BIBLICAL HERMENEUTICS

Speaker: Dr. Robert Stein
Introduction

The purpose of our course is to introduce students to a brief history of the English
Bible. Nowhere in the curriculum, before we organize the Hermeneutics class, was
there a place where every student would be getting an introduction to the history of
the English Bible. And it seemed just incredible that a person could graduate from
seminary without having some overview of “How did we get this English Bible of
ours?” So we will begin that and it is also a helpful introduction to the issue of
Hermeneutics.

We start tonight with a brief history of the English Bible and then we are going to
seek to understand the goal of interpretation; what part presuppositions play in
interpretation; the role of genre in interpretation and how to arrive at the meaning
of an ancient text as well as its present significance. The major goal of this course
will be to master the technical hermeneutical vocabulary in R. H. Stein’s A Basic
Guide to Interpreting the Bible. There are three texts: Klein, Blomberg, and
Hubbard’s Introduction to Biblical Interpretation, the second is Stein’s A Basic Guide
to Interpreting the Bible, and the other is Paul Wegner’s The Journey from Texts to
Translations. That is a really good text. It fills in a lot of things in this area that I
could not find elsewhere. A lot of books have been written on Hermeneutics in the
last fifteen years. It is simply incredible to try to keep up with them. Yet I think I
could honestly say that of all the books I've read so far there are none I could agree
with than the Stein book and that is why we are going to be using it. I think you will
find it very user-friendly and helpful that way.

By the end of this class you will have an understanding of Hermeneutics that will
make clear just what interpreting the Bible is all about, an understanding you did
not have before. [ guarantee that. And part of that, if not the best part of it, will be to
master a vocabulary of definitions. There will be twelve terms or so, expressions
that we will carefully define, for that will become the framework in which we will
understand the issues and discuss it. Now [ will give definitions to these terms and
there are other definitions that you can find elsewhere. But, in this class we will
always use the same definition. It is kind of silly to talk about meaning when you
have a different understanding of what that term means, and you are talking cross-
purposes. So we will have a specific vocabulary that we will use precisely in time
and time again, and it will become second nature. You will find that it will be very
helpful.

By taking this course we will arrive at an understanding of how the Bible was
translated into the English language. We will talk about some of the various
translations and their strengths and weaknesses. We will develop a conceptual



framework and vocabulary, which explains the role of the author, text, and reader.
We will distinguish different genres of biblical literature and understand the basic
rules involved in those particular genres. Simply, you do not interpret a medical
report the same way you interpret a love poem. Well the Bible is filled with different
kinds of genres and there are different rules that the editors expected people would
understand about them. But, over the millennia we have lost sight of some of the
rules and some of the principles of these genres. We will learn and re-learn them in
class. We will seek to understand how to interpret various approaches.



Early Beginnings

Prayer: Father, we are thankful of the opportunity we have this semester of studying
your Word, to study how to understand and interpret it. We have a great task and a
responsibility to be faithful stewards of your Word. Help us to learn, we pray. Help us
to have a sense of understanding your Word so that when we proclaim it we will have
a confidence in so doing. We pray for the dynamics of the class; that you give us a sense
of joy, of learning, of openness, we pray. And, we ask in the name of Jesus Christ, our
Lord. Amen.

Now I want to talk about the translation of the Bible into English, and we have to
remember, of course that there was no such thing as an English language when the
Bible was written. Actually English is an amalgam of various kinds of dialects. The
English language begins roughly in the 5% century when Germanic tribes left the
continent of Europe and came to England. The main three tribes were the Angles, for
which we get England; the Saxons, these were a Germanic group up in Schleswig-
Holstein; and the Jutes, the Jutes were out of Denmark. Now if any of you are history
buffs in World War [, the greatest naval battle in the war was the Battle of Jutland,
when the British naval forces and the German navy slugged it out with one another.
The Battle of Jutland was off of Denmark, the Jutland Peninsula. Now as they came to
England, they were not taking vacation cruises. They came to conquer, and they did.
As they settled in England, there developed a common dialect out of these Germanic
tribes, which was called Anglo-Saxon or Old English. Now if any of you have studied
German, you will note that a lot of the vocabulary in German is very, very similar.
have listed some of them: haus (spelled differently, pronounced the same way),
schuh, wasser (water), buch (book), finger, knie (knee), haar (hair), glas (glass), hand,
feuer (fire), boat (same), blau (blue), weif3 (white), roge, student. Lots of words are
similar and the reasons are very clear, English comes our in part in the German
language.

Now in the 11th century William the Conqueror, who is a Norman in France,
conquered the English in 1066 at the Battle of Hastings. He introduced the long bow
at that time and brought magnificent victory to the French. It was kind of a reverse
of D-Day in 1944. Here was the Normandy people going over to England rather than
the reverse. Now that brought, then, a Norman or French invasion and the influence
of the French language came. The French language worked with the Anglo-Saxon,
you throw a little Latin in there and put in whirring blunder, get English, our
English. So that is the way the English language originated.

Now in the earliest period of the Bible of the people of England was the Latin-
Vulgate, the Bible of the Church. Most people could not read, however, in fact a lot of
the priests couldn’t read. So, in effect, people learned their Christianity from the art
of the Church, the paintings of the Church. [ don’t know if you have gone to any of
the old cathedrals in Europe. Stained glass windows, these were pages of the Bible,
so to speak. You would learn your Bible stories through them. The preaching was



lousy; you look to the windows. You read your Bible somehow this way. You go to a
door in a church and there were carvings of Bible stories. Anything that was art was
primarily associated with the art of the Christian faith. And many people learned
their Bible from these things.

There were other kinds of ways people learned about the Christian faith. Not only
the preaching of the church and so forth, but there were groups called Troubadours,
people who would have an ability to sing and go from village to village. They would
sing and people would learn the Bible. Some Troubadour would come to your little
town and you would start singing, “Only a boy named David; only a little sling; only a
boy named David, but oh how he could sing” and they would sing the story about
David. We do the same with our children, right? Helpful way of learning, especially
for people who can’t read of write, like our children at that stage. They can learn
these stories even if they can’t read and write. “Zaccheus was a wee little man and a
wee was he” and so forth. They would sing the Bible stories and this is the way
people would learn them.

Now in the Old English dialect, beginning around the 600s, the Bible began to be
translated into Anglo-Saxon, not English, but Old English. The pre-French influence
English. Stedman, around the 7th century put into poetry and song various Biblical
stories. Aldhelm, who died in 709, he translated the Psalms into Anglo-Saxon - the
Lord’s Prayer, the Decalogue (interesting!). Psalms you need to sing, that’s why you
sing. The Lord’s Prayer, you have to pray together, and the Decalogue, moral
instructions. So the basic needs of the church were first dealt with. They didn’t
start with translating the Book of Leviticus into Anglo-Saxon, but those which are
most crucial to the worship of the church. The Venerable Bede, by his death, the
gospels had been translated into Anglo-Saxon. It's debated as to how much he
personally translated, but he was very much responsible for seeing that it was
translated. This is all Old English or Anglo-Saxon.

The first real approach to translating the Bible into English, you have to add this one
here, would be William of Shoreham, 1325, who translated the various Psalms into
English, not Old English, but English. The first major name, however, who comes
across the history of the English Bible is a man named John Wycliffe. I spelled it two
ways, the last one is the Old English kind of spelling. If you look at a Bible back in
the 1600-1700, they will spell in this manner. John Wycliffe produced the first Bible
in the English language in 1382. He really was a kind of pre-Luther/Calvin reformer.
He convinced a lot of people who were priestly, and these priests would go around
sharing the Bible and the message of the Bible with other people. He didn’t know
Greek or Hebrew, so what he did was to translate the Bible from the language he did
know, in which it was in, and that was the Latin Vulgate. So, the Wycliffe translation
was a translation of the Vulgate, which is a translation of the Greek and Hebrew.
You say that that’s not real good. You should go from the Greek and the Hebrew. If
Wycliffe were here he would say, “What do you want, nothing or from the Vulgate?”
The answer, “Well sure anything, we don’t have anything.” So, the Vulgate was
really fine.



Now as people begin to hear the scriptures read, they began to notice a lot of things,
which cause problems. And that is, the character of the clergy and a lot of the
political leaders did not match what they were reading in the Bible. They became
critical of the church. They became critical of their political leaders as well. And the
result was that the ecclesiastical and civil authorities began to crack down on this
and say, “Let’s put an end to this.” By 1414 it then became a capital offense to be
found reading the Bible in the English language. Just reading the Bible in the English
you could get executed. [ wonder how many people in our churches would be
reading the Bible if that was the alternative. But, they did that.

Now with Wycliffe it was too late, because Wycliffe died in 1384 some thirty years
earlier. So, what they did was to dig up his body and then they burned his bones at
the stake. We laugh at that, but there has been a recent survey among translators
and well over 98% say this is the way they prefer.

This translation occurs before the printing press. So there are hand written copies
and there are hand written sections of the Bible that the Lollards were selling. They
were like book sellers, Bible book sellers, who went around selling passages and
teaching from those passages. The result is that if you were going to start a mission
society whose basic goal was to translate the Bible into the language of the people
and you were living and coming out of the English-speaking world, you might think
of the name Wycliffe Bible Translators. He was the first who truly began the
translation of the Bible into English. And, he did the whole Bible that way.

Now the next person who comes along, comes after the printing press, his name is
William Tyndale. He produces the first printed New Testament. Remember,
Wycliffe has already done the whole Bible, but it is hand written. This is the first
printed New Testament. It appearsin 1526. It was not published in England
because there was opposition to this. It was printed in Worms, Germany, the place
where the Reformation was centered—very much active. He did something in
translating the New Testament that revealed right away that he was a Luther
supporter. Now, tactically that might not have been a wise thing to do because
Henry VII], the king of England, had received the medal from the Pope for resisting
the Lutheran doctrine in England. What you do when you immediately on opening
this New Testament you knew this was a kind of Lutheran translation. It was
evident because in the introduction, the Preface, he used the term “justification” and
talked about the need of justification. He used other words that were not the
Church’s words. He used the word “repentance” instead of “doing penance.” He
used the word “congregation” instead of “church.” He used the word “elder” rather
than “priest.” But, I think the clearest indication of all was his order of the New
Testament. Luther has an unusual order in his New Testament, and the last four
books of the Luther New Testament are not 1, 2, 3 John, Jude, Revelation like we
have, but Hebrews, James, Jude, Revelation. Very unusual order. I think it partly
involved his evaluation of those books. He didn’t like some of them, James
especially, and Revelation and the like. Well, when the Tyndale New Testament



came out everybody knew this guy was a pro-Luther because his order is the same.
He also translated large parts of the Old Testament. Some were destroyed; some
were burned as he was fleeing and the result was that he never completely finished
that. Now there was a lot of opposition to this and the result was that they sought to
destroy the various New Testaments. There is some irony in this because the
church would go about trying to collect Luther testaments and some of the
merchants were approached and said, “Yeah, we can get some of these New
Testaments for you. We will collect them.” Well, they were actually some
supporters of Tyndale. So what they would do was say, “We can sell them, make
profit and then make more.” And so, they were selling to some of the clergy these
New Testaments, making profits so they could make even more New Testaments
and selling them in this way. The effect to destroy the Tyndale New Testament was
really effective. There were something like 18,000 printed Tyndale New Testaments.
Only two still remain—one in the British Library in London and the other in the
Baptist Bible College in London. Listen to how some of the religious leaders oppose
this. The Bishop of London fumed against “the maintainers of the Luther sect that
have craftily translated the New Testament into our English language.” Cardinal
Wolsely assured the people that “no burnt offering could be more pleasing to
Almighty God than the burning of the Tyndale New Testament.” Another man by the
name of Coklia says, “the New Testament translated into the vulgar tongue [meaning
the common everyday language] is in truth the food of death, the fuel of sin, the veil
of malice, the pretext of false liberty, the protection of disobedience, the corruption
of discipline, the depravity of morals, the termination of concord, the death of
honesty, the wellspring of vices, the disease of virtues, the instigation of rebellion,
the milk of pride, the nourishment of contempt, the death of peace, the destruction
of charity, the enemy of unity, the murderer of truth.” Now if you read very carefully
between the lines you get the impression he didn’t like it real much. Right? So they
had this attempt to wipe out the Tyndale New Testament.

Tyndale himself was living at the time in Antwerp, Belgium, which was an open city,
neither Catholic or Protestant. He was kidnapped by followers of Henry VIII and in
1536 in a little named Vilvoorde outside of Brussels he was burned at the stake. His
last words were “Lord, open the eyes of the King of England.” Boy, if someone is
about to strangle me and burn me down I don’t know if I'd say that. I would have
some other choice words, but who knows God does promise that at such times the
Spirit will be present and we will be able to do things like Stephen does, “Lord, lay
not this sin into their charge,” as he is being stoned. Bless rather than curse—a good
example.

Now, Tyndale was an excellent translator. He had a mastery of the Greek and
Hebrew languages. He not only knew the languages, the original languages, but he
had a tremendous ability to translate that into good English. Now you say, when I
look at Tyndale’s writing it sounds very archaic. Well it wasn’t archaic in 1530; it
was very modern. When the King James version is later translated in 1611, with
regard to the New Testament ninety percent of our King James version is simply
Tyndale. He did a masterful job. Great translator, a great martyr of the faith.



When he dies, his work is followed by a number of his co-workers. For instance,
Miles Coverdale, who was one of his disciples, completes and publishes a complete
printed English Bible. Now pay attention, this is the first printed Bible in
completion. Wycliffe had a Bible but it was handwritten. This is the first printed
Bible in the English language in completion. He had been a co-worker with Tyndale.
He did not know Greek or Hebrew, however. What he did was do some minor
revisions of the New Testament and he did the Old Testament by taking that which
Tyndale himself had already done and then the parts that he had to do for himself he
translated from the Latin Vulgate, from Luther’s German. The result was to come
out with a Bible. He also was the first person up to that time who separated the
books of the Apocrypha from the Old Testament.

The books of the Apocrypha, like first and second Maccabees, Tolbit, Judith, are
intermingled in the Old Testament. The Reformers had to wrestle with the issue of
what books belong in our Bible. We will talk more about that at the end of the
semester when we talk about the canon of Scripture, which books measure up to the
canon of scripture. They concluded for various reasons, we will discuss then, that
the Apocrypha did not measure and were not to be understood as scripture. So they
separated them out of the Old Testament, put them in between the Old Testament
and the New Testament.

English translations continued to have them in the Bible, between the Old and the
New Testament, indicating they were separate from those two until sometime
around the 1700s and then there was a large, massive attempt in England to
produce cheap Bibles so that everybody could read and have their own Bible. One
way you could make it cheaper was to leave out the Apocrypha. Since they didn’t
think this was part of Scripture, they did so and from then on there is a tendency not
to have them in the Bible.

End of Lecture 1

Coverdale mostly revised the work of Tyndale in the New Testament and another
translator who was a co-worker with Tyndale was a man by the name of John
Rogers, who produced the Matthew Bible, published in 1537. Now you say well,
why did he call it the Matthew Bible? John Rogers knew what happened to Tyndale.
He said let them burn at the stake any Thomas Matthew they can find, just leave
John Rogers alone. Unfortunately we find out that they found out who he was. He,
too, was martyred for the faith. This was a revision of Tyndale for the most part and
he used Coverdale for those areas that Tyndale did not translate. There is an irony
here in that in 1537, both Matthew’s translation and Coverdale’s were licensed by
Henry VIII. In other words, they could be printed and sold in England. This is only
one year after the martyrdom of Tyndale. Ijust add the note in 1555, Rogers is
burned at the stake by Mary Tudor. We will come to that shortly. Another
translation, the Taverner, comes out in 1539 was a revision of Matthew’s Bible.



All these translations that we talk about will be revisions of Tyndale. They all come
from that central root, that central stem, Tyndale’s work. Most of them all, we start
out with the presupposition, “unless it’s broke let’s not try to fix it.” Is there any
reason we should change Tyndale. If they were working on Coverdale’s translation
they would say “is there any reason to change Coverdale,” which of course isn’t
Tyndale. So you keep on going back to the original parent, Tyndale.

Now the Great Bible, named for its size, listed here. Its size was fifteen inches by
nine inches. I've seen elsewhere that it was 16 1/2 inches by 11 inches. That maybe
whether you leave out the blank margins around it or not. But whatever it was size
it was not your pocket New Testament for witnessing in street corners. This is the
chain Bible in the pulpit. This is the first authorized version. It is not the authorized
version. It was the first one authorized, but when we talk about the authorized
version, we are talking about the King James authorized version of 1611. But, this
was authorized before by Henry VIII. He had assistance support from Thomas
Cromwell, Cramer, and Coverdale and what they did was to revise the Matthew
Bible. Published in 1539 was the official Bible of Henry VIII in his reign.

To get authorized they did some things that would make it more palatable to the
clergy and to political leadership. One was by going back to the traditional order of
the New Testament books at the end. So they reversed the order, instead of
following Luther, they followed the other ones before. It was also required that
there be no footnotes in this Bible. What’s wrong with footnotes? One cupit
footnote (a cupit is about 18 inches) or one talent (a talent weighed so and so).
That’s not what we mean by footnotes. In the Geneva Bible, which comes later, we’ll
talk about it. Here are some of the kinds of footnotes you get. “Here is wisdom. Let
him that hath wit count the number of the beast. For the number of a man that is
numbered is six hundred and three score and six” Footnote—“such as maybe
understood by man’s reason, for about 660 years after this revelation the Pope or
antichrist began to be manifest in the world.” These are the kind of notes we are
talking about. You have another one, “There followed another angel, saying ‘It is
fallen, it is fallen, Babylon the great city,” signifying Rome for as much as the vices
which were in Babylon are found in Rome in greater abundance as persecution of
the church” and so for. Let me read one or two more. “For they are spirits of devils
working miracles to go unto the kings of all the earth.” Footnote—“For in all the
king’s courts the Pope has had his ambassadors to hinder the work of the kingdom
of Christ.” And if you are king, you didn’t come out too well in these things either,
princes and the like. So, these were not what we mean by the normal notes of the
Bible. And, needless to say, if you were a king you don’t want notes. So, he did not
allow any notes to be had in the Bible.

Now I have a little parenthesis here that Mary Tudor, or Bloody Mary as she was
called, comes to the throne and begins a period of persecution. Let me just give a
little history. You don’t have to memorize these dates or anything like that, but it
might be nice to just put them down.



Henry VIII died in 1545. At the end of his life he had made England an Anglican or
Protestant nation. [ wish that we could say that he had very good motives, but the
big issue was that the Pope wouldn’t let him divorce his wives. He probably should
have because he killed some of them as a result of that. But, there became a clash
between papal authority and Henry VIII over moral issues in which some I think the
pope was right. But anyhow, he makes a break with the papacy. Also, since the
Bible is the strengths of the reformers in the Reformation he wants to have a great
Bible so that the people can read it and the like. Now he dies in 1545 and he is
succeeded by Edward VI who dies in 1553.

For eight years Edward VI reigns and he is also strongly Protestant in orientation.
When he dies Mary Tudor becomes queen and she wants to undo the Reformation.
She wants to make England Catholic once again. She begins persecuting the
reformers there, some 300 of them are put to death. Bible translations are burned
and destroyed, all but one—the Great Bible. Why didn’t she try to destroy the Great
Bible? It was authorized by a king. If kings didn’t make mistakes, queens made
mistakes. They leave those things alone. So, that was not touched. Coverdale flees
to Europe. He would have been martyred by Mary Tudor except that the king of
Denmark interceded on his behalf and thus, he escaped that.

She marries Phillip II of Spain. In 1558 the people of England chop her head off.
They don’t want to go Catholic. Do you know how England and Spain got along?
They were the great rivals and thirty years later you have the Spanish Armada
which is not a cruise line trying to invade England, so that was too much. She is put
to death.

In 1558 Queen Elizabeth takes the throne and she reigns until 1603—some 48
years. Strongly affirming the Reformation and after Mary Tudor’s death the fate of
England as far as religion in concerned, Protestant or Catholic, is settled in the
Protestant camp.

Now when Coverdale flees England under the reign of Mary Tudor, he goes to
Geneva and there he produces what is known as the Geneva Bible. This was a
revision of the Great Bible and it is the first Bible in the English language that has
verses, verse-division in it. 1560, the first time we have verses in our English Bible.
Now the Geneva Bible was rather Calvinistic in its emphasis. Up to 1560, no English
Bible has verse divisions in it. If you look at some of Luther’s writings, he doesn’t
say “In Galations 3:23 we find” he says “towards the end of Galations chapter 3 we
find.” Chapters are there but not verses.

The first person who begins this is a printer named Stephanus or Robert Estienne in
1551 and he produces a Greek New testament in which he makes verse divisions.
The chapters are there and now he “versifies” them. | remember a professor of mine,
Bruce Metzger, saying that much of this work was done on horseback as he was
riding through France and sometimes the horse went up and the pen went down at
inopportune places. But we are stuck with them. We will never change verses. How



would you ever have a new versification and read a commentary where the verses
are different and so forth. It just would be absolute chaos. Besides, even if they are
not perfect it is much easier to try to find a verse in Psalm 119 if it is numbered. So,
it became very helpful. But, this is the first one.

It was a very popular translation in Queen Elizabeth’s reign. It has over 70 different
editions and the people chose this over the Great Bible. It was the “People’s” Bible.
Sometimes this is known as the “Breeches” Bible because in Genesis 3 when the
Lord saw that Adam and Eve were naked it translated, “He made for them breeches.’
So it has been called the “Breeches” Bible.

)

Now the bishops in England were not happy with the Geneva Bible. First of all it
was too Calvinistic. It's Geneva, where Calvin was located. By osmosis it would be
Calvinistic there. They knew that there had to be some sort of a neutral translation
because they hoped that instead of having two Bibles the one in the church, the
Great Bible, and the one of the people, the Geneva Bible, they could produce one that
would be a compromise that everyone would accept. And so they produced the
Bishop’s Bible, named because most of the people were either already bishops when
they were in the translation process or later became them.

The greatest and most famous translation of the Bible in the English-speaking world
that ever was or ever will be takes place beginning in 1604. The new king, King
James I, orders that a new translation be made. Based on the Greek and Hebrew
manuscripts that it would take the place of all other Bibles up to that time. It would
be one without notes. Forty-seven of the very best scholars in the nation of England
were divided into six panels, three of them for the Old Testament, two for the New,
and one for the Apocrypha. And afterwards, a panel of two from each of those
panels would become the final committee that would go over the work and come
out with this final product. A lot of translations proceeds today along the same lines.
Only today after those twelve have finished with it they send if off to English stylists
who then work it over and then it goes back to that committee again because stylists
don’t know Greek, and they may have taken liberties with the language that causes
them to no longer be faithful to the translation. They have to proofread that again.
But, in King James’ day the literary men of their day were the scholars of the church.
So, you didn’t need stylists in this way. This was then to supersede all other English
translations. It’s estimated that ninety percent of the New Testament is simply
Tyndale.

Until 1881, when there was a revision of this, the only other change for the King
James Version took place in 1769. It was a major change in one sense, but it was
insignificant in the other. It was just a change of spellings from the Old English—
remember how I showed you Wycliffe with the “ffe” at the end—to the more
modern English, which simply had “if.” So there were lots of spellings of that nature,
and they were all changed in 1769.

All of these are from the same family. All of them have the same root of Tyndale.



Now if you were Roman Catholic, you have a problem. If you want to read the Bible
in the English language, what do you read? Do you read the Geneva Bible? I showed
you some of the notes on that one. The Great Bible has no notes in it, but you can’t
even carry the thing, it'’s so heavy. So eventually they decide to have their own Bible
and this was produced in Douay, France, the Old Testament, and that is how they got
the name Douay Version. The New Testament was produced mostly in Rheims,
France and sometimes they talk about the Rheims New Testament.

The major difference here is that it is based not on Greek and Hebrew text, but on
the Latin Vulgate. This is due to the fact that in the Council of Trent in 1546 a
counter conference to oppose what the reformers were doing it was decided that it
would not be the Greek and Hebrew text that would be the final authority but the
Latin Vulgate. So this was the authoritative text and it remained pretty much that
way among Catholic translators until the 20t century. Modern Roman Catholic
scholars do not follow that. Although, the Council of Trent did. Published in 1609-
1610, the present one that people would use in the Roman Catholic Church would be
arevision in 1749. It became the authorized translation of the Roman Catholic
Church.

Now look at here for a minute something of a chart as to the various translations.
The influence of Tyndale. From Tyndale you have the Coverdale, the Matthew. The
Greek Bible comes out of Matthew with goes back to Tyndale. The Taverner uses
both Tyndale and Matthew. The Geneva goes back to Matthew and Tyndale. The
Great Bible, the Bishop’s Bible, the King James, the English Revised 1881, the
American Revised 1901, Revised Standard Version 1952, the New Revised, the
American Standard, the New American Standard Version, the Updated New
American Standard Version—all of these ultimately come out of the seed of Tyndale.
Wonderful translator, a great gift to the Church.

Let me just talk a little bit about some of the translations here. You don’t have to
write this down, but if you want to that’s fine. In 1881 we had the first revision of
the King James. It was the English Revised Version or the Revised Version, for short.
The English invited some American scholars to be part of that revision. But they had
to promise that they would not come up with their own revision for at least twenty
years. Twenty years, bingo! -the American Standard Version. In 1952 a Revised
Standard Version is completed. There have been several revisions of these. One of
the things about modern translation is that they are constantly being revised. So
about every ten, fifteen years there are small changes in it. You know, Germans still
use the Luther translation. But, what edition is it? Twenty-six, seven, twenty-eight,
somewhere up there. So there have been twenty-eight times where changes were
made and it is so gradual you don’t have this traumatic experience that after 340
years you have changes like the RSV make. It is too earth shattering, so this is being
done regularly. The NIV has gone through three, four, five changes already. The
New Living Translation that came out ten years ago, we are working on a revision of
that again, and updating of it.



One of the things that is interesting that when the King James Version came out, |
read a letter of one of the biblical scholars in England castigating it. That it lost the
beauty of the Geneva Bible. And I thought everything in this letter sounds like the
kinds of things that happened in 1952, when the RSV came out. All you could have
done was taken this letter and changed names and you wouldn’t have had to change
anything. It was the same kind of thing. We don’t like change and that’s why I think
you want to make translations and revise them regularly so you don’t have these
traumatic exchanges.

The New American Standard Version came out in 1960. The Berkley was an
evangelical one that was somewhat of an attempt to give an alternate to the Revised
Standard Version. The New American Standard 1963. The Jerusalem Bible, this
came out in 1966. It was originally a French translation, but it was so successful
they translated it into English. The New English Bible, a completely new translation
from scratch. The Roman Catholic New American Bible 1971. The New
International, 1978. The New King James, 1982. The New Revised Standard
Version, 1989. The Revised English Bible, a revision of the New English Bible, and
so forth.

There are so many different translations coming, it is simply impossible to stay on
top of them. It is incredible how much is coming out that way. I have had quite a few
translations, but I'll go broke it I try to keep up with everyone. And, [ have some real
problems with all the translations that are coming out. And, the problem is simply
this, it is not accidental that there is big bucks in English translations of the Bible. A
lot of money here to be made. And, in a world in which there are all sorts of
languages that don’t have any part of the Bible in there language do we need dozens
and dozens of translations all the time coming out? I don’t know, [ have real
questions on that.

End of Lecture 2



Hermeneutical Issues

[ want to talk about the philosophy of Bible translation. C. H. Dodd made the
statement—he was involved in the RSV—"“The first axiom of the art of translation is
that there is no such thing as an exact equivalence of meaning between words in
different languages. Languages are a part of culture. No two cultures are the same.”
So we have a problem. For instance, the word “spirit” in English has a number of
possibilities. The norms of language for that word can have a variety of
understandings. You can talk about a ghost; you can talk about the Holy Spirit; you
can talk about the soul, or something like that; you can talk about alcoholic spirits;
and the like. Now in German there is a word geist and there is an overlapping of
these, but they are not identical. You can’t talk about alcoholic geists. And in Greek,
you have the word pneuma. You can talk about the spirit of man, you can talk about
the Holy Spirit, but you can’t talk about the alcoholic pneuma. So, what you have is
the realization that there are overlappings of words, but identical synonyms in all of
the possibilities you just can’t find. So when you go from one language to another
you have a problem.

Now let me give you an example of that. In 1975, my family and [ went to Germany
and we spent our sabbatical in Heidelberg. My oldest two children, Julie and Keith
attended Bunsen Gymnasium that year. Now how do you translate that in English?
They spent the year and the Bunsen gym. No they didn’t play basketball and soccer
and do all those things in gymnasium, this was was the name of the school, an
academic thing. So what grade were they in? They were in fifth and sixth grade. So
why don’t you say they went to Bunsen Junior High? A little problem—this Junior
High, so to speak, went from fifth grade to thirteenth grade. Well, why didn’t you
just say they went to High School? Well there’s another problem. And that is, when
a student in Germany graduates from fourth grade—grades one to four--are
Grundshule, foundation school. They all go there, but after that they go to one of
three kinds of schools. They go to Fachschule, beginning in fifth grade, where they
learn a trade—electrician, carpentry, things of that nature. They can go to
Mittelschule, where they learn how to be in business and economics. Or they can go
to Gymnasium, in which you study only for the university. Well, there’s another
problem here. There were three Gymnasiums in Heidelberg There was a science,
chemistry, physics, math. There was another one which was a modern language
Gymnasium. There was a classical language Gymnasium. They went to the modern
language Gymnasium.

Now, you understand where my children went. But, there’s no English equivalent.
What do you do to simply translate that? Do you put, “They went to Bunsen
Gymnasium” then you put a footnote, with a large paragraph explaining it?
Gymnasium is a kind of school where after fifth grade students go in order to
prepare for the university that goes from grades five to thirteen. Or do you try to
find an equivalent? That’s the problem.



Now a biblical problem like that is found in Matthew 1:18. Now in Matthew 1:18 we
read,

“Now the birth of Jesus Christ took place in this way, when his mother Mary
had been betrothed to Joseph. Before they came together she was found to be
with child with the Holy Spirit. And her husband Joseph being a just man and
unwilling to put her to shame resolved to divorce her quietly. But as he
considered this behold an angel of the Lord appeared to him in a dream
saying, ‘Joseph, son of David, do not fear to take Mary your wife, for that
which is conceived in her is of the Holy Spirit. She will bare a son and you
will call his name Jesus, for he will save his people from their sins.” All this
took place to fulfill what was written by the prophet, ‘Behold a virgin child
conceived and bore a son and his name shall be called Immanuel, which
means God with us.” When Joseph woke from sleep he did as the angel of the
Lord commanded him. He took his wife, but knew her not until she had born
a son and he called his name Jesus.”

What is the relation of Joseph and Mary in verse 18—they are betrothed, verse 19,
Joseph is the husband thinking of divorcing her, verse 20, Mary is his wife, and in
verse 24, Mary again is referred to as his wife. Are they engaged? Are they married?
What's going on here? And the answer is, yes! There is just no English word.
Joseph and Mary, in the culture of that day had entered into a legally binding
engagement, in which they were considered husband and wife although the sexual
consummation had not yet taken place. To break that engagement you had to
divorce her. So you can’t say they are engaged simply using the English word
because engagement for a lot of American young people think of kind of like going
steady. Itis not going steady; it’s a legally binding situation in which you can only
break it through divorce. If she has a sexual relationship with someone else this is
adultery. So, it is a different culture, a different relationship. How do you translate
that? Problem. How do you translate to Eskimos in northern Canada that “he is like
a sheep led to the slaughter?” There ain’t no sheep up there! What do you say? “He
was led like a four-footed animal whose skin people peeled to make clothing?” Do
you say? “He is led like a seal pup to the slaughter?” How do you convey to a
different culture something that is different in your culture? The Bible has problems
that way. Do you see the difficulty?

Some people get so exasperated and say well you never understand anything. Well,
that’s not true. That’s to over exaggerate the problem. You can explain and people
can understand. You understand what kind of a school my son Keith and my
daughter Julie went to. You understand the relationship of Joseph and Mary. The
problem is when you try to translate this there are not often good English
equivalent words that you can use. So this is the major problem.

If you are going to have a translation what are the qualities that we want to find in
such a translation? Well, the first thing to note is that a translation can never be
better than the text they use. So what you want to do is base your translation on the



best Greek and Hebrew manuscript that are available. When Tyndale translated the
New Testament he used for his Greek text a printed edition by a man named
Erasmus. Erasmus was a leading Renaissance scholar--a brilliant man. A publisher
came to Erasmus and said to him, they are producing a Greek translation in Spain,
polyglot of various languages, and the publisher said to Erasmus, “I think there is a
big market for a Greek printed text. Can you produce one and beat the Spanish
product?” So Erasmus worked on it. He went in 1516 to the library in Basil and he
had four Greek manuscripts that he found, dating from the 12t to the 14th century.
He used those four Greek manuscripts to produce this Greek text, which later
became so popular, was called the Textus Receptus, the text everybody receives and
uses. Some interesting things. None of those four Greek manuscripts had the last
six verses of the book of Revelation in them. So what he did was he got a Latin
Vulgate and translated the Latin into Greek for those verses. Needless to say, he has
a translation in part that is not found in any Greek manuscript of the book of
Revelation that'’s ever been seen before.

Since that time we have come across some 5500 additional Greek manuscripts in
part or in the whole. Since that time we have come across fragments and whole
manuscripts that are up to 1000 years older than the one used in Erasmus’ Greek
text. Now that Greek text was the one Tyndale used and the revision of that was the
one the King James Version translators used. So, since the King James Version has
come out what we have now are thousands of additional manuscripts, some of
which are much, much older. What should we do with these additional
manuscripts? Do we say, get rid of them they just cause problems? There is a sense
of ignorance is bliss, right? If we only had four it would be a lot easier. Now we
have 5000 of them to deal with, much more difficult. Well, most of the New
Testament translations today are based on the best of these Greek manuscripts. One
of them is the Codec Vaticanus around 400, named because it was found in the
Vatican Library. The other one is the Codec Sinaiticus. Generally those are the two
best old manuscripts that we have that are somewhat complete. Those two are at
least 800 years older than the best manuscript that Erasmus had available for the
Textus Receptus.

If you are going to now make use of these older Greek manuscripts it is going to be
clear that sometimes you will see changes in them than in the manuscripts that were
available and became part of the work of Erasmus. Most, as I say, modern
translations make use of the best Greek and Hebrew manuscripts. The glaring
example to the contrary is the New King James Version. That does not. It refuses to
accept these older Greek manuscripts and leaves what the King James has as a
result. If you have a Bible, | want you to turn with me to 1 John 5:7. Like the King
James Version, this New King James Version reads this way:

This is He who came by water and blood—]Jesus Christ; not only by water,
but by water and blood. And it is the Spirit who bears witness, because the
Spirit is truth. For there are three that bear witness in heaven: the Father, the
Word, and the Holy Spirit; and these three are one.



What do we do with this? When the King James Version was translated the Greek
text of Erasmus had those words in the Greek text. Now let me tell you a little about
that particular verse as it is now found, verse 7. Of all the Greek manuscripts in the
world, there are only four that have that expression in 1 John about the “three that
bear witness...the Father, the Word and the Holy Spirit; and these three are one.”
One is a 12t century manuscript and it is written in the margin in a modern hand
other than the 12t century after the 12th century. It is not in the text itself, it is on
the side of the text and in a later hand. We know that from styles and so forth.
There is an 11t century manuscript which has it, but again it is not in the text. Itis
in the margin written in a hand from the 17t century. There is a 14t and 15t
century manuscript and there again it is not in the text; it is in the margin written in
a 17t century hand.

Erasmus was not going to include this in this Greek text because it was not in any of
the manuscripts that he was using. He said to somebody, “If you could show me
even one Greek manuscript that has it in, [ will include it.” There is a Greek
manuscript. It dates from the 16t century and it has it in. The only one that has itin
the text. Most scholars are convinced that it was written just for Erasmus to make
sure he putitin. The only one who has it.

Now what do you do? If you are responsible for a translation for the word of God, do
you leave it in, like the King James has or do you not have it in? You say, you know
there is a warning in Revelation about anybody who takes out of the Bible these
verses. But, read that warning, it also says about adding into it. Now are we taking
something out that is there or are we not allowing anybody to add something that
was not there? All the other manuscripts on that passage that are earlier don’t have
anything, not even in the margin. But, what is really interesting is that in the second,
third and fourth centuries the Church debated the issue of the nature of God, and
they hammered out the formulation of the doctrine of the trinity. The Nicene Creed
comes out of Nicaea and so forth. As they wrestle with the nature of God isn’t it
interesting that never once all those who argued for the trinity quoted this verse?
Now wouldn’t you think if you were trying to prove the trinity and this was in your
Bible you would quote it? They never quote it. They didn’t know it. It wasn’t in
their Bible. It started to come into the Bible later, centuries after those conferences.
So, what we have here is something—do we allow it in or putitin? Or do we say no,
no one can add to the word of God and we are not going to allow this to be added to
it. I assume it is the latter.

And, when the New King James Version came out while I was teaching at Bethel
Theological Seminary and one of the editors came out and gave everybody, faculty
and students, a copy of this after a chapel address and then there was a time for
questions, and he said, “Are there any qu..” He never got the word out and my
colleague in New Testament, Berkley Michelson had his hand up and he said, “Yes?”
“Why did you include 1 John 5:7?” And the editor said, “You know the editorial staff
really felt we shouldn’t include it, but the publisher said that if we don’t include it



the translation won'’t sell.” --which is a noble reason for adding something to the
Bible.

Other translations, this is not a major problem. But, this is one. Same thing when
you get to the issue of the woman taken in adultery, John 7:53-8:11. If you look at
that, most translations will either put it in the footnote or they will put brackets
around it and they’ll say, “The earliest Greek manuscripts we have don’t have this.”
John 16:9-20, same thing. Most translations eliminate that or put it in brackets and
say “some manuscripts add this in” and so forth. So what we have dealing with here
is with the issue of textual criticism. And the average layperson really doesn’t know
enough about textual criticism. The average pastor doesn’t know much about
textual criticism. The average New Testament scholar like me, [ don’t know much
about textual criticism. So, it is an area where we feel uneasy about and you have
some dogmatic people who have a direct line to the Lord and they are making
pontifical statements about this, which, first of all, doesn’t show any humility at all.
When you don’t know enough about something and you are dogmatic about it, that
tends to be arrogant rather than humble. Whenever you preach you have to exegete
wherever your congregation is. Where do they lie? In some churches this would not
be a big issue. You would say the early Greek manuscripts don’t have it; it seems to
be a later edition. Oh o.k. Others would say “what do you mean? What are you
taking out of my Bible?” And if you have the latter congregation, needless to say, it
takes a lot more explaining to deal with that. Fortunately, none of these begin a
book of the Bible. Right? So by the time you get to Mark 16, you have been with the
congregation long enough that they will have either a trust for you or a suspicion. If
they have a suspicion on it you can’t help them. But if you develop a trust, if they see
you have a real love for the Lord. You have a great reverence for the word of God;
that you are not going to allow anybody to add something to it, then they might way
I'm not really sure or I don’t kind of agree with him, but he loves the Lord and he
wouldn’t say something like this if he didn’t believe it. Or, if you are dealing with
John, you have at least seven chapters to prepare your congregation for that, right?

Now, if somebody says to me, “I'm only going to read the King James Version. [ don’t
care what you say.” [ would say well why don’t you get a New King James Version,
some of the words we don’t use anymore are explained a little better and they
would feel more comfortable with it. I'd say fine. If a person won’t read a different
translation, whatever one they’ll read, unless it’s a Jehovah’s Witness kind of thing,
I'll get it for them. Say, you read that.

So what we want is the use of the best Greek and Hebrew text available. Since the
discoveries at Qumran we have discovered Hebrew manuscripts that are 1500.
1300 years older than the oldest manuscript that was available at the time. The
oldest was something like 900 AD, 11 manuscripts of the prophets. Now we have
about 300-400 BC, some of them. Wouldn't it be absurd not to use manuscripts that
much closer to the original. It's not quite as mechanical, but it’s simply put this
way—here we are today, 2002, and here we have the biblical author of say the
prophet Isaiah, 600 BC. Would you like to base your manuscript evidence on



manuscripts dated from 1600 or 300 BC? All things being equal, isn’t the tendency
down here for more misspellings and errors to creep than up there. Now it’s not
quite that simple, but it’s still relevant to see it this way. With Greek manuscripts
there are a number of issues, for instance if you have the original Mark and here you
have a copy that dates 600 and here you have a copy dating 1200 and this one is
based on a 500 copy and this one’s based on a 300 copy. So now this evidently 600
years later, but it’s predecessor is early. So you talk about families of traditions and
the like and it gets to be a whole art that I'm not really that much of an expert in.
But, generally I think you would say the older they would be the more that they
would tend to be less affected by changes and errors that could have creptin. The
older they are the more opportunity for that.

End of Lecture 3

The second issue—we want the translation to be based on the latest knowledge of
the languages and culture. Now, since 1611 they have King James, there has been
considerable knowledge that has increased with regard to various translations. We
know, for instance, that a lot of the Bible consists of poetry and we can recognize
that poetry. Well up to the 1700s no one knew biblical poetry. They didn’t
understand it. We’ll talk about poetry and how we interpret poetry different in
other works. We've learned a lot since that time and what we want to be is to be
careful about what we've learned during that time and apply all of the knowledge to
our particular text.

We want a translation that is accurate. You say, well of course that’s true.
Sometimes people take liberties in translation, like the Living Bible. In John 21:2,
they translated, “A group of us were there—Simon Peter, Thomas the twin,
Nathanael from Canaan in Galilee, my brother James and I, and two other disciples.”
The Greek text doesn’t say “James and I” it says “the sons of Zebedee.” Now the
translator of the Living Bible thought, and he maybe right, that John was the writer
of this gospel. But even if he is right, that’s not what the text is saying. He says “the
sons of Zebedee.” And so, you should put in “the sons of Zebedee.” You want an
accurate translation this way.

You have to realize, too, just producing an accurate translation in manuscript form
doesn’t mean that it comes out accurate in printed form. There are some notorious
goofs this way. For instance, in 1631, Bark and Lucas were printers, printed the
King James Version. It was a nice copy of the King James Version. A little problem—
in the seventh commandment they left out a word and so it read, “Thou shalt
commit adultery.” They were taken to court, fined, and went out of business. In
1653, Paul asked the question, “Know ye not that (and then they had a little word
change) the unrighteous shall enter the kingdom of God” rather than “righteous.” In
1716 in Ireland, there were 8,000 copies of a Bible that were printed and they
discovered that no word was left out, no incorrect word; no letters added, just two
letters were reversed. So in the story of the woman taken in adultery, Jesus says to
her, “Sin on more” instead of “Sin no more.” You have the famous Printers Bible



where David in Psalm 119 complains, “Princes have persecuted me without a cause”
and it came out “Printers have persecuted me without a cause.” In 1682, in
Deuteronomy 24:3 it talks about if the latter husband hate his wife and the “h”
dropped out, “if the latter husband ‘ate’ his wife.” In 1795, Mark 7:27 “Let the
children first be killed” instead of “filled.” So, you can have all sorts of interesting
problems.

Before the author of the New American Standard came into our Pew Bibles at the
seminary, we had a King James Pew Bible, and some guy—I don’t remember which
pastor it was—came in and he preached on 1 Timothy 6. A lot of people used the
Pew Bible and they didn’t realize that it read a little differently. Instead of reading,
“There is great gain in godliness with contentment.” Everybody who had the Pew
Bible read “There is great pain in godliness with contentment.” He was preaching
on that verse and there were chuckles going on and I felt so sorry for the guy
because you had to laugh. Here’s a Bible that said a very negative thing about
godliness and he was preaching on it and you couldn’t escape it.

On the other hand you can be very accurate and not have a very readable Bible. For
instance, | think the New American Standard Bible is probably the most useful Bible
for verse-by-verse reading and analysis in English, but it's a miserable Bible to try to
read large sections. | mean it has accuracy but very, very awkward reading. Does
anyone have a New American Standard Bible here? Will you read 2 Corinthians
10:13? It's very awkward—whatever it might mean. You want a translation that is
understandable. Now understandable sometimes doesn’t mean accurate. If you
look at the Living Bible, it is always understandable—even when the biblical writer
is not clear, the Living Bible will be clear. No question about it. And it will always be
orthodox. That makes people very happy in many ways. But, you sometimes have a
compromise here of will you sacrifice understandability for accuracy or vice versa.

It should be contemporary. There are a lot of changes happening in the English
language since the King James Version, and the King James has all sorts of words
that don’t mean the same or we don’t know what in the world they mean anymore.
For instance, in the King James when you come to 1 Corinthians 13, “The greatest of
these is charity.” Now most people who read English today do not think that that
word means “love.” It's a synonym for it; they think of alms for the poor or
something like that. Charity has a different connotation 400 years or so after the
King James Version. How many of you know what a besom in Isaiah 14:23 is? They
did in King James day—it was a broom! [ don’t have a problem with that. In
Nehemiah 13:26 it refers to an “outlandish woman.” What they mean is a foreigner.
Well, we don’t use “outlandish” in that way. In Acts 13:34, “respecting person” is
very positive in some ways or it can be negative. It is not always clear. “I trow not I
believe,” Luke 17:9. One that always drove me crazy as a young Christian and I'd
just come to know the Lord and a baby Christian of a few months and [ read in
Romans 1:13 where Paul says to the Romans, “I would have come to you sooner, but
[ was let hitherto.” I said, well if he was let why didn’t he go? I couldn’t figure it out.
Well, in 1611 the word “let” meant to “hinder,” just the opposite of what we



understand it as today. In fact, we only understand the word “let” in this sense
when you play tennis, when someone serves and there is a let that hinders the game
from proceeding. Other than that it is still totally different. You can’t have a
translation use words that no one understands or understands differently than they
do now. “He waxed strong.” What kind of a car wax were they using? “He wist not”
from to wit or to know. The word “ghost” has negative connotations so when we
talk about the Holy Ghost it brings up something different in American minds than
say the Holy Spirit. “Suffer the little children to come unto me.” Let those rascals
suffer a little before they come unto me. It means to allow. If somebody comes into
your church, James 2:3, in “gay” clothing. In the last fifty years that word was used
totally differently. You can’t use that word like that anymore. The result is that
since there are changing words, we have to recognize that language has to be
brought up.

Furthermore, for many centuries the English language was quite stable. It was
controlled by two things—the Bible and Shakespeare. Now, the language has no
great matter controlling it and language is changing drastically and so quickly.
Words mean opposite things before you know it. My father, when you wanted to
talk about somebody as being a really good person, he would say “He’s a square
guy.” That doesn’t mean anything—“square guy.” The fact that language changes so
quickly means that translations will have to continually be revised. The fact that
language changed so slowly allowed the King James Version to continue on for
many, many, many decades and centuries, in fact.

Let me point out that when you get to the universal language—when you do a
translation, you have to understand what your target group is and be careful. The
New English Bible, when it first came out—I like to read it; it reads very smoothly; if
[ had to read through the Old Testament quickly, I think [ would use the New English
Bible. It reads very well. But, the problem with the New English Bible is that it is too
British. In your church Sunday, if you were reading something like this people
wouldn’t understand it. 1 Corinthians 16:5ff, Paul says, “I shall come to Corinth and
after passing through Macedonia for [ am travelling by way of Macedonia and I may
stay with you, perhaps even for the whole winter and then you can help me on my
way wherever I go next. I do not want this to be a flying visit. | hope to spend some
time with you, if the Lord permits.” It reads beautifully. Then it goes on, “But, [ shall
remain at Ephesus until Whitsuntide.” Well, the New English Bible has changed that,
“I shall stay in Ephesus until Pentecost.” It's more universal; people can understand
that. You have to also realize that Mark 2:23, again you have a misunderstanding
that takes place in an American culture. “One Sabbath, he [Jesus] was going through
the corn fields and his disciples as they went began to pluck ears of corn.” The
average American, what is he thinking of? They are thinking of maize, but for the
British it is barley or wheat. Corn means grain. The American looks at is as going
through the corn fields of lowa, shucking ears. It is totally misunderstood in an
American culture. You have different kinds of weights, pounds, a far sling. My
favorite is the Mary Poppins’ translation of Luke 12:16, “Are not sparrows five for
two pence?” I can’t handle that. But my favorite one would be to read this in the



middle of eastern Kentucky or somewhere like that and reading the story in John
21:6, “Some time later Jesus showed himself to the disciples once again by the sea of
Tiberius and in this way Simon Peter and Thomas the twin were together with
Nathaniel of Cana in Galilee. The sons of Zebedee and two other disciples were also
there. Simon Peter said, ‘I am going out fishing.” ‘We will go with you,’ said the
others. So they started and got into the boat, but that night they caught nothing.” It
reads great, really nice. “Morning came and there stood Jesus on the beach. But the
disciples did not know that it was Jesus. He called out to them, ‘Friends, have you
caught anything? They said, ‘No!” He said, ‘Shoot the net starboard and you’ll make a
catch.” The British know what starboard is; | haven’t the faintest, I think it’s right or
left, back or forward, or something like that. It's a very British type of translation.

The revision of this, the subsequent, removes some of that to make it more
acceptable. If you have in the market simply the British people, you can do that. But,
if you want an English translation that is universal for all the English-speaking
people in the world, you have to make sure that there are on that committee
Canadian translators, American translators, British translators, South African
translators, Australian translators, because something that may seem perfectly good
English may be an horrendous idiom in the other culture. To be universal you want
to take all that involved. A lot of the translations are sensitive to that. The Revised
English Bible is somewhat surprising. Again, it reads wonderful in some ways and
then all of the sudden you get something like a coinage or a different weights and
the like.

[ think another thing you want in a translation is that it should be dignified. Now I
don’t mean that you remove for political correctness that some people don't like.
But, I think you don’t want to be unnecessarily harsh simply for the affect it may
take place on someone. For instance, in the earliest translations of the Living Bible
there is a story of about how David fled from Saul and Saul is asking his Jonathan
about David and Jonathan says to Saul, “David asked me if he could go to Bethlehem
to take part in a family celebration.” Jonathan replied, “His brother demanded that
he be there so he told him that he could go ahead.” Saul boiled with rage. “You son
of a bitch,” he yelled at him. Well, Grandma and Grandpa, they are gone for the rest
of the service. There is no way they are going to get over that. The message is lost
at that point. Meanwhile, Johnny from Junior High is saying, “Momma, I like that
translation. Will you get that Bible for me?” Or something like that. You don’t want
to be crude simply for shock affect or something like that. Another example of that
is the Cotton Patch version of the New Testament. That's a really nice, nitty gritty,
down-to-earth Southern translation. There are a number of places where Paul is
asked—he uses a dialogue here, with a hypothetical appointment, “shall we sin that
grace may abound [God forbid or let it not be] and here we read, “shall we continue
and sin that grace may abound, hell no!” Again, Johnny has another translation he
wants. He may become a Bible student or something like that.

Now, avoiding a theological bias may be more easily said than done. There are some
notorious biased translations. I think, for instance, of the Jehovah’s Witness Bible. It



just avoids translating things in order to maintain its anti-acceptance of Jesus as
deity. When I got the New Testament version of the Jerusalem Bible I liked it very
much. Iread lots and lots of Paul’s letters. It’s a really fine translation. It's a Roman
Catholic translation and I thought—hey I wonder how they translate Matthew 1:25
where the Greek text says, “and Joseph did as the angel of the Lord said and took
Mary his wife but new her not until she brought forth her firstborn son.” And the
word “know” there is a beautiful biblical word that the Bible uses to describe the
sexual relationship. In other words, Joseph marries Mary but they have no sexual
consummation of that until the birth of Jesus. Well the implication, of course, is that
after the birth of Jesus they live in a normal husband and wife relationship and then
when you read of the brothers and sisters of the Lord, they are the sons and
daughters of Joseph and Mary. But in a Roman Catholic setting where you argue for
the perpetual virginity of Mary, which by the way is not simply a Roman Catholic
view. [ remember reading in the synoptic gospel commentary of Calvin where he
argues fairly strongly for that. But, in this particular translation it read “he did what
the angel of the Lord said and though he knew not Mary, she brought forth her first
born son.” If you can find a place where that particular construction of Greek is
translated “even though he knew her not” rather than “until” I can show you ten
thousand on the other side for every one. It’s not the normal way of reading it. It's a
theological bias that came in there.

When I was in Minnesota, one of the big mega churches was doing a study as to what
Bible they wanted to have for their pew. They asked me to be part of the study and I
was and they compared the RSV, the New International Version and some of the
others, the King James was one and the like. Anyhow, they had a number of
questions they asked and one of the questions they asked was this, “Which
translations has the highest Christology?” What does that got to do with the
translation? Translation is, “Which translates the Christological passages best?”
Supposing you have a translation, the Stein translation, which translates this way,
“and she gave birth to her first born son and laid him in a manger. He was very God
of very God of the second person of the trinity preexistent from all eternity.” That’s
a high Christology! It's a false translation though. God doesn’t need our help, by the
way, in the Bible. Just let him say what it says and we’ll be alright. So we don’t have
to help the Bible . What you want to say is, “which translates those passages most
accurately?” And, that’s the most important.

End of Lecture 4



Various Issues

Words that were perfectly good in translation in the past because the language is
changing today we can’t use those words; we have to use another one. That’s going
to happen even more and more quickly nowadays than before. That means that no
translation can ever be the final one. Now leaving aside finding additional
information about Greek texts and Hebrew texts, suppose we have the original of all
of the books. We translate directly from them and it was the perfect English of 2002.
In 2050 it is going to have to change, because the language is changing. What we are
trying to communicate with is people who now are in 2050. We are not saying that
you have to convert your thinking back to 2002, you have to convert the way you
worded the infallible word of God in 2050. When you talk about the Bible being
without error what do we mean by that? I'm going to argue later on beginning next
week and following that what is inerrant is what the biblical authors meant by these
words. Now the translation of that into English is not inerrant, but what the biblical
authors meant by these words and the English to the extent that the English
translation faithful reproduces that it is without error. But again, I don’t want you to
think that any of these translations we mentioned tonight—King James, New King
James—even those are inaccurate in the sense that they are just filled with errors.
We are concerned about the smallest kinds of poor translations because this is so
precious to us. This is the word of God. We will never be content without
perfection. And, in this life we know we can’t get perfection. So, if you say, well it's
99.44% pure. Well that may be good for Ivory soap, but this is our Bible. We will
never be content with anything less. No one who reads the Bible is being led astray
in these regards.

One of the things you have to wrestle with is what is the basic philosophy you have
as to translation in the sense of—are you doing a word-for-word translation or a
thought-for-thought translation. The Tyndale, Great Bible, King James, American
Standard, RSV, New American Standard—all, word-for-word. What we are trying to
do is to say, what is the nearest English equivalent that we can use for that? And
that is why in Isaiah 53:6 we would use the word “seal pup” for our Alaskan
translation—word-for-word. Whereas, if you were doing thought-for-thought you
might do something like “a helpless sacrificial animal.” You use a paraphrase. Now,
thought-for-thought translations—The New International Version, the Revised
English Bible—those are thought-for-thought ones. Now the fact that the NIV is a
thought-for-thought translation indicates that we are not looking for mere English
equivalence, we are looking for how best to express this. Therefore, when you come
to a passage—and I'm not on this committee, by the way, and [ don’t think the NIV is
that great of translation even if it is the number one. I think it is a little sloppy in
some parts, but leaving that aside. When you come and you are trying to translate
what the author means, what do you do when the author addresses the church—
“brothers” (in the Greek, adelfoi)? That’s an interesting problem isn’t it? How do
you handle that? Do you say “brothers” translates the Greek word-for-word? But
you know he doesn’t mean just males. It means the whole church. Do you think all



brothers and sisters? You have more of a tendency to go brothers and sisters in a
thought-for-thought translation than in a word-for-word one.

Now you go to Mark 8:34, here’s the King James, “If anyone will come after me
(anyone being the word tis in Greek, which can be male or female) let (now you go
to a single pronoun. We do not have in the English language a pronoun that is good
for both male and female. Other languages do. Now don’t ask me which one? I don’t
know, but I know they do. It like my daughter once, when she was young, I said you
should eat this there are millions of people starving in the world that would love to
eat this. She says “oh, name two.”) In the Greek text it goes, “If anyone will come
after me (this is the way the King James goes) let him deny himself and take up his
cross and follow me.” The RSV, interestingly enough was much more sexist, says “If
any man will come after me let him deny himself.” Whereas really “any man” could
be “any woman” you could translate for that matter. It means “anyone.” But after
this you have the single male pronoun. What the New RSV decided to do was put
everything in the plural. “If any will come after me, let them take up the cross and
follow me.” So that’s the way, because let’s face it even if you have “if anyone come
after me let him” doesn’t mean just males, right? Are we convinced of that, just
anybody can come after. So, how do you deal with that? If you are doing a word-
for-word translation you may want to do it “him,” and say you should understand
that this is the corporate use of the male pronoun. Or, if it is thought-for-thought,
“let he or she come after me” or something like that. Or, “let them come after me.” If
becomes more and more difficult. Well, if the goal is to translate what the author
meant and not simply words then, [ think, you have to say that sometimes if they use
male pronouns and mean male or female we should review that in the text. That is
what the International Version is assuming.

We will argue, beginning next week, that the goal of interpretation is to understand
what the biblical author meant by the words he used. And, how we go about that is
we are able to say we understand what these words meant back then and how the
average reader would have understood it. Once we understand that now the
question is how do we translate that and on these issues many times he may be
using words that are corporate terminology. Suppose, for instance, you agree that
the biblical author uses him or he or man, but they are using it in the sense of man
or woman, how do you then translate that? If you are doing it with thought-for-
thought you say well man is a corporate word also in English—not for everybody.
But, if you knew it was corporate then you may want to use then not man, but male
or female. If | wanted to read, say, tomorrow I think [ want to read through Genesis
[ would not use the RSV I probably would go to a New International Version. [ might
use the New English Bible or the Revised English Bible; it reads really nicely. Or, I
might use the New Living Bible. If you had children who needed a Bible I would get
a New Living Bible for them. It is a great children’s Bible! It is not a Bible I would
use for studying carefully worded arguments and the letter of Paul to the Romans,
but for a person to read through, yeah. It depends on what you need it for. Now, if
you had a pew Bible, probably an NIV or something like that. When I deal in gospels
we use a synopsis based on the RSV. For that purpose, to compare Matthew, Mark



and Luke word-for-word in English there is nothing better than the RSV. There is
nothing. The New RSV won’t be as good, because you can’t compare words-for-
words anymore when you get into thought-for-thought translations on those gender
passages. But, you couldn’t do that with a New International Version. You can’t do
it with the Living Bible that’s for sure—to underline word-for-word to see changes.
So, I like the RSV for that purpose, but that’s not a reading kind of decision that’s a
scholarly use of the RSV which one tenth of one percent may be interested in that.
Most people want it for how it reads and so forth. I would say, you know, we are
dealing with good translations and a little better translations—or, excellent
translations and a little more excellent translations.

When the King James originally came out in its Forward the editors say “we have not
sought to make a good translation out of bad translations, but from good
translations an even better one if we can.” And, I think that’s what we are doing—
we are looking for improving the 99.44% and getting closer to that 100% in our
translations.

Now there are some where this has become a real issue. And, I think the reason that
some Southern Baptists have become very uneasy about the New International
Version is because of the new RSV. The new RSV really—I had great hopes for and
have been rather disappointed in some ways. They do a really nice job in some
areas. For instance, in the RSV in Psalm 50:9 it reads, “I will accept no bull from
your house.” The new RSV says, “I will not accept a bull from your house.” In Luke
7:47 the RSV is really misleading; it says, “Her sins which are many are forgiven for
she loved much,” which gives you the impression she is forgiven because she loved
much. The new RSV is very good on this, it says, “Her sins which are many have
been forgiven, hence, as a consequence she has loved much.” This is a sign of her
forgiveness not the cause of it. In 2 Corinthians 11:25 the RSV has, “Once [ was
stoned”—do that in a Bible Study at a college. The new RSV, “Once I received a
stoning”—nicely done. Zechariah 3:3, RSV, “Now Joshua was standing before the
angel clothed in filthy garments.” That was the dirty angel they sent that day. “Now
Joshua was dressed with filthy clothes as he stood before the angel”—new RSV.
Change from a girdle to a belt—that’s kind of nice. The “thee,” “thou,” “thine,” are
“you,” “yours.” “I beseech thee” becomes “I beg you.” “In travail” becomes “in labor.”
“Betroth” means becomes “taken for a wife,” “betrothal” becomes “marriage,” and
things of this nature.

» o«

But, there are times where it has gone out of the way and I know from some people
who are on the committee that there is a lot of pressure from feminists in the new
RSV in its translation. The editor of the new RSV was one of my professors at
Princeton, Bruce Metzger, and [ wrote him a note because in Luke 13:18, 19 they, in
order to avoid sexist language, really destroyed the argument of Luke. In Luke
13:18, 19 Luke reads this way, “What is the kingdom of God like, into what shall I
compare it? Itis like a grain of mustard.” And, the new RSV has, “which a person
took and sowed in the garden and it grew and became a tree.” And, again he said,
“To what shall [ compare the kingdom of God? It is like leaven which”—and they left



“a woman took and hid it in three measures of flour.” Now the same thing they did
in Luke 15. There are two parables side-by-side, one talks about a man losing his
sheep; it becomes “a person” who lost his sheep. And, the next one is about a
woman losing a coin and they left “a woman losing a coin.” Now, Luke intentionally
in his gospel places side-by-side male and female example. The gospel chapter one,
an angel appears to a man named Zechariah followed by an angel appearing to a
woman named Mary. Chapter two, Jesus is brought to the temple and he is blessed
by Simeon followed by he is blessed by Anna. And here you have a parable of a man
losing something and a woman losing something; a man doing something and a
woman doing something. And I said that they are destroying the intention of Luke
of placing side-by-side male-female images in this translation. And, he wrote back a
very nice letter, and he said well I think you have a real point and when they meet to
discuss that again in the future it will receive serious attention. So, 'm hoping that it
will.

I'm a little worried that we’ve made a faith issue on how to translate things which
we may differ in philosophy but not in our view of the Bible or not what we are
trying to do. I would argue that if you are trying to translate what the author meant
by these words. If that’s our goal then some of these things of which they have
talked about as being big issues are really not because you are faithfully translating
when you have brothers faithfully translating according to authors, meaning if you
say brothers and sisters. Unless you are just talking about the brothers and you
name James and John or something like that.

One of the things that [ tend to be uncomfortable with are translations done by an
individual rather than by a committee. You see, when the Stein translation comes
out, somebody might say that’s a totally wrong translation of this passage, Stein.
And Stein says make your own; this is mine. Now if I'm part of a committee, they say
there goes Stein again. We’re not going to translate the way he wants we are going
to translate the way it should be. And there is a control more. So, I feel more
comfortable with a committee project in this way. It gives a great deal of reliability
to it.  have some real questions with footnotes in the Bible in general. The reason
for that is when I first became a Christian the Bible somebody gave me was a
Scoffield Bible and [ wore it out. In fact they did a study back then about Scoffield
Bibles because they checked with Oxford Press as to whether they were using
inferior materials. So they discovered that no it is just people who buy this one read
it more and they wear it out normally. But, [ came to a place where there was a
footnote in it that I didn’t believe. I was a young Christian and I was wondering if [
still was an evangelical Christian or whether [ was still saved. I look back and kind
of laugh. It wasn’t a laughing matter back then. So, footnotes take the infallibility of
the biblical text, rubs off on footnotes in appearance, and you give more creedance
to a footnote in the Bible than you would do—if somebody asks what this text
means and | gave my interpretation and they say well my Bible says in the footnote
this, who would they believe?—the Bible! The guy who wrote the footnote may be
as dumb as [ am and so you may not get any smarter. So, who knows? But, no! it’s in
the Bible. So I am very uneasy about footnotes in the Bible and I'm uneasy about



Study Bibles as a result of that, because without knowing it people accept the
footnotes and what is in a Study Bible with an awe and authority that they don’t
deserve. So, I'm very nervous about that and you should be careful about that as
well.

Now, I'm passing out to you a comparison of Galatians 3:23-28 found in six
translations—the King James Version, the New RSV, the New American Standard
Bible, the NIV, the Revised English Bible, and the Living Bible. And what [ would like
you to do is to look carefully at these lines and we will go down one at a time and
note that there are some theological differences that show up in the translation.
They are, if you read them, they are somewhat different. None of them will lead you
into heresy, but there are some differences. Look at that first line.

“Now before faith came, we were kept under the law.”
New RSV- “Now before faith came”

New American Standard Bible- “Now before faith came”
The NIV- “Before this faith came”

The Revised English Bible- “Before this faith came”

Now notice that the first three give the impression that we were under the law
before faith. Faith came later, which would have been a surprise to Abraham and to
Paul, right? I think we ware talking about the Christian faith. And, some of those
translations could be misunderstood this way.

Then the next line.

“We were shut up unto the faith” or “until the faith.” Did the law protect us leading
us to the faith or were we imprisoned until faith came and we were freed from this
stuff? Is the law viewed as a mean-spirited guard imprisoning us or as an instructor
guiding us to this faith? There differences of impression here in these different
translations.

And then again in the next line.

Schoolmaster unto Christ. Then we were freed from this terrible schoolmaster
disciplinarian. Schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ; loving schoolmaster to help us
to get to Christ or disciplinarian until Christ finally broke the powers of that
disciplinarian and then freed us. You see the difference in those?

Then if you go down to the Living Bible in verse 25 where they simply change “faith”
to “Christ” there is poor translation there. Then at the very bottom, is the
expression in Christ Jesus adjectival or adverbial? In other words, the second one
the New RSV “you are, in Christ Jesus, children of God through faith.” In Christ this is
taken place, but in the others you have “through faith in Christ Jesus.” Now you are
talking about the kind of faith that we have. There is an “in Christ Jesus” faith or you
are according to the New RSV this takes place that you are in Christ that you are



children of God by faith. And on page two, the second passage, no one who has a
New International Version today has this translation, but originally the New
International Version was wrong. It read, “For all of you who were baptized into
Christ have been clothed with Christ”—passive. Whereas actually the text means
you “have clothed;” you are actively doing this, you have done this. I think that this
is probably a good example that there a lot of Calvinists in that particular translation
and the idea of “your” having put on Christ didn’t seem to fit and Christ does that for
you. Theology started to interfere in that regard. But, they’ve changed that now.
You have the repetition of “no longer” in some senses. But the very last one—let’s
look down there.

Are you heirs according to “the” promise or according to promise? Here you have,
“Are we heirs according to the biblical promise of the Old Testament? Or, are we
heirs according to the principle of promise rather than works or something like that.
There are some significant differences here in regard to that. So, if you look at
translations—now I chose a passage where there are more of these than usual just
to exemplify this issue at all. So, it gives you an example of how translations can be
different in various ways.

End of Lecture 5



The Goal of Interpretation
Introduction 1

We want to begin today with an introduction to hermeneutics proper. We looked
last week at the translation of the Bible into the English language. And that’s kind of
a survey of how we got our English Bible, but it also introduced various
hermeneutical issues.

Hermeneutics is a word that frightens a lot people. It's unfortunate and
unnecessary and actually is the transliteration of a Greek verb hermenuo which
means to interpret, to explain. A form of the verb is found in Luke 24:27 where the
RSV says, “and beginning with Moses and all the prophets, he [that is Jesus]
interpreted to them in all the scriptures the things concerning himself.” The NIV,
“and beginning with Moses and all the prophets, he [Jesus] explained to them what
was said in all the scriptures concerning himself.” Interpreted, explains, is a way of
translating that Greek word.

Now in Acts 14:12 there is an interesting passage where Paul and Barnabas come to
the city of Listra and he heals a crippled man, Paul does, and the people go
absolutely bonkers. The gods have visited us! And we read in Acts 14:12, “Barnabas
they called Zeus and Paul because he was the chief speaker they called Hermes.”
Now I kind of wondered by that because Paul was the preacher, he did the miracle
and yet they called Barnabas the chief god, Zeus, and they call Paul, Hermes. But
Hermes was the interpreter of the gods. He was the one who interpreted hermenuo,
the message of the gods to humanity. So, Paul is therefore assumed to be the
interpreter and is attributed the name Hermes.

For a lot of people hermeneutics is very complicated. Texts are very difficult to
explain and read. I don’t think hermeneutics should be a difficult subject. People
have understood what people have been reading and saying for thousands of years.
Communication has gone on long before anybody took a course in hermeneutics.
There must be something that's pretty down to earth about hermeneutics and we’ll
try to be simplistic in some ways. We may err on that side, but let’s get basic and
then as complications arise we'll worry about those. But, let’s try to deal with
hermeneutics in a basic manner.

Now in all communication there must be present three basic components—in all
communication, oral or written, any way like that, there has to be three components.
There has to be an author, a text, and a reader. All three has to present if there is
communication that takes place. Now, linguists use the same root and they talk
about an encoder, the code, and the decoder. The encoder—the one who puts the
code in—the author. The code, or the text that they are writing, and the decoder—
the reader or the one who is trying to understand. In radio we can talk about a
sender (the speaker), the message, the receiver as other alternatives. Now [ was
born and raised in New Jersey and we liked to use alliteration to help and so in New



Jersey we talk about the witer, the witing and the weeder, and we have nice
alliteration that way.

Now various people, since there are three components, have argued that each of
these components is what determines the meaning. Some argue for the author
being the determiner of meaning, others for the text, others the reader. Now, let’s
look at who or what it is that determines the meaning of a text. Some argue that it is
the text that determines the meaning. For instance, you all have heard Billy Graham
say “The Bible says” or a pastor says “Our text says.” What they are saying, however,
is not what this argument is for because Billy Graham could be saying just as readily
if he is preaching from Romans he could say, “The Bible says;” he could say “Our text
says;” or he could say “Paul tells us in our text” and he means the same by all of this.
That’s not what is going on in this particular viewpoint. The view point here is
rather that the text in and of itself conveys meaning. It is autonomous. It’s as if
there was never an author. Itis as if a text comes to you, drops from heaven without
any relationship in time and space to anything without any person being involved in
it, it just comes to you in this way. It is an autonomous text. To ask about what Paul
was thinking is totally irrelevant. The text is an end in itself. It's a if it magically
appeared without author, without circumstances, without any particular time and
place.

In the 1930s through the 1960s and into the 70s there was a movement that was
called the New Criticism. The New Criticism. This view argued for the autonomy of
the text. When one read text one didn’t ask about authors. One says what does the
text in front of you mean. In and of itself it has its own meaning. An author by the
name of Young writes, concerning this period, “The critics of the new criticism
almost all insist that the proper end of literary study is the work itself conceived as
an independent object. These premises assume that a literary work exists
independently of the interests and purposes whether conscious or unconscious of
the author or of the responses to or the experiences of the work on the part of any
particular reader or collection of readers on any given time and space.” So if you
talk about reader, text, author, it is the text that gives it meaning. It is the text that
means something. Totally apart from author—irrelevant. You don’t talk about
authors. Itisirrelevant who wrote it. Itis just there a text in front of us. Another
one writes, “Not the intention of the author, which is supposed to be hidden behind
the text; not the historical situation common to the author and his original readers;
not the expectation or feelings of these original readers; not even their
understanding of themselves as historical and cultural phenomena. What must be
appropriated is the meaning of the text itself considered in a dynamic way as the
direction of thought opened by the text.” Now as I say, when Billy Graham says,
“The Bible says.” If he’s preaching from John he means “John the author means” and
following. This view looks at texts as art, isolated from their author. Sometimes the
illustrations is given. If you came to a chess game, and you wanted to understand
what is going on, you just look at the chess board. It is irrelevant what the author,
what the players were doing before. It’s irrelevant how the moves got to this point.
What you have there is now the chess board and the men in various places on the



chess board. Now try to understand it this way. Texts are to be seen this way. If
you are in a Bible study and you are studying the book of Galatians, and you come to
a passage that is very difficult, if by some miracle the apostle Paul entered in the
door and said to you, “What I meant by Galatians 3 here is.” This approach would
say that's very interesting, but it is irrelevant. Long ago you lost control of this text.
Itis a work of art. Now it is isolated and has nothing to do with what you said at the
time. That’s the text isolated as an independent entity. It's a work of art and has
nothing to do with what people meant in the past.

Now the biggest problem I have in this is trying to understand what meaning is and
what a text is. Meaning is a construction of thought. In the threesome of
communication authors can think, readers can think. They can construct a meaning,
but texts are inanimate objects. Ink, paper, can’t think. A piece of stone and
engravings on that stone, they can’t think. Because texts are inanimate, they simply
can’t mean anything. To mean something you must have the ability to think and
reason. And since they can’t think and reason, they cannot mean. Now can they
convey meaning? Yes, but they can’t mean. They are simply inanimate. So to treat
them and say what does this text mean? You have to say if there is any construction
of thinking here or meaning it doesn’t come from the ink; it doesn’t come from a
papyrus; it doesn’t come from the steel with its letters in it. It comes from someone
who is either reading it. They can construct some meaning in it. Or, it comes from
the person who did the engraving. The stone, the paper, the papyrus, the ink,
grooves can’t think; they’re inanimate. It seems very simplistic this way to me, but |
don’t understand how so many people can say “no the text means this.” The can’t
mean anything.

If you had attended the universities in the 60s, 70s, and 80s this would have been a
dominant way of understanding and interpreting literature. This was the wave in
academic circles. Since then a new approach has come on the scene and this
concentrates on the reader and assumes that it is the reader that gives meaning to a
text. Now, sometimes they talk about implied readers, competent readers, intended
readers, ideal readers, real readers. We're just talking about a reader—the guy, the
gal who reads the text. That's the person we're talking about. Now, the argument
here is that person, as they read the text, give meaning to it. Until the reader comes
and looks at the text, it's dead—can’t do anything. Now the reader gives it the
meaning. That doesn’t mean they learn the meaning. That doesn’t mean they
decipher the meaning. It doesn’t mean they discover the meaning. It doesn’t mean
they ascertain the meaning. They give the meaning. They supply the meaning to the
text. Now, according to this view, if people come up with different meanings—what
it means for me is different for what it means for you—no problem, because since
you give the meaning to the text, the text can have multiple meanings. And, they
may have contrary meanings. If you hear an expression like a not so popular as it
was before 1990, “a Marxist reading of a text,” or “a feminist reading of a text,” “a
complimentarian reading of a text,” “an Armenian reading of a text,” “a Calvinist
reading of a text.” What frequently is meant by this is that these people with their
theological viewpoint give this meaning to the text in front of them. Now, a lot of
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people who may be Calvinist and so forth and on read it and say no the meaning is
already there, I'm just interpreting it. But, this particular view says that it is
irrelevant if it is there, 'm giving it that meaning. And, they are the ones who are
giving the meaning to the text.

A man by the name of Zeisler, in Expository Times in 1994, says—and he gives a
great analogy that you’ll want to remember—“To put it crudely there is a question
of whether the text, any text, is a window or a mirror. [You're going to carry
through with the analogy; it is a good analogy] Does it, the text, in some way
facilitate our own illumination, [like a mirror, you look at it and you are illumined by
it] or does it give us access to another world. Do we see through it like a window to a
different world. It is far more fruitful to accept their mirror-like nature and
concentrate on how we read them. The texts are a language through which we
generate meaning. There is therefore no such thing as a single meaning of a text
which simply has to be uncovered. The role of the reader is more active than that.
Furthermore, any reader has a perfect right to say of any text this speaks to me in
the following way regardless whether that way agrees or disagrees with the way
other scholars perceive the text.” The text, in other words, functions much like an
ink blot. You look at the ink blot and you see meaning. Someone else might look at
that ink blot, they see different meaning. But, it is the reader who gives meaning to
it. You can go out sometimes when there are clouds in the sky and you can look up
and say well this is what [ see and someone else says well this is what [ see. You
both are right. You give meaning to the cloud. That cloud means according to how
you view it. In this particular view you are the determiner of meaning. And since
you determine it, there is no absolute to compare it to so others read it and find a
different meaning. Fine, isn’t it wonderful. Like in the Bible study where you have a
Bible study in a passage and four different people say well what it means to me is
this, well it means something else, and someone else says what it means to me is the
following and you’re the Bible study leader and you say isn’t it wonderful how rich
the Bible is that it can have all these meanings. Of course if your Bible has all these
meanings it doesn’t have any of them. This is the approach that is dominant today. I
don’t know if any of you took literature recently in the universities. This is not
foreign. This is very much a dominant approach. Itis a dominant approach in
biblical studies today. And a lot of evangelicals have been biting into this far more
than [ would like to see. I'm very nervous about this.

Now the traditional approach is that it is the author who is the determiner of
meaning. Itis what the author consciously willed to say in the text that we are
seeking after. Thus the meaning of Romans is what Paul intended by these words
when he wrote Romans. And that if Paul were alive and told us what it meant that
would settle it for us. We know what the meaning is now let’s see what the
implications of that are for us today. The texts means what Paul says it means. Now
this is the common approach we have in studying the Bible and in studying any
book. For instance, why if you are studying Galatians and having problems do you
go to Romans instead of Ernest Hemingway’s For Whom the Bell Tolls? Well you say
that’s absurd. Why? Because Paul also wrote Romans. That’s right, isn’tit.? In other



words, the author of Romans thinks more like the author of Galatians because he is
dealing with the same issues and the same time and the same place and the same
man. As a result of that if you want to know what Galatians means Romans will help
you, but that’s assuming you want to know what the author of Galatians means. If
you are dealing with the book of Acts and you are confused about something, where
do you go? Do you go to Plato’s, The Republic? Or, do you go to the Gospel of Luke,
which was written by the same man who no doubt at the same time is thinking very
much like the other work. So, that common sense approach that we have when you
are reading Acts you go to Luke. When you are reading Paul you go another letter of
Paul. If you are reading John, you may go to 1 John. The common sense approach is
all based on the idea that you want to know what the biblical author meant by this
and you go as closely as you can elsewhere to that biblical author and if the biblical
author wrote something else you go to them. That's a pretty common sense
approach.

The Bible then is not and all literature is not to be treated some isolate form of art,
but it is a form of communication. In communication we want to know what an
author meant. All this time so far this evening you have been trying to understand
what Robert Stein means by the words he is saying. And when the exam comes you
want to explain what Robert Stein means. You might say well Oksana this is the
meaning I gave to what you said. Creative thinking, great imagination. F! In
communication we want to understand what the other person is referring to. Now
to say that something is no longer a communication but a work of art that takes
some thought in doing. How do you judge, for instance, a good translation of the
Bible? Do you like this translation because these translators gave a good meaning
that you like to the text? I have heard people say “I like what this Bible says.” Is it
true? Is it correct? As soon as you raise that question you say does the translation
accurately reflect what the author meant in this passage and explain that well for
you? That'’s the way I think you have to judge a Bible translation. All that assumes
that you want to deal with what the author meant by the text. Does our translation
reflect accurately what Paul meant by this? Would Paul, for instance, say, “This
accurately reflects what I am saying.” Then you say well we are looking for author
meaning here or are we saying it is totally irrelevant if Paul would like this
translation. Then you have kind of a reader approach. But when you get down to
common sense that doesn’t make sense in a translation of a Bible. So sometimes you
have to start saying well you get to another level called art and now you are just
interested in looking at the art. So you should not judge text as communication, but
as art. Like you go in a museum and look at paintings. Does it really matter what
the author meant by the painting or do you just look at and you read into it your
meaning. You should do the same with the Bible—reader approach.

In the 1980s and 90s this was a major issue and it is still a major issue in the nomination
of Supreme Court Judges. Whatever the hooplah was about Robert Bjork and Clarence
Thomas’ nominations there was a basic issue and what was at stake was the issue of who
determines the meaning of this text we call The Constitution. Do the judges give it



meaning? And that was Blackmun, the former justice Blackmun’s attitude toward
it. He said that “It is arrogance to think that we could find out what the original
authors and framers of the Constitution meant.” Or is that the responsibility of
the Supreme Court judges — not to say what they want to read into the text, but
what the original framers of the Constitution and those who approved it meant by
these words.

Big struggle today and it is not a very simple issue for — at stake here. | think it is
a simple issue but it is a very controversial one. Long ago James Madison said if
the sense in which the Constitution was accepted and ratified by the nation be
not the guide in expounding it, there can be no security for a faithful exercise of
its power. How would you like to be a Jew and appear before 9 Nazi Supreme
Court judges who gave meaning to the text. It’s kind of scary.

Furthermore what does a supreme court nominee swear to uphold to be supreme
court judge? Does he swear, “| swear to uphold the meaning | give to this
Constitution.” Now practically | think there would be a lot of Americans who would
be very upset with that and we would never get through. But this is the approach
if you think the author(?) or the judges give it meaning, then you have a reader
approach view to the Constitution.

On the other hand, Bork and Thomas all argue “No. What we do is to interpret
what the Founders of the Constitution meant and we can know that. We can
know what they had in mind and then we could try to see the implications that
flow out of this for the particular situation at hand. It is not just the Bible. It is not
just the law. But that’s struggling with this issue. A few years ago, maybe five or
six now, Michelangelo’s paintings in the Vatican - Sistine were redone. | think
there was a large grant from an organization in Japan for the redoing of that.

Michelangelo did these in the 1500s. For how many centuries didn’t they have
electric lights in that place and how did they light them up? With candles. You
know after several hundred years that can affect the ceilings. And there were
various earthquakes - pieces breaking. There was moisture coming in. So they
re-did the whole Sistine Chapel. Do any of you remember what happened when
they opened it up?

There was a huge outcry. An uproar in the Art community. They said, “You have
changed it. The colors are too bright.” Michelangelo had much more somber
colors. Now the question was whether 400 years of candles burning made
brighter colors more somber or whether they were that way and the new re-doing
of it used brighter colors. But so what? Is it an issue? Who cares? Well you say,
“Wait a minute. This is Michelangelo’s art.” “Well. This is the way | as the
restorer want to reinterpret or to interpret this art.” And all of us say, “No. | didn’t
come here to see your reinterpretation. | wanted to see Michelangelo.” Comes up
in Art.



There is a composer by the name of Gilbert Kaplan who concentrates on the
directing of Gustav Mahler’s work. In a particular work of Mahler, in the original
manuscript, there comes a place where there is an E-flat that every conductor
changes to an F because an E-flat does not harmonize with it. They all think what
he really wanted to do is have an F here, not an E-flat. So they change it. When
he conducts it, there is a dissonantal E-flat.

[Hard to Hear] This is in his manuscript. This is what he intended. We are doing
Mahler’s work and we aint have to play it that way. He also surprised everyone
because there was a particular work of Mahler that was usually a work that took
about 12 or 13 minutes and it was kind of a funeral dirge. When he conducts it, it
only takes 8 minutes. Now it’s kind of a polka that they are doing in some ways.

Does it matter? If Mahler were present and you asked him, “Is it a dirge or a
polka? Does that really matter how you direct it?” If you say “Yes” then you are
dealing with an author controlled meaning.

Art, music, law — major issue. It’s the issue you have to face because lots of
people will start saying this is the way | read it and | don’t read it the way you
read it. Is there something out there that is an absolute that we must submit to? |
am jumping ahead to something but let me make a comment.

Much of this movement gained strength and impetus in the 70s. It was the
rebellion against authority that manifested it in its marches — a rebellion against
governmental authority and in other areas it’s a rebellion against any kind of
authority. “I’'m not going to have Paul sit over me when | read a text. | am going
to do what | want.” And it is a rebellion against authority here too. It is maybe not
as clear as what was going on in the marches in Washington and so forth, but it
is a generation that does not like authority to which they have to submit to in
some way. And | am not a theologian to get into this argument now — whether
this is a reflection of sin of likewise. It is there.

Now let us talk a little bit about the whole idea that writings are works of art. That
is very debatable. How do you define a work like Romans? When does it
become art? Now it is clear, when the Romans got that letter and read it, it was
communication and you were trying to find out what does Paul mean here? Paul
would not have said, “Well. Whatever meaning you gave is fine with me.” He
intended it as communication.

Now somehow something magical is supposed to happen and the Bible now
becomes art. Well how does this take place? Well supposing you have
something that lasted for 2,000, 3,000 years. People still read it. Then it becomes
art after it’s been around along time. What do you do in a class in 20th century
English literature? Don't treat that as art? Don't treat it as literature as such? You
treat it as communication.



And also ok, let us forget about having to be old. If it is something that lots of
people read that is no longer communication, it is literature or art. Well. In my
generation the greatest literary artist in the world is Mickey Spillane. In yours it
maybe John Grisham. [Hard to Hear] Shakespeare [Hard to Hear] even past.
Very subjective. Very subjective.

| would suggest again that the idea that the author is the controller of meaning is
the natural way of communication. In fact, supposing someone here wanted to
argue the other side. That person, he or she could not argue with me, except on
the basis that our argument is dominated by what the author means as the
determiner of the meaning. You can’t communicate otherwise. Communication
requires that what the two communicators are speaking, that is what you want to
know and that’s what determines the meaning. So there is a sense in which to
even discuss the issue, you have to first basically agree that at least in
communication of — in conversation — what the author means is what we are
getting at. And we have to say no, but when we get to art or literature, it is a
different rule. You can’t communicate, you can’t debate apart from this
presupposition.

A man by the name of E.D. Hirsh spoke heavily on this issue. He was asked to
review a work — a book written by somebody in which the thesis was that the
author was the determiner of text meaning. He reviewed the book and he got a
letter from the author complaining terribly. “You completely misunderstood me.”
And E.D. Hirsch wrote back. “Thank You. E.D. Hirsch.”

In other words he wanted his work to be understood by what he meant. He didn’t
allow for an author to determine the meaning. Now there are some objections to
the idea that the author is the determiner of meaning and a very famous one is
called the Intentional Fallacy.

Any of you take literature at the university? Come across the intentional fallacy.
That expression ring a bell?

This was an expression coined by William K. Winsatt Jr. and Monroe Beardsley
in 1954 and what they argued was this. You cannot know what the experiences
the author was when they were writing these texts. You cannot relive their
experiences. They are beyond us. We cannot go through what the author was
going through when they wrote. And that’s absolutely right. You cannot relive the
experiences that Paul was going through when he wrote. That’s why you need to
read the C.S. Lewis article for next week. Very important article. Delightful article.
You must read it for next week.

We cannot relive the innermost feelings, the motives and so forth. They are not
accessible to us. But the question is when you read a text, are you trying to relive
the experiences of the author or are you trying to understand what the author



meant by the text he gave to you and that you have in front of you. That is
different. We are not trying to relive how the text came into being. We are trying
rather to understand what the author meant by the words he has given to us or
she has given to us — a Biblical author would be a “he” of course.

If you went to a theatre and all of a sudden, the movie was cut off and there was
a sign on the theatre which says, “Please move immediately to the nearest exit
and leave. There is a fire in the theatre.” How many of you are trying to
experience what the author meant as they were writing that sign. What - [Hard to
Hear] was just interested in what they were conveying.

If you heard somebody drowning in the lake and saying, “Help me! Help me!” Are
you saying “l would love to go through those experiences.” Or you can just say,
“He needs help. | am going out there to help him.” Most of the times we are not
interested in going through feelings that gave rise to this. Are you really
concerned over the fact that one of the reason Paul was so upset when he wrote
Galatians was that he had a terrible problem with athletes foot? No.

We are not interested in reliving the experiences of the authors. Well you know
maybe we are. Maybe we would like to, but we have no access to and we might
as well simply accept that’s not available to us. That is very different thought
because what is not available in that is available with regard to what they mean.
We have their words and what their words are doing will reveal to us what they
are trying to express.

Now a second objection here in the intentional fallacy is that the author may have
been incompetent to express what they intended. What teacher has not had
some student get a paper and come back and say “What | really meant was ...”
Yeah. But you didn’t say it. You may, like | did that one time, try to correspond to
my wife, with my wife, said that | would meet her at a certain restaurant in one
town and | went to another town with the same kind of restaurant. | was
incompetent in trying to express what | was thinking.

So is it possible that Biblical authors may have had some thoughts in their mind,
but in the expression of that they were incompetent? Yeah. Ok. Sure —
hypothetically sure — what is intriguing to me is so many of the authors that raise
that point, never think that they are incompetent in expressing the problem. They
simply assume that they are fairly competent.

On most times you try to express something, write something, say something,
you are fairly competent in expressing what you have on your mind. There may
be exceptions to that but those are by far the exceptions, not the rule. So most
writers seem to be quite competent. Now you think about someone like the
apostle Paul, he is a fairly intelligent person. So is Luke.



My general impression would be they would be quite competent in expressing
what they have on their minds. But now | have a bias that comes in at that point
and that is that | am a Christian — an evangelical Christian who believes that they
are inspired by God in what they are writing. And if inspiration comes in at any
point, my assumption would be, it would be coming right in at this point — that
what they want to express, God through His spirit enables them to well
inadequately at least, so that what they mean can be conveyed adequately to
their readers. So for me that objection that a person can be incompetent — it is
not a big point for me because, | think most people can and if you believe in
inspiration there is something here that goes over that problem to say the least.

Now another objection that some people raise is kind of radical historicism, and
saying well, how can you really understand what somebody in the Old
Testament, living in a period of sandals, animal sacrifices is saying? We are in
the world of jet engines, intercontinental flights, computers, atomic weapons and
the like — How can they — help me understand the way they think.

Well it’s a real problem. | think it is. | think many people read the Bible as if it
were written yesterday to someone. And we lose sight of the fact that we have to
go back into time and culture and try to understand what they are talking about. A
number of years ago, | watched a television program on public television and it
involved an anthropologist who had just come after five years in New Guinea.

He had gone into a remote place in New Guinea and lived those years with a
stone age people. Stone age — no metal tools, lived like stone age people — and
he began the program by saying “You just can’t understand the way they think. It
is just impossible for us to understand how they think.”

And then for the next 55 minutes, he explained to us how they think. Well, what
he meant was, there is a difficulty in understanding of the cultures. And that is
true. And we should not lose sight of them. But to say it is impossible, well, the
anthropologist understood it is not impossible because he spent 55 minutes
explaining it. If you really believed it, he would say, “And the result is that there is
no sense in my trying to explain it to you.” Short program.

There are some other things that | think draw us together in understanding other
people writing at other times. And that is our common humanity. The fact is they
are human beings made in the image of God just like we and the basic needs
that exist are really not different. Technology may change but we still have a
need for hope.

The assurance of life everlasting — of love. Of something that allays the fear of
death. Of food, clothing and warmth and fellowship. That basic humanity, | think
allows us to understand people who lived in other cultures, times and places.



After all we are not trying to understand how frogs think but of others who are
made in the image of God this way.

So these - | think — these objections should not be minimized. Having said that
however we shouldn’t make them insurmountable. They are objections, yes to be
sure, but they are not insurmountable objections.

Text has meaning in and of itself — semantic autonomy.

The reader determines the meaning, gives the text its meaning.

The author gives the meaning — we want to know what the author meant.

Those are the three components. | will argue for author oriented meaning in
class.

End of Lecture 6

We are going to look at the different roles of the people involved in these three
components. Let us then look at the role of an author. What does an author do in the
communication process. Texts don’t just magically appear in history.

It is not like people walk along the Nile and see papyrus sprouts there and all of a sudden
before their eyes, they begin to peel and form into scrolls and magically words appear on
it. Or you are walking in the country and you see a flock of sheep or some goats up there
and their skin begins to peel off and all of a sudden, again letters appear on [Hard to
Hear] Or you look at a stone and it becomes clear and grooves start appearing in it.
Communication takes place somehow.

No. If you are going to have a text, that means that someone, somewhere, sometime
wanted to communicate. An author willed a meaning. A thinking person wanted to
communicate something —whether they used papyrus, whether they used the clay tablet,
stone — whatever they used is irrelevant. Whether they wrote right to left, left to right, up
or down — all that is irrelevant. What is important is that some person, some time in
history wanted to write something.

Now that is something that is a historical fact of the past. What it means then is that what
the author wanted to say in this text can never change. It is past. It is always there. It can
never change. Meaning cannot change because the meaning of the past is simply part of

the past and you cannot change the past.

An author may decide to repudiate what they meant. But they can’t change what they
meant. | wrote something in my Ist edition of The Method and Message of Jesus’
Teaching About The Term Abba Father and later on I no longer believed that. But I
couldn’t say, these words mean something differently now. Too late right. It is history.
What you can do is publically recant in class. You say, “I made something — it was wrong
in that point. Here is what I mean now.” Or you can write a 2nd edition.



I was fortunate and was able to write a 2nd edition and I recanted and repented and did
homage to whoever needed it and you can change. You can change your views but you
can’t change the meaning of the text that is in the past, because the text is locked in the
history. So meanings are locked forever in history. You can’t change them.

So when Paul writes to the Ephesians in Ephesians 5:18, “Do not get drunk with wine
... what he meant back then is the exactly the same as it means now. It can never
change. “Be not drunk with wine...”

Now what Paul meant back then with wine, we will talk about a little later in the semester
is not what we call wine. It is a mixture of water and wine. Usually around 2, 3 parts
water, 1 part wine. That is what he meant by it. Then we know that ... I will tell you how
we know that another time.

So he says, “Be not drunk with wine”. Now imagine a situation. Paul comes to visit
unexpectedly, the church in Ephesus. He comes and visits them and he finds them all
drunk. And Paul says, “Didn’t you get my letter? I said ‘Be not drunk with wine...”” And
one of the deacons says “That is right brother Saul, brother Paul. We don’t touch that
stuff anymore. We switched to beer since then.”

Now how would Paul respond? Would he say “Oh. That is alright. If it was wine I would
be really ticked off, but don’t worry about beer.”

No. No. Well. What would he have said? “Well I meant that too.”

Now wait a minute. He didn’t say beer and wine. He just said wine. But do you believe
that he also meant beer? Or did he simply mean that wine or is there something about his
command “Be not drunk with wine” that has implications in it that are unstated that he
may or may not have been aware of.

Alright supposing he came in one of our churches and he found us drunk with whisky.
But he say “Well. I just meant beer. What by the way, what is whisky?”” And you explain,
“Well whisky is a kind of thing that we get from wheat and then we distill is so that it
becomes - the alcohol content goes from say 10% to about 50%.”

He says, “Oh. You know wine, we dilute it, so we get from 12% down to 3 or 4%. But
you concentrate it to 50%.”

Well. I didn’t know about whisky, but that’s exactly the thing that I am talking about.
You see what he says is not “Be not drunk with wine but if other things can bring the
same thing about it doesn’t bother me,” but “Be not drunk with wine and those kind of
things like wine.”

In other words there is a principle here, so that whisky is included. Vodka is included.
Gin is included. Bourbon is included. I say is a little silent because of Baptists traditions



with bourbon. Alright now what he is saying is a principle — I’1l use the expression a
pattern of meaning that contains more in it than simply the meaning wine itself.

Sure. I think most people would say “Well, yeah of course he meant ‘Be not drunk with
beer, Be not drunk with whisky.”” Now so far we have said “Be not drunk with whisky”
fits “Be not drunk with wine.” Beer fits. Beer he would have been aware of. Beer was a
beverage at that time. Whisky, he wouldn’t have been. Bourbon, he wouldn’t have and
the others because those are 1700s, distilled and so forth and so on.

Can we interpret that way and then say “Be not overcome with too many Big Macs from
McDonald?” I am a cashew nut fan. There is no such thing as a half-can of cashew nuts.
It is all or nothing. It is kind of a drug for me.

Now, does he mean, stinopi — intoxicated — with cashew nuts. Well wait a minute. What
is it about the wine that he is talking? “Be not drunk...” Do not come into a stupor where
you no longer think correctly. What is intoxication? I would think, things that bring about
an intoxication fit, but cashews don’t do that. I can still think real clearly. Upset stomach.
Things like that but, no, my mind has not gone yet.

And so what you have to say is then “What is the pattern that he is talking about in
something like?” I would say maybe what he means if you want to break it down into the
pattern or principle — paradigm — something like that. It would be something like this.

Don’t take into your body, substances that cause you to lose control of your thinking and
your doing. Something like that. Now is caffeine something that does that? That might be
easily debatable. Does it effect the mind so that you no longer control what you are doing
or does it control other physical aspects of your body more.

I don’t drink coffee or something like that. I drink caffeine-less pop so I ... it’s not that.
See what you are a wrestling with is “Does it fit within this pattern?” Something for
instance that cause you to overeat I don’t think fit.

So it is not like these commands or these teachings are endless and they are just a kind of
an amorphous amoeba that you throw anything in. There is a principle here. You have to
arrive at that principle and you say now coming out of that principle what are some of the
implications that Paul might not have been aware of.

He wasn’t aware of the kind of alcoholic beverages that we have today. But let me ask
another one. Would there ... is it possible that he is a talking about something has
implications for narcotics? Morphine? Cocaine? Marijuana? Are those similar in the
kinds of things they do? Ok. Then I think... Yeah. Then they fit here?

It is not like all of these are just an amorphous mass you could make them be anything
you want. You have to arrive at the principle and say, “Now what other implications are
there that fit this principle that Paul might now have been aware of?”



There are all sorts of commands that we have like that, that a person may not be aware of
that flow through this. For instance, Mark 5:21-48(= Matthew 5:21+) has a list of what
we call the antithesis.

“You have heard it said of old, thou shall not...” Alright — then Jesus said “But I say...”

Now I don’t think what Jesus is saying “I don’t care if you do that but I’'m going to give
you a different — a totally different — command.” I think what He is doing is bringing out
an implication of that. For instance,

“You have heard it said of old, you shall not commit adultery. But I tell you, if you look
on a woman to lust, you have committed adultery already with her in your heart.”

My understanding of that is that in this principle or pattern “thou shall not commit
adultery” are implications which involve looking on a woman to lust. There would be
implications I think with regard to pornography and things of this nature that flow from
that pattern.

“You have heard it said, you shall not kill” but Jesus ... If you want to know the
implications of that, it means you can’t hate a person, because if you hate them you are
already beginning on that path of violating that commandment. And so what Jesus is
doing is the very thing we have done with Paul’s command about be not drunk with wine.
We are looking for implications that flow out of the principle and pattern of that
particular saying or teaching and I think the best way I would understand Matthew 5:21
and following is this particular way.

How many of you have a 12,10, 11 year old son? Alright. Christmas time, grandma
comes and grandpa gives your son named Trevor. He gives Trevor a $50 dollar bill for
Christmas and Trevor knows exactly what he wants to do with it.

With tax for $49.69 is this game down at Target that he is been lusting after since
Thanksgiving. He is going to use that $50 dollars from Grandma down at Target. You
know that however and you say, “Travis. I don’t think Grandma and Grandma want you
to go down to Target and buy that game.” I think they want you to use it this summer at
camp. And so I am telling you don’t go down to Target and spend the money on that
game.

Well. You go off to school and you come home that night and Travis is playing with that
game. And you say to Travis, “Travis, didn’t I tell you, you should not go down to
Target and buy that game.”

And Travis responds, “Oh. I didn’t go down to Target. I went to Wal-Mart. It was $2
cheaper.”

How do you respond? Do you say well it is different then? It could be. Maybe there is
something about Target you are boycotting or something like that. But most probably you



meant, “I don’t want you to buy that game,” and even though you meant every possible
store, you meant that and he knew that.

So that when we give teachings we don’t list every hypothetical. You wouldn’t say, “I
don’t want you to go down to Target, Walgreens, K-mart ... I don’t want you to go down
to Toysrus and list every hypothetical one in the world. If you list one, either have — the
understanding is there. So there is an implication there that even though it was not stated,
you meant it. And Travis knew it. So that when we speak there are implications to what
we say many times as parents, that our children, you know, like Travis — probably — a
good kid wouldn’t do this, but might look for, whats not mentioned, how can he get
around it, but would violate the command itself and the implications.

So when we say something like this there are frequently implications like this that we
expect the person to carry through and understand so that an author oft times includes in
their meaning, implications they may not have even been aware of, but are nevertheless
there

Sometimes you talk about these implications as unconscious meanings that the author
might not have been thinking of or in our conversations somebody might not [Hard to
Hear] be thinking of.

I use the word ... I will talk about something like that a little later. Now let me just stop
here for a minute and deal with an issue. Some people say, “Yeah. Dr. Stein but isn’t God
the author of Scripture?” All this emphasis on Paul or Luke or Mark — Isn’t God the
ultimate author of Scripture?” That sounds real devout. A popular way of speaking. But is
it an accurate way of speaking?

When you look at Paul’s letters, I have yet to see one of them that starts out “God the
Father, Son and Holy Spirit. To the Church at Corinth.” It starts out with Paul. No ... No
book of our Bible claims God as its immediate author. The divine meaning of the text is
that meaning which God has conveyed through his authoritative spokespeople — the
prophets of the Old Testament, the gospel writers, Paul and others in the New Testament.
To understand therefore what God means, we must understand what God’s inspired
authors mean.

And I found too much in my own life that those who have an ultimate meaning that God
intended that Paul doesn’t — I don’t think have God’s meaning at all, because what God
meant is what the Apostles meant. They are his spokespeople. When they speak, they
speak with divine authority and it is that meaning that they are intending to find. That’s
what we are assigned to look at. What does God’s authoritative author mean by this?

Another question: When we talk about interpreting the Bible literally — during the
Reformation, the Reformers argued strongly that we are not interesting in allegorical
meaning or something, we want the literal meaning of the text. But now, the Reformers
knew that there are a lot of things in the Bible that would be figurative. Parables,



exaggerated language and what they meant is the way I am going to define literal
meaning of the text.

The literal meaning of the text is what the authors meant by the words. That’s the literal
meaning of the text. And I would say yes, that’s what we are after. After the literal
meaning of the text when you interpret it like the Reformers — the author’s meaning.

But the literal meaning of “If your right hand offend you, cut it off. If your right eye
offends you, pluck it out.” The literal meaning of that text is what the authors meant by
that and what they meant by that is something fairly simple: there is no sin worth going to
hell for. Better to repent even if it is as painful as plucking out the right eye or tearing off
a right arm and going through that pain of repentance and entering life than not doing that
and perishing. That we take very literally. But the imagery? No. No.

What the author meant by these things — that we take literally and that’s the literal
meaning of the text. Later on when we talk of historical narrative, that sometimes in the
Bible, we have actually two authors. For instance Peter preaches at Pentecost — what is
the meaning of that text? Who gives the meaning to that text? Well. If you want to know
what the meaning of the text is in our definition at this point, it is what Luke means to
convey by Peter’s speech to Theophilus. But you also have another author and that is
Peter himself and you can investigate this to understand what Peter meant.

And sometimes they are identical. They are never contradictory in my understanding.
They are frequently complementary. When you get to the Gospels, you have Jesus’
teachings. You could try to understand the text in light of what Jesus meant and we will
talk about the study of the subject matter of the Biblical text. Or we can seek to
understand what the Biblical author, Matthew, Mark, Luke and John meant by these
words. Those are authoritative words as far as I am concerned but we will talk primarily
of the meaning of the evangelist of that text as the meaning of the text. We will then talk
about the investigation of the subject matter to find out what the Son of God who is
inspired of God in His teaching also meant. But the text meaning is primarily what the
writer, the penner, not the speaker, but the writer of that text means.

We are going to now talk about the role of a text. In the communication process, what
function does a text have in the issue of communication? Again texts are a collection of
symbols, written in various ways and one thing about authors is that when they write,
they write surprisingly enough to be understood. You might not always think that, but
that’s what they intend to do.

Very few people write not wanting to be understood. Now there is an exception to that
and that is in time of war, people write codes in order that those who they want to
understand and they can communicate with, but those who they do not want to
understand what they/you are saying will not because they do not understand the code.

And there is all sorts of famous examples of codes and code breaking. For instance the
deciding battle in the second World War in the Pacific was the Battle of Midway. And



American cryptographers had broken the Japanese Enigma Code just in time. And they
found out that they were planning a major battle at the island of Midway, attempting to
lure out the American Navy, and they prepared accordingly and the battle [Hard to Hear]
the war took place at that point because there were four major Japanese aircraft carriers
that were sunk and from then on the Japanese fleet was always not in aggressive
offensive mode but in a defensive mode.

In a similar way the British had broken through the German code through the help of
Polish cryptographers and the Germans till the end of the war never knew that. They
simply could not believe that their code-work was being broken because of the machine
involved in that regard. The possibilities of breaking that were just astronomical and it
caused some very interesting problems, for instance the British broke a code in which the
Germans were preparing an air raid to bomb the city of Coventry and Churchill was
informed of this.

Should we warn the people? There is a moral dilemma. If we warn the people, then the
Germans will know we have broken their code. So for the sake of hiding that secret, the
city of Coventry was bombed and only later at the end of the war to the complete surprise
of the Germans, recognized that their - were told that the German code had been broken.

On the other hand, the Germans had broken the British code too at times, so you almost
wonder why don’t you just share with one another and stop going through all of this
problem. But in codes you don’t want people to understand. People do not write codes.
No author writes a book saying, I don’t want anybody to understand what I am saying. As
a result when somebody writes, they use the principle of share-ability by abiding by the
norms of the language.

And the French used the word, lingua, to explain this — the norms of language. In other
words, they used words in accordance with how those words are understood by their
audience. They use grammar in accordance to the way grammar is used. They use verb
tenses and clauses as they would be understood. There is a sense in which the author may
wish to write anything they want, but when they write this to their reader, they become in
a sense the servants of their reader because they must use language as their readers will
understand it.

For instance in writing the Stein text, there are a number of times I could have used other
kinds of language, but I didn’t think some of that technical terminology would be
shareable and I thought there are other simple English terms that can be used. Why don’t
we use them instead? So there was a sense in which I was placing myself in your place
saying how will you read this text? Shareability so that texts are always written in light of
how the audience would understand that.

Now the norms of language or the langua involves such things as looking up a word. If I
use the word, love, there are [Hard to Hear] a number of possible meanings for this. It
could mean deep emotion. It could mean sexual relationship. It could mean the end of a
letter. It could mean a score of zero in tennis. It could mean fond affection.



The possibilities you could look up in a dictionary. You say when Stein uses this word
love, because he wants to be understood, he is using it in a shareable manner, it has to be
one of these twelve ways. Now therefore love can’t be mean potatoes. You say “Well
why not?” Well if | want to be understood, I have to use it in the way an audience would
understand.

Now there are sometimes when a biblical writer uses a word in a way that is not normal.
For instance in John 2, John has Jesus saying, “Destroy this temple in three days and I
will raise it.” Now John knows that that is [Hard to Hear] what Jesus means by the temple
is not in norms of language and so he explains it and says “By this He meant, His body”.

So I can use words in ways that are not found in the dictionary but if I want to be
communicative, I have to explain it that way. If I don’t explain it it’s a dictionary
definition — one of those possibilities. Now what an author does — or what we do when
we communicate is to provide not isolated words but words in a context and so the word
love can be explained in different ways.

For instance I remember at a faculty/student seminary retreat when I was teaching at
Bethel Theological Seminary, John Cionca, one of my colleagues in the faculty — we
were going to play some tennis and two new students said to us “Why don’t we play
doubles? Would you mind if we play doubles with you? Dr. Cionca and Dr. Stein?” And
so I said John, “Yes. Why don’t we and John, let us love them.” Now John knew that I
meant let us not let them win a game. Let us beat them 6-0, 6-0.”

But the word love in different contexts have different meanings. When Jesus says to His
disciples, “Let us love one another,” that meaning is very different than Hugh Heffner’s
mansion when he says let us love one another. The possibilities are limited. The context
allows you to zero in on what is meant in that way, so the norms of language, the
possibilities. The context provides the norms of the utterance or if you want to use
French, the parole in which you get to the specific particular meaning and once again,
share-ability is what allows you to communicate.

You know in the English words that I am using, that it has to follow one of the normal
meanings in the definitions of those words. As far as finding share-ability, the norms of
language, the best help in the norms of language is a dictionary. Or since we are seminary
graduates and we are dealing with graduate work, we call it a lexicon because other
people don’t know that word. We want to be educated and use a more refined word.

The norms of utterance? The way to get at that is most helpful tool here is a grammar.
How are verbs in these constructions used this way? And for us, we have a different form
of grammatical importance. Word order is very important for us. In Greek, word order is
quite irrelevant. If I say Bob loves Joan, the only one possible meaning. If I say Joan
loves Bob, one possible meaning.

Now in Greek, doesn’t matter where you put those words. If you say Bobus loves
Joanine, the endings on those say one is the object, one is the subject. And whatever



order you want to put it in, put it in a blender and mix it up any way you want. Doesn’t
matter. The norms of language are different for different languages so that primarily for
the individual words, dictionary is helpful — main tools.

For the norms of the [Hard to Hear]| how they are used in combination, grammars are
more important. Now another thing about a text is that it provides for us a huge
storehouse of information. The Bible is like a great mountain full of gems and precious
metals and you can mine them for all sorts of reasons. What we want to do then is to find
out information sometimes. Is it perfectly alright to study the Bible to learn about things.
That’s different however and we should not confuse that with the learning — studying the
Bible to learn about the meaning of the text. So what we can do and this will become
most apparent in a historical text.

Reading Acts. You can read Acts as a mine to learn information about the early church.
What was their view of baptism? What was the role of the Holy Spirit in all of this? Who
were the leading apostles? What was the missionary strategy of the apostles Paul? What
was the Roman law about the citizenry — citizenship and so forth? You can study Acts
for all of that information.

None of that involves a studying of Acts for what the meaning is. If you take any
historical passage, you can study it for its information, but if you want to learn the
meaning of historical narrative — Acts, the Gospels, Exodus, Judges, Samuel, 1st
Chronicles and so forth — then you say, the author, I — the author, whoever it may — John,
Mark, Matthew, Luke have told you this story about — and I give the story — and because.

Now you are not interested in information per se but meaning and such. Why did the
author teach this story? That’s meaning. What the author uses and the material he is
talking about, that’s the subject matter and there are all sorts of examples of that. In the
text I talk about the example of Jesus crossing the Sea of Galilee when a storm comes up.
Well you know you could preach about the shape of the Sea of Galilee. You can talk
about why storms come up so surprisingly in the Sea of Galilee. You can talk about the
kind of fishing boat they used. When Jesus was sleeping on a pillow in front of the boat,
what does that mean exactly? And you can show pictures of the particular kind of boat
that must have been used that was discovered about 10 years ago in the Sea of Galilee
when the Sea of Galilee had a drought.

They discovered this mud covered boat dating back to the time of Jesus. You describe it.
That’s all subject matter. What Mark doesn’t say — “I am telling you this story about
Jesus crossing the Sea of Galilee because some day he may find one of these
archaeological relics and I want to explain that to you. It’s not what... You can show
your slides by the way of the Sea of Galilee when you are preaching a sermon. That’s
subject matter.

But now if you ask the question, why did Mark tell this story? There is something about
the end of the verse where he talks about Jesus’ stilling the storm and the disciples say
“Who is this man that even the winds and the waves obey Him? I want to tell you about



this man, Jesus, the Christ, the Son of God, verse 1 in chapter 1 because He is Lord of
nature Himself. He can stand up and tell the storms ‘Be still”. There is no one like Him.
He is the Son of God.”

So the meaning versus the subject then. Lots and lots of subject matter in the text. Now
what about the role of the reader? What is the first thing that a reader must do? The first
thing a reader must do is to find out about the literary form that is being used. What kind
of form do we have here because let us face it, different forms have different ways of
conveying that meaning. For example, do you interpret poems the way you do historical
accounts? No.

Would you interpret Romans ex- verse by verse exegesis — the same way you would do
the symbolism of Revelation? How do you know for instance how to interpret the story
about the rich man and Lazarus? Some people say “Well. This must be a real story.” It’s
not a real story. It’s a parable. Well how do you know it’s a parable? Well because Luke
introduces this the same way he does other parables.

“There was a certain man who ...”
“There was a man who had two sons ...”
“There was a judge ...”

“There was a certain rich man ...”

And He introduces it and you know this is a parable and the point is what is the parable?
You don’t interpret by saying well, “You know this indicates that you can see between
Heaven and Hell because this man was in Hell and he was able to see in Heaven.” That’s
part of the parable and you interpret a parable differently than you do a narrative as such.
So you need to understand the literary form that’s being used and we are going to talk
about 7 or 10, 12 specific literary forms and deal with the rules governing them.

One of the big problems we have is that the writers and the readers knew about this. We
don’t. They knew things about prophesy and poetry and proverbs that we really don’t
know today. We have lost in a 2-3,000 thousand years in between — these materials. So
we need to learn those forms and the rules governing them.

What we want to do then is also learn what the author means by these particular symbols.
We talked about implications and let me talk a little about implications. We will define
these shortly. But at first, who determines the implications of a text?

Question was raised during break time. Well — do we give these texts implications? For
instance, when Paul says, “Be not drunk with wine”, do we say there is an implication
and give to this text and implication — this also means whisky, vodka, beer and the like. I
think there is a distinction here we must be careful of. Who controls the meaning of a
text? Who determines it? If it’s the author, then the author controls the implications. And
therefore all these implications are thereby the author. He determines it. We discover
them. We don’t create them. They are there already.



When Paul said “Be not drunk with wine”, the minute he penned that to the Ephesians, he
meant also “Be not drunk with whisky”. He wasn’t aware of it, but it fits the pattern and
you would say, he wasn’t thinking of it but, yeah, that’s what it means. That’s what it
means.

We discover them and much of good preaching today is to discover the implications of
authors meaning. What are the implications of this for today? For instance if you talk
about “Thou shall not steal” — alright or “Give to Caesar the things that are Caesars,”
what are the implications of this with regard to income tax and the like? What are the
implications about this about deductions and claims that we do on our income tax form?
The implications of this are what are most necessary for many times our sharing with the
congregation.

We are going to look at another word and we will look up the word significance. We will
define these more fully in just a few minutes. Implications are determined by the author.
Significance is how you give credence or credibility to what the author says. Implications
and meaning are determined by the author. You determine significance. Implications are
our mental understanding of what the author meant. Significance involves not the mind
but the will.

Simply put, once you know the meaning and its implications, your yes, your no is the
significance. What you do with regard to the significance of a text, your yes or no, your
volitional response — that is your doing — you are master. You are king, you are queen
here. When it comes to meaning and implications, the author is king.

A term that we will not use in our text is the word application. Now the reason for that is
that application is a combination of two things. Our definitions are essentially elements in
regard to our nuclear structure. Compounds or combinations.

So water is not an element. It consists of two elements — hydrogen and oxygen. When we
talk about the application of a text to our lives, we are combining two things. We are
combining, the implications of that text that are especially relevant for us and the
responding to that. But since they are two elements forming a compound, we don’t want
to inter-mix those two. We will leave these as separate entities. Implications, significance
- application combines those two. So we will not deal with them in our definitions as
such.

End of Lecture 7
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Alright here is a definition of meaning — you are going to have to know this. You are
going to have to memorize these definitions. These are all in your text.

Meaning: The meaning of a text is that pattern of meaning the author willed to convey by
the words or shareable symbols he/she used.

We are going to make one change here. I would add, the meaning of a text is that pattern
of meaning which the author consciously willed to convey by the words or shareable
symbols he used.

And later on we are going to talk a little more about the distinction between consciously
and unconsciously. At the present stage just leave consciously - add consciously to that
definition. What the author consciously willed to convey. The pattern of meaning the
author consciously willed to convey. Later on we will talk about meanings that some
people attribute to the sub-consciousness of the author which the author was totally
oblivious off and we want to use conscious to eliminate that possibility.

Again the author, notice wills the meaning. The text is present by the shareable symbols
and the reader is present by the shareable nature of the symbol. So all three entities are
present. The author, text, reader, they are all there. The author may not be aware of all the
implications in that pattern, but they are consciously willed by the author.

The meaning of a text is that pattern of meaning which the author willed to convey by the
words — consciously willed to convey by the shareable symbols.

There is a sense in which that’s not a good division because I am using meaning twice in
it: pattern of meaning to explain meaning. I could use something like, the paradigm that
the author wills instead of pattern of meaning. But I think for most people, the pattern of
meaning is a little more helpful than paradigm or principle or something of that nature.

Implications: Those meanings in a text of which the author was unaware but which
nevertheless legitimately fall within the pattern of meaning which he willed. Implications
as such. Let me give an example of this. I will give it in the text. Let me use it again
because it is meaningful ofr me and also for Martin Luther.

When Paul writes in Galatians 5:2, “Listen! I, Paul, am telling you that if you let
yourselves be circumcised, Christ will be of no benefit to you.”

Now think of the conscious meaning of Paul. Paul is dealing with people who think that
faith in Christ is not sufficient. There are Judaizers out there telling Gentiles, “You know
believing in Jesus is alright, but if you really want to be saved, you have to also become
circumcised as the Old Testament commands.” And so some of Paul’s converts are
thinking about “Should I be circumcised so I can truly be saved?” And Paul says, “If you
are thinking about circumcision, then you are not trusting in Christ anymore. When you
believe in Christ, it is not Christ plus something I do. It is Christ alone. And if you are
saying right now, that faith in Christ is not sufficient, you are saying there is something



that I must do to bring this about. I must merit or earn and therefore you have fallen from
grace.”

Now for Martin Luther, this meant that the buying of indulgences from the church, to
escape Purgatory and go immediately to Heaven or to spend less time in Purgatory, that is
condemned by what Paul says. Paul says you are not saved by faith and indulgences but
by grace alone. And if you [Hard to Hear] taught buying indulgences, you are repudiating
Christ. You are falling from grace.

You say well “If you asked Paul about indulgences, how would he have responded?” If
you say well, “Paul are you forbidding buying indulgences to be saved?” If you say well,
“What do you mean by indulgences?”” And when you explain it to him, he would say,
“Well. No one was doing that in my day, but that’s absolutely what I mean.”

You don’t get to heaven by purchasing anything. It is by grace through faith alone. In my
own life, I remember somebody telling me that, “Bob. You know if you don’t worship on
the right day of the week, like we do, you are never going to get to heaven.”

So I replied and said, “You know, my hope for salvation is the fact that Jesus Christ died
for me. That He rose from the dead and through that death He brought about the
forgiveness of my sins and my only hope is that when I appear before God in Heaven,
that He will remember what Jesus did for me. Are you saying that’s not enough?”

And they said well, “You know if it’s in ignorance that you don’t keep the right day of
the week, then maybe.”

And I said, “Well. It’s not in ignorance. When Paul writes Corinthians, he talks about
worshipping on the first day of the week and collecting offering at that time. When he
visited the church, he celebrated the Lord’s Supper on the first day of the week — the

Ephesian elders and so forth. I believe I am following the pattern of the early church.”

Then they said, “Well. That means you are going to Hell.” Yeah. [Hard to Hear] people
have told me straight on in my face, you are going to Hell. This text became very
important for me. But if you said well, “[Hard to Hear] The apostle Paul...”

“Did you mean that if I start worshiping on the seventh day of the week, in order to be
saved, I will be damned?”

He said, “What — what do you mean?”

And I explained to him, “Well you know, I wasn’t thinking about... I had a different
issue. But that’s exactly the kind of thing I am thinking of. And there may be other kinds
of things that people are saying like you can’t be saved unless you have this particular
kind of experience — unless you speak in tongues, unless you tithe or unless you do this or
that or [Hard to Hear]” All of that are implications that flow out of this, some of which
Paul may not have consciously thinking of.



They may have been unconscious meanings or sub-meanings that he was not aware of.
So that here would be a kind of implication. This morning in chapel, Dr. Carson was
talking about this saying in Exodus 21:23-25, “an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth”.
What are the implications of that?

I mean does it cover anything that doesn’t involve an eye or a tooth? What about other
things? Well, I think the implications are and we may not be aware of them — what is an
appropriate punishment for the crime? Is it an appropriate punishment to cut off a man’s
hands for stealing? No. I think it is excessive. I think it violates what the Scriptures teach.
It’s an eye for an eye — not two eyes and two hands for an eye.

Is it appropriate punishment to put a person to the death for killing a deer in the king’s
reserve? No. That violates the equality and punishment and the penalty and crime must fit
hand in hand. So there are implications that flow out of a number of those. Let me look
at another one for instance.

Deuteronomy 22:8. Here you have a saying,

“When you build a new house, you shall make a parapet for your roof; otherwise you
might have blood-guilt on your house, if anyone should fall from it.”

In other words when you build a house, you should put a railing around the roof. Now
you have to envision the roof in that day. A roof would be the coolest place in the house.
When the house is still very warm — a lot of windows, there would be no air conditioning
— and so when the breeze would come in the evening, you would go to the roof. But you
would have to be careful to put something around the roof to keep people from falling
off. What are the implications of that?

Well there is nobody going to walk off my roof. They are going to slide off real quick.
Ok. There’s no implication — well wait a minute. Wait a minute. If that is true of the roof,
what about other things?

Do you have a swimming pool? Should you protect people from that? Little children
walking in. Are you responsible — do you have a dog? Are you protecting people from
that dog? You are responsible for concerns about the safety of other people here. So I
think there would be all sorts of implications that flow out of this which the Biblical
author may not have been aware of, but they are included there because the principle,
paradigm is concern for the safety of others in the possessions you have.

1 Corinthians 16:20. Here Paul makes a simple statement.
“All the brothers and sisters send greetings.”

King James would have “All the brethren”. The New RSV I am reading, “All the
brothers and sisters send greeting”. A thought for thought translation. Then he says,
“Greet one another with a holy kiss.” Alright now, what are the implications of
something like this? I have never yet greeted anybody in my church with a holy kiss.



Remember my sister-in-law says, “Oh. Bob, you are going to greet me with a holy kiss.”
I don’t know if it would be holy to start with.

So the question we are asking — is there any value to this at all? For instance, some of you
come from cultures where the physical dimensions of greeting one another is very
reticent. Something like this would be terribly improper. It would be disrespectful. Some
of you come from an Oriental culture. This would be quite offensive. The French do it all
the time, although they are really not kissing, they are blowing bubbles on each cheek,
but they are not kissing the air but that is the way they would greet. In Oriental cultures
you don’t do that kind of thing. What would be a bow — a respectful bow that would be.
In American culture, it would be different again. For me, I always look forward to
meeting Bob Bennett at church and shaking his hand. I look forward to that.

There is something about shaking his hand. It was this... I think what Paul was talking
about was the kind of holy kiss he is talking about only it was a different culture and a
different application from it. But the warmness of greeting which may vary in culture, but
the warmness of greeting doesn’t vary. It should be there, in any culture. How it is
expressed might change, but not what is being expressed.

The loving concern of Christian towards Christian, that warmth. I have never been to
Russia but have had friends who went there and they were quite shook when the male
men would kiss them. It was not really a nice experience, especially when they had a
bushy beard. So they grew bushy beards themselves to protect themselves in part from
some of this kind of thing.

It’s a cultural matter. And how do you express it? Well, warmly greet one another in the
love of Jesus Christ. That remains. That’s the principle. And specifically it may vary. We
don’t know and who is to say which one is the best of all.

Psalm 150:

1 Praise the Lord!
Praise God in His sanctuary;
praise Him in His mighty firmament!
2 Praise Him for His mighty deeds;
praise Him according to His surpassing greatness!
3 Praise Him with trumpet;
praise Him with lute and harp!
4 Praise Him with tambourine and dance;
praise Him with strings and pipe!
5 Praise Him with clanging cymbals;
praise Him with loud clashing cymbals!
6 Let everything that breathes praise the Lord!
Praise the Lord!



Alright now you are part of the worship committee of your church. Are these the only
instruments that one can use in a church? Doesn’t say organ trumpets alright but is it the
same trumpet? And tambourines, dance, strings, pipe — I don’t know if the strings are
violins. Or is the principle here in the idea of let everyone praise the Lord — let everything
— let every musical instrument you have praise the Lord. And so you would say here, yes
in the worship of God, the more instruments we have that can be involved in the worship
service, the better it is. I much prefer the Tuesday morning worship in our chapel with the
symphony — I enjoy that - more than simply an organ. But I enjoy an organ better than
nothing either. I can enjoy organ music by itself.

The totality that we have available for praising God is at stake here. We are not supposed
to say, these are the only instruments that are permissible, as some of the old Scottish
Presbyterians used to say. It is not strictly ordered in the Bible. I would like to add one
thing to it, “Let every instrument that doesn’t have an amplifier praise the Lord,” but I
don’t know if I can go that far.

Deuteronomy 6:6-9: “Keep these words that I am commanding you today in your heart. 7
Recite them to your children and talk about them when you are at home and when you
are away, when you lie down and when you rise. 8 Bind them as a sign on your hand, fix
them as an emblem on your forehead, 9 and write them on the doorposts of your house
and on your gates.”

Well in practice, verses 8 and 9 talk about the use of phylacteries on your arm. It had
little scrolls in them. Remember being at the wall in Jerusalem, a Jewish boy being bar
mitzvah’ed and he had phylacteries on his forehead and on his hands and it was a joyous
occasion when he became now a man.

In Jewish homes, many of them have a mezzuzzot on the doorpost, which has a little
scroll on it. “Here O Israel, the Lord your God is one. You shall love the Lord your God
with all your heart, strength ...” Something like that. I don’t do that in our house. But the
principle is that the word of God should always be before us. We should be teaching our
children how to do this and I must say that I think my kids have done a better job than I
did in that regard. I think that, they are using all sorts of means to train them in the word
of God.

They have much more music for children that they can play, so there is always Christian
music on a CD or something like that for them. And the kids are humming them and
singing them and sometimes, I don’t think that the tune is the greatest in the world, but
you know it is nice to hear that your grandson and granddaughter singing something like
that than a Pabst Blue Ribbon beer commercial. So what are you doing with your children
to train them?

We would read the Bible with them at nights. We would give memorize verses. I had real
trouble trying to keep up with my kids in that area but we try to help them with Bible
school, memorize Bible verses together. We made a big issue of that.



What are you doing so that your children will be so trained and grounded in this that this
will be part of their thinking processes and here is where we can help one another and
share and have insights as to how we see an implication as to how this can be done.

Alright let us look another kind of implication, Mark 7:5-7. Here we have — I think I will
begin reading at verse 1, so that we can get a feel for this.

“Now when the Pharisees and some of the scribes who had come from Jerusalem
gathered around him, 2they noticed that some of his disciples were eating with defiled
hands, that is, without washing them.”

Dr. Stein: Unclean hands had nothing to do with whether they are really dirty or not. It
has to do with whether they are ceremonially clean. And then Mark adds in verse 3 and 4,
a note. He explains to his readers, probably Roman Christians about these Jewish
practices.

“3(For the Pharisees, and all the Jews, do not eat unless they thoroughly wash their
hands, thus observing the tradition of the elders; 4and they do not eat anything from the
market unless they wash it; and there are also many other traditions that they observe, the
washing of cups, pots, and bronze kettles.) 5 So the Pharisees and the scribes asked him,
‘Why do your disciples not live according to the tradition of the elders, but eat with
defiled hands?’
6 [Jesus] He said to them, ‘Isaiah prophesied rightly about you hypocrites, as it is written,
“This people honors me with their lips,

but their hearts are far from me;
7 in vain do they worship me,

teaching human precepts as doctrines.’”

You abandon the commandment of God and hold to the human tradition. Now I would
suggest that what Jesus is doing is taking Isaiah’s meaning and bringing out an
implication of that. I do not think that Isaiah specifically had in mind the Pharisees that
were talking to Jesus when he wrote the book of Isaiah. I think he had a different group
of hypocrites in mind.

But Jesus is saying, what Isaiah meant back then, that is exactly the kind of thing we are
dealing with right now and he draws out an implication saying Isaiah spoke, [Hard to
Hear] spoke just about people like you. You have your traditions. You honor me — honor
God with your lips, but your hearts are far from him. And so that specific meaning of
Isaiah back then Jesus sees as being applicable to the particular people that he is dealing
with at the present time and He draws out an implication of that.

At the end of that saying passage in verses 20 and following, we have another kind of
example, I think. There He has,

“for it is what comes out of a person that defiles. 21For it is from within, from the human
heart, that evil intentions come: fornication, theft, murder, 22adultery, avarice,



wickedness, deceit, licentiousness, envy, slander, pride, folly. 23All these evil things
come from within, and they defile a person.”

Now Matthew has a parallel passage and if you look at Matthew’s, he omits a few of
those found in Mark and he has a couple not found in Mark. Now my understanding of
that is not that, put them both together, add them all up and that’s exactly what Jesus said.
I think that these are inspired interpreters and what Jesus said about evil coming out of
the human heart, He mentioned probably a number of these sins. But I would find it
perfectly acceptable in my own understanding to see the inspired interpreter of Jesus’
words here, seeing other implications that maybe particularly relevant for their
community.

And he says out of the heart comes these sins and He adds a particular sin that maybe the
problem His community faces. Matthew may add a different one, because they are
dealing with what Jesus meant and as His interpreters they can bring out implications of
that, so what we might have in verses 21 and 22 in Mark and the parallel in Matthew
might be some of the implications that a Biblical writer like Matthew or Mark sought in
the saying of Jesus and His inspired interpreters bring out at this point.

Turn with me to Exodus 21. In verse 28 through 30,

“28 When an ox gores a man or a woman to death, the ox shall be stoned, and its flesh
shall not be eaten; but the owner of the ox shall not be liable. 291f the ox has been
accustomed to gore in the past, and its owner has been warned but has not restrained it,
and it kills a man or a woman, the ox shall be stoned, and its owner also shall be put to
death. 30If a ransom is imposed on the owner, then the owner shall pay whatever is
imposed for the redemption of the victim’s life.”

Not very relevant. I don’t know of anyone in this room who has — who has a neighbor
who owns an ox. So is it totally irrelevant? Well you say, “there are societies where they
use oxen and things like that.” Ok. But don’t you see something of an implication in this
that goes beyond ox? Sure.

And notice the implication that if you had an animal that ... like a collie. It tends to be a
very friendly animal, would you treat that differently if some little boy came here and the
dog just went bananas and killed him? Or then if he walked near and a pit bull ran on to
attack him?

One is somewhat accidental. One is by an animal who is trained to do that. Different kind
of responsibility a person has in that regard. And so I think this would apply to dangerous
animals that a person possesses. There was somebody in Kentucky a few weeks ago that
was in a hospital because his pet cobra bit him. My goodness. Does that person have
some sort of responsibility about the neighbors in regard to this?

Look — whether you have an oxen or not, the passage does have implications that go
beyond in our way. Now I use the example in the book when we talk about implications
of the statement, “Aren’t oak trees wonderful?” And I had a little boy say it as he is



climbing a tree. Mom and Dad saying it as they go to a tree with a heart carved in it or
with the names of their children or something. Or somebody in charge of flood control
saying it. Somebody who is a carpenter saying it.

Now there are implications that flow from that statement. But that statement doesn’t have
all sorts of implications such as if the boy said it, it has implications about the fun of oak
trees. It has nothing to do with being good wood for cabinets. It has nothing to do with
how very helpful for flood control [Hard to Hear] breaking the water and keeping the
ground in the soil down.

On the other hand, it is very unlikely that the carpenter was thinking about climbing trees.
So it has no implications involved. See the person who said it determines the implications
that flow out of it. In that sense, the author is in control of the implications that flow out
of it. The author controls the implications. It is not the text by itself that does so. It is the
author who worded that text and what the author meant by that specifically and that gives
the pattern for the implications that flow.

Later on when you are talking about narrative, we talk about a text about how Jesus got
into a boat after He had finished teaching in Parables. A storm came up. He was sleeping
in the boat. The disciples are panicking and saying, “Master, Don’t you care that there is
a storm?” and Jesus stands up in the storm and rebukes the storm. The storm ends. There
is a great calm and the disciples come and say, who is this man that the wind and the
waves obey Him? Okay.

Now, story is not about how to build fishing boats. It is not about why there are storms
that come on the Sea of Galilee that can be very dangerous. It has nothing to do with the
psychological unbelief of the disciples. The story comes to its high point at the end. Who
is this Jesus?

This Jesus is one who stands up and says to the storm, “Be still,” and the hurricane stops.
Never seen anybody off the keys of Florida walk out there when the hurricane comes “Be
still” and all of a sudden the wave just washes them away, you know. That’s Jesus in this
story. Now if you don’t think Jesus can go out in the pier when hurricane Andrew came
and say “Peace. Be still and end it,” you don’t know the Jesus of the Bible anymore. Now
what are the problems that you are struggling with?

“I am struggling with something. I own a house in Minnesota. I own one here. I don’t like
owning two houses. Hopefully it will sell on Thursday. And somehow I have to remind
myself that “Good grief. What a trivial thing for a savior that can still the storms.” And
you are trying to make sure you have enough money to go to school and feed a family. Is
this Jesus of Mark big enough to handle that kind of situation? You are worried about
how to put together your time, your work, your study and you don’t know how you are
going to do it all.

Mark wants to tell you about a Jesus who is big enough to do those things. Yeah. I think
there are implications that flow out of it. There is a story ... you know another kind of



thing about the book of Hebrews, talks about coming to Jesus, because he tempted in all
points like we and yet without sin.

When I was going to seminary and went on for my graduate work — had a wife and two,
three children. I didn’t know how He was going to take care of them. But somehow the
Jesus that we are told — who understands and that we are to come to pray to — you know
He once got into a jam, when He left the carpenter shop and began to preach. And He left
His job which was to support His mother and His brothers and sisters.

All of a sudden it dawned on me that I could come to this Jesus and pray to Him about
that. There are implications that flowed out of that. So you can do that with narrative
well. Alright well, let me go on and just say that for instance — we talked about
implications, Acts 1:8, “... You will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, in all Judea and
Samaria, and to the ends of the earth.”

Now the implications of that are that God’s people will witness for Him throughout the
world. Now we can get as individuals, through God’s spirit and understanding of how
that specific implication that God has for us in that text, whatever that might be.

In my family it means for my daughter to be a missionary in Africa. For my sons it
means that they are leaders in their churches. For their father it means to be teaching at
seminary. The pattern is that we will be His witnesses. How specifically that the
implications flowing out of that applies to me is going to be different than how it applies
to you. But there are implications and when we talk now about the specific implication
meant in that text for me, we are talking about something, we are going to talk about next
week, about the role of the Holy Spirit in guidance.

General implications, yes we can figure those out, but specifically what has God calling
me for, that specific is something that comes through the Holy Spirit, but we will talk

more about that next week.

End of Lecture 8

Course: Biblical Hermeneutics

Lecture: Vocabulary for Interpretation (Part 2)

Significance refers to how a reader responds to the meaning of a text. Ok. Now,
implications are determined by the author. We discover them and it is a mental kind of
discovery. Significance is something we are masters of. We are masters here.

Meaning and Implications, the author is master. The reader here is the master of
significance. And this involves not so much the mental, but the volitional. Not the mind,



but the heart. It is our decision as to what to do with the meaning and its implications. It
involves yes or no. [ will or I won’t.

Sometimes people use the term, meaningfulness, but I won’t use that for significance,
because we are using meaning here again in a different way but the meaningfulness of
something, sometimes people refer to that and we would use the word significance
because it is a different root altogether. How you and I respond to a meaning of a text.
The volitional aspect, the decision of what we need to do. The decision as to what we will
do.

You hear a Gospel message, talk about the need of repentance, the specific meaning of
repentance for you and what that entails may be different than someone else but the
significance is yes or no. Will you or won’t you? Obedience or disobedience?
Significance, we are the masters of significance.

Subject matter — this refers to the "stuff" talked about in the text. The stuff talked about
... and there’s lots of stuff in the text. The Bible is just a vast world of subject matter. If
you study the Bible for anything but meaning, you are dealing with the subject matter.
You want to study the Bible and learn about marriage in Biblical times the Pharisees,
Genesis 1 to 3, Hebrew poetry, the history of the life of Jesus, Paul’s conversion, the
history of Judah in the 6th century, military tactics of war in Joshua, Judges, I mean you
can do any of this material.

That’s subject matter. You are not interested so much in the meaning of the subject
matter, but the subject matter itself. And you can learn about all sorts of things in the
Bible that way. And by the way, a lot of people study the Bible for its subject matter.
When you want the meaning, all you have to do is put this in front: “I have told you
this...” about marriage, about Jesus, etc. because and now you are dealing with the
meaning of that subject matter. I, the Biblical author have told you this information
because...

You have a paper like that in which you are going to deal with the meaning of an
account. Not the information about it, not what happened. You want to learn about the
life of Jesus, ok. Its fine. But if you want to know the meaning you say “Why does the
Biblical writer tell me this about Jesus?” I have told you this because ... and then you are
dealing with meaning. Lots of subject matter being discussed. And the temptation many
times is to study the Bible for its subject matter, especially when we are dealing with
historical passages of Scripture.

One of the things you have to remember is, there is a difference between a description
and prescription. You may read things in the Bible that describe, but do not prescribe. In
other words, you may read about marriage customs - about marriage in the Bible, in the
form of marriage. That is descriptive. It doesn’t mean that the Biblical writer is
prescribing this kind of a custom. So we have to be careful between what is the Bible
prescribing and teaching us to do and what it is simply describing in some way.



You can read parts of the book, the Old Testament, you can read about Samson. A lot of
that is descriptive stuff. It is not prescribing these for us in some ways. So subject matter
alright, now understanding. Understanding refers to the correct mental grasp of
something. Correct mental grasp of what the author meant. It is mental. The minute it
leaves the mind it becomes something else. But a correct mental grasp and next week we
are going to talk about whether an unbeliever can have grasp of the author’s meaning or
must one have the Spirit to do so.

But understanding as we are defining it is a correct mental grasp. If you and I have a
correct understanding of a Biblical text, they are identical. Our understandings. Yours
may be more complete than mine. Mine may even be more fragmentary. But they are the
same.

A correct mental grasp means you understand what the author intends and if you
understand that correctly and I understand it correctly, we have the same understanding.
Let me go to the next definition because here is where things change.

Interpretation is the verbal or written expression of our understanding of the author's
meaning. At this point it is most likely that our interpretations will be different. Our
understandings may be correct, but our interpretations can be very different. Listen
carefully.

Let me say that in another way. Alright, now. Is what I am saying now the second time —
the interpretation is different — but is it describing the same thing? Sure. Let me give you
another example. I am trying to express my understanding, but I am using different
examples. But the understanding being explained in both examples are the same.
Translations, an author may be working for a thought for thought translation team. He
may also be working for a word for word translation team.

He comes to the same text, he has the same understanding. But he words the one
differently than he does the other. The understanding is the same — the understanding of
the author, assuming it is correct. The wording, the verbalization may be different. So
understanding will be mental and it is — if it is correct — the same.

Interpretation is verbal and will tend to vary and be different among different people.
Jesus said, the Kingdom of God is like ... Does He have another parable that begins that
way? Well it’s the same Kingdom. Did He somehow change His understanding of it?
No, I think he had the same understanding but the interpretation is different so that an
interpretation may vary. Different interpretations — they don’t have to be identical can
convey the same meaning or understanding. Meaning — the understanding [Hard to Hear]
meaning. The understanding in the mind — not verbalized yet. Interpretation, the
verbalization of that.

And one of the things that of course interesting is that the minute you express your
understanding, it is no longer your understanding. It is your interpretation. The minute it
leaves your mind and it forms words or vocal sounds and explanation, it is now an



interpretation. But they can vary. So you can interpret a Biblical text and you can
interpret the exact ways as someone else — very unlikely. You could have the same exact
understanding, quite possible, but your interpretations tend to be different. Tend to
express it differently.

Mental acts - the experiences that a writer goes through, when writing. The mental acts
are those experiences that a person has that they are going through when they write. You
know it is at this point that I would like us to turn attention to the C.S. Lewis article,
“Fernseed and Elephants".

I had you read this because of its relevance to mental acts. He has a lot of great things to
say. He writes so well. I think it is kind of fun to read somebody that is enjoyable. He has
a number of things to say to a critics, when people for instance talk about the Bible being
full of myths, he said, “I spent all my life as a professor at Oxford, teaching studying
myths, how many have you read?” because the Gospels are not like this.

And we will later on talk about the difference of the word myth being understood as a
genre and the Gospels and the Bible are not myths. It’s a genre. I mean where do you
come across in Jesus’ life, a one eyed monster, a unicorn or something like that. You
don’t. Myths are like that. Some people mean by myths, not historically true. But that’s
no longer a genre, that’s a historical judgment.

And you have perfectly the right to say that “the Gospels are not historically true”. I think
you are totally wrong in this, but you might say that. But you can’t say they are myths,
because now you are using a term of genre — a literary form — and they don’t have that
literary form. A good distinction here, [Hard to Hear] later goes on and talks about to the
sheep of which he is — the shepherds rather of which he is one of the sheep and he ends
the book in a very humble way.

Such are the reactions of one believing laymen to modern theology. It is right you should
hear them. You will not perhaps hear them very often again. Your parishioners will not
often speak to you quite frankly. Once the layman was anxious to hide the fact that he
believed so much less than the vicar. He now tends to hide the fact that he believes so
much more. Missionary to the priest of one’s own church is an embarrassing role though
I have a hard feeling that if such mission work is not soon undertaken, the future history
of the church of England is likely to be short.

And if you see what’s happening to the Church of England especially in the English
speaking world of America, Canada, Australia, England, he is quite right. If there is any
hope it comes from the Anglican Church in Africa which is still very — for the most part
faithful to the Word of God and coming back to “you taught us the Bible, let us tell you
what you have been teaching us,” and see what happens.

And what’s really important as far as I am concerned is on page 114 and 15. This
changed my life. When I read this, I put this book down and I said, “Well. That simply



means that 75% of all doctoral dissertations are rubbish.” It was kind of scary. But I think
he is right. Listen to him. The 2nd full paragraph,

“Until you come to be reviewed yourself you would never believe how little of an
ordinary review is taken up by criticism in the strict sense; by evaluation, praise, or
censure, of the book actually written. Most of it is taken up with imaginary histories of
the process by which you wrote it. The very terms which the reviewers use in praising or
dispraising often imply such a history. They praise a passage as 'spontaneous' and censure
another as 'labored'; ...

What the value of such reconstructions is I learned very early in my career. I had
published a book of essays; and in the one into which I had put most of my heart, the one
I really cared about and in which I discharged a keen enthusiasm, was on William Morris.
And in almost the first review I was told that this was obviously the only one in the book
in which I had felt no interest. Now don't mistake. The critic was, [ now believe, quite
right in thinking it the worst essay in the book; at least everyone agreed with him. Where
he was totally wrong was in his imaginary history of the causes which produces its
dullness.

Well, this made me prick up my ears. Since then I have watched with some care similar
imaginary histories both of my own books and of books by friends whose real history I
knew. Reviewers, both friendly and hostile, will dash you off such histories with great
confidence; will tell you what public events had directed the author's mind to this or that,
what other authors had influenced him, what his overall intention was, what sort of
audience he principally addressed, why - and when - he did everything.

Now I must record my impression; then distinct from it, what I can say with certainty.
My impression is that in the whole of my experience not one of these guesses has on any
one point been right; that the method shows a record of 100 per cent failure. You would
expect that by mere chance they would hit as often as the miss. But it is my impression
that they do no such thing. I can't remember a single hit. But as I have not kept a careful
record my mere impression may be mistaken. What I think I can say with certainty is that
they are usually wrong.

Now think if trying to reconstruct what was going through an author’s mind — the mental
acts of an author — if you are a contemporary of the author, raised in the same culture, had
the same language, the same education, maybe even know the author and when you try to
reconstruct the mental experiences of that author, you are almost always wrong.

What is the likelihood that you will be able to reconstruct the mind of the Biblical author,
2,000 years ago whose language was very different, Greek, whose culture was different,
whose way of thinking was different and say you can reconstruct what was going through
their minds. Or going back 3,000 years to a culture which was a different language,
Hebrew and perhaps even more distinct differences from ours. What is the likelihood
that you can reconstruct what was going through Isaiah’s mind or Matthew’s mind when
they wrote?



Let it sink in. Remember he is dealing with contemporaries who knew him and his
friends and tried to reconstruct what was going through their minds and what led them to
write these things. You find people today writing about what was going through the
Biblical author’s mind and what the struggles, the community was going through.

Now sometimes, a biblical text will tell you, I am writing this because or he says what is
happening in the church community. He doesn’t mean that. That’s no longer a mental
act. That’s part of understanding the text itself. But when the text is silent about these
things and trying to reconstruct what was going on, if C.S. Lewis is right, there is no way.
There is no way. Do you know what was going through my mind when I wrote, A Basic
Guide To Interpreting The Bible?

Who cares? Alright. Leave that aside right? You say well, how would I know? Ok. How
would you know that? We can understand what the Biblical author is trying to convey
because we have his text. Can we know their experiences? Not unless they tell it and then
it is part of the text itself. Much of the Biblical interpretation involves, trying to
reconstruct what was going through the author’s mind. I had come to the place where I
had simply said, it is not possible.

I don’t know how to shake what C.S. Lewis [Hard to Hear] in that article. When I put that
down I began to think and it sank in. I realize that the job we have as interpreter are not
trying to reconstruct what was going through Paul’s mind when he wrote, but we are to
try to understand what Paul meant by the words that he gave to us. And so I simply think
[Hard to Hear] mental axe, yeah wonderful to know what was going Paul’s mind when he
wrote. But we don’t have any access to it.

The C.S. Lewis article bears re-reading and I think any student who goes into doctoral
work in Biblical study needs to take very seriously that article. It’s a very popular article,
but we should not let its popularity - the level of its popularity — and also the simplicity of
what he is saying pass us by without seriously absorbing what he is says here. It has great
great implications in that regard.

Alright couple more, norms of language. The norms of language are the range of
meanings allowed by the words or the verbal symbols of a text. The best tools for the
norms of language would be a dictionary that helps us understand the meanings of words
and the like and try to understand.

But there are a lot of expressions even that - can mean several things. The love of my
wife. Is that my love for Joan or Joan’s love for me? The love of my wife. The norms of
language permit either. “The love of Christ controls me” (2 Cor. 5:14). Paul’s love for
Christ or Christ’s love for Paul? I think here he means Christ’s love for him.

Now there is a great debate in Biblical studies when it talks about the faith of Christ. Is it
Christ’s personal faith or the faith of which Christ is the object?



My wife and I, we were driving one rainy night on a road that we had never been on
before and we came to a sign that warned us that all vehicles over 12 feet must leave at
the next exit. I said “Oh. Nuts. Joan we have to get off at the next exit.” She said why? I
said “All cars over 12 feet have to get off.” And she said, “Every car is over 12 feet.”

I thought, yeah, that’s right. So if I’d have realized that it didn’t mean that our car,
because it was over 12 feet had to get off, but if we had a car that was 12 feet high, we
would have to get off because there is probably a bridge coming. You see the norms of
language permit either. And as we drove the road got narrow and narrower. And they
didn’t meet higher, they meant wide.

The norms of language permitted either. Unfortunately if you were a 12 foot or more
wide truck, it was kind of late to learn it when that road got narrow because there was no
way of getting out. All they had to put was 12 feet wide, but they didn’t. The norms of
language though [Hard to Hear] 12 feet wide, high are wrong. The norms of language
[Hard to Hear]

The context, “narrowing of the road” made it very clear later on what the sign intended,
so the norms of language, the possibilities. Words have all sorts of possible meanings.
And here is where a dictionary is helpful. If you want to know the possibilities in
language, the word has to fit. One of those that’s found in the dictionary. If you want to
use a word in a way that has never been used before that’s not a dictionary definition. If
you want to be understood then you have to have an explanation and the Bible does that
at times.

When it refers to Jesus saying, “destroy this temple in three days, and I will raise it up.”
John says to his readers because the word temple is being used very unusually here, “This
he spoke about His body.” So ... He is talking about His body as a temple. But that’s not
within the norms of language. So John explains that to the readers so they will be able to
understand that. The possibilities.

And here as I say a dictionary is be very very helpful. Now, the norms of utterance
becomes the specific meaning that the author meant. What does he mean? Does he mean
Christ’s love for us or our love for Christ? Now how do authors help us to go from the
norms of language to the norms of an utterance? What do they provide?

A context. Sure. So the language allows us to narrow it down. If you want to look at the
word love, and somebody uses the word love in a statement, you know that can’t mean
hamburgers unless they define it, because that’s not one of the possible meanings of
love. The only possibilities of love would be ... the 12, 14, I don’t know how mnay —
would be listed in a dictionary. Those are the possibilities. It has to be one of those,
because people using the word love want to be understood.

And if they want to be understood it has to fit the norms of language. Always know that.
But if there are 12 or 14 possible meanings, how do you get from the 12, 14 to the one?
Well, now you have a context in which is provided - the rest of the sentence is the most



helpful. Then the paragraph in which that sentence is found and the chapter and so forth
and so on. So we have here then the norms of language, the possibilities. Here is where
have a dictionary most helpful to the norms of utterance.

When I try to find out the specific meaning of a word, I start with the norms of language,
I look up a dictionary or the lexicon if we want. Then if I want to go to the norms of
utterance, the most useful tool for me here is a concordance. Where I can find where that
same author uses that word elsewhere. Because most probably, the way he uses the word
elsewhere will help me understand the word here, especially if it is used in the next
sentence or the previous sentence or something like that. So a concordance is very helpful
for the norms of an utterance.

Alright our last two definitions.

Literary genre - The literary form used by the author and the rules that govern that form.
Literary genre — okay. The various rules governing that genre. Very important. We will
look at that not so much next week. We will allude to it next week, but the following
week after next, we will start dealing with various genres and we will be spending a lot of
time on different literary genres. How to approach and understand these genres, the rules
governing that.

Then finally the context. Now the context is defined here differently that most of us think
of a context. Usually we would say the context of the words preceding and following the
text. But wait a minute, words in a text have no meaning. Authors have meaning. So the
context is defined here as the willed meaning an author gives to the literary material
surrounding the text.

Because [Hard to Hear] the context is the willed context of the author and the meaning
that the author gives and attributes to that context. Now here is the totality of a
hermeneutical vocabulary. You need to know these meanings and in the long run the
most valuable part of the course will be a mastery of this vocabulary and you are having a
conceptual basis of that when you talk about hermeneutics, you can refer to what people
are saying in this vocabulary.

Now one thing to be careful about — the world has not yet accepted our vocabulary
definitions. They are back-wood illiterate people. The whole world. {laughter} We are
the elite. We only have this definition right? So if somebody says understanding, they
may be referring to an interpretation or meaning or something.

What you have to do is to say now I know they are using this word, but what they are
really referring to — and then put it in your conceptual framework so that you can
understand what they are talking about. Please remember, our definitions are precise.
Others have different kinds of definitions. That’s fine, but what we have to do now is to
use our understandings so that we can translate what they are saying into our vocabulary.



I have some material from Klein, Blomberg, and Hubbard. Some statements that help us
to discuss what is meant by meaning here. “Our goal remains to hear the message of the
Bible as the original audiences would have heard it or as the first readers would have
understood it.”

Now,
"Our goal remains to hear the message of the Bible as the original audiences would have
heard it or as the first readers would have understood it."

Now that is very different than the way we define meaning. Our definition and this
definition are in conflict with one another. Our definition is what the author consciously
willed by the verbal shareable symbols that he uses. The pattern of meaning the author
consciously willed by the shareable symbols that he uses. Here they have “Our goal is to
hear the message of the Bible as the original audiences would have heard it or as the first
readers would have understood it."

Is this — Isn’t this radically different? Ok. Now why do people often define the meaning
of a text as something like what the original audiences would have understood by these
words? Alright now why would they have understood it? Alright now what word in our
definition of meaning brings in the audience? Shareable — right?

And when we talk this way, we generally mean this. Since the author would have used
shareable symbols intending for the readers to understand it, it is worded for this
audience more than any other audience to understand. So what they would have
understood is more likely to have been the correct understanding than anyone else.
Unless you simply say that the New Testament writers were just terrible communicators.

I think you generally say, he consciously wrote for this audience” and since we know
how this audience would have understood these Greek terms in this context and grammar
— if we understand how they would have understood it, then we understand the author’s
meaning, because he wrote particularly for them and used shareable symbols that were
clearly understood by them.

So this is one way that authors define simply define meaning but do you see any problem
with this? I want to change this “would” to “should”. You see sometimes Paul’s audience
misunderstood him.

Thus 1st Thessalonians requires 2nd Thessalonians. So hypothetically yes, but practically
I want to say, how the author intended these - his audience to understand this but I can
see what he is getting at and it is helpful since we can understand how they would have
thought and read. Now in 97, 2/10ths of the way down, he writes

"We are convinced that the goal of hermeneutics is to enable interpreters to arrive at the
meaning of the text that the biblical writers or editors intended their reader to
understand."



A little more close to what our definition is in our wording, but I think we can accept
that. I think that is very close. We talk about shareable symbols. We add that in there. It
is not there, but their definition of meaning and goal of understanding is very very close
to how we would want to go. Next page,

"We presuppose the goal of hermeneutics to be the meaning the biblical writers 'meant’ to
communicate at the time of the communication, at least to the extent that those intentions
are recoverable in the texts they produced.”

Ok. Fairly similar again to our definitions here.

"Though a given passage may be capable of being understood in several ways, our goal is
to determine what (of those various possible meanings) ...”

Dr. Stein: - various possible meanings — terminology we use, norms of language, the
possible meanings that this language here permits.

“... the text most likely would have meant to its original readers because that is why
people communicate: they intend for what they communicate to be understood as they
communicated it.”

Now here he comes and explains the previous statement about trying to understand what
the original authors would have understood the text. Because they are the ones most
likely to have understood it. The biblical writers intended to communicate to them. To be
understandable they used shareable symbols and more often than not they understood it
correctly.

There were exceptions to this which means that we can’t simply say the goal of
interpretation is to understand how the early — the original audience understood the text.
If you say should have understood the text, yeah but not how they understood the text is
not specific enough. And then one more.

"The meaning of a text is: that which the words and grammatical structures of that text
disclose about the probable intention of its author/editor and the probable understanding
of that text by its intended readers."

Now they bring it both together. We will stick with just our one defined definition and we
will use that consistently throughout the semester. Leave it at that instead of using

several.

End of Lecture 9

Course: Biblical Hermeneutics

Lecture: The Role of the Holy Spirit (Part 1)




For the past two lectures we dealt with the issue of hermeneutics. We dealt with the
components of hermeneutics. We talked about the author, the reader and the text and I
have tried to argue as strongly as I could that the one that determines the meaning is the
author. And that our task as Biblical exegetes is to find out what the Biblical author who
was inspired by God sought to convey by the shareable symbols or words that the used.
Last week we looked at the basic vocabulary that we were seeking to master.

Now the one thing we haven’t talked about yet was what role if any the Holy Spirit has in
this. Now what is interesting of course is that we don’t seem to be very spiritual in our
task of interpreting the text. We haven’t talked about where does the Holy Spirit fit in
this whole process. Now let me read to you what some people say about the process of
interpretation - J. Robertson McQuilken, Understanding and Applying the Bible,

“Although God desires to communicate to all people, not just anyone can understand
Scripture. The Bible is very clear on that point. Faith is the prerequisite for truly
understanding God’s Word. A person who reads without faith may understand some
revealed truth, but he cannot expect to fully understand any truth revealed in Scripture.
There are several aspects of faith, all of which are essential for the student who would
interpret the meaning of Scripture.”

“Regeneration — Initial faith is necessary, for the unbeliever cannot understand the things
of the Spirit. Regeneration is essential. This is explicitly taught in 1 Corinthians 2:6-16
and 2 Corinthians 2:15-18.”

“The thoughts of God no one knows except the Spirit of God. Now we have received ...
the Spirit who is from God, that we might know the things freely given to us by God ...
But a natural man does not accept the things of the Spirit; for they are foolishness to him,
and he cannot understand them, because they are spiritually appraised. . . . For who has
known the mind of the Lord, that he should instruct Him? But we have the mind of
Christ.”

The Holy Spirit is the great Interpreter. Without Him all our efforts at fully understanding
His Word are doomed to failure.”

According to this, apart from the Holy Spirit we — no one — can truly understand the
meaning of Scripture. Apart from the Spirit no one can truly understand Scripture. Then
he goes on,

“We cannot expect to fully understand Scripture apart from the Spirit.”

Millard Erickson in his monstrous tome on Systematic Theology deals with this issue and
he says,



“the objective word, the written Scripture together with the subjective word — the inner
illumination and conviction of the Holy Spirit constitutes authority for the Christian. The
Reformers from the Reformation on speak very much about the illumination and
conviction of the Holy Spirit in the process of biblical interpretation. It is a combination
of these two factors that constitutes authority” Erickson writes.

“Both are needed. The written word correctly interpreted is the objective basis of
authority. The inward illuminating and persuading work of the Holy Spirit is the
subjective dimension.”

So I think a synonym for the conviction is “persuading”.

“This dual dimension prevents sterile, cold, dry truth on the one hand and over-
excitability and ill-advised fervor on the other. Together the two yield a maturity that is
necessary in the Christian life. A cool head and a warm heart. Not a cold heart and a hot
head. As one pastor has put it rather crudely, ‘If you have the Bible without the Spirit, it
will dry up. If you have the Spirit without the Bible, you will blow up. If you have both,
the Bible and the Sprit together you will grow up.’”

“At the moment in which one becomes convinced of the truth, illumination is taking
place. Human nature ...”

Again, reading from Erickson,

“Human nature including reason has been adversely affected by the Fall. Man in the
natural state has been unable to recognize and respond to divine truth. When
regeneration takes place however, the spectacles of faith vastly improve one’s spiritual
eyesight. Even after regeneration however there is need for continual progressive growth
which we call sanctification. In addition, the Holy Spirit works internally in the life of a
believer witnessing to the truth and countering the effects of sin so that the inherent
meaning of the Bible can be understood.”

Now another work, The Westminster Confession of Faith,

“The whole counsel of God concerning all things necessary for his own glory, man's
salvation, faith and life, is either expressly set down in Scripture, or by good and
necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture: unto which nothing at any time
is to be added, whether by new revelations of the Spirit, or traditions of men.
Nevertheless, we acknowledge the inward illumination of the Spirit of God to be
necessary for the saving understanding of such things as are revealed in the Word”

Then more recently, James DeYoung, Sarah Hurty, Beyond the Obvious:

“Since the Holy Spirit, not the human author is the ultimate author of the Scripture,
meanings of the text unknown and unintended by the human authors are possible to



discover through the continuing direct revelatory work of the Holy Spirit to believers
both in their reading of the Bible and apart from the Scripture.”

That scares the daylights out of me. Unintended meanings of the author we can discover.
Whose meaning are we seeking? You say well, “The Holy Spirit’s meaning.” But how do
you detect the Holy Spirit’s meaning from reading our meanings into this? What is the
objective situation?

Well here we are then. Apart from the Spirit we can’t truly understand, fully understand
savingly and we have reference to the need of the Spirit for illumination and the
convicting persuading work. Now in our vocabulary, is there something — some term we
have that can make conviction and persuading fit our categories.

Significance — through the work of the Spirit — I think that would be the way my friend
and former colleague would understand this — that the convicting persuading work of the
Holy Spirit is in that area of significance where now we value things differently.

Now let us deal with the question — can an unbeliever understand the meaning of
Scripture? Can an unbeliever understand the meaning of Scripture?

How many of you have some non-Christian friends and have a pretty good Bible
knowledge? Yeah. Do they understand the meaning of Scripture? Do they understand the
meaning of Scripture? Let us give a hypothetical question.

Supposing I was also teaching at the University of Louisville and teaching the same
course in Hermeneutics and we have a class of graduate students at the University of
Louisville who have identical IQ’s as everybody in this class and they are assigned a
paper. “What is the meaning of Paul or what the author’s meaning — What does Paul
mean by Romans 4, verse 1 through 5. You do a paper as a class, they do a paper as a
class.

I grade both papers. What will the curves be like? Will the curve of this class be
significantly higher, far more A’s than that class?

No? Yes? That’s about the only two possibilities we have right? {laughter}

Alright one thing I didn’t share with you was that, when the Billy Graham Crusade was
here in Louisville, they said somebody was in charge of the counseling program, but they
really weren’t. I was. And I noticed that a couple of weeks, before the Crusade that we
were short something like a 120 counselors that we absolutely needed to have. And so I
put this ad in the daily Louisville University newspaper saying

“Counselors are needed for the Billy Graham Crusade. Training on site. Faith not
necessary but parenthesis (But if you believer in God it won’t hurt). We will train you.”
And they came and I told them “Look, when a person comes forward and they want to
make a decision, what you do is to say ‘First you have to recognize that you have sinned



and fallen short of the glory of God.” And then you point out to them that, this verse that
says ‘All have sinned and come short of the glory of God’ in Romans 3:23. And then you
say that Christ died for our sins and that God loved us and He gave us His Son to be our
Savior and that if we believe in Him, we will be saved. And you have them read John
3:16 and then you say, ‘Now if you are willing to repent and invite Jesus into your life,
you can be forgiven.” And you read to them John 1:12 and then you ask them, ‘Do you
want to invite Christ into your life?” and if they say ‘Yes’ you have them pray this prayer
and you should memorize this. ‘Lord I know I have sinned. I believe Jesus died for me
and as best as [ know how, I receive Him into my life.” When they prayed that prayer,
you take him to one of these people wearing a badge and introduce them and that person
will take over from that point on.”

Now my question is this: Can these people understand what I just said? Can they lead
these people to Christ? Needless to say I was fired very quickly when that ad went in that
paper — from that position.

Can a person understand? Now let us look at a couple of passages. One in particular is
interesting. 1 Corinthians 2 versel4. This is the passage that most people argue about
with regard to the need of the Holy Spirit being present to understand Scripture. There
Paul says using the RSV,

“The unspiritual man does not receive the gifts of the spirit of God for they are folly to
him. And he is not able to understand them because they are spiritually discerned.”

You see the unbeliever can only think of these things as folly. He doesn’t understand
these things. It is foolishness to them. You see they can’t have a mental grasp of this.
Well what does that mean?

One of the things that we want to do from going from the norms of language and the
possibilities of what this word “foolishness” means is to take a concordance and see
where does Paul use this word “foolishness” elsewhere in his letter and I happen to do
that and I have some references here. In 1 Corinthians chapter 1 he uses this word and he
uses it in its verbal form, but there he writes

“20 Where is the wise man? Where is the scribe? Where is the debater of this age? Has
God not made foolish the wisdom of the world?”

Now does that mean God does not understand the wisdom of the world? Is that a
cognitive thing that he can’t figure it out. Or is this a value judgment in which he declares
this as foolishness. It looks like it is a value judgment. And if you turn to chapter 3, the
next chapter after 2 verse 14. In verse 19 we read,

“19 For the wisdom of this world is folly with God. For it is written ‘He knows the
thoughts of the wise are futile.””



Does that mean God does not understand the wisdom of this world? Well in both these
instances foolishness is a value judgment. For instance if you attended a lesson on
nuclear physics and you didn’t understand what was going on - would you say “This is
foolishness.”?

You can’t say something is foolish unless you understand and are able to pass a judgment
on it. And when we get back to 1 Corinthians 2:14,

The unspiritual man does not receive the gifts of the spirit of God for they are folly — or
foolishness to him. That is a value judgment. They are saying, “This is stupid. This is
dumb. It is nonsense. It is foolishness.” But it is a value judgment. It has nothing to do
with understanding.

Now the next thing we have and he is not able to understand them because they are
spiritually discerned. Here the word “understand” is being used, but is it being used in the
same way that we are using it in or technical vocabulary. In our technical vocabulary,
how do we define meaning?

It is a correct mental grasp. Can an unbeliever have a correct mental grasp? I don’t mean
can he truly understand or fully understand or saving-ly understand or completely
understand or thoroughly understand?

I mean can he understand? Can he have a correct mental grasp? That’s the issue. That’s
the issue. There is a passage in Mark chapter 8 ... actually chapter 9, verse 32, which
uses this word, the word for “understanding” — in verse 31, Jesus teaches the disciples
saying “The Son of Man will be delivered into the hands of men and they will kill Him
and when He is killed after three days, He will rise.”

“But they did not understand the saying and they were afraid to ask him.”

Now if you were present and you said “Peter, what did Jesus say and mean?” Well you
say “I haven’t the faintest idea what He means.” Well would he say, “He is talking about
being killed. He is saying He is going to Jerusalem and He is going to die.” Or would he
say, “I don’t know what He means at all by these words.”

Does this word mean that the disciples do not have a correct mental grasp of the words
He said? Or are we using “understanding” in this other sense that they don’t truly
understand. They don’t understand how this plays a part in the role of God. They can’t
figure it out. I think if you ask Peter what did Jesus say, he would respond this way, “???
This crazy language about going to Jerusalem and there dying. I wish He would stop that
silliness.”

He knows what He is saying. But he doesn’t accept it. And I think when we are talking
about truly understanding, we are not talking about correct mental grasps. We are talking
about being able to accept the truth of what is being said. Peter knows what Jesus says.
He doesn’t accept it.



The unbeliever in His judgment of foolishness knows what is being said but doesn’t
accept it. Many unbelievers have a pretty good outline of the Gospel. I mean if they were
taking a objective exams on how a person can be saved and they have gone through the
Campus Crusade lessons they would score very well. You can understand.

You say well, “I am not sure do unbelievers — can they repeat the Gospel to you and say
‘According to the Christian faith, they argue the following — that Jesus is the Son of God.
He died for the sins of the world. He paid their penalty and therefore the penalty of sin
doesn’t have to be paid by the individual and if they believe in Jesus they will be forgiven
of their sins and go to Heaven forever.””

Do you think they could come to that understanding? But they might add, “But it is
foolishness.” In the text they give you the example, by the way — that is an imaginary
example — there is no German professor known as Professor Kupdissen. Kupdissen
means head knowledge in German. And so we are talking about Professor Kupdissen and
he really knows Paul. He knows Paul real well. His wife can’t explain Pauline theology.
That is not her area. But when she says it, tears come into her eyes because she believes
him. The difference is not correct mental grasp. It is one understands the truth of this
which for us is not understanding, but significance.

The professor doesn’t — has a different significance. He think its “foolishness”.

One of the things that I love the story of I think it was John Stott — was it? — where he
was asked by a mother to speak to her son who had gone away to the university and lost
his faith and when the son came, he said, “Well. You know I no longer can believe in
Christianity. I believe in evolution. I believe that the Bible is not the Word of God. I think
there are errors in Scripture and so forth and so on.”

And John Stott heard him out — I think it was John Stott, it might have been someone
else. Excuse me if it is. And after the young man had finished, he said to the young man,
“If I could explain to your satisfaction all the questions you have, would you then repent
and turn your life over to Jesus?”

The young man put his head down and shook it and said “No.” There is a difference
between significantly accepting what is true and having a head knowledge. All we are
talking about in understanding is having a correct mental grasp.

I think if we had that paper, the curves would be identical. There would be no significant
difference between them. You say “Well. We are Christians and we want to do a good
job because of our love for Jesus Christ.” That might be a factor and yet tragically I want
to confess that there are some students who are not Christians, who are more dedicated to
getting good grades than we are in serving Christ. So they may work hard on some level.
I hope not, but some of them might.

End of Lecture 10



Course: Biblical Hermeneutics

Lecture: The Role of the Holy Spirit (Part 2)

The fact of sin does affect us sometimes, especially when we have existential
involvement in texts. For instance, some people might not want to understand what
Paul’s clear meaning in Romans 1 is about homosexuality. That might get in the way. So
unbelievers may have an axe to grind that keeps them from the willingness to see the text.
But that’s not one sided. You have Christians who are so prejudiced to their way of an
interpretation that there is no way that any text can open their minds. You almost need an
axe to do that. They are so set in their ways.

You have therefore the problem of sin that affects probably — I don’t know the percentage
— you can say, but it works on both sides. But think for a minute. You non-Christian
friend that you explained the Gospel to. When you prayed for them, what are praying?
Are you praying that they may understand the Gospel or that the Spirit of God would
bring conviction of their need of the Gospel and open their hearts so that they can receive
it? It’s the latter isn’t it?

At a Bible study when you come together and say you are all Christians — what do you
pray before you start the Bible study? Do you pray “Heavenly Father, we have had no
time to look up a dictionary or a commentary and say ‘We don’t really know what these
words mean but we pray through your Spirit you would give us this meaning’” or do you
pray “Lord. Help us to see how this text and its meaning applies to our lives.” We usually
tend to pray about those areas which we would call implications and significance. We
assume that the meaning is fairly clear and open.

Now let us go to this other issue. For instance, supposing the next paper would be for the
same two groups. What are some of the implications involved in what Paul means in
Romans 4:1-5? Would there be a significant difference with respect to the grading of
those papers? 1‘m not sure about that either because I think hypothetically they could
work out, you know, Paul’s doctrine of justification by faith as correct. That would mean
that there is no thing that people can do to earn their salvation. In fact any attempt to do
so would be itself sinfulness.

I think in the abstract level of hypothetical implications — be not drunk with wine, some
of them would come up “Uh. It probably means not to be drunk with whisky,” even
though he didn’t know what whisky was. I think they can arrive at that.

But there are some areas where apart from the Spirit I don’t think we will ever know.
Those areas would be personal implications. Not broad specific general kinds of things,
but that specific one. So an unbeliever could very well be able to look at Acts 1:8, “But
you shall be my witnesses — after the Spirit has come upon you, you shall be my
witnesses, in Jerusalem, in Judea, Samaria and to the ends of the earth” and then you



could say “It means that for a Christian they are to spread the Gospel throughout the
world. But that means that some probably are going to be missionaries. Some will be
pastors. Some will be teachers. Etc.”

But as a Christian prays about this and asks God for how he or she will fulfill that
command in their own lives, we start finding that specific kind of implication that God
wants us to be a missionary. Not just a missionary in general but a missionary to Africa,
to a particular country in Africa or to South America or to the inner city and the like. And
so specific personal implications, I think are something that only the Spirit can give to us.
General implications — yes anyone can have an idea of that but no the specific.

And then the significance in which we respond and say yes. That is something given by
the Holy Spirit. And when we put these together, we have another word that is not in our
vocabulary. We looked at it once before. Personal implications and significance —
application. So it is in this area that I think the Holy Spirit is especially guiding and
giving us direction. Now that brings us back then to the definition that the Reformers
gave about the role of the Spirit in providing illumination and conviction.

Conviction fits very nicely in what we are saying. But illumination is something else.
Remember a number of times meeting with Millard Erickson as he wrote these things.
Colleague of mine and friend and asked him to explain what illumination meant. And for
him it somehow had to do with understanding. And specifically and I say “How does the
Spirit provide understanding for a believer and not an unbeliever as they read this text?”

And I’m sure he would think that he had explained it adequately and maybe he had, but I
didn’t understand at all what he meant by that. It was a very fuzzy word and time and
time again it looked like illumination started to be equated with significance or
conviction. And in fact in one of the quotations, he does say that say that illumination
takes place when we are convicted of the truth of what is being said. So I think really for
a lot of people, illumination and conviction meld together and involve the general area in
what we call significance in that regard.

If you want to redefine understanding and qualify it as truly understanding, fully
understanding, a saving understanding, an authentic understanding, a real understanding,
a deeper understanding, and so forth and so on. No problem with that but notice that there
is always a qualification. And that qualification indicates something and I think it
indicates that an unbeliever can understand. It all depends on what we mean by the word
understand. And again I remind you we are talking about a definition which means that
understand — which says that understanding is a correct mental grasp.

That is all mental understanding is. We have a separate word for the conviction of the
truthfulness of that. Significance. And that simple sense in which we use the word
understand and unbeliever can do that. Now if you say that should not be the right
definition of understanding. For me understanding means not only to have a correct
mental grasp but to know the truthfulness of something. That’s what I mean by
understanding.



Well then I would have to stop putting a not in front of all of these. Not truly
understanding. Not fully understanding. Not savingly understanding and so forth and so
on for the others. So its how you define it in part. There are times when sin begins to
affect a person so much that what is so evident and clear, they refuse to see and almost
refuse to understand.

I know that. That is true for a believer and for unbelievers many times. I think for
instance on some of these politically correct issues everybody want the Bible to support
them. So if you are practicing a homosexual lifestyle, you really don’t want to have to
say, “Well. You know I know the Bible says that this is a damnable thing and that it is
going to be judged by God and it is not approved by God.”

No one is especially eager that — there are some people however who come and say, “Let
us not kid ourselves. That is exactly what the Bible says and that’s why I hate that Bible
so much. Its prejudicial. Its narrow minded viewpoint.” And some people who practice a
certain lifestyle will say, “This is the way I live. The Bible teaches otherwise, but I don’t
care about the Bible.” So they understand. They just reject it.

Let me read for you something from Martin Luther as he writes to Erasmus. He use
different vocabulary which will translate into ours but notice what he says.

“To put it briefly, there are two kinds of clarity in Scripture, just as there are also two
kinds of obscurity: one external and pertaining to the ministry of the Word, the other
located in the understanding of the heart. If you speak of the internal clarity, no man
perceives one iota of what is in Scriptures unless he has the Spirit of God. All men have a
darkened heart, so that even if they can recite everything in Scripture, and know how to
quote it, yet they apprehend and truly understand nothing of it. They neither believe in
God, nor that they themselves are creatures of God, nor anything else. As Psalm 14:1
says: “The fool has said in his heart, ‘There is no god.”” For the Spirit is required for the
understanding of Scripture, both as a whole and in any part of it. However if, on the other
hand, you speak of the external clarity, nothing at all is left obscure or ambiguous, but
everything there is in the Scriptures has been brought out by the Word into the most
definite light, and published to all the world.””

There is an external clarity. Anyone who reads the Bible can know what it teaches about
what they need to do to be saved and what is in general a life pleasing to God and how it
is to be lived out. However to be convicted of the truthfulness of this, only with the Spirit
of God can that take place.

And so we are talking here, whether you talk about irresistible grace that brings that
about or prevenient grace that brings it about, everyone is convinced that it’s the grace of
God who through the Spirit of God brings the person to know that this is true and brings
the divine enabling that somehow allows them to repent and believe in the Lord Jesus.

Alright now let me show some quotations that come out of the Klein, Blomberg, and
Hubbard text, with regard to the role of the Spirit in this whole process. I think every now



and then I find statements that look like they don’t agree with one another. Here are two
on the same page,

“If the Bible is God’s revelation to His people, then the essential qualification for a full
understanding of this book is to know the revealing God.”

Don’t try to copy this down. Just put page 82, 2/3rds down — 2/10ths down to 3/10ths
down.

“Only the one who believes and trust in God can truly understand what God has spoken
in His Word. This makes sense, for how can one understand a text from the Bible that
purports to be a word from God if one denies that there is a God or that the Bible comes
from God?”

This looks like that apart from the Holy Spirit, a person cannot truly understand the
meaning of Scripture. There is footnote on that page however,

“The difference between the findings of unbelieving versus believing scholars is often
one of volition ...”

Significance.

“... not cognition.”

Understanding — mental.

“... through their careful work, both may come to the same understanding of a text’s
meaning. But due to their different faith commitments, only the believer can perceive the
text’s true significance and be willing to obey the truth conveyed.”

So here you have — unless you start putting the word, “truly understand” or something
like that they are saying that a believer and an unbeliever both can understand the
meaning of a text. But apart from the Spirit there is no true understanding and that true
understanding involves a correct mental grasp plus a conviction of its significance.
Some other comments and quotations from them,

“We cannot genuinely understand what a text meant without it impacting our lives.”

Another adverb that we hadn’t come across so far.

“Regardless of the pre-understanding, the addition of faith to the interpreter’s pre-
understanding allows her to see new meanings in the text.”

“From the position faith the interpreter can see that the Bible records the words and
activities of the transcendent God in human history.”



I’'m not sure exactly what is meant by “new meanings”. If they are talking about, well,
what might they be talking about? Well, significance — yeah maybe I was thinking of
implications. Now that might be true. But I am unsure as to exactly what “new meanings”
in the text and how that should be understood and interpreted.

Then he goes on,

“Illumination does not provide data or information. The Holy Spirit does not provide
further revelation to the interpreter. Nor does illumination guarantee a correct
understanding of the meaning of the passage. Given the spiritual nature of the Bible only
a spiritual interpreter can accurately assimilate its contents. All other will simply miss the
spiritual dimension. They may even ignore it altogether whether consciously or
unconsciously.”

So here I think we are going further than simply a correct mental grasp when you are
talking about assimilated contents, we are dealing with the area of significance again in
that regard. So I think we would have a lot in common with the Klein, Blomberg, and
Hubbard for the most part.

Let me be overly simplistic. I don’t want to be disrespectful but I want to be as simple as
I can. If you what this word means in the Bible, don’t say anything out loud please.
Matthew 6:24 in the King James Version reads,

“No one can serve two masters; for either he will hate the one and love the other, or he
will hold to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and mammon.”

Now — don’t anybody if you know what the word means, say it.

Alright now we all have King James Bibles and we don’t know what the word mammon
means. So we are going to divide up into teams. We are going right down the middle and
you can choose which side you want according to your spirituality when I define the
sides ok.

This group over here will be the prayer and fasting group. And you as a group are going
to go to the Alumni chapel and you are going to pray. You are all going to pray that God
through His Spirit will help you to understand what the word mammon means. Ok?

I’'m on this side over here and we are not a very spiritual group. We are going to Baskin
and Robbins and getting hot fudge sundae and as we go, I want you to bring our Bible
dictionary with you and after we have eaten our first hot fudge sundae and we are
ordering the second, we will look up in the Bible dictionary the word mammon.

Now who will have a correct mental grasp of the text? The spiritual group or the
unspiritual hot fudge sundae group?



Now you are going to open the Bible dictionary and you look up the word mammon and
it will say, an Aramaic word meaning things. Ah — Jesus says you cannot serve God and
at the same time serve possessions.

Now what about our group over here?

We are praying and we are asking God through the Holy Spirit to give us wisdom as to
the meaning of that word. Now I don’t believe that it is impossible that as you are
praying a voice comes from Heaven and it says, the word mammon is an Aramaic word
and it means “things or possessions”.

No —really — I don’t think that’s impossible. A voice could come from Heaven and also
could say, “Go to Baskin and Robbins. They have got a Bible dictionary over there. They
know what the word means.”

{laughter}
Excuse me.

Now knowing what the word mammon means, what about you as a group as you pray
and you speak and share with one another, what that means in my life. What does it mean
that I cannot serve God and things?

And you begin to reflect on what might be the things that are keeping you from serving
God fully. We are simply having hot fudge sundaes. Is it not true that the Spirit of God
will honor that concern and bring an understanding to you as to implications — personal
implications — of what that means in your life? The work of the Spirit is very important
in showing how texts personally apply in bringing significance and causing us now to
repent and remove those idols in our lives — those things — that mammon, that’s keeping
us from serving as we ought.

Here we are only interested in the academic — yeah we know what it means — it means
things and so what? That’s where the Spirit is active. And I think to note this - what we
have here and never get to the desire to see how that applies specifically in our lives and
if anything its worse than nothing to know when not to care.

An example in my own life, I was a Christian at the time and what I understand to be the
role of the Spirit in the interpretation of the Bible. I was a junior in college at Rutgers
University. It was spring in New Brunswick, New Jersey and we have a meeting across
town on the women’s campus at Douglas College and so I was walking there early. And
as | was walking some Bible verses were coming through my mind and John 3:16 came
to my mind,

“For God so loved the world that He gave His only begotten Son, that whoever believes
in Him shall not perish but have everlasting life.”



And as that verse came into my mind, something convinced me of the fact that that meant
God really loved Bob Stein. And I became convinced that God personally loved me as I
walked through the town. And the blue of the sky became deeper and richer and the sun
became more golden and I think we would have here what I would call, that personal
implication of the text that the Spirit brought to me that day.

But if you asked me does John 3:16 mean that He loves the whole world, before that day,
I would have said, “Of course.”

And you say “Are you included in that?”

I would have said, “Of course.”

I knew. I had a correct mental grasp of John 3:16, but there was something about the
personal implication of that and the deep conviction of the significance that I had not had
before. But it was not in the area of the cognitive as much as the recognition in the heart
that the Bible really says “God loves me.”

God loves me and I came to be convinced of it. I think some of you have had experiences
like that where something which academically you may have known now the Spirit of
God brought home to you and you were convinced of it. I think that’s what I would call

one of the major works of the Spirit interpretation.

End of Lecture 11

Course: Biblical Hermeneutics

Lecture: Miraculous in Scripture

I would like to share with you one of the areas that involve a great deal of implications in
regard to how one interprets the Bible and it has to deal with the miraculous that occurs
in Scripture. We are going to talk about the various approaches to the miraculous that
have occurred in the history or scholarship. There will be essentially three main
approaches that we will look at.

The 1st is the Supernatural Approach. This is the traditional approach of Christianity
through the centuries. According to the Supernatural Approach, the events recorded in the
Bible really took place. If you were there, you would have seen this happen. And the
event happened just as it is recorded. So if you were there, you would have seen it and
you would record it the same way it is in the Bible. The event happened just as it is
recorded.



Now this text proclaims that this is a divine event in the Bible. Not a natural event. It is
not the normal course of life that has this. This is a divine event and as a result since God
performed it, all searches for a natural cause are irrelevant. There is no sense to it
whatsoever. Alright so the traditional approach to this is that an event — a real event took
place. The event happened just as it is recorded. The text provides a divine event and
since it is a divine event, God performed, the search for a natural cause is irrelevant.

You know when I was a young Christian, I remember reading an apologetic book which
tried to defend the historicity of the Bible and it was intriguing that this event talked
about how that at the Fall of Jerusalem /Jericho, what took place was an earthquake in
which the walls fell outward and that God worked an earthquake and supposedly this to
7?7? help me understand and to accept the supernatural nature of the event. But think with
me for a minute. Are we saying that when Joshua crossed over and saw Jericho, he was a
natural born geologist and he saw that Jericho lay on a major fault-line, and that if the
people would march around rhythmically with the same beat this would set up vibrations
that could be disastrous to the walls and on the 7th day they did this 7 times and they
blew the trumpet and they all jumped up and they caused this earthquake to take place.

If God does something, there is no natural cause. If it is an earthquake how come it was
at that time, at that specific moment, on that specific day when that trumpet sounded?
When you talk about miracles you can’t explain them. You say “Well. If I can’t explain it
and understand it, it can’t happen.” Well, I am sorry. God is not limited by your ability to
understand these things. He does things and that’s it.

So the Supernatural Approach says when you start looking for natural explanations from
it, it is basically foolishness. God has done this. It is a miracle. You can’t explain it. You
can’t explain how bread multiplies in the feeding of the four and five thousand. It is a
miracle. You accept it.

Now note here the idea that history is a closed continuum of cause and effect is denied.
There is a cause for this that lies outside of creation. It is God and according to this view,
history is open to God’s activity and cause and effect in the normal sense in which we
understand it is violated here. God would not like the word, “violate”. He created this.
The laws are His. If He wants to step in and do something, He doesn’t violate anyone.
Simply does what the Sovereign God can do.

Now notice also here that the intention of the Biblical author is maintained. The authors
believe that this is a miracle. This understanding is in harmony with the author. What the
author intends to say is that this particular event is a miraculous event and that is exactly
what the author is trying to say. That is exactly what this interpretation does.

So this approach — the Supernatural Approach — the one that churches used for all its
centuries is one that takes seriously the event, takes seriously the description of the event,
7?7 claims that it is a miracle and does not look for a natural cause. It denies the attitude
that history is closed to God and that God cannot enter into it. History is open and what



the author, the Biblical author intended by this is maintained. That is the
supernatural/traditional approach.

The Rationalist Approach is different. It starts out with the presupposition: the events
described here could not have taken place. How do you prove that? You don’t have to
prove it. This is your presupposition. Miracles do not happen. Therefore this couldn’t
take place. It is a miracle. However they see behind this a real event in history. But of
course it has to be different than recorded because it is a miracle in the record and we
know miracles don’t happen, but something happened. There is some event out there but
it is different.

That means that behind this text is a natural event. If you were there, something really
took place. If you were there at the feeding of the 4 or 5,000, there were 4 or 5,000 and
they were fed. But it was not a miraculous feeding. There must be some other
explanation behind this and this other natural cause of the event can and should be
learned.

And so what happens at the Feeding of the 5,000 is that we have a little boy who comes
forward and says to Jesus, “I know everybody is hungry here. I haven’t much that my
mother sent me but here — here is what I have. I will gladly share this with all.”

And then as people saw this and the report of what had happened took about — came
about — Abraham and Sarah were convicted by this and they said, “Sarah. You know this
Oxford Barbequing here. It is really more than we two can eat. Why don’t we share this
with others? And then there were some who had come with these large buckets of
Kentucky Fried Chicken and they said “Really. We got more than we can handle here.
Why don’t we share.” And the word went around and everybody began to share and
when they shared they found there was more than enough to go around. And all the
people were full and satisfied.

You see — there is a real event. But it is an event that can’t be supernatural. It is a natural
event in some ways. Let us try to figure out what lies behind this event. The Rationalist
Approach. There are all sort of different approaches when you talk about Jesus walking
on the water. He was walking along the shore and in the mist that was rising from the sea,
Peter didn’t understand that and he said “Well. If Jesus can walk on the ocean, so can I.”
But he sank just like a rock, like his name because he was trying the water and Jesus was
on shore and Jesus dragged him on shore and saved him.

Or some of the extreme ones. Jesus was walking on a floating raft and Peter
misunderstood this. Now notice this affirms that history is closed to the supernatural.
There is no openness here. Openness in history is being denied.

As aresult the intention of the text — what the author was seeking to teach by this is being
violated. What the author meant is not being accepted. It is being rejected outright.



The Rationalist Approach: Real event but not like the Bible records. Not miraculous and
affirms that history is closed. Closed continuum of time and space is maintained. No
openness to the supernatural and what the author intended is clearly violated because the
author is trying to teach that this is a miracle that Jesus performed this great wonderful
miracle and showed His glory.

The Rationalist Approach — dominant in the 1700s till about the middle of the 1800s.
Very dominant approach. The Rationalists.

The third approach is the Mythical Approach. Now this has similarities surprisingly
enough with both the former approaches, I’ll show them to you.

First like the Rationalist Approach, the presupposition is that this event could not have
taken place. Why couldn’t it have taken place? Because it is a miraculous event and
miracles do not happen. You say well how do you prove that? That’s the presupposition
you start with. Now I hope you can see that if you start out with the presupposition
“miracles do not happen.” That kind of affects the way you judge the events being
recorded in the Bible, because the Bible is loaded with miracles.

Now this recognizes however that the text does proclaim a divine event having taken
place. The mystical approach says, “This is talking about a supernatural event — a
miracle.” And because of this, the search for a natural cause is irrelevant.

David F. Strauss in his work, The Life of Jesus, 1835, - this book was a bombshell and it
presented this Mythical Approach. He looked at all the Rationalist attempts to explain the
miracles and show how desperate and how impossible they were.

Floating rafts? Walking on shore? People sharing food? And you have all of these absurd
kinds of explanation and he said, “They just made no sense to him.” This is a miracle.
The result of this is that there is no supernatural cause. There is no natural cause. What
the text is proclaiming is a myth. Later on when we talk about the interpretation of
historical narrative, several weeks from now, we will deal with this a little more fully and
explain this in more detail.

The event could not have taken place just like the rationalist said, but the event proclaims
a divine event like a supernaturalist proclaimed. A search for a natural cause like the
supernaturalist is irrelevant and since there is not a divine cause and since there is not a
natural cause, it must be mythical. Now like the rationalist approach, a closed continuum
of time and space is maintained. There is no openness to the possibility of God entering
into history.

But now this approach says, the deeper intention of the text — the subconscious meaning
of the author, that which was welling up in the author’s soul which gave birth to this
myth — that’s what we are after.



So meaning is traced to the author, but not to the author’s conscious willed meaning, but
to the sub-consciousness of which he was not aware that gave birth to this kind of myth.
We will look at that more in detail later on in this semester but please note here why I
have defined meaning as involving what the author consciously willed by these shareable
symbols. That avoids this subconscious meaning of the author of which he was unaware
which the mythical approach tends to emphasize.

Today I would suggest that probably of most of the interpretations by unbelievers
involves this mythical approach. The rationalist approach simply ran out of steam and by
the 1850s, people began to say, “No. This doesn’t seem likely or possible.”

I have just one page from a work by a man named Eugene B. Borowitz that [ want you to
look at at this time and want to share it with you. The author is Eugene B. Borowitz,
published by Paulist press in 1980. And he talks about contemporary Christologies and I
just want to share some of this with you because I think here is a person who is not an
evangelical Christian in any sense of the term and he describes very well the basic issues
involved.

Turn with me to the first paragraph on page 40, and he talks in the second sentence, first
paragraph, page 40:

“Traditionalists feel validated by their sense of authenticity in the received doctrines of
their faith.”

We are traditionalists in that sense. Now skip the next sentence. Three lines down.
“Liberals on the other hand, authenticate their spiritual stance in the integration of their
belief with the general human knowledge of their time.”

Alright skip the next sentence. Next three lines.

“In our time, the central issue dividing the two groups is whether God or humankind is
essentially the creator of religion. Conservatives say that religion is God given. IT comes
down from heaven. It is revealed. The liberals say ‘No. Science, our wisdom and
knowledge is the author and origin of our religion.””

Next paragraph. Page 40,

“Traditionalists and liberals have different standards of truth. From a philosophical point
of view theirs’ is an epistemological disagreement.”

Skip the next bracketed four lines.

“Within a religion, as between religions, the debate between traditionalists and liberals,
ultimately reduces itself to a disagreement over how one is to know what is true. Is
tradition, centered about God reasonably independent of modern thought. Or does
contemporary experience centered about human experience, science, tests, experiments



and so forth — does contemporary experience fundamentally determine what we should
believe.”

Last line.

“For a liberal of one faith — that is me Borowitz — to criticize a traditionalist of another
faith such as Karl Barth or vice versa is properly speaking, not have an interreligious
discussion at all. It is rather to criticize a faith being described in terms of one
epistemology by a different epistemology.”

Next paragraph.

“In the case of the resurrection, there is as good as no difference between liberal Jews and
liberal Christians in evaluating the adequacy of traditionalist Christian arguments for its
historicity.

And then the very - last four lines of that paragraph.

“The disagreement of the liberal Jew with traditional Christians is not essentially because
the Judaism of the liberal Jews but because of their liberalism. That is their human
oriented epistemology. Orthodox Jews and conservative Christians can have religious
discussion. Liberal Jews and liberal Christians can have religious discussions.”

But the liberal of one cannot have a religious discussion with a conservative of the other,
because their discussion ultimately and fundamentally is an epistemological one. How
does one know truth?

So if you want to talk about the resurrection of Jesus, if you are talking to a conservative
Jew, you can talk about the evidence for the resurrection. You have a discussion as to
whether that evidence is convincing or not. But for a conservative Christian to talk about
the resurrection of Jesus to a liberal Jew or to a liberal Christian is not a religious
discussion at all. Because they have already determined apart from any evidence that
there was no resurrection. They start out with that. So if you want to interact, you have to
interact with that epistemology.

So many times, I think we are trying to have an apologetic and our apologetic is trying to
deal with the historical evidence for a resurrection which can’t happen in their mind. You
need an epistemological discussion. How do we know truth? What does it require to take
for you to accept a miracle? For instance if a person said “There is no evidence in the
world that would convince me of a miracle.” Well then don’t try to convince him of the
resurrection. It doesn’t make any sense.

What you might say then — “It is amazing how fundamentalistic you are. I am much more
liberal than that. I am open to look at historical evidence and the irony of this is that as a
conservative Christian I am really more open minded than a radical liberal, because I
would say, “Let us talk about the resurrection. Maybe it happened. Maybe it didn’t.” Let



us look at the evidence. You are not willing to make that conclusion. You start out, “It
didn’t happen.” There is nothing in the world that can ever convince me it happened.
Now which sounds more open minded?

I think we as evangelical Christians are much more open minded in that area. Now
remember, this is being said by a liberal Jew. And he words it so well. If you want inter-
religious discussions, they are by people who start out with the same presuppositions. If
you want a philosophical discussion on epistemology, then you deal with the
presuppositions that you bring to your study.

I asked you to read the Rudolph Bultmann article on Is Exegesis Without Presuppositions
Possible? It is a question. How does he answer? Yes or no? The answer is both ways,
that’s right.

Yes, it is possible if you don’t presume the results of your outcome. No if you mean that
you simply approach it neutrally and you don’t have any presuppositions with it. There
are a number of things he says in the article that are interesting. He refers to 1 Corinthians
9:9 where Paul quotes an Old Testament passage which says, you shall not muzzle an ox
as he treads out the grain and says, that refers to ministers being able to receive and live
off the Gospel they preach and Bultmann says, “No. It doesn’t talk about ministers. It
talks about oxen as they are grinding out the grain.”

Well, I wonder if Paul might see something that Bultmann was not seeing and that is that
the meaning of that statement may have implications. And the meaning of a statement
like that I think is clearly that if animals work and should deserve some of the labor of
their works, how much more should those who are God’s servants live off this way. And
so his ridiculing of that I think loses sight of the fact that this is a legitimate kind of
implication.

Now he says “Yes. We have to have presuppositions.” Do you have a presupposition or
any presupposition when you interpret the Bible?

It is true. Ok.