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The Unedited Comments of NIV2011 Reviewers 

From a Survey Conducted for the WELS Translation Evaluation Committee 

January-February, 2011 

Mostly Reporting Significant Weakenings 

(With Some Significant Improvements + General Comments) 

 
The Reviewers:  The reviewers included faculty members of Wisconsin Lutheran Seminary and Martin 

Luther College, members of the WELS Conference of Presidents, and editors at Northwestern Publishing 

House. 

 

The Instructions:  “For all passages in category 5 [significant weakening], give the reference and an 

explanation, to the extent that you would like, of why you find it to be a significant weakening.  Indicate 

if you feel it is a weakness that could make the NIV 2011 unusable for WELS.”  

 

After the review began, encouragement was given to reviewers to list significant improvements in 

addition to significant weakenings. Some reviewers did this, and others did not.  

 

Disclaimer:  The review has a fairly high level of inconsistency. Some reviewers gave detailed 

comments, and many gave skimpy comments or none at all. Some reviewers seemed to come at the work 

with a positive outlook toward NIV2011 and some with a more negative outlook. The assigned reviewers 

of two books never submitted their reviews (Numbers and Titus), and several books had more than one 

reviewer. So, expect some diversity. For what they are worth, these are the unedited comments that were 

received.  

 

Use:  For the WELS Translation Evaluation Committee, the results of this survey reinforced their notion 

that it may be possible to use the new NIV. There was no widespread groundswell in this survey that the 

new NIV is unusable. There are numerous expressions of concern, however, which the committee 

continues to wrestle with. In the interest of promoting synod-wide study, the committee is sharing the 

results with all who are interested.  

 

 

Genesis 

Gen 2:24 NIV 2011 turns this important passage into a description of marriage. NIV 1984 captured its 

true sense as the prescription of marriage, as indeed Jesus’ quoting of it confirms (Mt 19:5).  

I don’t know if this instance alone should make NIV 2011 “unusable for WELS,” but the 

passage is an important sedes doctrinae.  However, if there are other sedes passages in other 

books that are compromised by NIV 2011 in a similar way, NIV 2011 may be unusable for 

us. 

Gen 6:6  This passage poses a particular challenge for the translator because in the anthropomorphism  

(& 6:7) a Hebrew word that often indicates human repentance is attributed to God.  Much could be 

said about this, but I will limit myself to this observation:  The NIV 2011 translation (The 

LORD regretted…”) as compared to NIV 1984 (“The LORD was grieved…”) is more open 

to misunderstanding, i.e., that God makes mistakes, that he second-guesses himself, etc. 

 

 

Exodus  

SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENTS: 

What changes rise to the level of “significant” is, of course, very subjective.  In order not to leave 

this category blank, I mention for your consideration: 
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Exodus 6:3:  the word “fully” seems an important interpretive inclusion in TNIV.   

The pregnant word yd< echoes throughout this section: how pharaoh does not know 

Joseph or the LORD; how the LORD knows his people and their suffering.  Here yd< 

certainly means more than to merely be acquainted with the word, yhwh.   The notion that 

the LORD had not previously revealed this particular name could create confusion for the 

observant reader and offer fodder to the higher critic.  (Even many centuries later, in the 

days of Isaiah and also of Jeremiah, the LORD can still say, “Now they will know that I 

am the LORD.”)   

 

Exodus 20:5 as repeated in 34:7:  “punishing the sins of the parents (changed from fathers) to the 

third or fourth generation. 

As Hebrew lacks a generic word for “parents,” this change in such a significant verse 

seems important for communicating the sense and for avoiding the slightest inkling in 

any Christian mother that this verse may not be speaking strongly to her.  (This same 

change occurs in 10:6, and I prefer it there as well, but the verse itself is not as 

important.) 

 

SIGNIFICANT WEAKENING: 

 None. 

 

THE BEST OF THE MODEST IMPROVEMENTS: 

For the record, there are many changes this reviewer happens to like, which he is not ready to call 

“significant” but that do have a good cumulative effect.  To note just a few: 

Exodus 1:8:  TNIV changes “Pharaoh did not know about Joseph” to “Joseph meant 

nothing to Pharaoh.”  

 

Two recurring improvements: 

 

The many references in which “alien” is changed to “foreigner” seem necessary 

for communicating the sense to a modern reader.   

 

“Wilderness” is more accurate than “desert.”   

  

Exodus 22:22:  TNIV changes “orphan” back to “fatherless” which is culturally accurate 

and parallel to “widow” (as people who have lost their provider).   

 

Exodus 22:5:  TNIV changes “do not be like a moneylender” to a phrase that 

communicates better: “do not treat it like a business deal,” i.e., when you lend to the 

poor.  

 

MODEST WEAKENING: 

Exodus 15:20:   TNIV changes “tambourine” to “timbrel” (a KJV word which my word processor 

does not recognize.)  This occurs two times in the verse. 

 

Exodus 15:2:  I haven’t tracked down why TNIV would translate “The LORD is my strength and 

my defense” instead of “my song” (for zimrat). 

  

UNCERTAIN 

There were some changes that this reviewer found difficult to categorize, as he sees both pros and 

cons: 
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The capitalization on Tent of Meeting was removed.  As it is, this change represents over 

thirty of the tallies in the “No better and no worse” category. 

 

The capitalized “Testimony” (e.g., as in “the ark of the Testimony”) has become “tablets 

of the covenant law” nearly as many times and were also treated by this reviewer as “no 

better and no worse.” 

 

Exodus 14:25:  TNIV goes with the Septuagint and Samaritan Pentateuch and against the 

MT in saying that the LORD “jammed” the wheels of the Egyptian chariots rather than 

that he made them “come off.”  

 

I probably prefer the educated guess, the old “hides of sea cows” to TNIV’s several 

references to “another type of durable leather.”  

 

TNIV makes a curious change back to gendered language in Exodus 13:8 et al., so that parents 

are once again recalling the Exodus to their “sons” instead of to their “children.”  

 

I added just a few insignificant changes – “a” becoming “the” – under the category of spelling or 

punctuation changes in order to include them generally as “cosmetic changes.” 

 

My tally of gender neutral changes is very close but not dead on.  I was reminded after the fact of 

the instruction to tally all the changes “unless the changes go together necessarily.” I had to 

estimate a lower tally to reflect that instruction. 

 

 

Leviticus 

Significant Weakening:  

25:23 – The reason I marked this B5 was that the NIV2011's new rendering, reside in my land as 

foreigners and strangers, seems to veer away from the desirable nuance of Canaan being the land of 

promise, Israel's inheritance, etc. "Sojourners" is nice, and even the NIV1984's tenants has biblical 

warrant. I just thing that the new rendering gives an undesirable impression of God's relationship with his 

people.  

 

Significant Improvements:  

4:13,14 - Both these verses contain good clarifications: "when they realize their guilt… when the sin they 

committed becomes known…"  

16:3 - The clarification of NIV1984's "enter the sanctuary area” to NIV2011: "This is how Aaron is to 

enter the Most Holy Place…" Good clarification of the physical location of this important ritual.  

16:13 – Another good clarification. "…will conceal the atonement cover above the Testimony.." is 

replaced with "..above the tablets of the covenant law…" This immediately clarifies that the "tablets" = 10 

commandments.  

 

Other Notes:  

 There are many, many slight changes in Leviticus, most for clarification and smoother reading. 

As you can tell above, A3 (gender changes) accounted for a large number of these changes. 

Permit a few general observations about the changes in Leviticus:  

 Offerings: In general, most of the changes were clarifications. For example, "offal" is 

replaced with "intestines." I thought adding "finest flour" gave an air of dignity to the 
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offerings. Also, there was the routine change to the act of sacrifice from "offer to the 

LORD" to "present to the LORD." This, again, sounds more dignified to me.  

 Often the simple "offering" was replaced with "food offering." I didn't feel this 

always was the best change. E.G. 23:37 where there is, in addition to grain (what 

we used to consider "food offering" proper) added animals. I felt the blanket 

"food offering" often blurred our traditional ways of distinguishing between the 

various sacrifices.  

 On the other hand, the blanket replacement of "feast" with "festival" is more 

readily understandable.  

 re Sukkoth: replacing "booths" with "temporary shelters" is a nice 

clarification  

 In one place (22:9) the harsh "the priests are to meet my requirements" is nicely 

replaced with "perform my service…"  

 I don't feel the blanket replacement of "sprinkle" with "splash the blood…" does 

anything.  

 Unclean: Most of the changes I marked as B3/C3. "Shiny spot" for "bright spot" doesn't 

do much, neither does "mold" for "mildew," "fabric" for "clothing," etc. Yet the change 

from "destructive" to "persistent" (e.g. 13:51) was a good change, as was "persistent 

defiling mold" in the same verse. The one B4 in my mind was the change from "detest" to 

"regard as unclean." The Heb. here (e.g. 11:10) is sheketz – strong word. I saw it as a 

weakening.  

 "Lie with a woman" is replaced with "sexual relations."  

 "be publicly removed" for NIV1984's "cut off from…" is a good change. (e.g. 

Lev. 20:17)  

 Geography: Usually they clarified "a holy place" of NIV1984 with "sanctuary area" of 

NIV2011. Good. "Most Holy Place" was capitalized in Lev. 16, as was Holy Place, but 

tent of meeting went to lowercase.  

 Hebraisms:  

 The intensive "I myself" (26:32) made an appearance.  

 I also noticed the return of the passive voice in a few places (e.g. 27:13,24,27)  

 Lev. 26:40 deals nicely with "treachery," replacing it with "unfaithfulness." In general, 

this often happened – happily – emphasizing the covenant nature of God and Israel's 

relationship.  

 New English Usage:  

 This will be noted by others, but NIV2011 consistently allows this contemporary 

allowance in English grammar, namely, of mixing singular and plural. Just one example: 

The foreignersforeigner residing among you must be treated as your native-born. Love 

them as yourself, for you were foreigners in Egypt. I am the LORD your God. (Lev. 

19:34). Not "love him…" but "..love them…” I remember looking this up once in 

Oxford's Grammar, but here also is a quick reference to the phenomenon: 

http://uts.cc.utexas.edu/~tls/2001tls/Kim.pdf  

 

 

Deuteronomy 

5:23—“leading men” to “leaders” 

This passage refers to the leaders of Israel approaching Mount Sinai. This was a group of men 

who approached God. Other than Deborah and wicked queens, the leaders of God’s people were 

men. In my opinion this is a GN change to reflect our modern culture.  

 

20:8—“is any man afraid . . . his brothers” to “is anyone afraid . . . his fellow soldiers”  
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This change seems to reflect the modern fact of women on the front lines. Were women in the 

front lines of battle at that time? In this verse note the new NIV uses “his” to refer to “fellow 

soldiers.” Was this an oversight? If not, why not use the words “men” and “brothers.” 

 

21:5; 31:9—“the sons of Levi” to “the Levitical priests”  

There were no women priests. “Sons of Levi” is how the original reads. Removing the masculine 

nature of the priests seems to fall into error of applying modern ideas about church leadership to 

the Hebrews. 

 

10:22—“fathers to ancestors”— 

The seventy mentioned were all males. They were the “fathers” of the tribes and clans. Of course, 

ancestors in another context is an OK translation. But in the context of an attempt to be gender 

neutral, one cannot help but comment on the attempt to remove the gender specific nature of its 

use here.  

 

1:35—“not a man of” to “no one from”  

Even if Heb. ish can in some cases be made gender neutral, in this verse the reference is to the 

“men.” Only the men twenty years and older were counted in the census. The specific exception 

to Caleb and Joshua underline this. This verse in Deuteronomy refers back to Numbers 14:28-30: 

“So tell them, ‘As surely as I live, declares the LORD, I will do to you the very things I heard you 

say: In this desert your bodies will fall—every one of you twenty years old or more who was 

counted in the census and who has grumbled against me. Not one of you will enter the land I 

swore with uplifted hand to make your home, except Caleb son of Jephunneh and Joshua son of 

Nun.’”  

 

21:23—“bury him” to “bury it”  

A person’s body is still that person, and does not become less than that. This seems to be a knee-

jerk translation that avoids the English gender issue. 

 

5:9—“sin of the fathers” to “sin of the parents” 

The original word is “fathers.” I have no objection to including mothers in the concept, but this 

changes the meaning of the word. Also, the plural can imply that the sin is being (or must be) 

performed by both parents. 

 

24:16x2—“Fathers shall not be” to “Parents shall not be” and “each is to die for his own” to “parents will  

die for their own”  

At best, the individual nature of guilt is watered down. At worst, a person may understand that 

both parents have to be involved. 

 

16:19—“righteous” to “innocent” 

“Righteous” conveys much more than innocent. The latter simply stresses a moral state, while 

righteous contains the idea of being a believer in the Lord and acting in line with one’s faith. 

 

14:7—“coney” to “hyrax” Coney is obscure enough, but what’s a hyrax? 

 

19:2—omit “centrally located” Is this a variant from BHS. Otherwise the Heb. has this phrase. 

 

20:5—“not dedicated it” to “not yet begun to live in it”  

Heb. is dedicated. The altered translation seem to be a matter of interpretation on the translator’s 

part. 
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General Comments: 

 

These comments apply to this book only.  

 

I would have no problem using this translation in reference to the non-gender neutral issues. The non-

gender neutral weaknesses, in my opinion, are not serious enough to warrant rejecting its use.  

 

But I fear that the use of gender neutral language has weakened the translation to a great degree. We all 

acknowledge, of course, that the many places where gender neutral language has been used make the 

translation more faithful to the original. The 1984’s consistent use of “men” is simply not accurate in 

many cases. We welcome the changes. 

 

But the gender neutral language has watered down the meaning of many passages. Some of the worst are 

noted above. Even so, in a classroom I could probably teach around these changes.  

 

Most serious, however, it the fact that in my opinion the NIV translators have not shown respect for the 

original words of Scripture. This is what troubles me the most. The attempt to be gender neutral has 

become an agenda more important than what I believe should be the translator’s real agenda , namely, to 

translate the words of Scripture. I’m aware of the fact that translation is not an exact science, that there 

will be a greater or lesser degree of paraphrase needed for each passage, and that a completely 

interpretation free is probably an ideal that will never be achieved. But when translators adopt an agenda 

that in some way gives predominance to cultural needs and allows this to trump the specific words of 

Scripture, I think we have a problem.  

 

I wrestle with the problems of gender neutrality on a daily basis. When editing I consistently try to make 

things gender neutral, and where I fail, the copy editors do it for me. When it comes to our own writing, it 

makes little difference when we rewrite sentences or replace singular words for plural words that allow 

the use of gender specific language, for example. Nevertheless, whenever that is done, the meaning is 

changed in some way. For example, whenever the plural is substituted for the singular in an admonition, 

the direct application of that admonition to “me” is watered down. 

 

But it is different when these changes are made to God’s Word. If I knew that this new translation would 

be frozen in time, I could probably live with it and teach around the changes. But I know it won’t be. 

Based on their track record with the TNIV and Zondervan’s forcing us to adopt a relatively major rework 

without recourse, I think we will have trouble with Biblica and Zondervan down the road.  

 

While the translation committee and NPH have been aware of the 2011 issues for some time, it is just 

coming on the radar screen of the pastors, and I think it would be safe to say that most do not understand 

the nature of the 2011 NIV updates. For the people in the PEW, this is a new concept—even though—

ironically—when they buy a new NIV Bible they will probably discover only later that they have bought 

the 2011 version.  

 

At the very least, I think the issues are great enough to urge that we take the process slowly, not consider 

this a mere maintenance upgrade, and let our church as a whole decide what it wants to do. When we 

changed from the KJV to the NIV, there was nothing to keep people from continuing to use the KJV if 

they wanted. But to adopt the 2011 NIV is to force all our congregations to use it.  

 

To me, this suggests referring the matter to the Synod to study and decide on by vote. This would be a 

sticky process fraught with possible skirmishes and hard feelings. But, in my judgment, it would be better 

to do this than to let our congregations discover the differences and the translation issues after the fact. 

This is not to mention that the concept of gender neutrality will raise questions by many who equate it 
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with the liberal denominations’ agenda of female leadership in the public ministry. It may also elicit the 

response from some that “it’s about time” without those Christians really understanding the issues either. 

 

Lord’s blessings on the committee’s work, 

 

 

Joshua 

Nothing submitted. 

 

 

Judges 

Passages with Significant Weakening in the Book of Judges 

 In my review of the book of Judges, there were four translation changes that I flagged as a significant 

weakening in comparison to the NIV 1984 translation. The last of these four was repeated 5 times. None 

of them would lead to a change of doctrine, nor do I believe that any of them make the translation 

unusable. However, I felt that they were errors in translation serious enough to consider them a significant 

weakening. Much of this is subjective. 

 The first passage is Judges 2:18. The Hebrew verb  ~x;n" was translated “had compassion” in the 

NIV 1984. In the NIV2011 it is simply “relented.” Perhaps it is within the semantic range of the word, but 

“relented” seemed to rob the passage of some of its gospel content. Whether one considers it a “serious” 

weakening or not may be a matter of opinion.  

 The second translation which I categorized a serious weakening was found in Judges 5:8. Admittedly, 

I was unsure whether to rate this a “4” or a “5.” The verb  יְִבַחר  ֙  is translated “they chose” in the 

NIV1984, referring to action performed by Israel, or its villagers. Admittedly the verb is singular, but if 

“Israel” is the antecedent of the pronoun, it could well be viewed as a collective noun, making the verb 

singular in grammatical form, though translated with the plural “they.” NIV2011 sees the subject as 

“ ים ֙  ֱאֹלהִ  ,” which follows, and the object of the verb as “ ים ֙  ֲחָדשִ  ,” which is an adjective taken as a 

substantive—“new ones” becomes “new leaders.” While that preserves the normal Hebrew grammatical 

order of verb followed by subject, it is hard for me to see the adjective as a direct object here, especially 

when in form it matches “ ים֙  ֱאֹלהִ  ” exactly.  

 In Judges 9:23, “God sent an evil spirit…” (NIV 1984) is retranslated “God stirred up animosity…” 

(NIV2011). My guess is that the translators did not want to make God the author of evil. That is putting 

the best construction on this translation. The other possibility is that they are taking a step way from a 

supernatural world-view. While I understand the discomfort one might have with God “sending” an evil 

spirit, there are other biblical contexts in which you cannot escape the fact (the story of Micaiah in 1 

Kings 22), and the dealings between God and Satan in the book of Job seem to provide an adequate 

explanation for how to work the problem out. Though I don’t believe the translators want to deny the 

involvement of demons in the affairs of men (oops, I mean people), I felt uncomfortable enough with 

their translation choice here to rate it a 5. 

 The last of my more serious objections to the translation changes is found in Judges 17:3, and the 

same or similar choices are repeated in 17:4, 18:14, 18:17, 18:18, and 18:30. In the view of NIV2011, 

Micah and his mother made only a single object with the silver Micah had stolen from her: an image 

overlaid with silver, seeing the two nouns   כָ ֙  פ ל ּוַמסֵּ ה ֙  ס   as a hendiadys. The way in which these words are 

separated and listed when the Danites raid Micah’s shrine in Judges 18:17 make this understanding of the 

word pair highly unlikely in my opinion. I prefer the NIV 1984 rendering, and the traditional 

understanding, that there were two different kinds of idols made from the silver. 

 A general comment I would like to forward to the committee: I found many instances of “inclusive 

language” quite irritating and unnecessary. It is hard for me to believe that the CBT is trying to remain 

neutral when I look at many of their translation choices for words that refer to males or groups of males. 

It is hard to believe that they don’t have an agenda. Regarding inclusive languages, the steps for review 

stated, “…we feel that the ship has left the harbor on this, so it isn’t worth fighting against.” If that means 
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that we won’t prevent its ongoing intrusion into our culture and language, I agree. I can live with gender 

neutral terminology when there is clearly a reference to groups of people that include males and females. I 

will tolerate the new 3
rd

 person singular common gender pronoun “they,” though it grates on my ears and 

makes the English language, which already suffers from so much imprecision, still more imprecise.  

 The problem I see with inclusive language and the NIV2011 is that the translation committee felt 

obligated to find gender neutral terminology for terms where there is no confusion about the gender of the 

men to whom Scripture is referring. “But because he was afraid of the…men of the town...” That 

translation offers no confusion to anyone, whether traditionalist or feminist. It is idiomatic English, 

inoffensive, and perfectly understandable. It is highly doubtful Gideon had a great fear of the women and 

children of the town. But NIV 2011 adjusts the translation: “He was afraid of…the townspeople…” In 

and of itself it is not a major downgrade. All by itself I can’t give it a “5.” Most of us will breeze right 

past it, and I would, too, if I had not taken on this assignment. It is highly unlikely such a translation 

could be used to overthrow the distinction between the separate callings God has given to men and 

women. But the excision of “men” is completely unnecessary. It does not serve the purposes of “dynamic 

equivalence,” because it presents a translation that is a little less equivalent, and no more idiomatic or 

clear. If this were an isolated case, even bringing it up might be nothing more than a case of nit-picking. 

“No translation is perfect.” But this approach to dealing with the Hebrew words like “man” or “son” or 

“brother”, even when they clearly mean a male or groups of males, pervades the NIV 2011 translation of 

the book of Judges. God tells Gideon in Judges 7:7, “Let each person go, a man to his place.” NIV 1984 

retains the masculine flavor. “Let all the other men go…” NIV 2011 says less, “Let all the others go 

home.” Are we to leave the possibility of female soldiers in the group open, in 1200 or 1300 B.C.? I don’t 

believe that is the CBT’s desire, but then why get rid of the men? Examples could be multiplied. Is 

“ancestors” really easier to understand than “fathers” or “forefathers”? I can’t argue that it is an invalid 

translation, but it captures less of the flavor of Old Testament culture and life. Something in the original 

has been left behind, denied entry into our expression. Was God the God of Sarah, Rebecca, Leah, and 

Rachel? Or was he the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob? Of course, he was the God of them all, but that 

is not how it was expressed. I am in favor of having God speak idiomatic, 21
st
 Century English. I am 

bothered by attempts to force him to adopt our cultural quirks. 

 Thank you to the committee for the chance to be a part of the review process. If it is necessary to use 

the NIV 2011 for awhile, I still hope that we can find something better in the future. 

 

 

Ruth 
SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENTS 

The TNIV of the book of Ruth presents the reader with a new term to get used to, namely, the 

“guardian redeemer,” for the word go>el, replacing the archaic and gender-marked term, 

“kinsman redeemer.”  The new term may leave a little something out, given that we have legal 

guardians in our culture who are not necessarily related by blood to their charges.  However, 

since the narrative in Ruth frequently establishes the point that the guardian redeemer must, in 

fact, be a relative of the person to be redeemed, the new term seems like an elegant solution.  

“Guardian” conveys an actual office with the specific responsibility of seeing to the critical needs 

of a person who cannot see to them herself, a meaning “kinsman” doesn’t convey at all.   

 

TNIV is consistent, then, in rejecting the word “kinsman” throughout, replacing it instead with 

“relative.”  It translates “closer relative” instead of “nearer kinsman.” Similarly, TNIV has the 

full phrase, “to do his duty as the guardian redeemer” instead of the bare verb, “redeem.”  All 

these changes are improvements.  My tally only counts the term “guardian redeemer” as 

significant in its nine occurrences.   

 

OTHER NOTES 

The TNIV generally reads a good deal smoother than NIV1984.   
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Ruth 1:17:  TNIV reads “if even death separates me and you” replacing “if anything but death 

separates me and you” as found in NIV1984.   

 

The text, of course, has the optative of the oath formula fully expressed – “Thus may the 

LORD do to me and thus may he add…” – but has simply ki as the connective, versus 

>im or >im lo>.   So, the TNIV has Ruth swearing that death will not separate the two of 

them (either referring to the promise that her burial should take place with Naomi in 

Israel or possibly allowing for an expression of hope in life after this life).  On the other 

hand, NIV1984 had Ruth swearing that death will separate the two of them, that is, death 

and nothing but death would do so.  I don’t see definitive parallels to this precise wording 

of the oath formula. The Concordia Commentary on Ruth would strongly support the 

TNIV, while the NIV1984 might be a more natural reading of the oath formula. 

 

Ruth 4:13:  Are we ready to read the phrase “made love” in our bibles?  That’s what the TNIV 

does, instead of “he went to her.”  This reviewer could call it an improvement, since the 

euphemism does match one commonly used in our culture.  “He went to her,” while polite, is an 

idiom found only in the Scriptures and nowhere else.  However, “made love” will seem indelicate 

to many readers and will take a little getting used to. 

 

 

1 Samuel 
Nothing submitted. 

 

 

2 Samuel 
I have some questions concerning the following verses.  I am not sure one would consider any of them 

significant weakening, but I feel they are worth noting.  I have used the Hebrew text from the BHS I used 

for many years and from the NIV triglot Old Testament—they both agree on the text.  I could not read the 

text on the screen very well, but as far as I could tell the text was the same as the text available to me. 

 

7:28 

1984  O Sovereign LORD, you are God! Your words are trustworthy, and you have promised these good 

things to your servant. 

 

2011  O Sovereign LORD, you are God! Your wordscovenant areis trustworthy, and you have promised 

these good things to your servant. 

 

“Your words”(literal translation of the Hebrew) is changed to “covenant”.  I wonder whether the text or 

context  compels such a change. 

 

8:3 

1984 Moreover, David fought Hadadezer son of Rehob, king of Zobah, when he went to restore his 

control along the Euphrates River 

 

2011 Moreover, David foughtdefeated Hadadezer son of Rehob, king of Zobah, when he went to restore 

his controlmonument alongat the Euphrates River. 

 

“to restore control” is changed to “restore his monument”—they must have a different textual reading, 

because I can find nothing in the original text I worked with that would suggest such a change 
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11:4 

1984 Then David sent messengers to get her. She came to him, and he slept with her. (She had purified 

herself from her uncleanness.) Then she went back home. 

 

2011 Then David sent messengers to get her. She came to him, and he slept with her. (SheNow hadshe 

purified was purifying herself from her monthly uncleanness.) Then she went back home. 

 

The only question in this passage is one of tense, pluperfect or imperfect as the translation. Which is it? 

 

12:14 

1984 But because by doing this you have made the enemies of the LORD show utter contempt, the son 

born to you will die." 

 

2011 But because by doing this you have madeshown theutter enemiescontempt offor the LORD show 

utter contempt, the son born to you will die." 

 

“made the enemies of the Lord show utter contempt” was changed to “you have shown utter contempt” 

again the Hebrew text I have access to does not suggest their translation—the word enemies is clearly 

there. 

 

12:16 

1984 David pleaded with God for the child. He fasted and went into his house and spent the nights lying 

on the ground. 

 

2011 David pleaded with God for the child. He fasted and went into his house and spent the nights lying 

in sackcloth on the ground. 

 

“lying on the ground” is changed to “lying on the ground in sackcloth”—again my Hebrew text does not 

have the word sackcloth, and I do not see that anything in the original text compels such a translation 

 

14:9 

1984 But the woman from Tekoa said to him, "My lord the king, let the blame rest on me and on my 

father's family, and let the king and his throne be without guilt." 

 

2011 But the woman from Tekoa said to him, "MyLet my lord the king, let thepardon blame rest on me 

and on my father's family, and let the king and his throne be without guilt." 

 

“let the blame…” versus “my lord the king, pardon…” this changes the meaning of the verse 

substantially—again I don’t see how the Hebrew text allows this change 

 

16:12 

1984 It may be that the LORD will see my distress and repay me with good for the cursing I am receiving 

today." 

 

2011 It may be that the LORD will seelook upon my distressmisery and repayrestore to me withhis 

goodcovenant forblessing theinstead cursingof Ihis am receivingcurse today." 

 

“repay me with good…” to me covenant blessing…”  again they interpret “good” in Hebrew to be 

convent blessing—seems unwarranted 

 

21:19 
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1984 In another battle with the Philistines at Gob, Elhanan son of Jaare-Oregim the Bethlehemite killed 

Goliath the Gittite, who had a spear with a shaft like a weaver's rod. 

 

2011 In another battle with the Philistines at Gob, Elhanan son of Jaare-OregimJair the Bethlehemite 

killed the brother of Goliath the Gittite, who had a spear with a shaft like a weaver's rod. 

 

as far as I can tell the word “brother” is not present in the Hebrew 

 

 

1 Kings 

1 Kings 15:6   Most translations read the “war between Rehoboam and Jeroboam”  adopting the most 

reliable textual evidence (At least from what I know of this issue).  NIV 2011 chooses to other texts 

which read “war between Abijah and Jeroboam”  If my understanding of the textual evidence is 

correct, the choice here steps too far away from what we know of the text.  I’m uncomfortable with 

altering the reading on what we think “should” be the reading as opposed to what we can verify as the 

text in spite of its challenges. 

 

 

1 Kings 

PASSAGES TO LOOK AT 6:31, 33 new architectural interpretation;  9:8—does not follow MT,  

10:16—changes weights,  15:6—a few manuscripts make the same conjecture as the TNIV. 

Some changes adding Euphrates to River, juniper for pine, eliminate “house” of Israel, eliminate “sons of 

prophets” 

 

 

2 Kings 

Category 5 – significant weakening 

 

One location, 2 Kings 2:23, changes noted from 1984 to the 2010 NIV. 

 

From there Elisha went up to Bethel. As he was walking along the road, some youthsboys came out of the 

town and jeered at him. "GoGet onout up, youof baldheadhere, baldy!" they said. "GoGet onout up, youof 

baldheadhere, baldy!" 

 

This proposed revision is not necessarily a “deal-breaker” for me.  However, the translation eliminates an 

understanding that can be supported by the Hebrew and the immediate context.  The Hebrew verb 

certainly supports the translation “Go on up…”  Furthermore, the immediate context demonstrates that 

this event happened shortly after Elijah was taken up into heaven.  No doubt the school of the prophets 

from Jericho could have reported to the school of the prophets in Bethel what had happened.  Such an 

event would be news that spread quickly.  The comments of the boys from Bethel directed at Elijah, then, 

were comments more than just mocking his baldness or saying “take your message out of here.”  The 

reference to “go on up” could indicate a hardened impenitence on the part of these young males.  They 

could have heard the story of Elijah’s translation into heaven and still rejected that evidence.  Seeing the 

successor prophet, they yelled that he, too, should “go on up.”  The interpretation of the verse in this 

manner suggests the depth of the rejection of the prophets of God and their proclamation of the truth by 

the boys from Bethel.  The town that housed one of the golden calf altars was steeped in hardened 

unbelief.   

 

Granted, this is an interpretation, but I believe an option that the Hebrew and the context could allow.  

The revision removes that option, and no doubt the reader would think more quickly that it is simply the 

rebellion and disrespect of boys to an elder, even if he were a prophet. 
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1 Chronicles 

Nothing submitted 

 

 

1 Chronicles 

Nothing submitted 

 

 

2 Chronicles 

2 Chronicles 34:22  Hulda is referred to as a prophet.  While a case can be made for the usage, I think it is 

a weakening and unnecessary. 

 

 

2 Chronicles 

Nothing submitted 

 

 

Ezra 
There were a number of passages with multiple changes, which may explain the higher overall number of 

changes in the stats you see above.  In my opinion, the changes are not detrimental to our usage of Ezra.  

Most are quite minor.    

 

 

Nehemiah  
Nehemiah contained many changes, but the vast majority were spelling and gender neutral changes.  A 

few gender neutral changes were in reverse – back to “men” when it was better rendering of original 

thought.  Other changes do nothing to change the meaning and most improve understanding.   

 

 

Esther 

Nothing submitted. 

 

 

Job  

Nothing submitted. 

 

 

Psalms 

Note that in the online version we were referred to the verse numbers often do not match the Hebrew text 

and the Hebrew given with the verse is often the wrong Hebrew. 

 

Examples of modest weakening: 

 4:4 “in your anger”  Why ignore the NT use (Ep 4:26) when it is not necessary for faithfulness to 

the Hebrew? NT use seems to be slighted in other cases too. 

 8:1/2/3  why switch above to in?  Why translate Oz as stronghold? Not a big deal but often 

idiosyncratic translations. 

 ? why does psalm 10 keep the wicked man?? More “men” are restored but reason seems unclear. 
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 11:5 et al. often remove the “soul” idioms. “My soul hates” is not equal to “I hate.” Here the 

intensifying force of the idiom is brought out.  Other times it is not. 

 12:6 adds word “gold” adopting a conjectural emendation of the text 

 17:4  why “bribe”?  I don’t know what they are translating here. 

 19:7 why limit options of understanding by removing “riving” ie “giving life”? 

 20:3 why drop all the Selahs?  They are part of all Hebrew texts. 

 23:4  why eliminate “valley of the shadow of death” since the Hebrew has it? 

 25:22 why change “redeem” to “deliver” here and elsewhere.  Why change “salvation” to 

“victory”:  There is a tendency to level passages that may refer to two levels of salvation to one 

lower level. These might belong to category 5. See also 40:9 and others. 

 29:1 neither does a very good job by eliminating “sons” here 

 40:9 et al. changing “righteousness” to “righteous acts” or “justice” sometimes too limiting. 

 45:headins not is the version online,  Is “wedding song” used? 

 45:14 the change of persons removes a Messianic element. 

 45: 12 “city of Tyre” wrecks the poetic imagery.  A wooden ear for poetry is too often apparent.. 

 51:6 is the womb the reference? 

 51:17 why is vocative “O God” kept sometimes? 

 51:19 is “sacrifice of the righteous” too limiting? 

 101:26 is leviathan to be capitalized in 101:26? 

 116:10 weak NIV made worse.  Why ignore NT? 

 118:10 wrecks imagery of what “cut off “ means. 

 Removes “walk” when it refers to a way of life. 

 147:10 is it necessary to change “strong man” to a “warrior” 

 Add interpretive words not in text quite often.  Eliminates parallel vavs in many cases in poetry. 

Replaces pronouns with nouns.  

 

Examples of modest improvement: 

 

Tabernacle> sacred tent (but is it really necessary?) 

Hesed is translated a bit better than NIV. 

Ps 40:6 is significantly better 

68:12?? Phrase is hard but women is better than men. 

80:13?? Et al. “insects” is interesting but is it right for ziz?? 

Feast > festival?? 

Tambourine > timbrel?? Tof  is not a tambourine but does anyone know what a timbrel is? My dictionary 

says timbrel is either a drum or a tambourine. 

 

Significant weakening: 

 

2:7 removal of capital could be just a style change but attitude toward direct prophecy ominous.. 

8:4,5,6 effectively remove Messianic reference.# 

9:17 et al.  sheol>realm of death—it is difficult to take this in any sense other than the false view of the 

Old Testament doctrine of the state after death that is held by many Evangelicals.  What is wrong with “in 

the grave or “among the dead”?  #  16:10—how was Christ in the realm of the dead?  Does death have a 

realm? 30:3  31:7 

45:6 the TNIV note is against Messianic prophecy.  Is it in NIV 201l? 

 

Messianic psalms weakened: (2), 8, (16), 45 note. Psalm 72 is changed from prophecy to prayer. 

_______ 
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There seems to be a strange inconsistency or carelessness at times. 

Some other strange things: “O” kept sometimes with God.  “Man” kept with wicked. Some “mankinds” 

kept.  

Does the word “alien” have to be eliminated?  Is this pc or fear of space aliens? 

Trying to use simpler modern English but strange anomalies.  Give>render, the deep> watery depths,  

birds of the air>. birds of the sky, done > enacted,   according to > in accordance with. 

 

Overall I was not very impressed with the depth or quality of the work that seemed sometimes to be 

smoothing of an English translation rather than a reflection on the text. 

 

 

Proverbs 

Under the category of significant weakening, I have placed Proverbs 8:22ff., the section on wisdom. Bible 

believing interpreters disagree whether the reference to wisdom in this section is a direct reference to the 

pre-incarnate Second Person of the Holy Trinity, a personification of God’s eternal divine attribute of 

wisdom, or God’s created gift of wisdom which he gives to humans. Much hinges on the meaning and 

translation of kanah in vs. 23 as possess or create (form). Andrew Steinmann’s recently published 

commentary on Proverbs in the Concordia Commentary series makes a compelling case that this verb 

always means possess and in no instance is the meaning create demanded by the context.  

 

Even granting the meaning of kanah as possess, the case could be made for wisdom personified and not as 

a reference to the Second Person of the Holy Trinity. The problem with the NIV 2011 is that it slams the 

door shut on any possibility of the passage referring to Christ. In my opinion, that should be left to the 

interpreter/exegete and not the translator. 

 

I would put this passage in the same category as the very unfortunate translation of Psalm 8:4-8 and 

Hebrews 2:5-9. The NIV 2011 translators should have stuck with translating and not interpreted in such a 

way that their translation slams the door shut on another possible meaning allowed by the text.  

 

Is the NIV 2011 translation of Proverbs 8:22ff. a “deal breaker” for use in WELS? In my opinion, no. But 

if I was teaching a Bible class or preaching a sermon on Proverbs 8, like Psalm 8 and Hebrews 2, I would 

refuse to use the NIV 2011. 

 

An observation not reflected in the tallies 

Even though the Translators’ Notes of the NIV 2011 claims that the translation is gender neutral, reflected 

by the avoidance of the generic use of male nouns and pronouns, there are several instances in Proverbs 

where the translators kept the generic use of male nouns and pronouns where the context does not refer 

exclusively to males. Interestingly, these instances always involve a negative (immoral) connotation. I 

have noted some of the verses here. 

 

1:10; 6:12-15, 30-32; 19:24; 21:25; 26:4-5, 14-15 

 

If the NIV 2011 is truly and consistently gender neutral, then the NIV 2011 translation of Proverbs 

strongly gives the impression that only males are sluggards, troublemakers, villains, creators of conflict, 

thieves, and fools. Someone might make the case from such passages that the NIV 2011 undermines the 

doctrine of original sin. Why the NIV 2011 kept the generic male nouns and pronouns in these verses 

baffles me. 

 

 

Ecclesiastes 
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What 2011 does with 11:1 makes the meaning much clearer; replacing “Cast your bread upon the waters” 

with “Ship your grain across the sea” clarifies wording that might bring to mind feeding ducks on a pond 

with stale bread.  This translation is parallel to what is found in the NLT and the NCV, although the latter 

removes the concrete image (“Invest what you have, because after a while you will get a return.”). 

 

 

Song of Songs 

No really big issues.  Is there a difference between calling the man the Lover or the Beloved? Does one 

imply more love flowing one way or the other?  Is midbar wildness or desert?  Young women is better 

than maidens.  Quite a few cases where is could be argued new wording flows better. 

 

Verses to look at (none 5s)  1:6, 2:4, 3:10, 4:4, 5:1 

 

 

Isaiah 

In my judgment NONE of these renders NIV © 2010 at all unusable for WELS. 

 

1.  13:22—There is no root ‘nh that means “inhabit,” a translation that is not only semantically 

unjustifiable—it drains the color from the original.  If `yyim are indeed “hyenas,” then NIV 1984 

“howl” (taking from ‘nh III) was fine. 

2. 43:9—In the original, “their gods” does not appear in the passage nor (unlike 41:22 or 41:28) in 

the wider context.  The most likely subject for the verbs is “the nations” and “the peoples,” which 

precede immediately. 

3. 45:15—“has been hiding yourself” is an unusual rendering for a Hebrew participle that 

unnecessarily restricts the application of the verse to the present case. 

4. 45:25 (cf. 24)—“find deliverance in” is a possible derived meaning for yiṣdyqw, but it loses both 

the ethical and forensic connotations of the root.  “Be found righteous” was much better. 

5. 1:27, 29:22, 35:10, 51:11—This is my most serious concern.  In defiance of all 3 major Hebrew 

lexicons, and disregarding the importance of the concept represented by this term in both the 

culture of OT Israel and in biblical soteriology, the new NIV consistently renders root pdh as 

“deliver” rather than “ransom” or “redeem.” 

6. 51:7—While “instruction” rather than “law” for torah is a considerable improvement, “you who 

have taken my instruction to heart” ascribes a far more active role to the addressee than does the 

original, which simply says, “my torah is in your heart.” 

7. 62:5—The original has “your sons will marry you.”  This is a bizarre mixed metaphor and Isaiah 

knows it. Despite the absence of any manuscript or versional evidence, BHS suggests “your 

builder,” a reading which in any case would require a singular verb.  The “problem” posed by the 

original was intentional and should have been left alone. 

 

Note on 19:16 

 

 I included the substitution of “weaklings” for “women” here as “modest improvements,” but feel I (and 

we) should have a ready explanation.  The reason I find this an improvement has nothing to do with 

political correctness.  It is rather my opinion that “woman” no longer connotes “weakness” for a 

substantial segment of our target readership.  In other words, they will hear “Your warriors will become 

women” and think first of gender-reassignment surgery, therefore completely missing the point.   

 
Interestingly, 3:12 was not changed. 

 

 

Jeremiah 



16 

In my judgment NONE of these renders NIV © 2010 at all unusable for WELS. 

 

1. 12:13. In order to smooth the verse and render it all in the 3
rd

 person, the translator construes  

֨  ׁשּו֨  ּוב   as a perfect (possible) and adopts a variant reading that has no textual support, meanwhile 

not informing the reader that any of this is going on. 

2. 23:6 (33:15f)—The messianic import is still clear in both sections, but “the LORD our Righteous 

Savior” is an unfortunate translation of  ָנּו֥  יְהו ֵֽ ה׀ִָצְדק  .  There are text-critical issues in the verse, but 

no manuscript or version introduces anything to do with “saving” into the Branch’s “name.”  The 

pun on “Zedekiah” and the allusion to forensic righteousness weren’t easy to see in NIV 1984.  In 

NIV © 2011, this will require even more explanation. 

3. 23:33-40—Granted, this section is somewhat difficult, and Jeremiah’s artistry with the root ns’  in 

the section is probably impossible to reproduce in English.  My personal opinion is that the 

Septuagint has the correct reading at 23:33—“You are the burden!”—but NIV 1984 disagreed 

with me, too. My problem with NIV © 2010 is that mass’a, the termus technicus employed 

throughout the section, is now invisible.  “Burden” wasn’t good English, but was “oracle” really 

so bad? 

4. My opinion is that naweh in Jeremiah always means “pasture.”  For   ק֨  נְֵוה־צ ד   NIV 1984 had 

“righteous dwelling” at 31:23, which I could live with, and “true pasture” at 50:7 (which I’ll 

admit was a little awkward).  NIV © 2010’s “verdant pasture” at 50:7 picks an unusual, but 

justifiable rendering for tsedeq.  But “prosperous city” (31:23) isn’t even close. 

5. 34:9, 41:3, 44:26.  I believe that in general it is an anachronism when (as often happens in our 

circles) people speak of “Jews” before the Return.  I also understand the rationale for avoiding 

“Jew” at 34:9 and 41:3, although I don’t entirely agree with it.  But then why is 44:26 handled 

differently?  One could argue that 44:26 provides context that prevents misunderstanding what is 

meant by “Jew, but isn’t this true generally in Jeremiah? 

6. 49:10—A prior commitment to seeing a battle in this context appears to account for the trasnator 

taking ָָ ו֥  זְַרע  as if from “arm” rather than “seed” (and also nuancing  ָיו֥  ְוֶאח
 d  
 as “allies” rather than 

“relatives).  “His arm” would, first of all, probably be pointed differently; second, the context is 

talking about depopulation and not (directly) a battle.  My survey isn’t exhaustive. but so far I 

have found no other translation that does this. 

7. 49:20, 50:45—As noted above, I believe that naweh in Jeremiah always means “pasture.”  

Because of its tendency to translate   ֵמם  as “be appalled” more or less consistently, NIV © 2010ׁשָׁ

here has a pasture being appalled, which frankly is absurd (It then imports “at their fate”—as if 

this helped!). NIV © 1984 was just fine. 

Note on 50:37, 51:30  

 

 I included the substitution of “weaklings” for “women” here as “modest improvements,” but feel I (and 

we) should have a ready explanation.  The reason I find this an improvement has nothing to do with 

political correctness.  It is rather my opinion that “woman” no longer connotes “weakness” for a 

substantial segment of our target readership.  In other words, they will hear “Your warriors will become 

women” and think first of transgendered warriors or gender-reassignment surgery, therefore completely 

missing the point. 

 

 

Lamentations 

One change that the translators made in  Lamentations occurring in the following verses strikes me as 

least as far hearing is concerned a bit strange: 

 

1:6, 1:15, 2:1, 2:2, 2:4, 2:5, 2:8, 2:10, 2:13, 2:15, 2:18, 4:21, 4:22 

 

e.g. from NIV 1984: “the Daughter of Zion” to  NIV 2011:  “Daughter Zion” 
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though the terms vary, the construction in all the passages is the same from  

 

“the….of …..” to “…. ….” 

 

I am not knowledge enough in Hebrew to determine whether this change is called for. 

 

It seems to me the former way was well attested. 

 

I am not sure whether this change is enough to cause us to view the translation of this book of the new 

NIV negatively. 

 

But especially in 4:21,22  the reference is to “Daughter Edom”?  One wonders whether in that case, the 

Lord would refer to Edom in that way. 

 

 

Ezekiel  

Significant improvements: 

 

1:1 --  Adding “my” could avoid easy misunderstanding.  It’s interpretive, but it’s what everyone 

presumes.  And making the first verse clearer would be a significant gain. 

 

47:13 – It seems to me that the old NIV could easily be misunderstood.  The new NIV avoids the 

misunderstanding.   

 

Significant weakening: 

 

11:15 – The Hebrew word “brothers” occurs twice together with the word for “relatives who could serve 

as redeemers.”  Yet the new NIV has nothing clear about relatives in the translation. 

 

16:16 – Twice in place of the negative (lamed alef), the new NIV reads the possessive (to him lamed vav) 

and then totally reworks the sense.  It is a difficult line, but this emendation seems like a stretch to me. 

 

40:45 – Consistently the new NIV renders  shamar mishmeret as “guard.”  Maybe I need to learn 

something new—but this seems unlikely to me.  The new NIV has lots of temple helpers “guarding” the 

temple, rather than taking care of the duties associated with the temple. 

 

Random comments and observations: 

 

1.  I most certainly didn’t see anything that would be a “deal-breaker.” 

 

2.  There were lots of nice modest improvements. 

 

3.  There was a little inconsistency in the revising.  In most chapters, the revising was modest and sparse.  

For some reason, Ezekiel 7 was reworked from top to bottom, with substantial changes in every verse. 

 

4.  Sometimes the gender neutral language was jarring to me: 

 3:18 – the wicked person will die for their sin 

 3:20 -- when a righteous person turns from their righteousness 

 33:4 – if anyone hears the trumpet….and the sword comes and takes their life  
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5.  I was somewhat surprised that the new NIV accepted emendations in several passages (in addition to 

16:16 mentioned above): 

 3:12  

 11:3  

 16:30 

 26:1 

 32:27  (2x) 

 

6.  The new NIV allows for more graphic language. 

 7:17 – every leg will be wet with urine 

 16:7 – entered puberty 

 16:25 – spreading your legs with increasing promiscuity 

 16:26 – the Egyptians, your neighbors with large genitals 

 18:6 – He does not have sexual relations 

 

7.  Sometimes the new NIV is not consistent. 

 Bor  is “realm of the dead”  in 31:14, but “the pit” in 32:18  

 

8.  Sometimes the new NIV spells out some implicit information 

 8:14 – the god Tammuz 

 olive oil  

 47:8 – the Dead Sea;  salty water 

 47:10 – the Mediterranean Sea 

 

9.  Sometimes the NIV retains masculine pronouns if it is clear that the referents are men. 

 9:1 – each with a weapon in his hand. 

 

10.  In some places there are gender neutral pronouns where they maybe are not needed. 

 22:30 – would a woman have built up the wall and stood in the gap before God? 

 23:45 – would women have been judging? 

 28:2 – couldn’t one say about the king of Tyre that he was a “man”? 

 34:12 – would there have been female shepherds? 

 

11.  In a couple places there are generic, masculine words  

 25:13 – kill both man and beast 

 38:21 – every man’s sword will be against his brother 

 

12.  In a few places, the English seems a little less contemporary to me. 

 25:13 – kill both man and beast  (also 29:8) 

 9:8 -- “Alas, Sovereign LORD”  (instead of “Ah”) 

 

13.  The new NIV wants to get rid of the verb “save” 

 7:19 – their silver and gold will not be able to deliver them 

 33:12 – that person’s former righteousness will count for nothing 

 

14.  “Sheol” goes from “the grave” to “the realm of the dead.” 

 

15.  There are a few expressions that are expunged: 

 the house of Israel 

 in the heart of the sea 

 cut off 
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 upon 

 hand over 

 sprinkling blood on the altar  (= splashing) 

 

 

Daniel 

Note: I did not have any in the “significant” category (perhaps I wasn’t bold enough), but I have 

listed several positive and negative elements gleaned from the comparison of the two NIV 

translations. 

 

– 3:1 – “Feet” changed back to “cubits.”  While there is no theological issue here, one wonders 

whether “cubits” relates to the modern reader.  For me, this “update” seems to be a step 

back.  I’m supposing this was done because the translation has an international audience 

in mind. 

–3:17 –  Aramaic word “shezib” is translated “deliver.”  The 1984 NIV translates “save” and 

“rescue.”  NIV 2011 is more consistent, and the sense is clear.  The change to deliver 

might be perceived as a weakening of the language – not using words which are more 

distinctly “salvation” language. 

+ 4:17 –  Modest improvement of this “theme verse” of Daniel.  “The Most High is sovereign over 

all the kingdoms on earth” gives a better sense of the verse than “sovereign over the 

kingdoms of men.” 

– 7:17 –  “Kingdoms” is changed to “kings.”  I’m not entirely certain of the grammatical issues 

involved (through the Septuagint does translate “kingdom”).  It seems to me that 

“kingdom” fits better in context. 

– 8:4 ff – “He” is changed to “it” in reference to the ram charging out of the west.  This seems 

curious.  Everyone knows that a ram is a male sheep; why change to neuter language?  

Perhaps there was an attempt to use gender neutral language with animal references – the 

goat that follows is also referred to as “it.”  That these animals refer to male kings is clear 

from the following interpretation in Daniel 8.  Again, this does not represent a major 

theological issue; just a curious translation decision. 

+ 8:11 –  The new translation seems clearer, but it reflects sense more than a literal read of the 

Hebrew.  “It set itself up to be as great as the Prince of the host; it took away the daily 

sacrifice from him, and the place of his sanctuary was brought low” is changed to, “It set 

itself up to be as great as the commander of the army of the LORD; it took away the daily 

sacrifice from the LORD, and his sanctuary was thrown down.” 

– 9:24 – This verse presents an exegetical question: How should the translator understand “qodesh 

qadashim”?  The 1984 NIV left the answer more open with “most holy.”  NIV 2011 

translates “Most Holy Place.”  I’m not certain that “Most Holy Place” best fits the 

context. 

+ 9:26 –  The translation “put to death” for “karat” makes better sense than “cut off” – it clearly fits 

what happened to the “Anointed One.” 

-/+ 9:27 – This verse has one adjustment: “on a wing of the temple” is changed to “at the temple.”  

This verse is a very difficult verse; I’m not sure that either NIV translation makes 

complete sense of this challenging verse. 

 

 

Hosea 

Some comments on MODEST IMPROVEMENT PASSAGES:  

 4:7 – …they exchanged their glorious God for something disgraceful. Here I felt the change from 

NIV1984's "Glory…" to "glorious God" was good for the public reading of Scripture.  
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 4:12 – NIV2011 follows the BHS passage break. Likewise, I felt the rendering of mchl as 

"diviner's rod" was warranted, and picked up on the parallelism. Otherwise "scepter" or "stick" 

doesn't really fit here.  

 5:15 - …I will return to my lair… - a bit free, but it picks up on the imagery of the Lion as a 

"lion" in the previous verse.  

 6:5 - … then my judgments go forth like the sun… I marked as an upgrade since this is a better 

rendering than NIV1984's "lightning." Both BHS and LXX have "light."  

 13:13 – "he doesn't have the sense to come out of the womb." The comparison is to Israel, not 

realizing what is obvious – their need to repent. So I think this rendering is ok, but really just a 

slight improvement.  

 

Some comments on MODEST WEAKENING PASSAGES:  

 4:3 – Because of this the land dries up.. NIV1984's "the land mourns" is better, and TWOT 

concurs that this is the contextual understanding in most passages. Also "and the fish in the sea 

are swept away" seems to be a strange expression. I suppose a strong current could drag them 

away from fishing areas… but it just seems strange.  

 5:15 - …until they have borne their guilt - The Heb. here is asham, and I wasn't sure if that had 

the nuance of ”bearing guilt" or not. The goal in the passage is Israel's repentance. "…until they 

admit their guilt…" seemed better to me.  

 *10:9 - I found this to be very problematic. The change from "Did not war overtake the evildoers 

in Gibeah?" to Will not war overtake… I understand that it is a Hiphil Imperfect, and that is 

probably what slanted them to "will…" But the allusion is obviously to the end of Judges, and 

thus an event in the past. I tried to research a bit on Hebrew rhetorical (polar) questions, and came 

to the conclusion that emphasizing the Imperfect as equivalent to a Future here is grammatically 

allowable, but it seems to undermine the contextual argument.  

 12:5 – NIV2011 completely ignores the Heb. zcrw "of his remembrance" (i.e. "renown")  

 13:4 – This Easter season reading changes the "ransom from the power of the grave…" to 

"deliver from the power of the grave." Probably just a personal preference, but I thought 

NIV2011 loses something with that.  

 

A couple of B3's that should be discussed further:  

 7:13 – Laetsch has a comment on this verse, and it comes down to a preference for a variant 

reading. NIV1984's "They gather together…" is replaced with "They slash themselves…"  

 9:5 – NIV2011 tries to avoid redundancy with "feasts" and "festivals," but may have missed the 

nuance of mo'ed being more of a formal, solemn assembly.  

 10:6 – Again, a problematic verse. "…wooden idols (1984)" now replaced with "…foreign 

alliances…" I'm not sure either is that good, so I marked it B3. "…his counsel…" reflects the 

Heb. best. But the problem comes in determining the proper antecedent of "his counsel…" The 

calf at Beth-Aven (10:5)? But in BHS, it reads "calves (pl)." not "calf." The advice that comes 

from the sanctuary at Beth Aven i.e. Beth Aven personified? Perhaps… Both versions begin 10:6 

with "It…" an apparent reference to a single calf at Beth Aven. (But 10:5 is a feminine plural.)  

 

 

Joel 

Significant improvements: 

 

Joel 2:18, 19 – To translate the vav consecutive imperfects in past time is what most translations do, and 

it probably is the best.  This is a significant verse, because it is the hinge verse, moving into the gospel 

part of the book.  One can understand the verse properly if the sense is future (as the old NIV), but it 

perhaps is preferable to think of God already being jealous for his people.  
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Joel 3:2 – The new NIV is significantly clearer here:  “I will put them on trial for what they did to my 

inheritance.”  (Instead of “I will enter into judgment against them concerning my inheritance.” 

 

Random comments and observations: 

 

1.  One time the new NIV moves to something that sounds archaic to me. 

 1:8 – the betrothed of her youth 

 

2.  With two of the difficult cruxes of the book, the new NIV shifts its interpretation. 

 2:23 – autumn rains because he is faithful  (instead of “in righteousness”) 

 4:21 – Shall I leave their innocent blood unavenged?  (instead of “Their bloodguilt…I   

 will pardon”) 

 

 

Amos & Obadiah 
Nothing submitted. 

 

 

Jonah  

Nothing submitted 

 

 

Micah 

Nothing submitted. 

 

 

Micah 

Significant Weakening:  

2:7 - The sense is basically the same as NIV1984. However, the complete elimination of the phrase 

"Spirit of the Lord" seems unwarranted, detracting from the overall corpus of passages comprising OT 

pneumenology. Also, "impatient” seems to be a weakening of the Heb. verb here. It can have that sense 

(basic: "cutting short"), but I think the nuance is stronger here.  

5:5 - This is a punctuation issue. But, in my opinion, the proposed punctuation change really alters the 

meaning. NIV1984 stops the previous stanza at the end of 5a: And he will be their peace. NIV2011, 

following LXX, VUL, and the BHS reads: "And he will be our peace when the Assyrians invade our land 

and march through our fortresses." Laetsch stops at 5a. To me this really robs the previous messianic 

prophecy of its literary climax.  

 

o I consulted with T. Nass on the Hebrew of this verse (5:5). BHS just leaves the clause on a separate 

line ("and he will be peace"), but Tom pointed out that it is interesting that the Masoretes placed an 

atnach in shalom of the verse, only 3 words in. So the Masoretes saw a sharp disjunction from what 

follows. We speculated that the change was made to make it harmonize somehow with the conclusion of 

5:7b, where the shift back to 3rd sg. from 3rd pl. occurs. (This verse is 5:4 in BHS text.)  

 

Significant Improvements  

2:13 – The NIV2011 really strengthens this passage to bring out the messianic flavor of the verse. The 

addition of the article The One… strengthens the parallel thought of this verse, where in the 2nd half the 

King = The LORD.  
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5:3 – "bears a son…" - No Hebrew for "a son" in the original text, but contextually the "one in labor" has 

to bear "a son," since the possessive "his brothers" follows on its heels. A good clarification in an 

important messianic passage.  

 

Other Notes:  

3:1 – (modest weakening) – "Should you not embrace justice…" Not sure why they chose this over the 

standard ydh – "know justice" It seems an odd expression to me.  

4:7 – (modest improvement) – "I will make the lame my remnant…" - I think the context warrants this, 

and it personalizes God's great mercy more.  

4:9 – (modest weakening) – "Have you no king? Has your ruler perished?" The change is from the clear 

Heb. "counselor" to "ruler." I suppose to parallel the idea of "king." An aspect of the nature of God's rule 

is lost a bit with this change, I feel.  

5:1 – (modest improvement) – "Marshal your troops now, city of troops…" The (re)insertion of the 

adverb reflects the BHS, LXX and VUL. Adds a sense of urgency to the passage as well.  

5:7 – (modest improvement) – NIV1984's "which do not wait for anyone or linger for mankind" was a bit 

confusing. Here "linger" is replace with depend on man. That does capture the verb here (ychl) , related to 

the noun "hope."  

6:1 – (modest weakening) – The opening of Ch. 6 "Stand up, plead your case before the mountains;" is 

replaced with "…plead my case before the mountains;" I can't really figure out what warrants this change. 

To whom, then is the LORD speaking? Micah? Would have, perhaps, been best to leave this as vague as 

the Hebrew, which employs two bare imperatives here: "Stand up! Plead before the mountains!"  

7:2 – (modest improvement) – "The godly have been swept from the land;" is replace with "The faithful 

have been swept from the land." Has a nice emphasis to it that reflects the derivative of hsd.  

7:4 – (modest improvement) – "The day of your watchmen has come, the day God visits you…" 

NIV2011: The day God visits you has come, the day your watchmen sound the alarm. The verb pqd can 

mean a "gracious visitation” (as in KJV Mt.23:37), but also a visitation in judgment, which is the 

contextual nuance here. This new rendering clarifies it.  

7:20 – (modest weakening) - I prefer the rendering "mercy" of NIV1984 to "love" of this new translation.  

 

 

Nahum 

Nothing submitted. 

 

 

Habakkuk  

Habakkuk 2:4 - "See, the enemy is puffed up; his desires are not upright-- but the righteous person will 

live by his faithfulness— 

 The Hebrew word in question is often accurately translated “faithfulness” in other passages, 

which suggests more of a character or lifestyle within a person than an attitude of trust which 

clings to the promises of God, even when things seem to be going completely contrary to God’s 

will in this world. 

 However, in this context, it seems to me that “faith,” the attitude of trust which clings to the 

promises of God in spite of what we see God doing and allowing, is exactly what the Lord is 

calling for as he speaks to and through Habakkuk. 

 Perhaps Prof.Westendorf in his People’s Bible commentary on Habakkuk says it better: “[The 

Lord] says, “But the righteous will live by his faith.”  (Note: This translation is better than the 

footnote alternative in the NIV which translates “faith” as faithfulness.  Although the Hebrew 

word often means “to act in a faithful or loyal way,” the focus here is not on doing but on 

depending upon the Lord to act faithfully in accord with his promises.)” 
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 The three NT quotes of this passage (Rm 1:17; Gal 3:11; Heb 10:38) all translate the Hebrew 

word as “faith” (ek pisteos), as does the Septuagint, and the emphasis of the Romans and 

Galatians passages in their context is righteousness by faith in what God does as opposed to by 

our own works. 

 

Do I think this significant weakening is a weakness that would make the NIV 2011 unusable for WELS?   

No, since the fact that we are justified by faith alone is still emphasized in other passages, including the 

three aforementioned NT quotations of this verse, all of which use “faith” instead of “faithfulness” in the 

NIV 2011.  And I see that they have the alternate translation “faith” included in a footnote as well… 

 

 

Zephaniah 

Nothing submitted. 

 

 

Haggai 

There isn’t much going on with Haggai relative to this project.  There is a small improvement in English 

style represented in a few spots, e.g., in one switch from the passive to the active voice (1:2).  For another 

example:  the English suffix “my” is added in the TNIV to the word “house” (1:8) referring to the 

LORD’s temple, though the Hebrew word has no suffix.  This is fitting as it marks a contrast with the 

houses of the people, where the Hebrew reads (literally) “his house.” Haggai 2:22 has a switch back from 

the gender neutral “comrade” to the more natural “brother.” 

 

Haggai 2:7 is worth noting because of the weight of the prophecy.   

 

 TNIV:  “I will shake all nations, and what is desired of all nations will come” 

 

NIV1984: “the desired of all nations will come”   

 

KJV:  “the desire of all nations will come” 

 

NKJV:   “the Desire of All Nations” 

 

ESV:  “so that the treasures of all nations shall come in” 

 

While the NKJV would most easily lead a reader to see the Messianic implications of the verse, the ESV 

(with its plural “treasures”) would seem to be the most opaque.  The Hebrew word is singular.  It is, of 

course, an interpretative decision whether or not to use capitalization to indicate Hebrew expressions that 

may or may not be taken as titles, and the TNIV need not be faulted here. 

 

 

Zechariah 

Note: I did not have any in the “significant” category (perhaps I wasn’t bold enough), but I have 

listed several positive and negative elements gleaned from the comparison of the two NIV 

translations.  Additionally, there are quite a number of passages in which the NIV 2011 merely 

adjusts word order from the older translation; many of these allow for a smoother flow to the 

language or read with better sense. I suppose that some of these are modest improvements, but I put 

many of them in the neutral category (e.g. 9:16 – “The LORD their God will save them on that day 

as the flock of his people” is changed to “The LORD their God will save his people on that day as a 

shepherd saves his flock.” Passages 10:5, 11:13, 14:1 and 14:7 might also fit into this category.) 
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+ 1:15 –  The NIV 2011 translation seems to make better sense of the Hebrew phrase – they “went 

too far with the punishment.” 

 

+ 4:10 –  This is essentially a retranslation of the verse.  “Chosen capstone” adds an entirely 

different element than the “plumb line” of NIV 1984.   This seems to make better sense in 

context. 

 

– 5:2 –  The switch back to “cubits” does not allow for greater understanding of dimension.  It’s 

not a major issue, but it seems a step back for a translation that wants to speak to a 

modern reader.  Again, this was likely done for the international audience. 

 

– 9:9 –  This is arguably the most well-known passage from the prophecy of Zechariah.  The 

critical change is “having salvation” to “victorious.”  The translators likely thought that 

“having salvation” doesn’t communicate effectively as a phrase (i.e. what does it mean to 

“have salvation” as a king?).  The Hebrew verb can be translated “victorious” and 

accurately describes the “King of kings” as a conqueror, but the intentional emphasis on 

Jesus’ saving mission is missing with the word chosen in this revision.  

 

13:3,4 –  I simply do not like the “everyone” or “anyone” (mis)matched with the pronoun “they” or 

“their.”  There is some cringing at the lack of number agreement in usage. 

 

 

Malachi  

2:10 – (Significant Weakening)  Change of “fathers” to “ancestors”  -- I’m not sure that this doesn’t 

greatly weaken an understanding that the covenants were made with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob and with 

the leaders of Israel and not with the “Fathers and mothers” which is likely the implication of using 

“ancestors.”  I believe it would have been better here to leave the cultural context of the people of Israel 

in place in this passage.  The priests were all men, there was no exception.  I don’t think, however, that 

this makes the passage unintelligible since ancestors can be men and don’t believe this makes the 2011 

NIV unacceptable. 

 

2:15 – (Significant Weakening)  This is, of course, a very uncertain and difficult verse.  I’m glad that the 

footnote from 1984 was dropped.  However, I don’t believe the new reading in the text is an improvement 

at all.  I would much have preferred the 1984 reading which continues the idea of marriage being a 

oneness.  Nevertheless this is far from clear in the text.  This would certainly not be cause to consider the 

NIV unacceptable.  This is totally a choice of the translator. 

 

CATEGORY #1 

 

2:11 – (Significant Improvement)  moving from “daughter of a foreign god” to “women who worship a 

foreign god” is much improved because it avoids the wrong interpretation that these were some kind of 

divine/human offspring and clarifies the intended meaning. 

 

3:11 – (Significant Improvement) instead of  “cast their fruit” it now reads“drop their fruit before it is 

ripe.”  This seems to be a good change for clarity of understanding since “cast their fruit” is an expression 

that is mostly unfamiliar today. 

 

 
Matthew 
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Thank you for giving me the opportunity to play a small part in evaluating NIV 2011. It was a privilege to 

be able to contribute to your findings. 

 

This was the first time I’ve been able to give extensive treatment to NIV 2011. Overall I was pleased with 

what I found.  For instance, I found that in the Gospel according to St. Matthew “modest improvements” 

outweighed instances of “modest weakening” by a ratio of 3 to 1, and “significant improvements” 

outweighed instances of “significant weakening” by the same ratio. 

 

I kept track of what I felt were “significant improvements,” figuring that if the steering committee 

recommends NIV 2011 for our publications, it might help the good people of our synod accept it if they 

were aware of a number of the improvements.  I found “significant improvements” at Matthew 1:16;  

2:2,23;  5:19,32,40;  9:2;  11:23;  13:20;  19:6,9,12;  21:42;  22:20; and 26:41.  How “significant” each of 

these is will be a matter of opinion, of course. 

 

I found five instances of “significant weakening”: 

 

1) Matthew 5:22.  The third time the particle δέ occurs, NIV 2011 translates “and”  --  as in, “And 

anyone who says, 'You fool!' will be in danger of the fire of hell.”  Whether δέ is adversative is 

determined by context, of course. In this context it ought to be, since “and” confuses the point Jesus is 

making.  The translation “but” is preferred since it completes the parallel statements that begin at 

5:21. 

 A - “You have heard it was said to the ancients, ‘Do not murder, and that whoever murders will 

be subject to judgment.’ 

B - But I say to you that whoever is angry with his brother is subject to judgment. 

A - And (you have heard it was said), ‘Whoever says to his brother, ‘Raka!’ will be liable to the 

Sanhedrin. 

B - But (I say to you), ‘Whoever says, ‘Fool!’ will be liable to fiery hell.’” 

 
2) Matthew 11:12.  NIV 2011 is as follows:  “From the days of John the Baptist until now, the kingdom 

of heaven has been subjected to violence, [a] and violent people have been raiding it.”  The footnote 

after the word “violence” says, “Or been forcefully advancing.”  That’s a good suggestion for 

βιάζεται.  I think it is to be preferred, in fact. What is missing, however, is a second footnote for this 

verse.  It should have been placed at the end of the verse, to this effect:  “Or forceful people are 

seizing it.”  The interpretation of this passage will always be a matter of debate, and the full 

alternative should be provided. 

 
3) Matthew 24:30.  According to NIV 2011, the verse begins, “Then will appear the sign of the Son of 

Man in heaven.” This seems to be an attempt to make ἐν οὐρανῷ (or ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ) adjectival.  

There is no legitimate reason for that in this context, nor would such an interpretation be appropriate 

elsewhere. The prepositional phrase is typically adverbial. In this case it modifies φανήσεται, “he 

will appear.” In addition, the more easily understood translation is, “in the sky,” especially as it 

follows 24:29, “the stars will fall from the sky (ἀπὸ τοῦ οὐρανοῦ), and the heavenly bodies will be 

shaken.” 

 

4) Matthew 27:16-17.  In both verses, according NIV 2011, the well-known prisoner is called “Jesus 

Barabbas.”  The footnote at v 16 allows, “Many manuscripts do not have Jesus; also in verse 17,” yet 

I’m quite surprised “Jesus” is added to Barabbas’ name at all. Granted, Ἰησοῦν [τὸν] Βαραββᾶν is 

the more difficult reading.  It also adds interesting color to this great exchange.  Nevertheless the 

manuscript evidence for including Ἰησοῦν in either of these verses is woefully insufficient.  Of the 

http://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Matt%2011:12&version=NIV#fen-NIV-23472a#fen-NIV-23472a
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early manuscripts, it only appears in a handful of Syrian (or Caesarean) texts.  Meanwhile the 

overwhelming testimony of the most ancient and widespread manuscripts is to omit Ἰησοῦν.  In my 

opinion, “Jesus Barabbas” does not even merit a footnote here.  

 

I don’t believe any of these “significant weaknesses” comes close to sinking NIV 2011 or making it 

unusable for WELS.  In each of these instances, in fact, some of my brothers in WELS may disagree with 

my assessment.  I do have more serious concerns about the following, however. 

 

5) Seventeen instances in Matthew.  The NIV 2011 translators have rendered Χριστός as “the Messiah.”  

In fact, I found that in the four Gospels every use of “Christ” is now “the Messiah” except at John 

1:41 and 4:25, where there appears to be no other choice but to translate Χριστός as “Christ.”  In 

Acts Χριστός is “the Messiah” except when it is directly connected to the name Jesus.  Then for the 

rest of the New Testament Χριστός is translated “Christ.” 

  

In their notes from August 2010 the translators explain: 

Certain uses of “Christ” are now “Messiah.” This was true particularly in the Gospels and 

Acts, where the word seemed to retain its titular sense of the coming deliverer of the Jews 

rather than its more common New Testament usage, in which it seems to be virtually 

equivalent to a second name for Jesus. 

I have to disagree most heartily. The name Χριστός is rich in meaning no matter where you see it. At 

the same time, to translate Χριστός as “the Messiah” on selected occasions doesn’t really serve to 

bring out that meaning any more than to translate it “Christ.”  Instead it makes for an inconsistency 

that is going to call for frequent explanation. 

 

Of all the changes from NIV 1984 to NIV 2011, this is one about which I am completely puzzled.  

Unfortunately it’s repeated dozens of times in the Gospels and Acts.  It’s bound to raise the ire of 

pastors and their people when (a) in many instances the word “Christ” is supposedly to be regarded as 

“a second name for Jesus”; and  (b) the translation of many long-familiar passages  --  such as, 

“Today in the town of David a Savior has been born to you; he is the Messiah, the Lord”  --  have 

been altered for a reason that is suspect at best. 

 

Does this make NIV 2011 unusable for WELS? I don’t think so. But it’s going to make it much more 

difficult for WELS to be convinced that NIV 2011 is a step in the right direction. 

 

The Savior’s continued blessings to each of you. 

 

 

Mark 

Nothing submitted. 

 

 

Luke 

Significant Improvement: 

Luke 1:37.  2011 is less interpretive than 1984 and more closely reflects the Greek. 

 

Luke 3:11 The gender neutral is just the usual, but “tunics” is not understood by children (or many adults) 

today. I feel it is an improvement for the sake of comprehension. 

 

Luke 3:16 “Thongs” is not a good word to use in society today. 

 



27 

Luke 4:34  While the meaning of ea is a bit uncertain, the translation in 2011 seems to reflect a probable 

connection to the Greek. Some may interpret “ha” (1984) as laughter. 

 

Luke 7:47. Actually my first reaction was to label this as a weakening of the translation because it is more 

interpretive than I generally am comfortable with. However,  it does more closely reflect the meaning of 

Jesus’ parable and does clarify a passage that always has to be explained because the 1984 translation 

seems to say the opposite of what it really says. Therefore I am leaning toward considering this a 

significant improvement. 

 

Luke 22:31 Without looking at the Greek, I have always had in the back of my mind that Satan had asked 

to sift Peter. “All of” brings out the plural “you.” 

 

Luke 23:3 Jesus’ words are not nearly as positive as the 1984 makes them sound. This more closely 

reflects the Greek. 

 

Significant Weakening 

Luke 12:18. I flagged this as 4.5. It isn’t horrible, but I object that they left out the “my goods,” which is 

in the Greek. 

 

Luke 16:23 Because Hades is a term heard almost exclusively in connection with ancient mythology, this 

could be misunderstood, or at least, the impact of the message could be softened. 

 

Luke 17:1 “Stumble” just doesn’t reflect the deadly nature of sin. 

 

 
John 

I would call attention to the translation of e*n qew'/ in John 3:21.  NIV (1984) has it as, "But whoever 

lives by the truth comes into the light, so that it may be seen plainly that what he has done has been done 

through God," while NIV (2011) renders it, "But whoever lives by the truth comes into the light, so that it 

may be seen plainly that what they have done has been done in the sight of God."  I see no justification 

for translating e*n qew'// as "in the sight of God." Please permit the following perspectives: 

1) From the Greek: the purpose clause i{na fanerwqh'/ aujtou' taV e[rga o{ti ejn qew'/ ejstin 

eijrgasmevna gives  the rationale for the believer's coming into the light and parallels the 

preceding two clauses – 1) a causal clause  h\n gaVr aujtw'n ponhraV taV e[rga and 2) a 

purpose clause i{na mhV ejlegcqh'/ taV e[rga aujtou' – that give essentially the same 

rationale for the unbeliever's avoiding the light.  The two clauses about the unbeliever's rationale 

concern the (negative) quality of his their deeds.  The third, about the believer's rationale, 

concerns the (positive) quality of his deeds.  "[Deeds] done in the sight of God" contrasts 

relatively weakly with fonhraV (evil) and e*legcqh'/ (to be examined and, here, be found 

deficient) compared to the way "[deeds] done through God" contrasts.  Perhaps "in the sight of 

God" suggests itself to some as contextually consonant with "light" and "exposed."  

Context and Parallism John 3:16-21 

The Light of Gospel The Light of the Gospel 
 Accepted or Rejected 

The Light of Gospel 
Loved or Loathed 

Living or Not Living in the Light of 
the Gospel 

(The Quality of Deeds Done) 

16)  "For  God  so loved the world 
that he gave his one and only Son, that 
whoever believes in him shall not 
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perish but have eternal life.  17)For  
God  did not send his Son into the 
world to condemn the world, but to 
save the world through him. . .. 

 . . . 18a)  Whoever believes in him is not 
condemned, . . .  

  

 . . . 18b)  but whoever does not believe 
stands condemned already . . .  

  
. . . 18c) because he has not believed in the 
name  of  God's one and only Son. . . . 

   . . . 19a)  This is the verdict: Light 
has come into the world, . . .  

   

 . . . 19b) but men loved darkness . . .                            . . . 19c) instead  of  light . . . 19d) because their deeds were evil. . . . 

 . . . 20a)  Everyone who does evil . . . . . . 20b)  hates the light, and will 
not come into the light . . .  

 
. . . 20c) for fear that his deeds will be 
exposed. . . . 

 . . . 21a) But whoever lives by the truth . . . . . . 21b) comes into the light, . . .  . . . 21c) so that it may be seen plainly that 

what he has done has been done e*n 

qew'/. 

Moreover, there is no good evidence that e*n qew'/ is well translated as "in the sight of God."  

The New Testament has other ways of expressing "in the sight of God":  ejnantivon tou' qeou' 

(Luke 1:6), katevnanti ou| ejpivsteusen qeou' tou' zw/opoiou'nto" (Romans 4:17), 

katevnanti qeou' (2 Corinthians 12:19), ejnwvpion tou' qeou' (1 Timothy 5:21 and 6:13), 

and, perhaps most tellingly, ejnwvpion tou' qeou' mou (John's Revelation 3:2).  When e*n 

qew'/ is translated elsewhere it stresses relationship, connection, context, and even agency 

(Robertson, p. 534):  "Now you, if you call yourself a Jew; if you rely on the law and brag about 

your relationship to God; . . . " (Romans 2:17), To the church of the Thessalonians in God the 

Father and the Lord Jesus Christ: (1 Thessalonians 1:1b and 2 Thessalonians 2:1b),  To those who 

have been called, who are loved by God the Father and kept by Jesus Christ . . .(Jude 1b).  In that 

last example it is interesting to note that "loved" and "kept" are both translations of Greek perfect 

passive participles, with which the dative of agent is often used.  e*n qew'/ is employed parallel 

to the preposition-less   jIhsou' Cristw'/.  

Also interesting to note is comparison between NIV 1984 and NIV 2011 at a similar phrase (e*n 

au*tw'/) in Colossians 1:15-17, a phrase which – to be fair, one little word ("by" vs. "in") which 

– did not make Slowley's extremely helpful list of changes.   

1984  15  He is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn over all creation.  16  For by him (e*n au*tw'/) all 

things were created (ejktivsqh, aorist passive): things in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones 

or powers or rulers or authorities; all things were created by him and for him.  17  He is before all things, and in him 

(e*n au*tw'/) all things hold together.  

2011  15 The Son is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn over all creation. 16 For in him all things were 

created: things in heaven and on earth, visible and invisible, whether thrones or powers or rulers or authorities; all 

things have been created through him and for him. 17 He is before all things, and in him all things hold together. 

Ephesians 2:10 is a helpful reference point regarding both the grammar and the teaching at issue.  

aujtou' gavr ejsmen poivhma, ktisqevnte" ejn Cristw'/  jIhsou' ejpiV e[rgoi" ajgaqoi'" 

oi|" prohtoivmasen oJ qeoV", i{na ejn aujtoi'" peripathvswmen:  the aorist passive 

participle ktisqevnte" with the prepositional phrase e*n Cristw'/  jIhsou' – created in the 
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context of Christ Jesus, created in the context of his work of salvation – for works that God has 

himself made ready in advance – [e!rga a$] prohtoivmasen oJ qeoV".   

1984 For we are God's workmanship, created in Christ Jesus to do good works, which God prepared in advance for 

us to do.  

2011 For we are God’s handiwork, created in Christ Jesus to do good works, which God prepared in advance for us 

to do. 

In the context of his saving us by the Spirit's bringing us to faith in Christ Jesus, we have been re-

made to do works he has planned for us.  Both our re-working and "our" works are his work.  

Translating e*n tw'/ qew'/ as "in the sight of God" diminishes that truth. (The 

workmanship/handiwork change did not make Slowley's list either.)  NIV2011 would have done 

better and been more consistent to go with "in God." 

    

2) From commentaries: 

Hendriksen:  " . . . his deeds, though by no means perfect, were, nevertheless, wrought with 

God's approval (that they were done, in principle, according to God's Law) and that they retain 

this character forever." 

Köstenberger:  "The rather unique phrase e*n qew'/ ei*rgasmevna ( . . . accomplished 

through God . . . ) makes clear that these works are done through God rather than by one's own 

strength. This excludes human pride.  For not just salvation, but also subsequent works are 

properly understood, works 'accomplished through God.'" 

Lenski:  " . . . the works of the doer of the truth . . . are such because they 'are wrought in God,' 

i.e., in union and communion with God.  In no other way than through faith in the Messiah can 

even a single work be wrought in God.  . . . works of the gospel, works of faith . . . they have been 

wrought in God . . . the perfect tense saying that , once so wrought, they stand permanently as 

such.  This is what the light of grace already now does for all such works.  It is a kind of 

judgment of grace." 

Roehrs-Franzmann:  "But for faith the final miracle takes place, the believer moves from the 

passivity of being born and being loved to the activity of doing what is true, of enacting the truth 

in deeds that have God's hallmark on them, deeds wrought in God." 

Rogers Jr. & Roger III:  "Instr. use of the prep. [e*n], giving the reason for the permanence 

[previous reference to the perfect tense of ei*rgasmevna] of the deeds." 

 

3) From e*n qew'/ ei*rgasmevna in various translations: 

AAT: done in God  

ASV: wrought in God 

ESV: carried out in God  

Good News Bible: what they did was in 

obedience to God  

GWN:  done in God 

Holman Christian Standard: 

accomplished by God  

KJV: wrought in God 

Luther: in Gott getan 

NASB: wrought in God 

NIV 1984:  done through God 

NKJV: done in God  

RSV: wrought in God 

Vulgate: in Deo facta 

 

NIV 2011 is breaking new ground with this translation of John 3:21, but without good reason.  Still, no, I 

would not think that this passage by itself would make the NIV (2011) unusable for the WELS.  The 

pastor-preacher-teacher will need to take opportunity to reflect on and then to reflect what the Greek is 

saying. 
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Acts 

Significant improvement: 

 

Acts 3:21 no longer has the obnoxious paraphrase of NIV1984 ("He must remain in heaven until 

the time comes...").  It now reads, "Heaven must receive him until the time comes..."  While 

something can be said in support of the old Lutheran construal of the grammar ("He must receive 

heaven..."), there is perhaps more to be said for taking "heaven" as the subject of the infinitive, 

and NIV2011 is a fairly literal rendering of the latter exegesis.  Properly understood, the two 

ways of taking the grammar are not all that different in meaning:  either Christ must receive 

heaven as his realm now that he has been exalted according to his human nature with authority to 

rule over all things in heaven and on earth, or heaven must now receive the exalted Christ as its 

ruler.  Either construal can be understood as a way of accounting for the fact that Christ is not 

visibly reigning on earth, and neither one implies that he is bodily confined to heaven—an 

impression one could easily get from NIV1984. 

 

Acts 8:22 in NIV1984 reads, "Repent of this wickedness and pray to the Lord.  Perhaps he will 

forgive you for having such a thought in your heart."  The second sentence makes God sound 

capricious and even self-contradictory, as though God might withhold forgiveness from someone 

who genuinely repented and prayed (we recall that only believers can pray).  NIV2011 is better:  

"Repent of this wickedness and pray to the Lord in the hope that he may forgive you for having 

such a thought in your heart."  When ei introduces a clause of expectation, "in the hope that" is a 

common translation. 

 

Acts 15:17-18 contains several improvements.  In NIV1984, "remnant of men" is problematical 

for two reasons.  "Remnant" suggests a Jewish remnant, and in current usage "men" gratuitously 

suggests males (the Greek is the genitive plural of anthropos).  The thought that the "remnant of 

men" must be Jews is then reinforced in NIV1984 by translating the start of the next phrase as 

"and all the Gentiles" instead of recognizing the epexegetical kai, "even all the Gentiles."  And 

while verse 18 in NIV1984 was OK, it is now that much clearer in NIV2011 that the verse is a 

phrase James has added to the quotation to bring out the fact that the Cornelius episode has 

begun to fulfill an OT prophecy made "long ago," i.e., in the days of the prophet Amos.  The 

improved translation now reads, "'...that the rest of mankind may seek the Lord, even all the 

Gentiles who bear my name, says the Lord, who does these things'--things known from long 

ago." 

 

 

Significant weakening— 

 

NB:  I do not consider any of the passages listed in this section "deal-breakers" that would 

prevent us from using NIV2011. 

 

In Acts 2:27, NIV1984's "Holy One" has become "holy one" in NIV2011.  Peter clearly takes 

Psalm 16:10 as a rectilinear prophecy of the Messiah, but that is less clear in NIV2011.  The 

change to lower case is especially regrettable in view of the fact that NIV2011 continues to 

capitalize "the Holy One" as a reference to God in OT passages. 
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The same weakening occurs in Acts 13:35, where Paul quotes the same passage and once again 

models an understanding of the passage as a rectilinear prophecy of the Messiah, but NIV2011 

turns "Holy One" to "holy one." 

 

In Acts 2:43, NIV1984 is reasonably close to the original:  "Everyone was filled with awe, and 

many wonders and miraculous signs were done by the apostles."  In context the impression given 

(as in the Greek) is that the "awe" grew out of the apostolic preaching and the worship life of the 

believers (verse 42), and that apostolic miracles are subsequently mentioned as an additional 

feature of the community's life.  NIV2011 combines the two coordinate clauses of verse 43 into 

one in a paraphrase that gratuitously connects the "awe" with the miracles:  "Everyone was filled 

with awe at the many wonders and signs performed by the apostles." 

 

Acts 4:26 in NIV2011 reads, "The kings of the earth rise up and the rulers band together against 

the Lord and against his anointed one."  The last phrase is kata tou Christou autou in Greek.  

Elsewhere, NIV2011 renders ho Christos in Jewish contexts as "the Messiah," and it would have 

been consistent with that policy to render the present phrase, "against his Messiah." Their 

departure from that policy here in favor of lower case "anointed one" is unfortunate.  The 

passage quoted here (Ps. 2:2) is a rectilinear prophecy of the Messiah, but NIV2011 seems 

hesitant to make that clear (although their footnote is a partial remedy). 

 

In Acts 5:31, NIV1984 stays close to the Greek, "God exalted him to his own right hand as 

Prince and Savior that he might give repentance and forgiveness of sins to Israel."  The latter half 

of the verse is a clear and vigorous statement.  The NIV2011 paraphrase is unfortunately weak: 

"...that he might bring Israel to repentance and forgive their sins."  Bringing a person to 

repentance can be understood correctly, but it also opens the door to the idea that God steers us 

into situations in which we make our own decision to turn from sin and believe in Christ.  The 

more literal "give repentance" is not open to that misunderstanding.  NIV2011's  "Forgive their 

sins" is obviously consistent with biblical doctrine, but the more literal "give...forgiveness to 

Israel" makes it clear that Peter is not merely talking about God silently forgiving someone in his 

heart—rather he is talking about forgiveness imparted to people in the means of grace and 

received by faith. 

 

In Acts 13:39, NIV1984 has, "Through him everyone who believes is justified from everything 

you could not be justified from by the law of Moses."  That requires a bit of thought (the Greek 

required a comparable amount of thought from the original readers), but it leads the reader in the 

right direction.  Once again, NIV2011 indulges in a little more freedom and comes up with 

something that can be understood correctly but is more open to misunderstanding:  "Through 

him everyone who believes is set free from every sin, a justification you were not able to obtain 

under the law of Moses."  Will some readers take "is set free from every sin" as the language of 

sanctified living, perhaps even the entire sanctification of the holiness sects?  Will they take the 

following phrase as evidence that holy living is what the term "justification" refers to?  Will 

those ideas be reinforced by the phrase, "under the law of Moses"?  Will anyone take that in a 

temporal sense and conclude, "Under the law of Moses, that is, in the time that law was in force, 

there certainly was forgiveness from God, so Paul must be talking about something different 

when he speaks of being set free from sin"? 
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In Acts 15:10,  NIV1984 has, "Now then, why do you try to test God by putting on the necks of 

the disciples a yoke that neither we nor our fathers have been able to bear?"  NIV2011 makes 

short work of "fathers," as usual, but the really distressing thing is that here they replace the 

literal translation "disciples" with "Gentiles":  "Now then, why do you try to test God by putting 

on the necks of Gentiles a yoke that neither we nor our ancestors have been able to bear?"  That 

attempt to clarify things actually obscures the issue.  It leaves the door open to the thought that 

the law of Moses remains a yoke on the necks of the Jewish Christians, a set of divine commands 

binding their consciences with necessary forms of service to God.  Peter, by contrast, saw clearly 

that if the Judaizers succeeded in imposing the law of Moses on the Gentiles as something 

necessary, even necessary for salvation, the same logic would apply to the Jewish Christians.  

Peter doesn't want a Mosaic yoke forced onto any of the disciples, and so he uses the word 

"disciples," not "Gentiles." 

 

Added comments 

 

1.  Gender issues 

 

I think I have heard that Douglas Moo of the NIV2011 team considers himself a 

complementarian on gender issues in the Bible.  That is interesting, but he and his associates 

seem eager to get rid of as much of the indirect evidence for complementary gender roles as 

possible.   

 

Embedded in ancient Greek were some linguistic conventions that in some measure reflected 

male headship.  Masculine pronouns and adjectives were used to refer to mixed company or to 

individuals viewed as somehow being typical of mixed groups or of society at large.  Crowds 

were often addressed with terms suggesting a primary reference to or a highlighting of the males.  

Until recent times English was similar.  That there was some element of male headship 

embedded in English seems clear enough from the recent feminist and egalitarian insistence on 

eradicating those features of English.  But it is noteworthy that the Holy Spirit did not teach the 

apostles to abandon gender-weighted speech habits and form a new set of linguistic conventions 

in this area (although the gospel had a considerable impact on language in other areas).  The 

Spirit-inspired language of the NT may be uncongenial to feminists, but it is a fact of sacred 

history. 

 

The eagerness of the NIV2011 to replace "fathers/forefathers" with "ancestors" makes me 

wonder.  Do the revisers consider it anomalous or embarrassing when God is referred to as the 

God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob?  Do we find those expressions counterbalanced by a 

comparable set of references to the God of Sarah or the God of Rebekah?  Would it be surprising 

for a nation that emphasized Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob to speak of their ancestors in a way that 

highlighted the ancient fathers?  After all, if they wanted to be understood in a gender neutral 

way, why was there not a preference for a more gender neutral term for ancestors, hoi progeneis? 

 

I am also puzzled (sometimes amused) by the NIV2011 handling of the word andres.  In most 

contexts the word unmistakably denotes males, but NIV2011 treats that element of meaning as 

zeroed out whenever there are women present.  For example, when Paul was in Athens (a male-

dominated society if ever there was one) he addresses the Areopagus council by saying, Andres 
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Athenaioi (Acts 17:22).  NIV2011 translates, "People of Athens."  If I remember correctly, the 

revisers appeal to the mention of Damaris in verse:34, but that proves nothing.  Luke tells us that 

certain men (tines andres) attached themselves to Paul and came to faith, "among whom" were 

Dionysus the Areopagite and a woman named Damaris and others with them.  If I say, "I saw a 

number of men from the football team, and among them was a woman...," that hardly proves I 

meant "men" in a gender neutral sense.  Men continue to be men when a woman is among them.  

Furthermore, Luke's reference to Damaris in no way proves that she was present at Paul's speech, 

much less that he meant to include her when he said Andres Athenaioi.  The men who followed 

Paul were converted by his gospel teaching after the Areopagus speech, and it is only at that 

point that Luke mentions Damaris.  NIV2011 is similarly gender neutral on most other occasions 

when andres is used in addressing a group—but not in Acts 5:35.  There Gamaliel is addressing 

the Sanhedrin with the words Andres Israelitai, and instead of saying "People of Israel," 

NIV2011  has "Men of Israel."  I get the impression that sometimes the NIV2011 revisers are 

less interested in consistently reflecting the text and more interested in recording what they 

would consider appropriate under the circumstances.  Most curious is the prediction of heretics 

in Acts 20:30.  Paul says that "Even from your own number andres will arise and distort the 

truth...," and here NIV2011 abandons TNIV's "some" and returns to NIV1984's "men." (I am 

reminded of a feminist proposal to refer to God as "She" in Bible translations, to which one 

theologian replied:  "I'd have more respect for the proposal if they also wanted Matthew 25:41 to 

include the phrase, 'the devil and her angels.'") 

 

When we come to adelphoi, we can find a bit more support for a gender neutral translation such 

as "brothers and sisters."  BDAG records a few instances in which the plural clearly includes one 

or more females.  Since the word for sister is he adelphe, it is plausible to suppose that the noun 

hoi adelphoi could work like plural masculine adjectives that can refer either to males only or to 

mixed gender groups.  But in practice is "brothers and sisters" a precise representation of the way 

NT writers and their original readers understood adelphoi?  Or was it taken for granted by them 

that the primary reference was to the men as the appropriate way of addressing a mixed group in 

those days?  It is interesting that we sometimes find a congregation addressed as Andres adelphoi 

as in Acts 13:26.  That suggests an exegetical fork in the road.  Either andres in such a context is 

little more than a superfluous noise, a gender neutral way of saying "human beings" that wasn't 

needed to begin with and came to look that much more expendable when adelphoi was added, or 

andres retains its normal value and continues to function in direct address as a term of respect for 

males who have reached the age of majority.  The latter seems more likely to me, especially 

when I see other practices that NT writers and speakers employ without any hesitation.  To cite 

just one example, in 1 John 2 we find these terms of address:  children, fathers, young men, 

children, fathers, young men.  Nowadays many writers would feel obliged to replace "fathers" 

and "young men" with gender neutral terms, or they would include "mothers" and "young 

women" to provide balance.  But John writes in a way that seemed appropriate to him, 

highlighting the males.  Where things like that can happen, is it so obvious that adelphoi is 

gender neutral?  I don't think so.  I can't help thinking that NIV2011 is in a subtle but far-

reaching way misrepresenting the apostolic church by its frequent refusal to translate adelphoi 

simply as "brothers," even though many modern readers will welcome the change. 

 

 

2.  How much paraphrase is a good thing?   
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While I have seen a few places where NIV2011 is more literal than NIV1984, my global 

impression is that NIV2011 is a freer translation, more willing to use paraphrase.  Sometimes 

they do it in the interest of tiny improvements in English idiom.  Sometimes they do it to nail 

down a particular interpretation of a text.  Sometimes, it seems, they are not entirely comfortable 

with the way the thought is expressed in the inspired text and seek to say it better.  They are at 

pains to avoid or minimize things that might cause the reader to say, "That sounds odd, or seems 

different from the way we do things today, or is not immediately clear.  I'll have to think about 

that or even do some studying."  My sense is that the original texts of the NT would not always 

have sounded 100% idiomatic to the original readers and would in some passages require 

reflection to get the point.  But NIV2011 wants to make the experience of Bible reading as 

smooth and effortless as possible. 

 

I wonder if we are living in a trend.  I suspect that Bible translators will more and more see it as 

their task to paraphrase for a variety of reasons, and that they will paraphrase more extensively.  

But there can be too much of a good thing. 

 

Acts 1:21 can serve as an illustration of the phenomenon and the potential danger.   NIV1984 

has, "Therefore it is necessary to choose one of the men who have been with us the whole time 

the Lord Jesus went in and out among us..."  That was not a perfect translation since "among us" 

blurs the point of eph' hemas, which means "over us" in the sense of an authoritative leader ("as 

our leader" would be an OK paraphrase).  But the NIV2011 revisers seem unaware of that flaw, 

and instead they seem preoccupied with the thought,"It sounds just a trifle odd to say 'Jesus went 

in and out' because we don't talk that way.  Let's say it the way we would say it, 'the whole time 

the Lord Jesus was living among us.'"  And with that paraphrase they make it impossible to see 

here an echo of Numbers 27:17 and 1 Samuel 18:13,16 (passages in which a more literal 

translation would also be desirable so that a footnote at Acts 1:21 could usefully reference them).  

Jesus is the new Joshua, whom God provided so that Israel would not be like sheep without a 

shepherd (Nu 27:17).  Jesus is great David's greater Son, the leader of the reconstituted Israel in 

which Peter and the rest of the Twelve were given an important role—and just as Israel and 

Judah loved David "because he went out and and came in before them" (1 Sa 18:16, KJV), so 

Peter and his fellow disciples loved Jesus as they witnessed him coming in and going out as their 

leader.  Now there was nothing badly unidiomatic about NIV1984 in Acts 1:21.  The grammar 

and words were simple and transparent.  But because the ultimate degree of naturalness is such a 

high priority for NIV2011, the biblical phrase was not allowed to survive, and the warm, 

eloquent allusion was lost. 

 

I wonder how often things like that happen as translators become more enamored of naturalness 

of expression and less inclined to confront the reader with expressions that provoke the thought, 

"Why would God put it this way?" 
 

 

Romans 

Significant Weakenings 

1) 4:1 – The NIV 2011 appears to attach kata. sa,rka to propa,tora instead of to 

eu`rhke,nai. This changes Paul’s addressees. He would now be addressing Jews only. Verse 2 

answers the question of v. 1.  
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This weakness does not make the NIV 2011 unusable. 

 

2) 11:12 – The NIV 2011 change to “full inclusion” from “fullness” for plh,rwma leans more toward a 

millennialistic view of the mass conversion of the Jews. What Paul means by this term is that the Jews 

once again have salvation. Lenski: “…they fell from the salvation (avpo,), from the swthri,a  just 

mentioned; they lost this salvation; they again have the fulness of this salvation” (695). 

 

This weakness does not make the NIV 2011 unusable, but is a serious deficiency. 

 

Significant Improvements 

1) 7:3a – The NIV 2011 changed “if she marries” to “if she has sexual relations with.” This change 

actually broadens the application of the verse to include more forms of sexual sin. This change is 

warranted based on BDAG’s definition of “belong to” (s.v. 9.b.).  

 

On the borderline between moderate and significant () 

2) 12:1c – The NIV 2011 has translated logikh,n with “true and proper.” Many major English 

translations favor “spiritual” as a translation, which is good but not quite sufficient. Douglas Moo nicely 

supplies more background for logikh,n in his NICNT commentary on Romans, adding the element of 

“‘appropriate for human beings as rational and spiritual creatures of God’” (752).  

 

 

Romans 

Significant NIV 2011 Strengthening or Weakening in Romans 

Passage + Greek NIV,  

NIV84 

Strengthening 

or Weakening 

Rationale 

κατα σαρκα—Ro 1:3 “as to his earthly 

life”; “as to his 

human nature” 

Strengthening NIV84 sets up an 

opposition between the 

human/divine nature; better 

to see it as an opposition 

between the two phases of 

Christ’s redeeming work, 

exanination and exaltation. 

παντες 

ημαρτον...δικαιουμενοι—

Ro 3:23-24 

“all have 

sinned…and all 

are justified” 

“all have 

sinned….and are 

justified..” 

Strengthening NIV84 isn’t bad, but NIV is 

better.  And any 

strengthening in 

justification has to be 

significant for a Lutheran. 

Ιλαστηριον δια της 

πιστεως εν τω αυτου 

αιματι—Ro 3:25 

sacrifice of 

atonement, 

through the 

shedding of his 

blood—to be 

received by 

faith
” 

“sacrifice of 

Strengthening NIV makes both of the 

prepositional phrases 

dependent upon ιλαστηριον, 

unlike NIV84 that translates 

with an idea that occurs 

nowhere else in Paul: “faith 

in blood” 
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atonement, 

through faith in 

his blood” 

 

δια ποιου νομου; των 

εργων; ουχι, αλλα δια 

νομου πιστεως 

“On what 
principle? On that 
of observing the 
law? No, but on 
that of faith.” 

“Because of what 
law? The law that 
requires works? 
No, because of 
the law that 
requires faith.” 

 

Weakening It’s hard for me to see any 

reason whatsoever for the 

NIV’s changing of NIV84’s 

good rendering.  If NIV 

would have stuck to “the 

law of faith,” that would 

have been better than “the 

law that requires faith.” 

και ουτως... “and so…” 

“and in this 
way…” 

Strengthening The NIV84 is somewhat 

easier to misunderstand as 

meaning “and 

then…”lending itself to the 

idea of a mass conversion 

of the Jews.  The NIV 

makes Paul’s idea clear. 

Ασπασασθε Ανδρονικον 

και Ιουνιαν, ....επισημοι 

εν τοις αποστολοις Ro 

16:7 

Greet Andronicus 
and Junia .... They 
are outstanding 
among the 
apostles 

Weakening Of course this is a notorious 

spot.  At least they had the 

good sense to include in a 

footnote “…are esteemed 

by.”  There are many 

problems in translating this 

verse.  Wallace deserves to 

be looked at in this regard.  

http://bible.org/article/junia-

among-apostles-double-

identification-problem-

romans-167 

 

 

 

1 Corinthians 

 

Significant improvements 

 

In 1 Corinthians 3:16-17, NIV1984 reads, "Don't you know that you yourselves are God's temple 

and that God's Spirit lives in you?  If anyone destroys God's temple, God will destroy him; for 

God's temple is sacred, and you are that temple."  An attentive reader would conclude from "you 

http://bible.org/article/junia-among-apostles-double-identification-problem-romans-167
http://bible.org/article/junia-among-apostles-double-identification-problem-romans-167
http://bible.org/article/junia-among-apostles-double-identification-problem-romans-167
http://bible.org/article/junia-among-apostles-double-identification-problem-romans-167
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yourselves" (plural) and other indications in context that Paul here identifies the congregation as 

God's temple.  But for many readers, those factors are overpowered by the much emphasized 

teaching that the individual Christian's body is the temple of the Holy Spirit (a point Paul teaches 

in chapter 6).  Thus they miss out on the edifying thought that God himself "attends church" in a 

special way (Psalm 22:3 in the KJV comes to mind) and wishes to be found in the corporate 

worship of his people and is specially active there to bless them—an excellent reason to go to 

church regularly.  NIV2011 improves the end of both verses so that only the most inattentive can 

suppose that Paul is here talking about the individual Christian's body as a temple:  "Don't you 

know that you yourselves are God's temple and that God's Spirit dwells in your midst?  If anyone 

destroys God's temple, God will destroy that person; for God's temple is sacred, and you together 

are that temple." 

 

In 1 Corinthians 6:13, NIV1984 punctuates in such a way that Paul is the one who teaches that 

God will destroy both food and the stomach.  That understanding gives rise to unwarranted 

speculation about the nature of the resurrected body.  That in turn creates tension with Luke 24, 

where we see that the body of the risen Jesus is capable of eating food (even if it is not dependent 

on food).  NIV2011 pays closer attention to the way Paul provides answers to Corinthian 

thinking on a nearly clause-by-clause basis.  Accordingly, NIV2011 punctuates in such a way as 

to make it clear that it is the Corinthians who say God will destroy both food and stomach:  "You 

say, 'Food for the stomach and the stomach for food, and God will destroy them both.'  The body, 

however, is not meant for sexual immorality but for the Lord, and the Lord for the body." 

 

In 1 Corinthians 7:1, the Greek text says it is good for a man not to touch a woman (i.e., 

sexually).  The NIV1984 translators evidently regarded a literal translation as too restrictive (no 

physical contact of any kind?) or too obscure, and yet they did not want to say anything 

indelicate.  Their solution was to paraphrase:  "Now for the matters you wrote about: It is good 

for a man not to marry."  Unfortunately that gives the impression that the chapter is about 

marriage per se, and it exacerbates the difficulties of readers who wonder why Paul here seems 

so unappreciative of marital blessings such as companionship and children.  But the Corinthians 

were not asking for a comprehensive teaching about marriage. NIV2011 zeroes in on the issue 

for the Corinthians:  "Now for the matters you wrote about: 'It is good for a man not to have 

sexual relations with a woman.'" 

 

In 1 Corinthians 7:17, NIV1984 blurs the point of the call each Christian receives by translating, 

"Nevertheless, each one should retain the place in life that the Lord assigned to him and to which 

God has called him."  Paul is not saying God calls us to our situation in life as Jews or Gentiles 

or slave or free or married or single.  The point is rather that God calls us to the fellowship of 

Christ (including salvation, membership in the church, and a life of Christian service) in 

whatever circumstances we are in.  This heavenward calling spills over onto the present 

circumstances of our identity and life and sanctifies them for us, and thus they become part of 

our calling.  But fundamentally it remains a calling to life in Christ, not to an identity we already 

had.  Thus even if we change some of the features of our identity and circumstances, as when a 

single person gets married or Paul circumcises Timothy, that is only a minor adjustment in our 

calling and on a more fundamental level we are continuing in the heart of our calling. In view of 

the modern use of vocation in the sense of a profession or trade or other occupation, it is worth 

noting that Paul is not explicitly talking about that here; he is looking at more fundamental issues 
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of identity.  The Jew is called to be a Christian Jew, the Gentile a Christian Gentile, etc.  It is 

easier to arrive at the proper conception of this call when one reads the more accurate translation 

in NIV2011:  "Nevertheless, each person should live as a believer in whatever situation the Lord 

has assigned to them, just as God has called them." 

 

 

Significant weakenings 

 

NB:  I do not think any of the passages listed in this section is so bad that the NIV2011 should be 

disqualified from consideration. 

 

In 1 Corinthians 1:5, NIV2011 (like TNIV before it) leans toward what is, I think, the majority 

view of this passage:  "For in him you have been enriched in every way--with all kinds of speech 

and with all knowledge—"  It is certainly possible linguistically for pas modifying an anarthrous 

noun to mean "all kinds of."  But that is not the only possibility, and it is interesting that 

NIV2011 declines to take the same construction in the next phrase as meaning "with all kinds of 

knowledge" (as many translators render it).  The problem with the phrase "with all kinds of 

speech" is that in this epistle, it inevitably suggests a focus on glossolalia and prophetic speech.  

It makes it seem as if Paul telling the Corinthians, "Your enrichment consists primarily in certain 

special gifts that some (not all) of you have received."  One commentator endorses the 

understanding of panti logo here as "all kinds of speech" and then notes how ironical it is that 

here Paul adopts the viewpoint of the glossolalists when he is going to take issue with them later 

on.  But there is no irony and no whiff of rhetorical manipulation on Paul's part if we recognize 

that the emphatic word here is not "speech" or "knowledge" but the initial use of pas, which is 

then reinforced by two more occurrences of the word.  Paul in effect is saying, "Dear 

Corinthians, don't get hung up on one or two gifts, but realize that God has enriched you in 

everything--every facet of your lives has been enriched by the grace of God in Christ.  All your 

speaking is enriched by him, not just the utterances of the glossolalists and prophets.  To be able 

to say "Jesus is Lord" in your native language is a tremendous enrichment of speech; in fact 

everything you say in Christian love, whether it is a religious statement or not, is an example of 

how speech has been enriched.  Likewise all your knowledge has been enriched by being 

brought under the Lordship of Christ; it's all a gift from him for you to benefit from and use in 

his service."  NIV1984 said it well:  "For in him you have been enriched in every way--in all 

your speaking and in all your knowledge—"  If anyone has doubts about the insertion of "your," 

that is simply an accommodation to English idiom (the same thing happens in 1 Peter 1:15).  I 

shall be sad to see this version of 1:5 disappear, because it was linguistically and contextually 

accurate in a passage many translators botch. 

 

In the next verse, 1 Corinthians 1:6, NIV2011 continues to bark up the wrong tree, as though 

Paul is focusing on special gifts like tongues and prophecy as confirming signs:  "God thus 

confirming our testimony about Christ among you."  That is a paraphrase of a muddled 

understanding of kathos, which BDAG rightly interprets here as "since."  The Corinthians have 

riches in every facet of their lives since (because) Paul's testimony was established in them, i.e., 

Paul's testimony gave them faith and thus powerfully established itself in their hearts.  NIV1984 

said it well enough:  "because our testimony about Christ was confirmed in you." 
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In 1 Corinthians 2:13, the end of the verse is a bone of contention.  NIV2011 reads, "This is what 

we speak, not in words taught us by human wisdom but in words taught by the Spirit, explaining 

spiritual realities with Spirit-taught words."  The problem here is "explaining" (NIV1984 had 

"expressing spiritual truths in spiritual words").  The Greek verb used here can have the meaning 

"explain, interpret" in very special contexts, as when a dream is interpreted by putting the details 

of the dream and the facts of real life side by side so as to draw some conclusions.  In other 

contexts this special meaning would be a stretch.  "Explain" is that much worse than "interpret" 

because it so easily suggests rational explanation—a notion that would undermine the very point 

Paul is about to make. 

 

In 1 Corinthians 10:17, NIV1984 reads, "Because there is one loaf, we, who are many, are one 

body, for we all partake of the one loaf."  NIV2011 apparently considers "partake of" an 

excessively elevated (or old-fashioned?) expression and replaces it with "share":  "Because there 

is one loaf, we, who are many, are one body, for we all share the one loaf."  That can be 

understood correctly.  But it will be all too easy for someone to take think of active sharing, the 

virtue of giving to others ("My mother taught me to share").  That is all the more likely to 

happen if people recall how Paul criticizes a failure to share food in the next chapter.  But it 

would be doctrinally disastrous to think that it is our virtuous behavior of sharing at the Lord's 

Table that makes us members of the body of Christ.  Paul has in mind a passive situation, a 

receiving rather than a giving, so NIV1984 is much better. 

 

In 1 Corinthians 12:13, NIV1984 reads, "For we were all baptized by one Spirit into one body..." 

The phrase, "into one body," is correct.  The body is already there before we are baptized 

because Christ is already there before we are baptized (ubi Christus, ibi ecclesia), and we are 

incorporated into the body of Christ.  But NIV2011 sounds like Schleiermacher's view that the 

church comes into existence as individuals come together:  "For we were all baptized by one 

Spirit so as to form one body..." 

 

Additional comments 

 

1.  Gender issues 

 

A hypothesis I want to test more thoroughly is that Paul more readily addresses men in the 

second person and tends to put his specific remarks about women in the third person. Consider, 

for example, 1 Corinthians 7:27-28, where a fairly literal translation might go like this: "Are you  

bound to  a woman?  Don't seek a release.  Are you free from a woman?  Don't seek a woman.  

But if you do get married, you do not sin (thereby), and if the virgin gets married, she does not 

sin (thereby)."  This distinction in the use of the second and third persons is not an absolute rule 

for Paul.  But it may be a linguistic habit he grew up with, a habit he sometimes follows without 

giving it any conscious attention (at other times he may in fact make a conscious decision 

whether to follow the pattern or make an exception).  We see in John 4:27 that the disciples 

"were surprised to find [Jesus] talking with a woman."  Paul was brought up in the same 

culture—he was born in Tarsus but spent his formative years in Jerusalem (Acts 22:3)—and old 

habits tend to persist, particular when a person sees them as having a certain propriety.  Paul 

considers it proper for a woman to ask her husband at home if questions occur to her at a 

gathering of the congregation (1 Co 14:35).  Occasionally he addresses women directly in the 
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second person, but the examples that come to mind happen to be ones where Paul might relax his 

sense of tact because there is no reason to fear that anyone will take it amiss.  In 1 Corinthians 

7:16 he briefly addresses a Christian woman whose husband is an unbeliever and not part of the 

audience.  In Colossians 3:18 he briefly addresses the married women in the Colossian church, a 

church Paul is not personally acquainted with.  The husbands cannot have the least suspicion that 

Paul is getting over-familiar with their wives, especially since he is telling them, "Submit to your 

husbands."  (There is something of a parallel in the second person forms occurring in 1 Peter 

3:2,6). 

 

That brings us to the question:  Does Paul intend the vocative adelphoi to be heard in a perfectly 

gender neutral way?  Or would it be more accurate to infer that his thinking is along these lines:  

"Of course the letter will be read in church and heard by all the congregation, and so I include 

instruction intended for the benefit of all, but it is nonetheless natural for me to address myself 

first and foremost to the men"? 

 

It is interesting that his closing remarks include the plural imperative andrizesthe (1 Co 16:13).  

The key component of meaning in this context is "be courageous," but it is not as though the 

usage of this verb had so drifted from its transparent etymology that people used it with no 

thought of the root.  For example, BDAG cites a passage in the Shepherd of Hermas in which a 

female figure appearing in a vision as a representation of the virtue of self-control is described as 

andrizomene, and the word loses its point in context entirely if we imagine that it has nothing to 

do with manliness.  In 1 Corinthians 16;13 we might render the imperative, "Act with manly 

courage."  If Paul is addressing the men in the congregation as his primary audience, there is no 

linguistic tension here.  If it can be shown that he is addressing all equally (men, women, and 

children), we still do not have the gender-neutral Paul that NIV2011 wishes to portray.  A writer 

with gender-neutral sensitivities would have used a different Greek expression. 

 

On one occasion NIV2011's rendering of adelphoi as "brothers and sisters" produces jarring 

results.  In 1 Corinthians 7:29, the explicit inclusion of "sisters" seems odd since Paul 

immediately goes on to speak of "those who have wives" without any mention of "those who 

have husbands."  In the Greek Paul simply says adelphoi and proceeds to talks about men in the 

church.  I suppose the NIV2011 revisers figured they couldn't afford to concede that this instance 

of adelphoi in the vocative might show Paul is thinking of men, because then that might be true 

of all the other instances.  In any case, they chose to translate "brothers and sisters" here too, and 

the jarring effect follows. 

 

2.  Other matters 

 

The format of this study focuses on comparing NIV1984 and NIV2011 with an emphasis on 

gains and losses.  That is very much worth doing, and it is nice to have online tools that greatly 

facilitate such a study.  But this way of proceeding does not target places where both NIV1984 

and NIV2011 are the same and get it wrong, or places where NIV2011 makes a tiny 

improvement but could have done much better.  Examples of both kinds came to mind while I 

was working through this epistle.  Unfortunately, it would become a gigantic study to compare 

all of NIV2011 with the original Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek and with plausible alternatives 

among modern translations, and the available time does not permit that degree of thoroughness.  
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Let me finish by thanking the committee for taking on a huge project and encouraging them to be 

as fair and thorough as possible. 

 
 

2 Corinthians 

There is a significant weakening from NIV1984 at 2 Cor 8:7.  NIV2011 adopts a weaker variant reading 

and adds the word “kindled” to the text.  In NIV2011 the reader would be confused, I would think, 

because Paul’s love for the Corinthians is portrayed as a gift that the Corinthians could work to excel in.  

That doesn’t seem to make sense.  And by adding the words “we have kindled” NIV2011 seems to leave 

the door open for Paul being the author of the Corinthians’ Christian love. 

 

In no way would this one significant weakness make the NIV2011 version of 2 Corinthians unusable for 

WELS, in my opinion.   

 

 

Galatians 

1.  4:15.  NIV2011’s “your blessing of me” for a) adds 

an “of me” that is not in the text, and b) renders  in a way that does not really fit 

the context. 

2.  5:14.  While  can mean “fulfill,” it seems better in line with Paul’s point here to 

understand it as “to sum up” (as Paul uses the cognate noun  in the same context at 

Romans 13:10).  By pairing a “keeping” that isn’t in the Greek with “fulfill,” the NIV2011 leaves the 

door open for a work righteous understanding of Galatians 5:14. 

3.  5:17.  Virtually every grammar has the  clause in this verse as shading more toward result 

than purpose.  NIV2011 seems to understand it as purpose.  The new translation makes it sound like the 

purpose of the Christian’s internal struggle is to keep us from doing the sinful things our old self wants to 

do.  I suppose that could be Paul’s point.  But it seems much more appropriate to understand this passage 

in the same way Paul writes in Romans 7:14ff.  That was the way NIV1984 rendered this passage.  Thus 

Paul is communicating how the Christian’s internal struggle often results in our not doing the Christian 

deeds we really do want to do.   

 

 

Galatians  

Significant Weakenings 

1) 1:6 – The NIV 2011 changes the tenor of this verse by making evn ca,riti ÎCristou/Ð the 

goal/purpose of the call (kale,santoj) instead of the means by which the call is conveyed. Harold 

Buls: “The participle kale,santoj eliminates any and all forms of synergism.  To make sure that that 

is understood Paul adds the words evn ca,riti....”  Also, Paul’s words about himself in 1:15 parallel 

what he states here.  

 

In the epistles of the New Testament, kale,w is used most often to refer to the effective call of believers 

(i.e., conversion).  
 

This weakness does not make the NIV 2011 unusable, but is a substantial deficiency. 

 

2) 4:7 – The NIV 2011 loses the idea of the son being the primary heir when it renders ui`o,j as 

“child.” Granted, such a system as was present in biblical times usually requires some explanation for 

modern readers. But that requirement does not really justify weakening “son” to merely “child.” 

 

This weakness does not make the NIV 2011 unusable. 
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3) 4:15 – The NIV 2011 changes the direction of the genitive (from objective to subjective) u`mw/n 

when it changes “your joy” to “your blessing of me” to render makarismo,j. BDAG states that 

makarismo,j refers to a “pronouncement of being in receipt of special favor” (emphasis added), which 

would mean that u`mw/n should really be an objective genitive. The emphasis in this verse seems to be 

on how the Galatians should feel blessed: “What has become of this counting yourselves blessed for 

having received the gospel from my lips?” (Lenski 221)  

 

This weakness does not make the NIV 2011 unusable. 

 
 

Ephesians 

Significant Weakening 

4:20 NIV 2011 translates, “That, however, is not the way of life you learned.” NIV 1984 translates more 

literally, “You, however, did not come to know Christ that way.” The 2011 translation does not reflect the 

original, which uses Christ. While the section certainly focuses on sanctification/way of life, this 

translation seems to move too far away from the original and gives it a different emphasis. 

I do not believe that this weakening would make the NIV unusable.  

 

 

Philippians 

SIGNIFICANT WEAKENING 

 

1:1  (Significant Weakening)  - Despite the explanation given in the translators notes, I feel the change 

from “saints”  to “God’s Holy People” loses a significant connection to the doctrine of the church which 

we confess in the Creed is the “Communion of Saints.”  Despite the Roman Catholic confusion over who 

a saint is, I believe the use of the term in Scripture is still important since we use the term in our 

theological writings so copiously that our people need to see the term in its context in Scripture.  This is 

not a reason not to use NIV 2011. 

 

3:9 (Significant Weakening) – In my opinion this is a significant weakening because “on the basis of 

faith” rather than “by faith” can suggest that the righteousness is “on the basis of faith” rather than a 

righteousness that is only on the basis of Christ but is given and becomes ours through faith.  The epi is 

not telling us the basis of the righteousness, but the basis on which it is given and counted as ours, that is 

“by faith.”  The context makes this clear as does the parallelism with “ek pistews” in the earlier part of the 

verse.  The righteousness does not come from the law as its basis, but from God as its basis and it is 

“given” (understood in the context) by and upon (on the basis of) faith.  In the only other use of this 

expression in the NT the NIV 2010 retains the translation “by faith.”  Why not here?   Does this make the 

NIV unusable?  It depends on how often the NIV 2010 uses this wording in other places where faith is 

being explained as the means of receiving and not the basis of the righteousness.  I feel we need to think 

about this very carefully!   However, after looking at other translations, many others follow this same 

wording and aren’t an improvement over the NIV 1984.   

 

SIGNIFICANT IMPROVEMENT 

 

2:4 (Significant Improvement) – I’ve always been uncomfortable with the “only” and “also” in this verse.  

This isn’t what the Greek says.  This is a great improvement in simply conveying the Greek meaning 

without inserting other things that aren’t in the text. 
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2:6 (Significant Improvement) – This has always been a difficult passage to explain to the readers of the 

congregation.  This helps greatly to convey the idea being expressed.   

 

4:13  (Significant Improvement) –This verse can easily be understood in the NIV 1984 to say that a 

Christian can do anything he puts his mind to through Christ’s strength.  But the Greek accusative of 

respect clearly indicates that Paul was talking about in all respects of the things that he had been talking 

about, that is, in good times and bad times--he is able to do them through Christ’s strength.  The change is 

a very good and needed improvement in the verse. 

 

 

Colossians 

Two (2) instances of “significant weakening”: 

1) Colossians 2:8.  NIV 2011 translated τὰ στοιχεῖα τοῦ κόσμου as “the elemental spiritual forces of 

this world,” with “basic principles” in the footnote.  The interpretation of this noun has been widely 

discussed, with no consensus that these are necessarily spiritual forces.  The evidence for that 

translation is not sufficient to suggest this as the preferred translation.  If anything, the translators 

would have been wise to put the more basic sense of this noun (“basics”; “elementary things”; or 

“basic principles”) within the text itself, with “elemental spiritual forces” in the footnote. 

 The same translation of τὰ στοιχεῖα (“elemental spiritual forces”) is repeated at 2:20.  Anticipating 

v20 (““Do not handle! Do not taste! Do not touch!”), “basic principles” again should be the preferred 

translation. 

2) Colossians 2:14.  Granted, this is one of the more difficult verses in a rather challenging stretch.  The 

opening words of 2:14 are ἐξαλείψας …  χειρόγραφον τοῖς δόγμασιν.  NIV 2011 translates, 

“having canceled the charge of our legal indebtedness.”  This is the only time the noun 

χειρόγραφον appears in the NT.  Whereas the lexicons generally agree that outside of the NT this 

typically refers a bond or obligation signed by a debtor or contractor, such is not always the case.  

“Written note” would have given room for that interpretation but would also have brought out the fact 

that God’s law, “with its regulations,” has actually been written down both in people’s hearts and on 

the pages of Scripture.  In addition, there is no idea of “charge” in the word χειρόγραφον. That 

concept isn’t introduced until the next couple of verses. 

 

Six (6) instances of “significant improvement”: 

1) Colossians 1:6.   καθὼς is translated “in the same way.”  The translation is true to this word, and it 

reinforces what Paul actually says quite emphatically  --  that the growth and increase of the Gospel in 

Colosse was happening “in the same way” all over the world. 

2) Colossians 1:28.  “Mature,” in this context especially, is a much better rendering of the adjective 

τέλειος than NIV 1984’s “perfect.” 

3) Colossians 2:12.  This may be the most notable improvement in NIV 2011’s translation of 

Colossians.  The antecedent of the phrase ἐν ᾧ is most naturally identified in the preceding phrase ἐν 

τῷ βαπτισμῷ.  So where NIV 1984 had “Christ” as the antecedent (“with him”), NIV 2011 shows 

that the antecedent actually is “baptism” (“in which”).  St. Paul’s point then:  We have been buried in 

baptism, and in baptism we have been raised. 

4) Colossians 3:16.   Modifiers typically follow the verb or participle they are modifying.  So NIV 2011 

has taken that approach with the datives ψαλμοῖς, ὕμνοις, ᾠδαῖς πνευματικαῖς, identifying them 

as modifiers of διδάσκοντες καὶ νουθετοῦντες rather than of ᾄδοντες. 
5) Colossians 3:18.  For the sake of clarity and perhaps so that the imperative is less likely to be abused, 

the middle voice imperative ὑποτάσσεσθε is translated with its reflexive sense on display: “submit 

yourselves.”  This is a willing (not forced) submission that the Holy Spirit is calling for. 
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6) Colossians 4:17.  NIV 1984 mistakenly translated τὴν διακονίαν as “work.” NIV 2011 has given 

the improved translation “ministry.”  Thus the reader more easily sees that Archippus was doing some 

sort of service on behalf of and possibly for the benefit of the church. 

 

My overall impression of the translation of Colossians provided by NIV 2011 is a positive one.  As you 

can see, I saw far more improvements than weakenings when comparing it to NIV 1984.  Each of the two 

instances of what I call “significant weakening” is a matter of identifying vocable meanings.  Neither 

comes close to being a deal-breaker as far as whether we could use this translation with confidence. 

 
 

1 Thessalonians 

Passages that the NIV 2011 significantly improved: 

Just as a general observation, I appreciated very much how the NIV 2011 translators were consistent with 

the gender adjust of “brothers” to “brothers and sisters.”  Especially in 1 Thessalonians, Paul uses this 

word to mark important transitions in his letter.  The fact that the NIV translators were consistent and 

captured every “brother,” the reader will be able to appreciate how Paul was using that word from a 

rhetorical perspective.  In fact, “brothers and sisters” will no doubt have a stronger rhetorical impact on a 

modern audience.  Now regarding specific passages: 

 

1 Thess 2:2  We had previously suffered and been insulted treated outrageously in Philippi. 

 

This is a significant improvement because being savagely beaten and thrown into stocks and a prison go 

way beyond an insult. 

 

1 Thess 3:5  I was afraid that in some way the tempter might had have tempted you and that our efforts 

labors might have been useless in vain. 

 

This is a significant improvement because the translators worked hard to match the verb in subjunctive 

(γένηται) to μή πως.  In the 1984 translation, a verb in the indicative (ἐπείρασεν) was also associated with 

μή πως.  The new translation correctly expresses the fact that the tempter definitely did tempt the 

Thessalonians.  This was a real situation.  The probability was limited to what the outcome of this 

tempting might have been.  If the devil had been successful (but he wasn’t), Paul’s hard work possibly 

could have been in vain. 

 

A passage that the NIV 2011 translation significantly weakened. 

1 Thessalonians 4:6.  (This weakness would not make the NIV 2011 unusable.) 

 

My purpose for marking this passage a “5” is to highlight for you a possible concern.  I am not overly 

bothered by the translation.  I am bothered enough to share this: 

 

This passage (actually 1 Thess 4:4-6) is famous for its exegetical challenges.  I will only say about the 

NIV 2011’s choice of “control his own body” over “obtain a wife” that I agree with their decision.  After 

many hours of scratching my head over this choice, I believe that the more general interpretation is to be 

preferred.  However, I still think Paul is talking to men.  Yes, the larger section (1 Thess 4:1-12) is clearly 

intended for all of the members of the congregation.  I believe, however, that Paul’s words in 1 Thess 4:3-

8 are for men. 

 

Why?  As I think about Paul’s teaching about headship in 1 Cor 11 and Paul’s teaching about how the 

Christian husband and wife give testimony to the Christ/Church relationship in Eph 5, I think Paul holds 

men accountable and responsible for the sexual purity he is calling for in 1 Thess 4:3-8.  True, 1 Cor and 
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Eph were written after Paul’s letters to the Thessalonian Christians.  I think Paul’s teaching on this 

subject, however, had already crystallized.   

 

With this background, you will understand why I think the NIV 2011’s translation of 1 Thess 4:4 is 

significantly weak: 

 

“and that in this matter no one should wrong his brother or take advantage of him a brother or sister.  The 

Lord will punish men all for those all who commit for such sins. 

 

The translation above removes 1 Thessalonians 4:3-8 from that list of passages that would allow us to 

demonstrate that God holds the man accountable or to a higher level of accountability in terms of sexual 

purity. 

 

 

2 Thessalonians 

The translators did not do anything drastic with the 1984 translation.  The differences were minor and a 

further reflection of their commitment to get a little closer to the Greek when that doesn’t prevent 

communication.  I appreciated the minor improvements. 

 

 

1 Timothy 

Taken together, these weaknesses cause me to doubt the advisability of using the NIV 2011, particularly 

if there are similar weakness spread through the rest of the reviews.    

 

1:10 – changes a noun into a participle  

1:16 – unlimited to immense = something without bounds has become something that it just ‘real big’ 

1:18 – end of sentence changes from the good fight to how you fight  

1:19 – changed from an aorist – they shipwrecked – to the passive idea that they are victims of a 

shipwreck. 

2:6 – the testimony to this has been witnessed to – seems to be a change to being people-focused rather 

than God-focused. The testimony to the ransom was given at the time God decided  

2:9 – from have authority to assume authority – although it’s a hapax, reverting to the ursuping thought 

of KJV is not an improvement when the use in secular Greek is considered. I can be given an authority 

that I should not have. Consider a real-life comment regarding the vote of women in a voters’ assembly: 

“We men will give them the right to vote. Then they won’t have usurped (read now assumed) the 

authority.”  

2:12 – from silent to quiet – in the context it’s not quietness that is being called for, otherwise quiet 

teaching and quiet exercise of authority would be OK.  

3:1 – from If anyone sets his heart on being…he to Whoever aspires to be – disregards the context. 3:2-4 

set the context for the he not the generic whoever.  

3:2 – from must be to is to be – disregards the .  

3:2 – from the husband of but one wife to faithful to his wife is another step away from the Greek  

3:12 - from the husband of but one wife to faithful to his wife is another step away from the Greek  

3:16 – from the mystery of Godliness is great to the mystery from which true Godliness springs is great – 

adds words to the text and interjects meaning  

5:8 – from If anyone does not provide for his relatives to Anyone who does not provide for their relatives 

– loses the conditional of the Greek, mismatches singular and plural to avoid a male pronoun.  

5:10 – from saints to Lord’s people – becomes an interpretation rather than a translation and loses a good 

and important word. I think we need to protect, just as we do with the words justify and redeem and 

sanctify, cf The Apostles’ Creed.   
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5:13 – from gossips and busybodies to busybodies who talk nonsense – it’s a change of words which is 

also a change of meaning. Gossip is often non nonsensical. That’s what makes it so evil and dangerous  

5:20 – from Those who sin are to be rebuked publicly, to But those elders who are sinning you are to 

reprove before everyone, - This becomes interpretive and removes the double-barreled construction in the 

Greek.  

6:2 – loss of an imperative; loss of brothers; paraphrases and interprets in the last part and the 

encouraging of  is lost 

 

 

2 Timothy 

2 Timothy 2: 20 

 

“noble” is replaced with “special” and “ignoble” with “common.”   The original words add commentary 

which the new words do not.  There is something.  Honorable and dishonorable may better capture the 

Greek.   

 

So forgive the thought, but my mind compared two vessels – a fine wine goblet, and a hospital urinal for 

men.  One you would enjoy using, the other not.  The latter is not just “common,” it is ignoble.   

 

This is not a big change and may not deserve a 5 – but I believe it changes the meaning of the translation 

significantly.   

 

COMMENTS 

For the most part I was pleased with the gender neutral changes.  Most of them added to the meaning of 

the text.   

 

I was also pleased with the translation of a singular indefinite pronoun to use THEY or THOSE instead of 

HE WHO …   I think it is smoother English and carries the sense well. 

 

I notice that the perfect tense translation moved from “I have been… “  to “I am” with the past participle.  

It is probably how we talk today.   

 

I have attached the comparison chart I made with a short commentary on each changed, in case anyone is 

interested.  

 

 

Philemon 

Nothing submitted. 

 

 

James 

Significant improvements: 

 

James 1:10  --  

NIV1984 But the one who is rich should take pride in his low position, because he will pass away like a 

wild flower. 

NIV2011 But the rich should take pride in their humiliation--since they will pass away like a wild 

flower. 

 “Humiliation” is a much better rendering, I think, of papeinosis, and makes the irony of James’ 

statement more apparent to the average reader.  The sense is that the “boast” of the worldly rich 

(but spiritually poor) is their pending humiliation at the judgment. 
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James 1:20 

NIV1984 for man's anger does not bring about the righteous life that God desires. 

NIV2011 because human anger does not produce the righteousness that God desires. 

 “Righteousness” is a better, more straightforward translation of dikaiosyne. 

 

James 2:16 

NIV1984 If one of you says to him, "Go, I wish you well; keep warm and well fed," but does nothing 

about his physical needs, what good is it? 

NIV2011 If one of you says to them, "Go in peace; keep warm and well fed," but does nothing about 

their physical needs, what good is it? 

 The more literal rendering of ev eirene seems better – not just because it is more literal, but 

because in Christian conversation, “Go in peace” has significant religious meaning, and to make 

such a statement without acting in Christian love is a direct contradiction of the faith. 

 

A note on a “neutral” change  … 

James 2:24 

NIV1984 You see that a person is justified by what he does and not by faith alone. 

NIV2011 You see that a person is considered righteous by what they do and not by faith alone. 

 I counted this as a “neutral” change in my tally, but would like to comment nonetheless.   I 

wonder if translating dikaioutai  “is considered righteous” instead of the standard passive verb “is 

justified” attempts to avoid some of the theological difficulty inherent in the way James phrases 

this verse.   Likely the rendering will aid readers’ understanding, but I appreciate James’ boldness 

in using exactly the same verb form as Paul would use in Galatians 2:16 to say that “a person is 

not justified by the works of the law, but by faith in Jesus Christ.”    I notice that NIV2011 does 

not render the verb as “considered righteous” in Paul’s context, but decides to do so when James 

uses the same phrasing.  I was tempted to mark this as a “modest weakening” of the translation, 

but I’m calling it neutral as I imagine that many of our Lutheran readers will like what NIV2011 

has done with James’ language.  Personally, I’d prefer the verse be left as difficult as it seems 

James wanted it to be! 

 

 

Hebrews 

Heb. 2: 6-7 changes "man" to" mankind"; "the son of man" to "a son of man" and uses "them" for all 

references except to "a son of man" where it uses "him." The Notes from the Committee on Bible 

Translations has a comment on these verses which I believe satisfactorily accounts for the changes.  

 

Heb. 11:11 basically uses the 1984 footnote as the text and the 1984 text as the footnote. In light of the 

textual difficulties connected with this verse, this does not present a problem for me.  

 

Just a general comment: I like the changes. I felt that that even the "no better and no worse" changes 

make for a smoother reading for today's audience. 

 

I found nothing in Hebrews that would make the use of NIV 2011 unacceptable. 

 

 

1 Peter 

 Significant Strengthening in 1 Peter  
1 Peter 3:19 ἐν ᾧ καὶ τοῖσ ἐν φυλακῇ πνεφμαςιν πορευθεὶσ ἐκήρυξεν,(NA27)  
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After being made alive, he went and made proclamation to the imprisoned spirits—(1 Peter 3:19, NIV)  
 
through whom also he went and preached to the spirits in prison (1 Peter 3:19, NIV84)  
 

Characteristically, the NIV 84 translates the ἐν ᾧ as if πνευματί (its antecedent in v. 18) were a reference 
to the Holy Spirit. It is probably best rendered “He was made alive in a spiritual state of existence, in 
which (state) he also went and preached to the imprisoned spirits.” The new NIV splits the difference. 

We still have “the Spirit” in verse 18, but they do recognize that the ἐν ᾧ refers to Christ’s state of being 
(i.e. made alive) in which he went and preached.  
“Made proclamation” is probably clearer than “preach,” since preach is too easily understood of a 

gospel proclamation that seeks repentance. “Make proclamation” is easier to explain as Christ’s 
making a proclamation to the imprisoned spirits, “I have won the victory over you in the cross.” 

 

 

2 Peter 

Both of These Are Significant Improvements: 

 

2 Peter 1:21 With its translation, “but prophets, though human, spoke from God…” the NIV 2011 

seems to have captured the significance of the Greek word order in which the words for God and human 

beings are put right next to each other.  This translation seems to capture well the special emphasis that 

even though the authors were human beings, under the influence of being carried along by the Spirit they 

spoke from God.   This even more clearly overcomes those who wrongly emphasize the “human side” of 

the Scriptures.   

 

2 Peter 3:10 With its translation, “the earth and everything done in it” the NIV 2011 captures the 

emphasis of the passage that judgment day reveals all the hidden deeds which are laid bare before the 

eyes of God. 

 

1 John 

The first three are significant improvements: 

1 John 1:10    “His word is not in us” is a simpler translation that sticks closer to the stronger meaning 

of the original. 

 

1 John 3:16 Again, the translation “the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life” is a 

simpler and stronger translation that captures more clearly, for instance, that the same word is used in the 

first two descriptions.   

 

1 John 3:20 The NIV2011 captures much more clearly that verse 20 is beginning a new thought of 

what we do when our hearts do condemn us.  The NIV 1984 almost lost completely the meaning of this 

verse.   This is a very, very significant improvement!!! 

 

This last one displays a significant weakening:  

1 John 2:5 I am convinced that the love that finds its goal when we obey his Word is God’s love.  

The NIV 2011 turns that around.  I think they have missed it. 

 

 
2 John  

Nothing submitted 
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3 John  

Nothing submitted 

 

 

Jude 
Nothing submitted 

 

 

Revelation 

Nothing submitted. 


