HERMENEUTICS
Some Definitions:

Hermeneutics:  The systematic study of the principles and methods of interpretation of the Bible.
Exegesis:  Explaining the meaning of the text;  i.e. what the author meant when he wrote to the people of his day.

Homiletics:  Practical application of the meaning of the text for us today.

Eisegesis:  Reading a meaning into the text which was not in the original (because of a bias of the interpreter)
Good Bible teaching and preaching:  Exegesis ↔  hermeneutics  →   homiletics

Q:  Why should we study hermeneutics?

2 Tim 2:15    “correctly handle”     “rightly divide” (NAS)

2 Pet 3:16   “distort….to their own destruction.”

Nehemiah 8:8  “making it clear and giving the meaning so that the people could 




understand what was being read.”

Problems of misinterpretation:

1.  Using the Bible to say something it does not say.

   Ex: Prov 29:18  KJV  For lack of vision the people perish

   Ex:  Matt 11:12  1978 NIV The kingdom of God is forcefully advancing and forceful men lay hold of it.

2.  Using the Bible in an unbalanced way: improper emphasis.

   Faith alone  vs   works salvation

   Overemphasis of baptism or of discipleship.

3.  Confusing command from application of principle.

   2 Cor 6:14   Do not be yoked together with unbelievers…

Advantages of correct interpretation:

1.  Get more out of the Bible.  The Bible must be understood to be correctly applied.

1 Pet 3:7  Husbands respect your wives

Eph 5:33  Wives respect your husbands    a different word with a different meaning.
2. Understand correct theology—a proper view of God.
3.  Go to heaven, and help others to do so.  1 Tim 4:13 “save both yourself and your hearers.”   Watch your doctrine.
Why Biblical hermeneutics works:

1.  In the Bible, God speaks, not man. 2 Peter 1:19-21 Its origin, not in the will of man, but in the will of God.

2 Tim 3:16, A1l Scripture inspired by God. 
Thess 2:13.  You received it as it actually is—the Word of God.
2. The Bible has been accurately transmitted to us through 8000+ Greek manuscripts and hundreds of scholars doing “lower” criticism of the Bible.  

Also, it has been accurately translated.
3.  The Bible, as originally written is infallible and consistent with itself. 
Ps 19:7  The law of the Lord is perfect…
Ps 119:160.   All your words are true.  All your righteous laws are eternal.
4.  With work, the Bible is understandable.  Deuteronomy 29:29  The secret things belong to the Lord our God, but the things revealed belong to us and to our children so that we may follow all the words of this Law.
5.  The Bible is complete.  We do not have to worry about new information.  2 Tim 3:17, Rev 22:18
6.  God uses written language to communicate to man.  Language study is important.

Ex:  Galatians 3:16  Paul argues based on whether a noun is singular of plural.
Ex: Matthew 22:31-33 Jesus argues based on the tense of a verb.

This gets to what is known as verbal inspiration.  
7.  The Bible, correctly understood and applied, is authoritative.

Hindrances to correct interpretation of the Bible:

1.  Prejudice or preconceived ideas:  human nature!

2.  Pride.  There is a reason they call it Pride and Prejudice!

3.  Laziness.  Intellectual laziness is a very common disease!  Love God with all your mind.  Matt 22:37.
4.  Wishful thinking.

5.  Proof-text approach (see point 1.)

6.  Clergy/laity attitude.   Not my problem.   I will ask my pastor.
7.  Appeals to human authority.   “While that which has been held to be true by good and competent men should not be hastily thrown aside, yet it may be utterly false… Gordon Ferguson.
8.  Assuming that what is popularly believed is true.  (premillennialism, church autonomy, etc.)
9.  Studying without a system or plan.

10.  A schismatic or sectarian attitude.

11.  A theological-only or a practicals-only approach to understanding Scripture.
Helps to correct interpretation of the Bible:

1.  The opposite of points 1-13 above.

2.  Common sense.  God gave us a brain for a reason.  If it sounds “fishy” it probably is.

3.  Hard mental work.  Matthew 22:37  loving God with all of our mind.
4.  Sincere desire to know the truth.

5.  Faith in God and specifically in the inspiration of the Bible.

6.  Expect great things.   Getting to know God and getting to know the Bible is an adventure.    It is a never-ending story.

7.  Education.

a. Logical, analytical, critical thinking.

b. Ability to concentrate mentally. It is like working out.

c. Study of languages, foreign in general, and Greek and Hebrew specifically.

d. Study of political and social history and geography.

8.  Tools.

a. Complete, exhaustive or analytical concordance.

b. Bible dictionary.

c. Topical Bible.

d. Expository dictionary of NT words (Vine’s).
e. Greek and/or Hebrew interlinear Bible.

f. Greek and/or Hebrew lexicon.

g. Commentaries:  homiletic and analytic.

h. Other translations.
i. History books.

The History of Biblical Hermeneutics

Principal sources used for preparing this class:

Robinson, Jason C. and Porter, Stanley E. Hermeneutics: An Introduction to Interpretive Theory (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdman’s, 2011)

Yarchin, William, History of Biblical Interpretation (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 2004)

Oakes, John M., From Shadow to Reality (Spring, TX: IPIBooks, 2005)

Also Oakes, John M. Finding the Church in Church History, Vol I - IV (Spring, TX: IPIBooks, 2007, 2012, 2019, 2022)

A. Jewish Hermeneutics in the First Century.

The hermeneutics of the Jews will give us insight into how those with whom Jesus interacted interpreted the Hebrew Scripture (or perhaps more accurately the Greek Septuagint).

It will also give us a starting point from which hermeneutics was done by the primitive church.

The Jewish teachers of the law approached their Scripture as a sort of open document.  They considered their interpretations, for example in the Midrash (which literally means textual interpretation) and Mishnah, as part of the Scriptures themselves.  They considered lively discussion about the meaning of the text as part of the practice of Judaism.  They did not do what we in the West, especially modernists (as opposed to postmodernists) do, which is to try to discover “the” meaning of the text.  Their intent was not to end the discussion, but to continue the discussion.

"The Jewish mode of interpretation not only engages the words of the text, but also that behind the text, and beyond the text."

“Open-ended interpretations constitute the norm rather than the exception. Modern desires for a debate-ending discovery of the final, uncontestable determinate meaning of a biblical text, resulting from a methodologically impeccable analysis performed upon the text by a transcendent self—such desires are frustrated in the world of rabbinic exegesis.”

“To belong to the dialogue is to belong to Judaism.”   History of Biblical Interpretation: A Reader p. xvi-xvii.

The Jews, especially Philo, are especially known for allegorical interpretation, which tradition was continued by the early church, but this is certainly not the whole story.

1. Literal meaning.  The Jews believed that we must begin with the literal sense before allegorizing.  

2. Predictive meaning. They saw the OT as predicting events that were happening around them.  This was particularly true of the Essenes, who saw events happening in Jerusalem as predicted by certain negative prophecies in the OT.

Ex:  The Damascus Covenant claimed that current events were the fulfillment of Numbers 21:18 “A well which the princes dug, which the nobles of the people delved with the staff.”  The “well” is the Law.  And those who “dug” are the converts of Israel who left Israel and lived in the land of Damascus. The “staff” is the interpreter of the Law, of whom Isaiah said: “He produces a tool for his labor.” (Isaiah 54:16), and the “nobles of the people” are those who came, throughout the whole age of wickedness, to “dig the well” with the prescriptions that the Law-giver had prescribed for them to walk in.

3. Jews also used typological (distinct from allegorical) interpretation of the OT.  It is a form of “expectation fulfillment.”  Here the older text represents more than its literal subject.  It is also a prophetical expectation of later events.  Ex: Melito of Sardis (late 2nd century) viewed the Passover story typologically (as I would!!!)

“As then with the perishable examples, so also with the imperishable things;  (Like I say, from Shadow to Reality—from physical to spiritual) as with the earthly things, so also with the heavenly.  For the very salvation and reality of the Lord were prefigured in the people [of the Exodus story] And the decrees of the gospels were proclaimed in advance by the law. The people then were a model [typos] by way of preliminary sketch, and the law was the writing of a parable. The gospel is the recounting and fulfillment of the law, and the church is the repository of the reality.

Jesus and Paul did the same:  Jesus saw Jonah in the fish as a foreshadow of his own death and resurrection (Matthew 12:39-42)

Of course, Paul interpreted the Old Testament typologically as well, saying in Galatians 4:24 “These things can be taken figuratively: The women represent two covenants…”

Also Peter:  1 Peter 3:21  This water (Noah) symbolizes baptism that now saves you also.  Here a physical thing is used to foreshadow a spiritual thing.

Also Peter does this in 2 Peter 3:3-7  By these waters also the world of that time was deluged and destroyed. By the same word the present heavens and earth are reserved for fire, being kept for the day of judgment and destruction of the ungodly.

4. But the most characteristic hermeneutical tendency of the Jews in the 1st century is represented by the approach of Philo of Alexandria (20 BC – AD 50)

Allegory: Def (Goppelt)
 “A kind of exegesis which, in addition to the literal sense of the text, and, at times even to the exclusion of it, finds another different and supposedly deeper meaning, even though the context does not indicate the presence of any figurative language.”   (the world outside the text)

Philo: “We must now speak of that which may be given if the story be looked at as figurative and symbolical.”

“We say that nearly all, or that at all events, the greater part of the history of the giving of the law is full of allegories.”

About the rib taken from Adam: “He took one of the many powers of the mind, namely, that power which dwells in the outward senses. And when he uses the expression, ‘He took,’ we are not to understand it as if he had said ‘He took away,” but rather as an equivalent to ‘He counted, He examined.’  Philo interpreted the taking of the rib as symbolic of God examining our conscious thoughts.

About the four kings of Genesis 14, Philo interpreted these four kings to be symbols of the four passions—pleasure, desire, fear and grief. The other five kings in Genesis 14 represent the five senses, because they rule over us.  In this chapter, the fact that the five latter kings serve the four prior kings and pay them tribute as reflecting that the four passions arrive from the five senses and that passions rule over the senses.

For Philo, as, later for Clement and Origen the allegorizing permits the imposition of philosophical beliefs into the biblical text.

It permitted him to steer the reader away from the gross, literal interpretation which would imply anything “unworthy” of God’s perfection, such as anthropomorphisms.

His use of the Greek idea of logos influenced Christian interpreters, and possibly even the apostle John.

B. Early Christian Hermeneutics:  Antioch vs. Alexandria

I. Literal/historical interpretation (see below with Antioch)

II.  Typology   good examples: Ignatius Letter to the Magnesians 7:2 (temple prefigure), 10:2 (new leaven), Letter to the Philadelphians 9:1 used typological interpretation of the Old Testament, Epistle of Barnabas 7:10ff (scapegoat)

Questionable examples: Epistle of Barnabas 12:2ff: When Moses prayed before the people with outstretched hands (Exodus 17:8-13) it was interpreted as a foreshadow of Jesus hanging of the cross.

Clement of Rome 1 Clement 12:7 interpreted the scarlet cord which Rahab tied to her window (Joshua 2:17-20) as a foreshadow of the blood of Jesus.

[Origen interpreted the story of the witch of Endor calling up Samuel from the dead (1 Sam 28) as a foreshadow of Jesus’ resurrection.]

III. Prophecy fulfillment  Ex. Justin:  Prophecy fulfillment. In his Dialogue with Trypho, he claimed to be handing down the method of interpretation of the apostles.  He mentioned Genesis 49:10 (binding his foal to the vine, washing his robe in the blood of the grape) Zechariah 9:9 (on a colt the foal of a donkey) Isaiah 7:14 (virgin will be with child) Isaiah 11:1 (a branch from the root of Jesse) Micah 5:2 (Bethlehem) and many more.

IV. Allegorical interpretation.  But the allegorical approach was from the earliest time the principle mode used by Christian interpreters.

Origen, Clement of Alexandria allegory.

Like Philo, Origen sought an allegorical interpretation particularly when the literal meaning, for him, seemed unworthy of God.

Origen (184-253, the most influential Christian thinker in the 3rd century):  The “body” of the Scripture refers to its literal, grammatical sense.  The “soul” is the figurative, spiritual meaning intended by God for earnest seekers of divine wisdom.

He even allegorized the gospels, and taught that some OT passages were not written for any literal meaning, but only for the spiritual/allegorized meaning.

He also claimed that this is what Paul did!

He did all this to make the Bible work within a Platonic or neo-Platonic worldview.  Every object and event give us access to a deeper, inner, spiritual reality.

Origen saw three levels of interpretation:

Body Literal/historical  soul typological/figurative   spirit deeper, allegorical.

A specific example from Origen:
He proposed that Lot’s daughters did not have sex with their father, but that this had only an allegorical meaning.

However, from the earliest times the school at Antioch pushed historical/grammatical/contextual hermeneutics.  For example, Eustathius of Antioch and Diodorus of Tarsus, as well as Theodore of Mopsuestia and Theodoret of Cyrus rejected allegorical interpretation entirely.  They were more influenced by rhetorical than philosophical schools.

They were less open (but not closed) to typology in general, and saw a more limited range of messianic prophecies in the Psalms (accepting Ps 2, 7, 14,110 as messianic).

Looked at genre, context, author.  Denied that SoS is an allegory for Christ’s love.

C. Medieval Hermeneutics

Augustine, as always, is the connection between the church fathers and the Medieval.

Augustine, too, favored an allegorical approach, which meant that Western Medieval Christians did as well.

His world-view was influenced first by 1. Manicheeism and later by 

2. Neoplatonism. Manicheeism: Dualistic worldview. Physical things are evil.  Neoplatonism: The visible world is a manifestation of an unseen, higher world.  This affected his hermeneutics, similar to Origen.  It also affected his view of sacrament and ex opere operato.

3. He looked at God through love.  All interpretation of scripture and of the world is through a lens of love.  “So if it seems to you that you have understood the divine scriptures, or any part of them, in such a way that by this understanding you do not build up this twin love of God and neighbor, then you have not understood them.”

But, unlike Origen, Augustine did not so much ignore historical context, grammar, the literal sense, translation, etc..

Medieval “Hermeneutics”

Mimicked Augustine.

I would like to cover Thomas Aquinas and the switch to an Aristotlean worldview, but I do not have the time.  He moved slightly away from allegory and toward literal means of interpretation.  Refused to abandon the literal sense.  Also he always looked for other parallel passages to support a particular interpretation.  Taught that any allegoricalization of a text must agree with parallel literal meanings.

D. Hermeneutics of the Reformation

By 1500 the Renaissance began to influence biblical interpretation.

Scholars began to peel back the layers of Medieval interpretation, seeking the original meaning.

They began to read the Septuagint and Greek NT, trying to get a sense of the original Jewish meaning of words and idioms. Learn about ancient customs, idioms, words and phrases.   Hebrew lexicons were created.  Scholars began to study Syriac and Aramaic.

John Calvin.  A humanist.  Moved Western hermeneutics back toward the Antiochan school.  

He moved hermeneutics toward the historic/literal sense.  He viewed the Bible through covenant theology.  Under what covenant was this passage written.  Paid careful attention to grammar and sentence structure.  Studied directly from Hebrew and Greek, also looking at the quality of the available manuscripts.  Used the work of Erasmus with the Greek Textus Receptus.

With Calvin hermeneutics and exegesis are hard to separate.

Asked what was in the mind of the ancient author.

“The only business he [the commentator] has is to lay open the mind of the writer he has set out to explain. The more he deviates the reader away from it, the more he deviates from his own purpose, and is sure to wander out of bounds.”

His opposition to allegorical interpretation was that this was not in the mind of the writer.

(unlike those who came before him) he rejected the apocryphal books.

Polemical in his opposition to figurative interpretation.

Created the tradition of going through a passage word-by-word, phrase-by-phrase.  

“Scripture they [the allegorizers] say is fertile, and thus produce a variety of meanings.  I acknowledge that Scripture is a most rich and inexhaustible fountain of all wisdom; but I deny that its fertility consists in the various meanings with any man, at his pleasure, may assign.”

Sought the “natural and obvious meaning.”

Supported sola scriptura, and rejected all human authority.

This, in essence, is the hermeneutics of modernist Eurpean interpreters.  We can read Calvin in translation from Latin and not recognize that he is living in the sixteenth century.

Less appeal to reason than modernist interpreters.

Weakness—over-emphasis on covenant?  Over-reaction against typological interpretation?

17th century:  Descartes, Spinoza began to appeal to reason in their interpretation.  

Enlightenment:  Interpreters began to look to the Bible more as a source of morality than theology, anthropology, as these were less “reasonable.”  We start to see the emergence of liberal hermeneutics.

19th century:  Two trends emerge:  Liberal Protestant theology

Conservative/Evangelical (inc. Restoration)

E. Liberal Protestant hermeneutics can be represented by David Friederich Strauss and Friedrich Schliermacher.  But I will cover Schliermacher.

Schliermacher, the “Father of Modern Theology.  The Romantic Era

Raised as a pietist of the German school.  Influenced by the Moravians.

He decided that the Bible could not be defended in an Age of Reason by Reason alone in an era when Enlightenment thinkers increasingly attacked inerrancy and even inspiration.

Author-oriented hermeneutic. Look to the author and his socio-historical context over and above the text itself. Psychological approach. Put yourself into the mind and heart of the author to understand the basis of their experience.  (This is not modernist or Calvinist authorial intenet)

To Schleiermacher, the Bible was not a source of authoritative, propositional truth, but a record of true religious experience.  The Bible is not a source of absolute truth but of religious experience.

“True religion is a feeling, awareness or consciousness of God—a Gefulh—a feeling of absolute dependence of God.

He looked to the Bible as a record of humans experiencing this gefuhl.

The Bible is a source of encouragement to Christian communities toward the experience of God. “Truth”—even the truth of the Bible—is found in the communities which have these experiences

He was, like Barth, a fideist, who found truth in the experience of God.

Evidence of historical “error” not a problem.  Will not defend reliability of the Bible.

If asked to choose between science and the miraculous, he would downplay the miraculous.

Liberal theologians and interpreters after Schliermacher increasingly denied the miraculous and what they saw as irrational elements of Christianity.  They moved decisively away from all ideas of propositional truth, infallibility and inspiration—bringing us to the likes of the Jesus Seminar.

F. Conservative Enlightenment/Modernist Protestant Hermeneutics.

Alexander Campbell

Historical/critical method.

Command, Example, Necessary Demonstration.

Speak where the Bible speaks, be silent where the Bible is silent.

Tend to look at the Bible as an ancient document which we look at through the eyes of the world of the author.  The preacher’s job is to bridge this massive gap, explain what it meant to them, then make application to us.

Mark Love: “Stripmine the text for objective meaning.”

Baconian inductive analysis.

Seeking the facts of the Bible.

The original intention of the author is a “holy grail.”   Only one meaning to any given text.

Rules of Interpretation:  (a summary)

1. Every passage has one meaning.

2. The most obvious meaning is usually the correct one.

3. Always allow the author’s explanation to stand.

4. Always interpret a passage within the context of the passage, the book, and the situation.

5. An interpretation of a passage should conform to the environment of the author.

6. Rightly divide books by dispensation, covenant and setting.

7. Interpret every passage in the light of all others.

8. One passage will often explain another.

9.  Let plain passages interpret difficult ones.

10. All passages on a subject must be studied before a conclusion is drawn.

11.  Observe the proper balance of scriptural truth.

12. Passages should be interpreted in harmony with the idioms contained.

13. Rightly divide the language (grammar and figures of speech).

14. Learn to distinguish the figurative from the literal.

15. Know the meaning of sentences, phrases and words.

16.  Rightly divide books by type of literature (poetry, apocalyptic, historical, doctrinal…).

Suggested Text:  Gordon and Fee  How to Read the Bible For All Its Worth.

G. Barth and neo-orthodoxy: Christocentric approach.  “Jesus, the living Word of God, is the subject matter of the Bible, and if one is to understand the Bible, he must understand it because he has perceived the image of the Word of God about whom it speaks.”

Barth held to conservative exegetical techniques to approach the Scripture, but he was skeptical of such methods, as the exegete can dominate the text. held that we ought to be humble, as our hermeneutics are only accurate is so far that we understand the not-understandable trinitarian God.

In important ways he anticipated what I am calling Postmodern Hermeneutics

H. Hermeneutics in a Postmodern World

Conservative Postmodern Hermeneutics, which my Professor Mark Love calls Missional Hermeneutics does not deny the validity of this approach, but considers it inadequate. It will even incorporate certain elements of Schliermacher’s approach, but rejecting his rejection of inspiration.

I. Attention to narrative.

II. Attention to culture.

The Bible is not a source of propositional truths.  The Bible is first and foremost a narrative of the triune God’s interaction with human beings and salvation history.

Letting the Bible create its own space.   Let the text perform.  The text is trying to create a world, not reflecting a world.

We do not go way back, mine the meaning and then cross this huge gap.

The Bible is a living text which is always being reinterpreted in the light of culture. (and that is a good thing)

The Gospel is the announcement of an event.  The announcement of an eschatological event.  The coming of the kingdom.  

Sample quotes from Mark Love’s Missional Hermeneutics class:

The one unjustly killed has been raised from the dead.  No longer can scapegoat violence be the thing that brings peace.

The thread of witnesses runs through Acts.  They are not creating dogma, but pursuing the Spirit and witnessing to the risen Christ and what he is doing.  What is Christ doing = What the Holy Spirit is doing.     Resurrection ≥  Death.

Luke’s story of the kingdom is “inscribed” in the story of Israel.  They are one story.   How can Gentiles find a place in the story of Israel as Gentiles?    This is worked out in Acts.   We are restoring True Israel, as God intended from the beginning.

For Paul, the death and resurrection is not a formula, but the narrative he lives in.

We have no metaphors and theories.  Paul teaches about being in Christ through narrative.    Christ has created a realm in which we live in Him.

Paul does not have a dogmatic core.  His is theology in context.  But he has an underlying narrative story.  

Gospel is news.   It needs to remain news (not dogma).

1. Narrative

2. Metaphor

3. no theory.

This will be important as we start to talk about culture.  Narrative and theory interact differently with culture.   Theories foreclose on meaning.  They limit our options.   Metaphors and narrative are the opposite.  They expand, rather than focus.   You send a lover a poem, not a memo.  Theories do not make us cry.  Stories make us cry.   There is power is story.  Theory has little power.   Theories foreclose.  Narratives disclose.

There is nothing about the gospel that is not cultural.    Anything that has language is cultural.    The incarnation is God being expressed culturally.    The gospel is a cultural stream.   Gospel, though not reducible to a message, is identifiable by the way it expresses itself in the world.    

Paul theologizes/interprets based on the situation.  Romans: justification  Ephesians: reconciliation  Paul does contextual theology.  He has to have a well-funded theological imagination to do this.  It was contextual.  Every book of the Bible is occasional.  They are always doing God/Church/world.

Modernist/CoC The NT is a seed which produces an identical plant wherever it is planted.  Narrative ecclesiology pays attention to what is happening.

So, we need to pay attention to stories.  Look at the “plot” of the Bible.  The grand narrative of Scripture points to the mission of God.

Practical application:

How might postmodernist vs modernist hermeneutics make a difference?  In many ways:

1. On the woman’s role question.  John Mark Hicks argues for full egalitarianism primarily based on narrative.  The narrative about the kingdom of God is that we are already but not yet.  The not yet is that men and women will be fully egalitarianism in the eschaton.  Hicks uses a  partially culturally-based argument and a partially narrative based hermeneutic to conclude full egalitarianism. What he does NOT use is Christian dogma or historical/critical analysis (although he DOES DO THIS in his book)

Our ICOC teachers seem not to be willing to fully adopt this hermeneutic.  I agree.

2. On the question of atonement.  Based on narrative (and other reasoning), I have become convinced that the doctrine of penal substitutionary atonement is either faulty or, at the very least, far from the whole picture on the nature of atonement.

The cross/atonement is a demonstration of God’s love.

The cross/atonement is Christ’s victory over the powers of this world
9.  Church of Christ  Inductive/Analytical approach.  
a. Command, example, necessary demonstration.   
b. Speak where the Bible speaks, be silent where the Bible is silent.
Ex:  the thief on the cross an example of salvation without being baptized?

Legalism and fighting over insignificant issues.

10.  Kip McKean  Where the Bible speaks, we are silent, where the Bible is silent, we 

       speak.

Anything not specifically ruled out by the Bible is OK to do.

I say the Bible is rarely silent, as it gives commands and principles.

Assignments:

1.  Pray about the hindrances to good Bible interpretation.  Make it personal.

2.  For the book of Galatians;

a. Read it.

b. Find a theme verse.

c. Discover an overall theme for the book.

d. Create an outline for the book.

e. Use a Bible dictionary or commentary or other resource to determine the historical and cultural context of the writing of the book.

3.  Come up with a single scripture, a section of a book or an entire (small) book you want to analyze using the principles of hermeneutics.  You will be submitting a paper later.

Rules of Interpretation:  (a summary)

1. Every passage has one meaning.

2. The most obvious meaning is usually the correct one.

3. Always allow the author’s explanation to stand.

4. Always interpret a passage within the context of the passage, the book, and the

    situation.

5. An interpretation of a passage should conform to the environment of the author.

6. Rightly divide books by dispensation, covenant and setting.

7. Interpret every passage in the light of all others.

8. One passage will often explain another.

9.  Let plain passages interpret difficult ones.

10. All passages on a subject must be studied before a conclusion is drawn.

11.  Observe the proper balance of scriptural truth.

12. Passages should be interpreted in harmony with the idioms contained.

13. Rightly divide the language (grammar and figures of speech).

14. Learn to distinguish the figurative from the literal.

15. Know the meaning of sentences, phrases and words.

16.  Rightly divide books by type of literature (poetry, apocalyptic, historical, doctrinal, 

       etc.).

1. Every passage has one meaning.

The Bible is not a riddle, with hidden meanings.  God intended to be clear, not obscure/obtuse.

Our job is to find that meaning (exegesis).
We should find that meaning before we make the application (hermeneutics, homiletics)

What is the meaning of Ps 16:8-10?   Go to Acts 2:25-27.   He is talking about the Messiah/David.
Song of Songs:  He is talking about romantic love.  Can we use this as a metaphor for our relationship with God?  Perhaps, but do that VERY carefully.
There is one meaning, but there may be more than one application.  Ex:  do not be yoked with unbelievers.     We must know the meaning (aka authorial intent) before we make the application.

Q:  What is the meaning of 2 Cor 6:14?

Ex:  the meaning of Revelation is that it applied to the persecution of the disciples under Rome.   But, we can apply it to our situation.   However, we should know the meaning first.

2. The most obvious meaning is usually the correct one.

William of Ockham.  That which is explained by fewer assumptions is explained in vain by more.
Ex.  John 3:3-8      What does It mean, “born of water and the spirit?”

In the New Testament,  water generally refers to baptism and spirit refers to the Holy Spirit.  

(Use the most common meaning of the word unless the context demands otherwise)

Ex Acts 2:38

Another interpretation:     Born of water = physical birth  
while Born of Spirit = filled with the Holy Spirit.

Q:  Where in the Bible or Hebrew or Greek writings does Born of water = physical birth.

Besides, the context of the passage says it does not have to do with physical birth.

Ex   Eph 4:5,6     What is the “one baptism”?  What is the normal and common meaning of baptism in the NT?      

3. Always allow the author’s explanation to stand.

Ex:  1 John 3:6   No one in Christ continues to sin (HCS: does not sin).  What does that mean?      1 John 1:8,9       (then go to Heb 6, Heb 10, etc.)
An obvious example:    Parable of the sower   Luke 8:4  Is the seed the Holy Spirit?   No!
Daniel 11:  vs. 2-4 The kings of the North and the South are Greek kings.
Daniel 7:23    The four beasts are four empires. The ten horns are kings of the fourth.
Esp.  Dan 8:19-22 tells us what the ram and the goat represent    So much for the fourth beast being the RC church or something…

Jn 2:19-21   What is Jesus talking about?   His own body.
Psalm 82:5-8   What does “gods” mean?   Read the second half of v. 6.  They are [the rulers of] the children of Abraham.

(other examples:  2 Tim 3:17    that the man of God may be perfect (mature) (teleon),  thoroughly equipped for…    thoroughly equipped explains perfect

Look for the explanation in the

1. immediate context

2. that “chapter”

3. that book

4. that author

5. the whole Bible.

Most false/bad interpretations of phrases and passages by denominations (and us!) the answer is right there!!!

2 Tim 2:13    if we are faithless..     explained by   he cannot disown himself   faithless = disown God.

4. Always interpret a passage within the context of the immediate passage, the book, the situation, and etc.
Context, context, context…..

It shall greatly help thee to understand Scripture,
If thou mark not only what is spoken or written,
But of whom,
And to whom,
With what words,
At what time,
Where,
With what circumstances,
Considering what goeth before
And what followeth.
Ex.   Jn 9:31      Is it even true?      (even Jn 9:3… does that mean he did not sin?)

Matthew 18:20   What is this about?  What is the context? (dealing with a sin)
A classic case:   Rev 3:20     Q:  What is the context?  How does that influence the interpretation?

Matt 12:30     vs      Mark 9:40   seem to contradict, but look at the context.
Let us do a tough one:   1 Cor 11:2f   Is this about worship services?  (note the bogus section heading in the NIV)   Find a key word.  (key word: authority, head)   
Ch 14 is about public worship     1 Cor 14:33-35     Q:  what is the key word here?
Q:  others?

5. An interpretation of a passage should conform to the environment of the author, the speaker, the audience, etc.. (context, cont.)
a. 1 Tim 2:8-15  v. 8 holding up hands in prayer. The Jews did that.  What might we say instead?

Is the actual posture the point of the command?

(also:  greet one another with a holy kiss…  a modern equivalent?)

not with braided hair or gold or pearls… (also 1 Pet 3:3)   That is what the prostitutes wore in the Greek world.     a modern equivalent?
Vs.  11  What is the context?   Is he talking about worship?    Does the environment of Greek culture affect our interpretation?

(by the way, in 1 Tim 3:11 he mentions deaconesses….  In the same way, female servants (deaconesses?) Women in significant roles in the church.)
b. Ex:  elders qualification list in 1 Tim (Ephesus, well established church with elders already with trouble ahead    able to teach    not a recent convert)   vs list in Titus  (Crete, first elders…)   ?    Any differences?    Inference: The required qualities will depend on the situation.
[Q:  Does it matter if something was said by Jesus or by an apostle? (1 Cor 7:12 a command)  op Is there such a thing as an inspired opinion?  Yes (in my opinion) 1 Cor 7:25 an opinion]
c. Mark 10:23   how hard it is for a rich man…   What did the Jews assume?   
d. Another example  1 Cor 8:4  food sacrificed to idols.    Idolatry in Roman world the context.
e. Who is speaking?   Ex:  Job 1:8  Job is “a perfect and an upright man”  Job 22:5  “Is not your wickedness great? (Eliphaz)

Ex:  In a famous trial, the defending attorney quoted “All a man has will he give for his life.”   The prosecutor noted that this was a quote in Job 2:4 by Satan.  

6. Rightly divide books by dispensation, covenant and setting.

Dispensations:

Patriarchal:   God speaking to his people through heads of families   Adam to Moses.  Don’t expect Jacob to observe the Sabbath or to make sacrifices.
Mosaic:   The first covenant (Coll 2:13-17)   Moses to Jesus

Q:  Are we required to follow the Ten Commandments?

So why read the OT?   (1 Cor 10:11)

The second covenant   Jesus comes until Jesus returns.
Q:  What about the thief on the cross?  Does he prove that one can be saved without being baptized?   What covenant was he under?
Be careful when you read the words of Jesus that he considered himself to be under the First Covenant.       He declared all foods clean (Mark 7) but he did not eat all foods! 

Ex:  do not take his attitude toward the Sabbath as indication of what we should do.

Ex:  he applied the Ten Commandments to the Rich Young Ruler.

We are not subject to these laws.  (Coll 2:16-23)

Ex:  Acts 15:24-29.  Jerusalem Council.  An in-between case, as they were taking into account a group who were still observing the Law.

Ex.  Romans 9:   v. 13   Jacob I loved, Esau I hated….    v. 14  I will have mercy on whom I will have mercy.  v. I raised you (pharaoh) for this purpose.  v. 20-21 who are you, O man, to talk back to God.
Sounds like harsh predestination, but look at the context:   Paul is telling the Jews, who are you to be angry at God for providing a way for the Gentiles.

Be aware of the concept of progressive revelation.

(slavery, teaching on marriage and divorce, etc.)

7. Interpret every passage in the light of all others.

  Acts 2:21 (OT  Quote)  Rom 10:9  2 Tim 2:19  confess = must turn away.
8. One passage will often explain another.

1 Thess 4:15-17   Is there room for a rapture here?    2 Pet 3:11-13    

Q to ask:  in what sense are they both true?  In explaining a seeming contradiction we find a deeper truth.
Homework:  harmonize Prov 13:25 (the wicked go hungry) with Psalm 73:1-5 (the wicked always have all they want)
[Harmonize Prov 26:4  and Prov 26:5]
Harmonize Ex 20:5-6    with Ezek 18:20

9.  Let plain passages interpret difficult ones.

Ex:  1 Cor 15:29      Q:  What does it not mean?  What does it NOT mean?  Hebrews 9:27 die once and after that, face judgment.
Romans 8:28-30    Does this justify a strict predestination?  See Hebrews 6:4-6, 10:19-32

Ezekiel 18:25-29  Rev 20:12-14

10. All passages on a subject must be studied before a conclusion is drawn.

Ex:    Jn 14:14       James 4:2,3     5:13-16      1 John 5:14,15 (on prayer)
Ex Why did Jesus come?    Luke 19:10  Mark 10:45 to serve  John 12:27, John 10:10, 1 Tim 1:15 to die for us, to give life,to save sinners  Luke 4:43, Mark 1:38 to preach the good news  Luke 5:32 to call sinners to repentance  Jn 18:37  to testify to the truth  Jn 6:38 to do God’s will  Luke 12:49, Jn 9:39 to bring a fire on the earth, for judgment. 
Passages on salvation:   John 3:16 only    

11.  Observe the proper balance of scriptural truth.

Eph 2:8-10   saved by grace, apart from works     vs     James 2:24    Q:  Which should be interpreted in the light of which?  Which is more fundamental?
Phil 2:12 and 2 Cor 13:5   vs   1 Jn 5:13 Romans 8:37 and Hebrews 10:19

      (works of salvation)                   (confidence in salvation)

Do not pit one passage against another, but study out the whole subject carefully.
Ex:  Q: Is predestination taught in the Bible?  Is “free will” taught in the Bible?

Romans 9:19-21  predestination!!!  The potter does what he likes.
Ex: Judas  Did God predestine him to destruction?  He did foreknow his betrayal.

And what about Romans 8:29?  (Those God foreknew he also predestined…)
True, but also consider  Deut 30:19,20 Now choose life  Joshua 24:15 …choose for yourselves whom you will serve…    Luke 9:24 etc. Jesus called people to make a decision.  John 7:17  If anyone chooses to do God’s will…

Where is the balance of teaching?   God predestines certain things in order for his greater will to be done, but he does not take away ultimate choice.

12. Passages should be interpreted in harmony with the idioms contained.

Like a camel through the eye of a needle.  Mark 10:25
Luke 22:31    Satan wants to sift you like wheat
(Could 1 Cor 11:13  “with her head uncovered” be an idiom?)

Many Jewish idioms, of course, have entered English usage.
The Bible is not and idiom-free zone.
Gird your loins 1 Pet 1:13.  Do not cast your pearls before swine, 

Q:  English idioms?    Raining cats and dogs,  It’s neither here nor there,   
13. Rightly divide the language (grammar and figures of speech).

Anthropomorphisms  The hand of God reached down. God.s eye, God’s arm etc.
Ex:  Ps 44:3

Personification:  Giving consciousness/personhood to an inanimate object.  Psalm 114:3   The sea saw it and fled.

Hyperbole:  Purposeful exaggeration  Psalms 51:5 sinful at birth
Matthew 9:47  pluck it out  Psalms 22:6  I am a worm, not a man
Irony, sarcasm.  Galatians 5:12  

Simile  Use of like or as for two things which are not the same which are similar or analogous.

Matthew 3:16  The Spirit descended on Jesus like a dove.

Isaiah 53:6.  We all, like sheep, have gone astray.

Metaphor.  Two things said to be the same because of some conceptual similarity

Jesus;  take, eat, this is my body. (Matt 26:26)  Luke 13:32  Go tell that fox.

Allegory.  An extended metaphor.  Writer does not identify the exact meaning of all the parts, so reader must fill in the details.   Eph 6:11-17  Put on the full armor of God.

Metonymy:  Substitute one word for another, because they are related. 1 Cor 11:25 the cup = the wine in the cup.   “Moses was being read in the synagogue” means the books of Moses, etc.
Synecdoche   a part stands for the whole   ex: bread = all food Deut 8:3  Man does not live on bread alone…

Grammar:
1 Cor 11:27  KJV unworthily  NIV in an unworthy manner.  Greek an adverb  Adverbs modify a verb.    It modifes eats not anyone.    Some who do not feel good about their relationship with God do not take LS.  That makes no sense.
Matthew 16:18  Peter = petros = little stone    rock = petra = bedrock   He is contrasting not comparing Peter to the Church.  He is the gate-opener, but not the foundation!!!

Consider tense, singular vs. plural, adjective vs adverb, etc….

14.  Distinguish the figurative from the literal.
Many err by over-literalizing the scripture.  (day in Genesis 1, for example)

When in doubt, or unless the context demands it, assume the passage is literal.

How do we know if a passage is figurative?

a. An implied impossibility or absurdity.  Luke 9:60  Let the dead bury their dead.  The 
    first dead is figurative.      (the word dead, death is often tricky.  Ex Rom 5)
Jacob I loved, Esau I hated. Mal 1:2-3 hated = opposed, judged, not supported, Rom 9:13.     Luke 14:26  If anyone would come after me, he must hate his….

b. When it requires a contradiction or an inconsistency.  John 11:25,26 (will live, even 

     though he dies.  If literal, he is contradicting himself.)
c.  When it requires an obviously immoral conclusion.  Matthew 18:9 (gouge out your 

      eye)
d.  When the context clearly implies it, or when the author says so.  Jn 2:18-20

      (he was speaking about his body).

e.  Let common sense apply.  John 4:10-15  “streams of living water…”

f.  All this, of course, changes for apocalyptic literature (see below)

Rules for interpreting the figurative:

1. We should interpret the figurative as the audience would have interpreted it.

Ex:  Parable of the sower should be interpreted as a farmer in Judea in AD 30 would have.

Ex:  The Lord is my Shepherd should be interpreted in terms of how shepherds behaved in 1000 BC

Ex:  The parable of the wedding banquet or of the foolish virgins should be interpreted in light of wedding traditions in AD 30.

2. Do not over-interpret the figurative.   Do not go to the point of allegorizing.  Do not interpret every single detail.    Ex parable of the marriage feast, interpreting the fact that he chose buying a field to imply something about how we should use our farm property.

15. Know the meaning of sentences, phrases and words.

We need to understand the original meaning of the word to the author.

a. Webster’s definition  (all this does is give us a hint why the translator might have chosen 

                                           this particular word.  We should be cautious using Webster’s)
b. Greek or Hebrew definition

c. Biblical definition:  normal Bible usage of the word.  The work of scholars is very helpful here.
Ex:  church

Webster:  a building?  A religious organization?

Greek:  the called out.  A political gathering

Bible:  those called out by God to meet together.

Ex #2   flesh  Romans 8:5,9,13  Those who live according to the flesh  (NIV sinful nature)

English: the actual meat on a body

Greek:  body  sarx
Bible:   human nature, sinful man, sinful nature, earthly, worldly, human effort,
A different sense (but same word)  John 6;52-58  “whoever eats my flesh and drinks my blood…    = takes part in my nature, has an intimate relationship with me
Etymology:  the history, root meaning of words.  Caution:  etymology does not determine the meaning of a word.

I came that you  may have life = quality of life

Know the range of usage of a word and recognize how it is used.

Ex:   bread.       Matt 6:11  Give us this day our daily bread    bread = food

Acts 2:42   Breaking of bread  = Lord’s Supper

Acts 2:46  broke bread from house to house  = shared meals together.

Another example of context determining the meaning of a word.  Romans 14:23  Everything that does not come from faith is sin.  Does this mean not having faith is a sin? Faith, in this context, means with a clear conscience that it is within God’s will.
Ex:  Spirit    (pneuma, breath)           A man’s spirit    John 4:23,24   worship in spirit
The Holy Spirit.   Eph 1:13    the promised Holy Spirit
In interpreting passages, look for key words.  Ex 1 Cor 11:2-16  head (v. 3) and authority (v. 10) are key words.

Greek:  kephale    top, point of origin, in the primary place, capstone.

Also, look at v. 5 praying and prophesying.  What do these refer to?

English:  predict the future

Greek:  to speak forth

Normal biblical meaning:   inspired teaching

Praying:

Normal biblical meaning:  talk to God.

Special meaning (in context because of the connection to prophesying) may be a reference to praying in tongues  (1 Cor 14:14,15)

Ex:  find a key word in Romans 8:5-11   I say it is the word controlled.  
Or 2 Cor 8:13-15  It is equality.  Implication?
16.  Rightly divide books by type of literature (poetry, apocalyptic, historical, doctrinal, 

       etc.).

a.  Poetry.  How should we read poetry such as S O S, Psalms?

    Look for the feeling, the emotion.  You will find a lot of  hyperbole, anthropomorphism, metaphor, etc.  In general, do not read Psalms for doctrine.

Ps 51:4  Against you only, have I sinned.  Does this mean we cannot sin against a brother?

Imagine Ps 51:5 as a doctrine!

What if Paul had said Psalm 58:3?  (even from birth the wicked go astray)
b. Proverb.  A source of principle, not doctrine.  (We have made this mistake often)

Prov  13:24  He who spares the rod.  Is this a commandment to use a rod?  In fact, could it be a Hebrew idiom?
Prov 22:6   Do not make this a doctrine.  Much pain has been caused by false interpretation here.   (he will not depart from it)
c. Historical.  Generally strictly literal, but not particularly doctrinal (foreshadows, prefigures etc….) learn principles for how God works with his people (1 Cor 10:6), but do not over interpret. 

d. Doctrinal.  Romans, Galatians, (OT Leviticus, Numbers).  The gospels (and to a lesser extent Acts) is a mixture.  Careful!  Let the context decide.  

Ex Acts 6:3   Brothers, choose seven men.   Seven is not symbolic.  Neither is it a doctrine.  It just so happens they chose seven.  Historical
But Acts 5:29-32.  We must obey God rather than men.  Which is it?  Doctrinal implications!

e. Apocalyptic.  With apocalyptic language, assume figurative, unless the context demands it.  This is the exact opposite of normal language, where you assume literal unless the context demands figurative.

Parts of Ezekiel, Daniel, Joel, Zechariah, Revelation, etc. 

Ex Acts 2:17-21 is apocalyptic.  Joel 2:1  The day of the Lord….   Almost always evidence that you are seeing apocalyptic language.  (read some of this)

Ex Matt 24:29 f   evidence this is a “Day of the Lord.”

Ex Rev 20:4f   The “thousand years” almost certainly is symbolic.  Most of Rev is apocalyptic.  Assume it is symbolic unless context demands otherwise.

f.  Special rules for interpreting Types, Prefigures and Foreshadows:

1.  If a NT writer says a particular passage in the Old Testament is a foreshadow/prophecy/prefigure/type, then it is.
Ex.:  Matt 12:39-42  Just as Jonah
Ex.  Jn 3:14-15   Just as the snake was lifted up.

Ex. Gal 4:21-30 esp. v. 24  These things can be taken figuratively
2. If an Old Testament passage works as a foreshadow/prophecy/prefigure/type both in the general sense and in the specifics, then it is probably legitimate.
Ex.  Genesis 22:1-14  which Heb 11:18 tells us is a prefigure.

Ex Numb 21:4-9  sin, death and salvation

Ex. The Tabernacle  and all the details.
3.  If one already knows that a general event in the Old Testament is a foreshadow/prophecy/prefigure/type, then it is safer to assume that the details are foreshadows as well.

Ex Jonah we know (Jesus), therefore the gambling, repentance to Gentiles and many more are also prefigures.  Otherwise they might be a stretch.

1 Cor 5:7  Christ is our Passover Lamb.  Therefore all details of the Passover
Let us consider specific applications of these rules to the interpretation of types, foreshadows and prophecies in the Old Testament.  Perhaps one could question whether it is mere coincidence or a historical foreshadow that Jonah was in the belly of the fish for three days, which happens to be the amount of time that Jesus was in the tomb.  When Jesus said in Matthew 12:39-42, “For as Jonah was three days and three nights in the belly of a huge fish, so the Son of Man will be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth.” it settles the issue.  Similarly, perhaps one could debate the parallel between Moses holding up the snake in the desert to save people from physical death and Jesus being lifted up on the Cross to save people from spiritual death.  The question seems to be settled by Jesus’ statement in John 3:14,15; “Just as Moses lifted up the snake in the desert, so the Son of Man must be lifted up, that everyone who believes in him may have eternal life.”  As a third example, we can be sure that the thrusting of the spear into Jesus’ side is a fulfillment of Zechariah 12:10 because John said that it is (John 19:37).   Many other examples of this principle could be given.  It is a chief criterion used in the putting together of this book.

The explanation of rule number two requires a bit more careful thought.  It is best explained by use of an example.  When the snake was lifted up in the desert by Moses, it was a foreshadow of the saving effect of the crucifixion of Jesus.  We already know this to be true because of application of rule number one.  Nevertheless, let us apply rule number two to this passage.  The two (lifting up of the snake on the pole and of Jesus on the cross) agree in the specifics, in that both involve someone or something being lifted up.  They also agree in the general sense, because both involve a person being saved from death by looking at the object.  Both are about salvation.

As a counter example, consider the (questionable) application in 1 Clement 12:7.  Here Clement attempts to draw a prefigure from the red rope Rahab tied to her window to the blood of Jesus.  Both the blood of Jesus and the scarlet rope saved someone from death, so the general sense of the two agree, but the parallel between the specifics is specious.  It is true that the rope was red, and that Jesus’ blood was red, but the parallel between the specifics of blood flowing out and a rope being tied to a window is questionable.  One could argue that Joshua 2:17-20 is a foreshadow of the blood of Jesus, but it is debatable at best.  The same could be said for Origen’s application of the calling of Samuel by the witch of Endor as a foreshadow of the resurrection of Jesus.  In the general sense, both involve someone appearing on the earth after death, but in the specifics, the parallel does not work at all.  A careful student of the Bible will avoid such over-interpretation.

Returning to some positive examples, one could mention such prophecies as Psalms 22 or Isaiah 9.  In Psalms 22, the details (piercing of hands and feet, gambling and dividing) match with the death of Jesus, but also the general context does as well.  Both involve suffering and being forsaken by God.  In Isaiah 9:1-7, both the historical details (a child being born, the land of Zebulun and Naphtali) and the general idea (prince of peace, being over the kingdom) agree.  

Another example is found in seeing the Tabernacle as a foreshadow of the ministry of Jesus.  The details agree (altar of sacrifice = sacrifice of Jesus, water in the laver = baptism, bread on the right = Jesus, the Bread of Life, lampstand on the left = The Holy Spirit, etc.), but the general idea is parallel also.  Both the Tabernacle and the work of Jesus and of the Holy Spirit are about how to have a relationship with God.

Let us consider the third rule.  We know that the life of Jonah can serve as a prefigure of Jesus because of rule number one.  We are therefore safer in looking at other details in the life of Jonah for parallels in the life of Christ, even if they are not specifically mentioned by Jesus (gambling, announcing repentance to the Gentiles, being from Galilee, etc.)  We know for sure that Passover is a foreshadow of the death of Jesus by rule number one.  In 1 Corinthians 5:7, Paul says, “For Christ, our Passover Lamb, has been sacrificed.” This being true, one is safer in looking for other parallels between the Passover and the work of Jesus.  If one can establish that not only the festival of Passover, but also the festival Yom Kippur is a foreshadow of salvation in the New Testament, then one is fairly safe in looking for type/antitype relationships between all seven Mosaic festivals and their New Testament counterparts.  As a third example of rule number three, we know from Hebrews 3:16-4:2 that entering the Promised Land is a foreshadow of entering the eternal rest of heaven with God.  We are therefore more likely justified in looking for other foreshadows in the events of the Exodus, the wandering in the wilderness and the entrance of Israel into Canaan.

Predictive prophecy:  Might it have a double fulfillment?

Summary.

To interpret the scriptures properly, we must use a balance of common sense and careful analysis.  We must be aware of the context; historical, dispensational, grammatical, type of literature, author, book, immediate passage and so forth.  We must be careful to observe the rules of language and the proper definitions of words.  We must not be lazy of our time or intellectual effort.  The eternal destiny of people is at stake.  Let us be diligent.  Let us have the attitude of David.

Psalm 119:97  Oh, how I love your law!  I meditate on it all day long….

(also Ps 119:72,89,105, 136, 139, 160,…)
Assignments:

1.  Pray about the hindrances to good Bible interpretation.  Make it personal.

2.  For the book of Galatians;
f. Read it.

g. Find a theme verse.

h. Discover an overall theme for the book.

i. Create an outline for the book.

j. Use a Bible dictionary or commentary or other resource to determine the historical and cultural context of the writing of the book.

3.  Come up with a single scripture, a section of a book or an entire (small) book you want to analyze using the principles of hermeneutics.  You will be submitting a paper.

Translations:

1. Word-for-word.

2.  Phrase-for-phrase.

3.  Paraphrase.
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Translation Comparison Charts

	NASB
New American Standard Bible (1971; update 1995)

AMP
Amplified Bible (1965)

ESV
English Standard Version (2001)

RSV
Revised Standard Version (1952)

KJV
King James Version (1611; significantly revised 1769)

NKJV
New King James Version (1982)

HCSB
Holman Christian Standard Version (2004)

NRSV
New Revised Standard Version (1989)

NAB
New American Bible (Catholic, 1970, 1986 (NT), 1991 (Psalms)

NJB
New Jerusalem Bible (Catholic, 1986; revision of 1966 Jerusalem Bible)
	NIV
New International Version (1984)

TNIV
Today’s New International Version (NT 2001, OT 2005)

NCV
New Century Version

NLT1
New Living Translation (1st ed. 1996; 2nd ed. 2004)

NIrV
New International reader’s Version

GNT
Good News Translation (also Good News Bible)

CEV
Contemporary English Version

Living
Living Bible (1950). Paraphrase by Ken Taylor. Liberal treatment of ‘blood.’

Message
The Message by Eugene Peterson (1991-2000s)


Translation Comparison Chart from Zondervan 

	Version
	Reading Level
	Readability
	Number of Translators
	Translation Philosophy
	

	NASB New American Standard Bible (1995)
	11.00
	Formal style in modern English  but more readable than the King James Version.
	54
	Word-for-word
	

	AMP Amplified
	NA
	Expanded and "amplified" by means of a system of brackets and parentheses, which sometimes make for fragmented reading
	Frances E. Siewert, plus 12 others
	Word-for-word plus additional amplification of word meanings.
	

	ESV English Standard Version
	8.0
	Literal style, but more readable than the King James Version
	100+
	Word-for-word
	

	KJV King James Version
	12.00
	Difficult to read due to 17th-century English vocabulary and word order
	54
	Word-for-word
	

	NKJV New King James Version
	9.0
	Easier word usage, but somewhat choppy because it maintains 17th century sentence structure
	119
	Authors used the origial KJV as a benchmark, while working to produce an accurate and modern word-for-word translation
	

	HCSB Holman Christian Standard Bible
	N/A
	A highly readable, accurate translation written in modern English
	90
	Balance between word-for-word and thought-for-thought
	

	NRSV New Revised Standard Version
	10.40
	Contemporary, dignified with generic language in reference to humans
	30
	Attempts a balance between word-for-word and thought-for-thought
	

	NAB New American Bible (Roman Catholic)
	6.60
	A clear and straightforward translation that reads smoothly. Written in basic American English.
	55
	Word-for-word
	

	NJB New Jerusalem Bible (Roman Catholic)
	7.4
	A highly readable, accurate translation written in modern English
	36
	Balance between word translation and meaning
	

	NIV NNew International Version
	7.80
	an accurate and smooth-reading version in modern English
	115
	Attempts to balance between word-for-word and thought-for-thought
	

	TNIV Today's New International Version
	N/A
	same as NIV
	115
	Balance between word-for-word and thought-for-thought. Deliberate attempt to be gender neutral
	

	NLT New Living Translation
	6.3
	A readable translation; uses vocabulary and language structures commonly used by the average person
	90
	Translators were involved in bringing the classic Living Bible from its status as a paraphrase to a thought-for-thought translation of Scripture.
	

	CEV Contemporary English Version
	5.40
	Clear, simple English that a child can understand, but with a mature style that adults can appreciate
	100+
	Thought-for-thought
	

	NIrV New International Reader's Version
	2.90
	easy to read and understand; uses simple, short words and sentence
	11
	Balance between word translation and meaning, with an emphasis on meaning where necessary for simplification
	

	GNT Good News Translation, formerly Today's English Version (TEV) and Good News Bible (GNB)
	6.0
	Very simple, readable version without jargon. Uses a limited vocabulary.
	R. Bratcher (NT); Bratcher plus six others (OT)
	Thought-for-thought
	

	The Message
	4.8
	An easy-to-read, modern-language paraphrase
	Eugene H. Peterson
	Thought-for-thought. Converts the original languages into the tone and the rhythms of modern-day American speech while retaining the idioms and meaning of the original languages.
	


Other considerations:

a. Read the introduction to the translation.

b. How many translators?

c. What denominations were represented?

Examples we probably will not use:  New World Translation,  Alexander Campbell’s translation.

A general analysis of the different styles of translation.

1.  Which is the best translation to use?  The answer will depend on what is

     the goal.

a. To do a deep and detailed study in order to do Bible teaching or to deepen our own personal knowledge of the scripture.

b. Reading the scripture to allow an entire section have an impact.

c. Reading scripture in public (what public?)

d. Studying out, defending and explaining a doctrine.

e. Reading for inspiration and to give us faith.

f. Doing a word study, Doing a topical study, etc….

2.     No style is right or wrong.     Sometimes word-for-word gives a better and more accurate sense.  Sometimes phrase-for-phrase.  Generally, thought-for thought not as good for deep, detailed study, but if we are simply reading to be encouraged and inspired, it might be better.  It can shed light on an obscure meaning in some cases.

On balance, having access to all three can be complimentary.

3.  If you really want to be maximally careful, in order to study out a passage or teach a class or etc.    You can always use a Greek interlinear, as well as a Greek lexicon and a comprehensive concordance.

None of these is the best kind of translation.

Should we use the NIV exclusively?    NO!!!!!!

I have heard the argument:  If we all use the NIV it will  make it better to listen to sermons and to memorize verses.

Hmmmm…….    Maybe if we were all baby Christians, that might make sense.

�  Lovelace, Vanessa (2018-09-11). "Womanist Midrash: A Reintroduction to the Women of the Torah and the Throne, written by Wilda C. Gafney". Horizons in Biblical Theology. 40 (2): 212–215.


� Leonhard Goppelt, Typos (Grand Rapids, Michigah: Eerdmans, 1982), p. 16.


� Philo, De Abrahamo, 119.


� Philo, On the Life of Joseph, 28


� From the preface to Calvin’s commentary on Romans.





