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Appendix B
In Defense of F. W. Franz

In discussions concerning the identity and credentials of the
NWT translators, it is common for critics of the NWT to point to
what they consider reliable data on just how knowledgeable one of
the presumed translators was in Hebrew. That translator was F. W.
Franz, the fourth president of the Watchtower Bible and Tract
Society. However, although consideration will here be given to this
"reliable data," it cannot be confirmed that Franz was indeed a
member of the New World Bible Translation Committee, as no
such official word has come from the WTB&TS or other members
of the Translation Committee.

In an attempt to discredit the scholarly nature of the NWT,
Ron Rhodes, taking for granted that Franz was one of the
translators, cites the cross-examination of Frederick W. Franz from
the Douglas Walsh trial in the country of Great Britain in the year
1954.1 This trial was held to establish whether or not Jehovah’s
Witnesses should be recognized as a legal religious organization in
Scotland. Consider the following cross-examination:

Cross: "You, yourself, read and speak Hebrew, do you?"
Franz: "I do not speak Hebrew."
Cross: "You do not?"
Franz: "No."
Cross: "Can you, yourself, translate that into Hebrew?"
Franz: "Which?"
Cross: "That fourth verse of the Second Chapter of Genesis?"
Franz: "You mean here?"
Cross: "Yes."
Franz: "No. I won’t attempt to do that."2

1 Ron Rhodes, Reasoning from the Scriptures with the Jehovah’s Witnesses
(Eugene, Oregon: Harvest, 1993), 98.

2 Douglas Walsh v The Right Honourable James Latham Clyde, M. P., P. C., as
representing the Minister of Labour and National Service, cross-examination of
Frederick William Franz (emphasis added), p. 102 (Scotland, 1954).
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After referring to this portion of the trial, Rhodes concludes,
"The truth is that Franz—like others on the New World Translation
committee—cannot translate Hebrew or Greek." Let us assume for
the moment that Franz could not speak or read Hebrew. How in the
world does this prove that he could not translate Greek? Franz
studied Greek for two years at the University of Cincinnati, and
undoubtedly continued his study of the language after he decided to
become a full-time minister. Also, how does his testimony imply
that the other Committee members (assuming that Franz was a
member of the Committee) were unable to translate Hebrew or
Greek? Of course, it does not.

Getting back to the cross-examination of F. W. Franz, we
should point out that Rhodes’ reproduction of that cross does not
give Franz’ complete answer to the final question of the cross-
examiner. To the question, "Can you translate that [Genesis 2:4]
into Hebrew?" Rhodes has Franz saying simply, "No." But that is
not all he said. His complete answer was, "No. I won’t attempt to
do that."3 By emphasizing the last portion of his answer (which
Rhodes omitted) we would like to point out that Franz did not say
that he could not translate the English of Genesis 2:4 (NWT) into
Hebrew, but that he would not attempt to do so. Why would he
refuse to do so? Perhaps the answer to this question will be better
understood after we consider the following comments from
William Sanford LaSor:

All learning is in context. The context, however, is not artificial,
composed perchance by one who does not use the language
naturally, but rather it is the actual language of those who used it
as their mother-tongue. For this reason, I refuse to ask the
students to compose sentences in Hebrew. To do so is to
impress errors on the student's mind. And, frankly, most of us
who teach Biblical Hebrew do not have sufficient fluency in the
language to speak or write in it.4

3 Cross-examination, pp. 102-103, par. F.
4 William Sanford LaSor, Handbook of Biblical Hebrew, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids:

Eerdmans, 1978), 3.
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Now, considering Franz’ earlier testimony, that he had made
himself familiar with Hebrew, and that he could read and follow
the Bible in Hebrew,5 and his admission that he could not speak
Hebrew, we can certainly understand Franz’ refusal to translate
Genesis 2:4 from English into Hebrew (not Hebrew into English).
For, as LaSor points out, even most teachers of Biblical Hebrew
"do not have sufficient fluency in the language to speak or write in
it." Thus, Rhodes’ assessment of Franz’ testimony is superficial,
inaccurate, and misleading.

The same is true of Walter Martin’s handling of this trial. In
his book The Kingdom of the Cults Martin gives the same
appraisal of Franz’ testimony. Martin, like Rhodes, also leaves
out the pertinent data, and does not consider the facts as presented
above. Martin goes even further in his attempt to discredit Franz’
knowledge of Hebrew. He says he asked a teacher of Hebrew
(whose name we are not given) at Talbot Theological Seminary if
Genesis 2:4 was a "particularly difficult verse to translate."
Martin claims that the professor stated he would "never pass a
first year Hebrew student who could not translate that verse."6

Of course, after reviewing the court records above we know
that Franz was not asked to translate the Hebrew of Genesis 2:4
into English, which is quite different from being asked to
translate English into Hebrew. Still, it should not be overlooked
that this verse is actually somewhat complicated. It has no finite
verb but one Niphal infinitive construct, with suffix, and one Qal
infinitive construct. In any event, Franz’ testimony on this matter
cannot be used as an accurate barometer for his understanding of
Hebrew, let alone Greek.

5 Cross-examination, p. 7, par. A.
6 Walter Martin, The Kingdom of the Cults, Revised Edition (Minneapolis,

Minnesota: Bethany, 1977), 64.










