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A Critique of Goodspeed'& Translation of the Gospels. 

The translation of the New Testament by Dr.~. 

Goodspeed appeared in the early autumn of 1923. The title which 

was given the book is: "The New Testament, An American 

Translation!' The aim of the translation, as stated by 

Goodspeed in the preface of his booJa, 1B "to present the 

meanina of the different books as faithfully aa possible, 

without bias or prejudice, in English of the same kind as the 

Greek of t he original, so that they m~ be continuously and 

understandingly read~ He adds as a further justification of his 

translation tha t "for American readers especially, who have 

had to depend so long upon versions made in Great Britain, there 

--is room for~New Testamept free from the expressions which, 

however f amiliar in England and Scotland, are strange to the 

American ear!' 

The reception which vas accorded the translation · 

was phenomenal. It was heartily received, not only by 

scholars . and students of the New Testament, but by the general 

public as ,,ell. Some newspapers even published the translation 

in serials. Others devoted considerable space to discussions 

on the translation, which at times were as destructive in their 

criticism as they 11111'.8 eloquent in their praise. 

The distinctive merits of the book have been 

variously judged, according to the diversified nature of its 

readers. Among literary men it was welcomed by some as a book 

that possesses the cham and finish of a masterpiece. Others, 

however, spoke depreoating17 o~ the wrk. A oritio who is 

widely recognized as an authority in the field of ~iterature 

and in particular of the .American language, H. L. Uenclten, 
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denounced the translation in hie characteristic style. ( Cf. 

New York "World" ,Aug. 15, 1926. ). Among New Testament scholars 

the viev,s that have been expressed are no less conflicting. "A 

master stroke of genius" ia the opinion of Sidney H. Babcock 

in the11 Methodiat ~uarterly Ravi~ While the Biblical scholars, 

in the main, have been generous in their praise of' the transla­

tion, the conservative and profound J. G. 11achen denounced it 

as "execrable 11 , when asked for hia opinion by a atudebt of' 

Concordia Semi nary. In hie recent book 11What Is Faith" ( vide 

pg. 24, 162-163) his criticism is set forth in terms which are 

no less uncer t a in in their condemnation. A. T. Robertson in 

hie "Studi es of t he Text of the New Testament" ( pg. 144-145 ) 

ma.lees much of Goodepeed1 e qualification for preparing a 

translation, but that the work has not found wholehearted 

favor with hi1n is evident from the remark that 11one can find 

flaws in t his as in a ll translations~ It m&¥ be added that of' 

all the recent un-official translations, critics aa a rule do 

not hesitate to give Goodepeed1 a New Testament first place • . 

Since the translation of Goodspeed has arrested 

such wide-cpread attention, and since the translator has 

received both glowing tributes and decided rebukes from a host 

of readers, it will be interesting and profitable to give a 

critique of the Gospels as they are rendered in this transla• 

tion. 

In the execution of' this treatise the translation 

of Goodspeed will be studied on the basis of' the origina.J. Greek 

text. The critique will thus seek to establish whether the 

translation is true to the original. Since no other translation 

has till now successfully •upplanted the Authorized Version, 
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the la(er will be use~ in establishing the conclusions reached 

in this thesis. It is neoessar,y to state at the outset, however, 

that such a procetdure will not in all oases be f'air to the 

translation of Goodspeed. Goodspeed has a better equipment in 

the ws:y of an authoritative text and grammatical and lexical 

aids for hie translation than did the translators of the 

King James Version. It will be well, therefore, to mention,in 

brief, the advantages dnjoyed by Goodspeed in this respect 

before we discuss the comparative values of the translations. 

When, in 1611, the Authorized Version was written, 

the four rnanuecripts which we now regard as the most ancient 

and authoritative were not used. The entire Greek text of that 

time wae based on comparatively few modern manuscripts. The 

ancient versions had not been examined, and no careful 

investigation had been made into the testimony of the Fathers. 

Textual criticism was still in its infancy. The materials for 

the etud_v had not been gathered, the principles of the science 

had not been studied, and the labors of Laobmann, Tisc~ndorf', 

Tregelles, Nestle, Westcott-Hort, to secure the purity of' the 

text of the New Testament, were as yet unheard of. Goodspeed, 

with evident advantage over the translators of the Authorized 

Version, he.a come into full possession of what was recentq 

produced in this field. With but a few exceptions, he adopts the 

text of Westcott- Hort, in which there are a number of variations 

from the Textus Reoeptus of the King James Version. It would 

be impossible and unnecessary .to t~eat these variations in 

this ~hesia. The text of Westcott-Hort has not in the least 

affected any of the doctrines of' f'aith. It has,however, in some 

cases, given us truer readings of' the origin.al text which are 

of genuine value. So■e of these instances will be pointed out. 



The other advantage whioh :Qr. Goodspeed has over 

the translators of the Authorized Version is the use ot . 
l ,exioal and grammatical works which recent scholarship, in the 

light of papyri discoveries, has made possible. At the time 
the 

in which the Authorized Version was prepared it was A common 
_ ... ,:1 

oonceneua of scholars that the New Testament was written in 

classical Greek, and that it must be interpreted accordingly. 

The new and true view, however, is that the New Testament is 

written in the popular Kaine, with sparing instances of the 

literary elements whicJLare characteristic of the classical 

Greek, and that students of the New Testament must, therefore, 

go to this source for help in determining the meaning of the 

Greek text. The scholars who have particularly d~stinguished 

themselves in establishing this method of interpretation are 

Deissmann, Moultdn, Milligan, and Robertson. Goodspeed, in 

the capacity of Professor .of Biblical and Patristic Greek 

at the University of Chicago, is also credited with hav~ng 

contributed to the progress of this study. Since Goodspeed, 

then, is more thoroughq equipped on the linguistic side to · 

give a translation than were the translators of the King 

Jamee Version, we naturally find instances of departure from 

the Authorized Version which are commendable. Differences of 

this nature, h~wever, are not numerous or raaical. Just as 

variations due to textual criticism have not disturbed any 

doctrine of faith, so also changes introduced as a result of 

papyri discoveries have not altered the commonly accepted 

interpretation of the New Testament. Only oc:casionally do 

we find a more accurate rendering of individual words, some 

of whioh will be give•. 



With these differences in the equipnent ot the 

translators in mind, we JD&¥ n~w turn to examine the instances 

in which Goodspeed departs from the King Jamea Vers~on. In this 

investigation the material that has been gathered is baaed almost 

exclusive ly upon the study of at, Mark's Goepel. On~ t~e 

outstanding differences that have incidentally been noted with 

respect to the other Gospels will be give~. 

Before we discuss the happy translations ot 

Goodspeed, which will constitute the first pa~t ot this treatise, 

we must give attention to the differences between the Authorized 

Version and the translation of Goodspeed in the matter ot 

mechanical make-up. Goodspeed follows the practise at modern 

books and newspapers in giving a separ.ate paragraph to each 

unit. of conversation, however small it~ be. The verse­

division he gives on the margin instead of inserting it in the 

text. The object in adopting this change, as given by 

Goodspeed in his preface, is that the New Testament JD&¥ be 

"continuousq and understanding]¥ readl' While there are 

undoubtedly maey Bible-students to whom the c{'der of the 

. Authorized version will offer no obstacle to continuous and 
I 

intelli,ble reading, and while to JD&lJ1' the orde:r: ·.will af'tord 

a means of read_y and accurate reference, yet it cannot be 

denied tliat the argument advanced by Goodapeed tor his met~od 

has much in its favor. The protest against the meobanioal 

make-up of the King James version is not of recent origin. tor 

it ha.a zepeatedly been asserted before : 1 uoodapeed•a 

translation appeared that the arrangement ot the Authorized 

Version breaks up the coherence of the text, and otter•• 18■8 

of an inducement, proper~ speaking, to lose oneself in the 

reading of the ~ible. J:Nt it 18 an exaggeration to make th18 
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feature an outstanding improvement over the Authorized version, 

for, after all, the mechanical make-up is on]¥ a minor point. 

Of a far greater importance is the translation proper, and of 

this we are now prepared to give a criticism. 

We wiil treat, in the first part of the thesis, 

instances in YOOdepeed'a New Testament whioh we regard aa happy 

translations. After these have been given under various sub­

divisions, we will take up instances of unhappy renderings. 

Under the happy translations we will give examples of commenda­

ble departures from the King J ames Version which are due1 

I. to the use of a better text and papyri diacoverje■ ; 

II. to the principle of adopting the .tmglieh of our 

present-d.a¥ speech; 

III . to a more acurate rendering of individual words 

and phrases; 

IV. to the principle of translating 16as literally when 

the sense of the text is better expressed; 

v. to a better knowledge of the grammar of the .New 

Testament. 

H.B. In the ensuing technical discussions the following 
abbreviations will be used: 

Gr---Goodspeed, Bew Testament. 
A.V.-Authorized Version, New Testament. 
Mw-••Koffatt, New Testament. 
R.V.-Revised Version, liew Testament. 
T. B.-Textue Reoeptua. 
Ex. Gk. N. T.--llbcpoeitor•s Greek New Testament. 
R. ---A. T. Robertson, A G:rammar of the Greek liew 

Testament In the Light of Historical Research. 
Other abbreviations are so standard as to be obviou■• 

I. 

Aa has been stated, on]¥ auch instances will here 

be cited which clarify the sense of the original. as given by 

the A.V. The following instance■ are representative of this 
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that the term "Lord" had a peculiar religious association 

which will not be conveyed by another word such as ":Master~ 

Of' a similar nature is the objection which must 

be raised against the translation which is made wherever. the 

term rip~,rl(r1Ylwoccurs. Unless referring to God, G.,in the 

Gospels, translates the term "bow dovm before", 11malce 

obeisance", 11do homage", --- never "worship•(A.V.). He 

consistently adopts the first meaning of the YIOrd. In a few 

instances his changes mSiY' be accepted, name]¥ when the word 

is used i n the sense of giving reverence to a creature ( lit. 
I 

18,26; Mk .15,19). When, the text bears out, however, that 

Christ i s : t he Son of God, worthy of equal honor with the 

Father, t he translation i s inadequat_e. In these instances 

special, divine homage, as it is accorded to God and the 

ascended Chri st (Jn.4,2O; Rev.4,1O) is meant. Such an instance 

we have, e.e. in Uk.14,32: after Jesus had stilled the storm, 
I =- .., 

t he disciples, we read, 7Tf'tJr~Kv~y,-lf'" ll(vr: ',) and said: 

''You are certainly the Son of God~ Jn.9,38: In answer to the 

anxious questions, concerning salvation, of one whom Jesus 

had healed of blindness, Jesus points to himself' as an object 

of faith and declares himself' to be the Son of Ltan. The man 

professes his faith in Christ, and according to the text 
/ ,;;, .., 

7T./°~tr~lt'IJ'1f r, v ll'I/C~ • Such examples coUld be mu;tiplied. 
/ 

Other outstanding· passages in which t-he term 71'/JDr"'" YI,.:, 

will be found to have the meaning of " worship 11 ~e lit. 2'J, 9 and 

"hell!' 

r /, VII"' o( is translated "pit II by G. The A. V. has 
~y,/J// 

The first meaning is "Gehenna", a valley southet!llfb. 

of' Jerusalem where the refuse of the city was burned~ The 

second meaning is the place where the wicked~- af'ter death 



3'7. 

suffer punishment. The latter is, without a doubt, the sense 

of the term in the tan. passages of the Gospels in which it 

appears. G. translates them all "pit", with the exception o.f 

Mt.5,2~ a.n4 10,28, where he translates "fiery pitt' The sense, 

especia lly in the light of such clear passages as Mt.10,28: 

"rather fear him v,h icll is able to destroy both soul and bod;v 

in hell"{A.V.),demands the rendering "hell~ Strange to say, 

in Ja.s. 3 , 6 G. translat·es the term "hell~ The same obj actions 
c;-

rnus t be urged a gainst the rendering y✓71 5 1 which occurts ?., 

four time a in t he Go sp~ls in the sense of "hell", and yet is 

never r endered 11hell 11 in G•s. translation (I!t.11,23; 16,28; 

Lk.10 ,15; 16, 23). 
\ _L I n c // 

Jn.1,1: tt"~t 71/JJ Jt'oA"j'J. G.: 11AndtheWord 

was di vi1}1e 11 ; A. v.: "And the Word was God!' Like the passages in 

whi ch K,fo,-~ and~~/t'v,,/.Jare translated in a manner in 

which i t seems t h e Son is denied the place of equal honor 

and a.ut ho r i ty- v,i t h the Father, so also this translation 

leave s room f or t he s ame un-Scriptural interpretation. The 

tra ns le~t !hon i s i mpossible. The A. v. is correct, because: 

1) h '} is the ueus loquendi in the classical and 

Kaine Greek for 11 God~ ( If' "divine-. is the sense, w~ vtas not 

'11-1'?-; used?) 

2) The word ,,r, ~ , like a proper name, is freely used 
C _,_ / 

with and without the article, as subject o vr•J I but as 
fL . / 

predicate V1: "? . (R., pg. '795) 

3) The i mmediate context demands the translation "God~ 
C / / ~ \ } _L. I 

The words that preceed are: '' tJ A 1ro 5 ">f" 7?°") -zi,v' Yl'o V • 

The meaning of 7?'4 is significant. R. (pg.623) explains it 

to mean "facing~ The Ex. Gk. N.T.: It "implies not merely 

existence alongsd de•:Of but personal intercourse!.' With this 



established, it is evident that "divine" is inadequate. 

4) Luther tre~ts the histo:ry of the paeeage and spowa 

that his translation, with which the ~.v. agrees, is correct. 

He says: "The Word we.a God" is against Arius; "The ·V/ord was 

vlith God" against Ba.bellius •. (Ex. ~k. N.T.) 

5) 'fhe N.T. time o.nd again: .calls Christ God, and shows 

hir11, i n his life a.nd in his speech to be "very God of very God" 

so that t here is no justification f'4.fl,; . shrinking from transla-

ting ~ ~"..5 with "God" in this passage. (Ut.3,17; .tn.1,18 

3,13; l.0 1 30; Col.2,9; Phil. 2,6-18) 

One more example will be e iven in which G's. 

tre.nsl ation minimizes t he t e stimony to· the divinity of Jesus. 
') 

In Uk.15,38 (and par a llels) the words of the oenturian at the 

cros s a.r e t r ansl:ated: "This man ,,as cert•inl.y a son of God! n 

The de f i ni t e a r ticle is not given in the original, hence G•s. 
0 

translation , according to \7hich the centuria.n appears to be 

astoni she d a t Christ as the son of. God (in the sense 11of child 

of God11
) is gr amma.tice.ll.y not impossibil!e. R. (pg. 780) BS¥S 

of such o. construction as we have here, where the article is 
C\ _CZ,, ,1 

ab sent from both nouns ( v Io j v -z o v ) , that the phrase Dla.Y' 

still be def inite. He adds that the context must decide. And 

the context, in this case, is strongly in favor of the definite 

phrase. Although G. does not accept the possibility of a 

definite phrase, there is no serious harm done to Scripture. 

Christ's divinity is sufficiently attested in the N. T. without 
0 

using this passage to indicate that the centuria.n came to 

believe in him as the Son of God. It is strange, however, 

that in two other ihstances in which we have a similar phrase 

G. considered the form to be definite. In ~t.16,18 he 
/ c;// 

translated JILi( l(L f v o c.l , •!l!!, powers of dea~h", and in 
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Rom.4,11 , (1'"",z.MJ?,y i,.fl'tZ:-~?f) , "!h!. mark of circumcision! 

This~ well suffice as a review of the varied 

impressions that have been gained from the stu~ of Goodspeed•• 

translation. In conclusion, it will be well to sum up the 

objectionable and the happy features of the work. 

There is no doubt that Goodspeea has rendered a 

real service by giving clear present-dq terms for the archaic 

terms of the Authorized Version, and that likewise, in 

allowing himself greater freedom in rendering the Greek, he 

has occasionally cast a r~ of light upon . .- passages of 

the Authorized Version. But the aim of giving a modern 

translation has led to serious faUlts which will outweigh 

these merits. Not infrequent:cy, Goodepeed1 s modern rendering 

has been found to slight the sense of the Greek. Time and 

again, it has been found that,in an effort to make the 

New Testament intelligible to the reader of the present dq, 

he abused his privele.ge as translator. Many are the passages 

which bear the marks of an interpretation rather than a 

translation. And thefresult of thus interpreting the New 

Testament, it has been found, is that passages which contain 

fundamental truths of the Bible have been weakened, mutilated, 

and at times destroyed. 

Vlhen these objectionable features have been 

sifted, however, there remains much in the translation that 

can profitably be used by the~.student of the Greek New 

Testament. We refer to the improvements over the Authorized 

Version uhich have been made along textual, lexioa1, and 

gramn1atice.l lines. :&'or the student of the Greek New Testament 

Goodspeed's translation m&¥, in ~his respect, serve as a valu­

able supplement to the Authorized Version. 
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The conclusion, then, is obvious. The translation 

bf the New Testament by :or. Goodspeed, on the whole, is 

sorely inadequate as a substitute for the Authorized Version, 

but admir~ble as a supplement. Advisedly we have said, however, 

that it will be of genuine service only to the student of the 

Greek New Testainent. Only the student and scholar, who have 

a knowledge of t he Greek New Testament, can appreciate the 

improvements embodied in Goodspeed1 s translation and exercise 

the proper discretion as to the deficiencies and errors. 

• 
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