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this, but I would not recommend it as a transiation. It is too clear,
clearer than the original text, and the reader has no fun in finding out
the meaning for himself. I would prefer as far as possible to retain the
figurative language and choose words which can be understood
figuratively. It is probably not possible to keep all the words balancing
between the literal and figurative senses as the original text does, but as
many as possible should be retained. A possible translation for verses 9b-
10 in English might be: ‘‘Anyone who walks in the light does not
stumble, because he sees the Light of this world. But anyone who walks
in the darkness stumbles, because he does not have the light in him.”” I
have substituted ‘‘light’’ for ‘‘day’’, because ‘‘light’’ can be used
figuratively in English in a sense which ‘‘day’’ cannot. Again, I have
kept ‘‘walking’’ as a metaphor, because it is used this way in many
places in the NT. The word “‘stumble’’ is also a good word in English as
it has both a literal meaning in connection with literal ‘‘walking’’, and it
has a figurative sense of making wrong decisions or making mistakes.
The word “‘Light”’ is spelled with a capital letter to help the reader see/
understand that it refers to Christ himself. I know that capital letters will
not help the listener, but in a translation for a largely literate society this
is no great problem. Even in semi-literate societies I don’t think it is a
great problem. The pastor would be literate, and he would love to
explain it to anyone who might not have understood it. However, the
translation should be clear enough so that an average person with
average education could understand it.

I would expect that most translations would have to attempt a
rendering which is in between the two extremes I have suggested above.
The reason that I have made these comments on these two verses in
John’s Gospel is a feeling that many English translations have not done
very well, and if the translator does not fully understand the text himself,
he has no chance of making an accurate, meaning-based translation.

REVIEW

The New Life New Testament, translated by Gleason H. Ledyard

There seems to be no end to new translations of the New Testament.
Even those that have been around for some time seem to appear and
reappear in a variety of forms and a variety of places. I recently
discovered the ‘‘New Life New Testament’’ in the hands of Bible
translators in West Africa and therefore felt the need to become more
acquainted with its content. Since other consultants and Bible translators
in other parts of the world may come across this version and wonder
about its value, it may be useful to share my findings. ‘
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In a one-page introduction the translator provides the reader with the
reason for his work. It is stated simply: ‘‘to take difficult words that are
found in most translations of the Bible and put them into words or
phrases that are easy to understand.”” No more than about 850 different
English words are said to have been used in the text in pursuing the
stated goal. This is an admirable aim, but not without certain pitfalls.

Over-simplification

The greatest danger of any simplified translation is over-
simplification. And the greater the attempt to simplify, the greater this
danger becomes. For example, the translation of <‘slaves”” by
“workmen’’ (Col 3.22 for example) distorts the meaning of the word in
two ways: it gives no idea of involuntary service to a master and it
excludes females from such service. On both counts it is unfaithful to the
meaning of the original. In another example of over-simplification, both
‘““pastor’’ and ‘‘elder’’ have been translated ‘‘church leader’’. This clearly
obscures a very important New Testament distinction that should be
retained. Presumably in an effort to relate the first century practice to
something known to modern readers, ‘‘casting lots’’ in Acts 1.26 is
rendered ‘‘drawing names’’, which also somewhat distorts the culture of
the New Testament.

A few other examples of questionable simplified renderings are the

following:
plagues troubles
circumcise religious act of becoming a Jew
Covenant/Testament  Way of Worship
majesty great power
priest religious leader
reward pay

Exegetical weaknesses

There are a number of places where the NLNT shows exegetical
weaknesses that are not necessarily the result of watered-down
vocabulary. For example, in Acts 8.33 the sentence ‘‘Who can tell the
story of His day?’’ misses the whole point of the question by taking
‘‘generation’> to mean simply ‘‘his period of time’’ rather than ‘‘his
posterity’’ (NEB) or ‘‘his descendants’’ (GNB and NIV).

The translation of ‘‘barbarians and Scythians’’ (Col 3.11) as simply
““nations’’ also reveals an inadequate understanding of the meanings of
these terms. It gives no indication of the primitive or savage nature of
the people that these terms would have conveyed to the original readers
or hearers.

The rendering of 1 Th 4.6 seems to reflect an unwise dependence on
the King James Version. Virtually all modern versions agree that the
words translated ‘“in any matter’’ in KJV should be rendered ‘‘in this
matter’’, referring specifically to the case just mentioned. Yet NLNT
insists on translating ‘‘in anything’’.
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In Mk 16.7 this New Testament fails to avoid the trap of excluding
Peter from the followers of Jesus, if the text is to be taken at face value.

The quotation in Jas 4.5 is admittedly hard to translate, but it would
be difficult indeed to find a scholar anywhere who would accept
Ledyard’s rendering: ‘‘The Holy Spirit Whom God has given to live in us
has a strong desire for us to be faithful to Him.”’

Finally, in Rev 1.13, although it is well known that there is no
definite article in the Greek, we find both definite article and capital
letters in ‘““One Who looked like the Son of Man.”’” This may be yet
another case of undesirable influence from the KJV on this version.

.Textual inadequacy

As important as these exegetical weaknesses may be to the translator
who might be tempted to use the New Life New Testament, the textual
inadequacy of this version is of even greater significance. The following
note is provided on the verso of the title page: ‘“Whenever * is seen, the
words that follow are not in all the early writings of the New Testament.
If part of a verse or more than one verse is missing in some of the early
writings, it is marked (*).”” However, in a number of very important
cases there is no indication at all that many ancient manuscripts omit
entire verses. For example, neither Mt 21.44 nor Mak 7.16 are marked in
any way to show their questionable status. While a case might be made
for including the verse from Matthew, even very conservative versions
such as NASB leave Mk 7.16 out of the text.

Similarly, there is no indication in the NLNT of any textual problem
whatsoever in the longer account of Paul’s conversion in Acts 9.5b-6a
where the added material is almost universally agreed to have been
copied from Acts 22.10 and 26.14. Yet again one suspects influence from
the KJV.

In some cases either the asterisk or the parentheses appear to have
been placed at the wrong point in the text leading to wrong conclusions
about the nature and extent of the textual problem. In Lk 9.56 the
ending parenthesis has been placed at the end of the verse rather than at
the end of the direct quotation where it should properly be. In Lk 24 the
parentheses begin with the last clause in verse 51 and extend to the
middle of the following verse giving the impression that there is only one
textual problem involved. But the evidence clearly shows that there are
two separate problems at this point in Luke’s Gospel. And at Jn 5.4 the
beginning of the problem is wrongly marked with an asterisk and there is
no way of knowing where the problem ends.

Entire phrases are included in many other verses without any
indication that they are not in the best texts. In Lk 4.18 the words ‘‘He
sent Me to heal those with a sad heart’’ are added without any indication
that they are lacking in most ancient authorities. In Acts 10.6 the
sentence ‘‘He will tell you what you must do’’ appears with no distinctive
textual mark.

Shorter, but no less significant differences are numerous where only
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one or two words are in question: for example, a ‘“‘donkey’’ instead of a
“son’’ in Lk 14.5; ‘““‘Son of God”’ in place of ‘‘Son of Man”’ in Jn 9.35;
“‘they’’ instead of ‘“‘he’” in Acts 10.24; ‘‘he’’ instead of ‘‘they’’ in Mk
9.14. These are only a few examples of an extremely common problem in
this New Testament.

There are also many added words not found in the best texts that
occur in NLNT without any sign whatsoever: addition of the words ‘‘and
drink’’ in Mk 2.16; the addition of the sentence ‘‘They were as white as
snow.”” in Mk 9.3; the addition of the sentence ‘‘It will come in the
name of the Lord”’ in Mk 11.10 and the sentence ‘‘Whatever is right, I
will pay’’ in Mt 20.7.

Other problems

A different, but related problem is presented by the fact that this
translation uses parentheses for at least three different purposes. In
addition to indicating the limits of textual problems (in some cases), the
same symbols are used for true parentheses. For example, in Acts 13.37
we find ‘‘But God raised this One (Christ) to life.”” Another example is
found in Eph 5.23 where the text has ‘‘his body (the church)’’. And there
is a full parenthetical sentence in Col 4.10. But parentheses are used in
yet a third way in this translation: to indicate OT references within the
text (for example, Mk 12.11; Gal 3.8; Heb 1.5). This multiple use of
parentheses must certainly be confusing to the type of people this
translation was supposedly prepared for.

There are a number of places where the NLNT may prove to be
translationally helpful, but it is unfortunately inconsistent. Times of day,
money, weights and measures have been translated into modern
equivalents and this is usually helpful although the equivalence may be
questioned in some cases.

Among those turns of phrase I found good were the following:
“Verily, verily”’ becomes ‘‘For sure’’; leper is translated ‘‘a man with a
bad skin disease’’; ‘‘justified’’ is rendered ‘‘made right with God’’;
‘“‘parables’’ are ‘‘picture-stories’’; the Passover is translated in Mt 26.2
“‘the special religious supper to remember how the Jews left Egypt.”’ In
Jn 2.13, where it is called a ‘‘gathering’’ rather than a ‘‘supper’’, it is
less effective. ‘‘Gentiles’’ is sometimes rendered ‘‘people who do not
know God’’, but in other cases ‘‘people who are not Jews’’ according to
the context.

The complex structure of Mt 4.15 has been simplified in a way that
seems satisfying because it reads easily: ‘‘the land of Zebulon and
Naphtali is along the road to the lake. It is on the other side of the
Jordan River in the country of Galilee. These people are not Jews.”’
However, there is considerable debate about the meaning of the
geographical references and these complexities have been glossed over.
And the beginning of Lk 1.26 is well translated ‘‘Six months after
Elizabeth knew she was to become a mother...”

Yet this version misses its own mark by failing to translate the
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meanings of the titles ‘‘Pharaoh’ and “‘Caesar’’. Similarly, it
transliterates rather inconsistently ‘‘the Canaanite’> (Mt 10.4) but ‘‘the
Canannite’’ in Mk 3.18. But the reference in Mark may very well be a
misprint. Also ““Decapolis’’ has been transliterated rather than translated
(Mt 4.25; Mk 5.20; 7.31).

The NLNT is quite good about providing classifier terms for
geographical names. However, the classifiers given are not always
accurate. While the identity of Dalmanutha is certainly doubtful, it was
probably not a ‘“‘country’” as indicated in Mk 8.10, at least not in the
same sense that Egypt was a country (Mt 2.19). One also wonders about
the appropriateness of ‘‘the land of Gennesareth’” in Mk 6.53 and Mt
14.34 and about ‘‘country’’ as applied to the whole of the Roman
Empire.

This translation is also very weak on discourse features. It makes for
very choppy reading with transitions that are either unclear or non-
existent.

The over-use of capitalization is also disconcerting. Everything
referring to or thought to refer to Jesus or God is capitalized. This
includes not only subject pronouns, object pronouns and relative
pronouns but also a wide variety of other words including One, Child,
Life, Light and Religious Leader. Words referring to or thought to refer
to Scripture or parts of Scripture are also capitalized. For example, in
the Revelation of John reference is made to ‘‘this Book...”

There is a gross error of omission in Acts 28 where the content of
verse 12 is completely missing from the text. Verse 13 is numbered as
twelve and there is no verse number thirteen in the text. This is
inexcusable in a version that first appeared in 1969 and is now said to be
in its 24th printing.

Supplementary material
The translator of this volume also provides a number of ‘“Topical

Study Outlines”’ that are presumably designed to help the Bible reader.

However, these are not designed in such a way that they would be of

much help to translators. On the other hand, the Word List showing how

difficult biblical terms have been simplified in this version and comparing
the renderings of other translations is of some interest.

Other supplementary materials vary from one edition to another, but
include:

(1) Topical Study Outlines entitled ‘“What the Word of God teaches
about God, Itself, Christ...”” All of these have a definite conservative
slant.

(2) A Topical Verse Finder which is very skimpy. It contains only four
references each to Baptism, Church, God’s will and happiness and
there are no references to justice.

(3) A chart of ‘“Things That Happened While Jesus Was on Earth”
indicating where they took place and giving references in parallel
columns to the four gospels.
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Conclusion

A translation such as this may occasionally give a translator a good
idea here and there, but it should definitely be given secondary status if
used at all by translators. Its exegesis should not be accepted without
carefully cross-checking a number of other modern versions. And it
should not even be consulted with regard to textual questions.

JOHN ELLINGTON

NOTES

Translation of talanton ‘‘talent”’

This note deals with the translation of the term talanton ‘‘talent”’, as it is
used in Mt 25.12-31 in the ‘‘Parable of the Talents’’. To convey an
important part of the meaning of the parable it is necessary that talanton
be translated as a large amount of locally used money.

The problem of translating units of money (as well as other units of
weights and measures) was addressed by Euan Fry in The Bible
Translator in April 1978 (pages 237-243). Fry concludes that using units
with names like cab, mina, hin, and so on, puts upon the reader an
unnecessary burden to use extra footnotes or tables. The unit to be
translated should be considered as any other part of the original text and
translated into terms the modern reader will understand: ‘“As a general
rule, then, references to money, weights, and measures should be
expressed in terms of present day equivalents, using those units of
measurement with which readers are familiar’’ (page 238).

Finally, Fry points out that with regard to the Parable of the Talents
the value of the money used in translation is not important, only that the
ratio of 5:2:1 be retained.

With this last point 1 respectfully disagree. At first reading the
amounts involved might seem unimportant to the Gospel authors.
Matthew’s telling of the story uses sums that are many times greater than
those found in Luke’s account (Mt 25.12-31; Lk 19.11-27). But this
difference is significant, and should be retained in translations.

* * ok

Let us briefly compare the Parable of the Talents/Pounds as it is
found in Luke and Matthew. The context of each story is critical to the
author’s use of different sums of money. In Luke the parable is used to
help account for the delay in Christ’s return. The opening line of Luke’s
version is verse 19.11: ““...he proceeded to tell a parable, because he was
near to Jerusalem and because they supposed that the kingdom of God



