greek wordplay:
Καθαίρει (kathairei) is not the word one would have
expected here, but it provides the transition from the
vine imagery to the disciples—there is a wordplay (not
reproducible in English) between αἴρει (airei) and
καθαίρει in this verse. (Footnote in the NET Bible)
NASB
(1995)

AMP
(2015)

ESV
(2016)

LSB
(2021)

I am the true vine, and My Father is the vinedresser. Every branch in
Me that does not bear fruit, He takes away; and every branch that
bears fruit, He prunes it so that it may bear more fruit. You are
already clean because of the word which I have spoken to you.
I am the true Vine, and My Father is the vinedresser. Every
branch in Me that does not bear fruit, He takes away; and every
branch that continues to bear fruit, He [repeatedly] prunes, so
that it will bear more fruit [even richer and finer fruit]. You are
already clean because of the word which I have given you [the
teachings which I have discussed with you].
I am the true vine, and my Father is the vinedresser. Every
branch in me that does not bear fruit he takes away, and every
branch that does bear fruit he prunes, that it may bear more
fruit. Already you are clean because of the word that I have
spoken to you.
I am the true vine, and My Father is the vine-grower. Every branch in
Me that does not bear fruit, He takes away; and every branch that
bears fruit, He cleans it so that it may bear more fruit. You are already
clean because of the word which I have spoken to you.
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William Varner posted the following in the Legacy Standard Bible
Fan Group on Facebook:
Solving a semantic issue, not simply by the nature of
the Greek word but by its context.
“Therefore He is able also to save forever those who
draw near to God through Him, since He always lives
to make intercession for them” (Heb 7:25).
The word we translated “forever” is παντελές which
can convey manner (to the uttermost or completely) as
is done with the KJV, NIV, CSB, ESV, NET. It can also be
taken as temporal as here along with the NRSV, NLT,
old HCSB, & NASB tradition.
How does one decide when evidence is divided like
this? Ancient versions like the Vulgate support a
temporal meaning. But to me the deciding factor is the
context in the verse. The following expression “since He
always lives” provides the reason for how He can save
us. The word “always” (πάντοτε) even shares a
common prefix with the previous παντελές.
Thus He can save us forever because He lives forever!
I replied in a comment with the same verse from the Amplified
Bible, to see if Varner would reply that it was fallacious (see 135):
Therefore He is able also to save forever (completely,
perfectly, for eternity) those who come to God through
Him, since He always lives to intercede and intervene
on their behalf [with God]. (Hebrews 7:25, AMP)
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Varner did indeed respond, saying, “Classic example of the
Amplified giving all the options. I guess that it [sic] why it was
amplified!” Needless to say, the LSB does not give all the options:
So he is able ·always to save [or to save
completely/forever] those who come to God through
him because he always lives, ·asking God to help
[interceding for] them. (Hebrews 7:25, EXB)
Jesus’ priesthood not only is eternal and unalterable,
but is also unlimited in its scope. He saves forever
(panteles). Although the meaning in the context of 7:25
can be that of eternal, the basic idea of the word is that
of completeness or perfection. (John MacArthur, New
Testament Commentary - Hebrews, p. 199)
uttermost (v. 25)—virtually the same concept as was
expressed in “perfection” (v. 11) and “make perfect” (v.
19). (John MacArthur, Hebrews – Christ: Perfect Sacrifice,
Perfect Priest, p. 55; quoting NKJV: “to the uttermost”)
A crucial question surrounds the meaning of eis to
panteles, which is rendered as “completely.” Three
possibilities exist: (1) degree, in the sense of to “the
utmost degree,” “completely”; (2) temporally, in the
sense of forever; or (3) both degree and time:
“completely and forever.” The third option best
captures the meaning. (David Allen, The New American
Commentary, vol. 35, Hebrews, p. 429)
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On his Youtube channel Exploring Theology, Pastor James “J.D.”
Martin (cross-examined on pages 59-64) has an 18-minute episode
titled “What Does it Mean that Christ was Appointed the Son of God?”
in which he reads the Legacy Standard Bible’s rendition of Romans
1:4, “a new and fresh translation,” he says. In its update to the
NASB (1977), the LSB (2021) changed the word declared to designated:
who was designated as the Son of God in power,
according to the Spirit of holiness, by the resurrection
from the dead, Jesus Christ our Lord, (Romans 1:4, LSB)
In yet another instance of the-Amplified-Bible-did-it-first, both the
classic and revised versions use the phrase “openly designated.”
Martin spends a lot of time discussing the heretical implications
of appointed versus declared, claiming that “The literal meaning of
horizó (ὁρίζω) is not to declare but to appoint and determine” and
that “The basic word meaning is not to declare; it is to appoint.”
But, as I quoted Mark Strauss on page 17, “Most words do not
have a single literal (core, basic) meaning”! Bill Mounce says,
“Words are much too rich in meaning to be encapsulated into a
single gloss” (Literally, There is No Such Thing as Literal). It is not
until the last 5 minutes of his video that Martin takes into account
the contextually relevant and inextricable phrase “in/with
power,” at which point appointed (NIV), declared (ESV), and
designated (AMP, LSB, MOUNCE) become synonymous “distinctions
without a difference.” Could it not be that English just has a very
‘expansive’ vocabulary? Strauss’ Expanded Bible lists declared,
designated, and appointed for Romans 1:4. Other Biblegateway.com
English translations are before-ordained, demonstrated, established,
identified, marked out, predestinated, proclaimed, proved, and shown.
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In the following comparison of Colossians 3:16, notice that the
Amplified Bible actually works the word home into its translation:
KJV
(1611)
NASB
(1995)

AMP
(2015)

ESV
(2016)

LSB
(2021)

Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly in all wisdom; teaching and
admonishing one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs,
singing with grace in your hearts to the Lord.
Let the word of Christ richly dwell within you, with all wisdom
teaching and admonishing one another with psalms and hymns and
spiritual songs, singing with thankfulness in your hearts to God.
Let the [spoken] word of Christ have its home within you
[dwelling in your heart and mind—permeating every aspect of
your being] as you teach [spiritual things] and admonish and
train one another with all wisdom, singing psalms and hymns
and spiritual songs with thankfulness in your hearts to God.
Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly, teaching and
admonishing one another in all wisdom, singing psalms and
hymns and spiritual songs, with thankfulness in your hearts to
God.
Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly, with all wisdom teaching
and admonishing one another with psalms and hymns and spiritual
songs, singing with gratefulness in your hearts to God.

“Let the word of Christ dwell, live, abide,” whatever word you want to
pick, “in you richly.” Now at first blush you don’t really see a discrepancy
between these two, but let me just show you something. We know that
when we see this word in English, “let,” usually in the Greek it implies an
imperative. And sure enough, it does. But let me show you where the
imperative is. It’s not in the “Let the word.” It is in this word here: enoiketō,
which if you look very carefully: oikay, from which we get the Greek word
oikos. If you buy yogurt, that’s the name of a yogurt; it also means “home”
or “house” in Greek. (Pastor Melissa Scott, Colossians 3:16, John 15 The
Indwelling Word of Christ Completes Us - Colossians Ch 3 #1)

Jesus answered, If a person [really] loves Me, he will keep
My word [obey My teaching]; and My Father will love him,
and We will come to him and make Our home (abode,
special dwelling place) with him. (John 14:23, AMPC)
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