Why Does Riplinger Alter Constance Cumbey’s Words and
Make Cumbey into a New Ager?

On p. 361 of New Age Bible Versions, Riplinger states:

New Agers often deny his death, as well.

Then on p. 362, after referring to Alice Bailey (who was a denier the death,
resurrection, and ascension of Christ), she tosses New Age Movement opponent
Constance Cumbey into the mix, portraying her as someone who agrees with Bailey and
other New Age adherents that Jesus Christ did not retain his resurrected body. Riplinger

writes:

Those who admit that he died, deny that he is still in his resurrected

body.

Immediately after this, she quotes Cumbey grossly out of context, using her
words against her as an example:

Jesus had never left the earth,...while Jesus had had a resurrected body, he had
to forfeit that body because he had not earned the right to keep it for the
reason that Jesus was only a fourth level initiate...whereas Gautama Buddha
was a sixth level initiate. However Maitreya himself was a seventh level

initiate.

[Riplinger cites pp. 96, 97 of The Hidden Dangers of the Rainbow ]

Riplinger used Cumbey as an example of someone who denies “he is still in his
resurrected body” by taking Cumbey’s words out of context.

To show the severity of this misquotation, we have placed it in a chart alongside
Cumbey’s actually words from her book The Hidden Dangers of the Rainbow. The
words and punctuation omitted or changed by Riplinger are in red:

Riplinger quoting Cumbey

Jesus had never left the earth, ...while
Jesus had had a resurrected body, he
had to forfeit that body because he had
not earned the right to keep it for the
reason that Jesus was only a fourth
level initiate... whereas Gautama
Buddha was a sixth level initiate.
However Maitreya himself was a
seventh level initiate... (Pp. 362, New
Age Bible Versions, fourth printing,
1994, and fourteenth printing, 2005.)

‘What Cumbey actually wrote in
her book

The verbal content of Creme’s speech
can only be classified as bizarre.
However, the apparently bewitched
audience failed to seec it that way.
According to Creme, the world could
expect Maitreya the Christ within a
few short months. The Christ and
Jesus would stand side by side, thus
ending the controversy as to whether
Jesus was the Christ once and for all.
Further, Jesus had never left the earth.

Where Riplinger changed
Cumbey’s words

When Cumbey’s words are read in context,
itis clear she is commenting on and quoting
from a speech by Benjamin Creme, about
Maitreya, which she called “bizarre.”
Riplinger removed the quotation marks from
Creme’s words in Cumbey’s paragraph.
Where Cumbey quotes what New Age
teachers believe, Riplinger has made it appear
as if Cumbey is stating them as her own
belief. Anyone who reads any of Cumbey’s
books knows this is not true of her.



Having been reincarnated, he was living in a
640-year-old body in the Himalayas — a Syrian
body at that. While Jesus had had a
resurrected body after the crucifixion, he
had to forfeit that body because “he had not
earned the right to keep it” for the reason that
“Jesus was only a fourth level initiate, whereas
Gautama Buddha was a sixth level initiate.
However, Lord Maitreya himself was a
seventh level initiate and the only one
eligible for such a high level of
initiation.” Listening to Creme in
horrified fascination, I was reminded
of the prophecies of Daniel 11:36 and

Riplinger removed the word “Furthermore”
at the beginning of the quotation but failed to
place an ellipsis for clarity. She dropped
Cumbey’s period that follows “Jesus had never
left the earth™ and added a comma. After an
ellipsis she placed a lower-case W on “while
Jesus had had a resurrected body...” without
placing it in brackets, and then added a
comma where she omitted Cumbey’s words
“after the crucifixion,” changing the way this
part is read. Then she placed an unnecessary
ellipsis after “fourth level initiate” and omitted
the word “Lord” from Maitreya, then she cut
off the rest of the paragraph which adds to

II Thessalonians 2:4. (Pp.96-97, The
Hidden Dangers of the Rainbow.)

Cumbey’s context.

Riplinger has on many occasions, during interviews and lectures, stated she
taught college level English at Kent State University. Therefore, she should—even on the
very basest level —be familiar with the correct use of ellipses and punctuation when
quoting a source. Most people learn this etiquette in high school English class. However,
when quoting other people’s actual words, Riplinger has removed punctuation marks,
removed commas, added commas, and placed ellipses and periods where they do not
belong (both omitting and adding them in the wrong places). She has done this so many
times that is difficult to perceive it as just an oversight on her part.

Ellipsis (plural: ellipses): The omission from speech or writing of a word or words
that are superfluous or able to be understood from contextual clues; A set of dots
indicating such an omission. [Oxford American Dictionary, 2009, online. Emphasis
added.]

If Riplinger were a lawyer quoting others this way, she would be seriously guilty
of libel. “T'here are quite a few simple rules for the proper use of ellipses, which are used
more often in legal writing than most forms of writing, since lawyers often (generally too
often) quote material from other sources. Failure to use the proper form of an
ellipsis could misrepresent the work of another person and result in legal
liability for the writer.”" Yet, a person does not have to be a lawyer to be responsible
for slandering others by misquoting them with sloppy ellipses and shoddy punctuation.

By removing and adding periods and commas, neglecting the proper placement of
ellipses, omitting quotation marks, and by continuing and stopping sentences at whim,
she has made Cumbey’s words appear as a personal denial of the bodily resurrected Lord
Jesus Christ—something for which Cumbey does not stand, as her writings clearly attest.

What is tremendous about this blatant alteration of Cumbey’s words is that
Cumbey has publicly referred to Gail Riplinger as a “friend.” * Is she not aware that
Riplinger has so severely changed her words?

Most readers might not have a clue that Riplinger has done this to Cumbey.
That’s because Riplinger does not mention Cumbey’s name anywhere on p. 362. The only
identification on the misquotation is footnote number “153.” If the reader does not flip to



the back of the book and look up footnote 153 under chapter 26, they will innocently
assume that the person Riplinger is quoting is someone along the same lines as Helena
Blavatsky, Annie Besant, or Alice Bailey (whom Riplinger quoted on p. 361). With so
many footnotes at the back of the book, few people take the time to check all of them.
"This is how so much of the misquoting gets past the reader. Nevertheless, it is still
deception at work, because the reader can’t know about something that they have not
verified. They are put at the mercy of the book’s author. This, unfortunately, works in
Riplinger’s favor when it comes to using misquoted sources as the “documented proof” of
her examples.

For those who do look in the back of the book at the source for quote 163,
Riplinger does not tell them that Cumbey was quoting New Age teacher Benjamin
Creme’s speech about Maitreya. By removing the quotation marks on Creme’s words,
Riplinger assigned them to Cumbey. Riplinger made it appear that Cumbey is setting
forth an unbiblical belief (which in reality is contrary to Cumbey), by twisting Cumbey’s
words and making them appear to prove Riplinger’s original point regarding those who
deny the resurrection. Riplinger, a former college professor, is not unaware of the correct
use of quotation marks when quoting others. If, by some stretch, she is confused about
how to correctly use them, she needs to stop writing books until she has learned the
correct usage and, then, make corrections to all her misquotations.

Riplinger has made a mess of Cumbey’s words to suit her own purpose. Even
though she has had more than 15 years to correct this inaccuracy, she has yet to remove it.
We are still waiting.

"“Ellipses”, http://www.kentlaw.edu/academics/Irw/grinker/L.wtaEllipses.htm. This site
gives several examples of the correct way to use ellipses when quoting others.

* Contance Cumbey’s blog “My Perspective - What Constance Cumbey Thinks”, in an
article titled “What is the Alliance of Civilizations?”, written by “Rich of Medford™:
http://cumbey.blogspot.com/2006/12/contribution-from-reader-rich-of.html. In the
comment section, Cumbey responds to a reader’s comment with: “Gail Riplinger is a
friend...” posted at 10:05 a.m., December 27, 2006.




