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			Introduction:
The Birth of a Translation

			This book seeks to explain why various Bible translations differ. For example, the first verse of the first psalm differs considerably in  these translations:

			ESV: Blessed is the man who walks not in the counsel of the wicked, nor stands in the way of sinners, nor sits in the seat of scoffers . . .

			HCSB: How happy is the man who does not follow the advice of the wicked or take the path of sinners or join a group of mockers!

			NIV: Blessed is the one who does not walk in step with the wicked or stand in the way that sinners take or sit in the company of mockers . . .

			NLT: Oh, the joys of those who do not follow the advice of the wicked, or stand around with sinners, or join in with mockers.

			TEV: Happy are those who reject the advice of evil people, who do not follow the example of sinners or join those who have no use for God.

			MSG: How well God must like you—you don’t hang out at Sin Saloon, you don’t slink along Dead-End Road, you don’t go to Smart-Mouth College.

			These modern versions of the Bible differ in translation philosophy. We will be discussing what that means and how translations do their work. Our focus will be the Holman Christian Standard Bible (HCSB), which was launched in 2004 and was updated in 2009. 

			Human finiteness requires that we each must live within the boundaries of our own time and space. We are each endowed with certain abilities and weaknesses, a certain personality, and certain experiences (both pleasant and unpleasant). These things and more make us who we are, but they also limit us somewhat in communicating and relating to people different from us. And the more someone else differs from us culturally, the more challenging communication becomes, even if we are speaking the “same” language. I put same in quotes because speakers of one language each use that language in a slightly different way from someone else. Even my 20-year-old son, who is an accounting major, uses words I don’t use, and sometimes words I don’t understand, or at least I don’t understand how he’s using them. The reverse, of course, is also true. He also understands jokes and stories I don’t understand, and vice versa. We are each limited by how far we can see—our own horizon, that is, the breadth of our knowledge and experience.

			The subtitle of this book, Navigating the Horizons in Bible Translation, alludes to the work written by Anthony Thiselton more than 30 years ago, The Two Horizons: New Testament Hermeneutics and Philosophical Description.1 Thiselton, in turn, took his title from a concept in the work of Hans-Georg Gadamer, Truth and Method. Thiselton points out that we and the biblical texts and authors occupy two horizons. Moses, Elijah, David, Jeremiah, and each of the apostles were limited by their own horizons. And we can understand what they wrote and said only to the extent that we understand their world and culture—the world of the text—in addition to their language. We might also think of John R. W. Stott’s 1982 book, Between Two Worlds: The Art of Preaching in the Twentieth Century.2 While clearly having a different purpose (and displaying a considerably different level of philosophical sophistication), Stott also dealt with the problem of “bridging” the cultural chasm between the biblical and modern worlds. Bible scholars are those who have acquired the skill and zeal to navigate their way into the world of the biblical writers, understand their writings, and then navigate their way back again with the treasure of their written communication. Then they must seek to build a bridge between the two horizons so that they may teach the biblical message to people of our age. In the case of translators, they must write down the biblical message in all of its exquisite beauty and complexity, in a way that people of our time and culture may understand and respond to it. It is no easy task, and scholars differ somewhat about how best this should be done. Bible translation is partly science and partly art. This book is an attempt to explain some of the perspectives, goals, and methods of the translators of the HCSB, that is, how we “navigated” the horizons.

			The Birth of a Translation

			We will begin with a brief description of how the HCSB came to be. Accompanying my boss, David R. Shepherd, publisher at Broadman & Holman, to a meeting in the home of Bible scholar and translator Dr. Art Farstad in Dallas, Texas, in 1997, I was thrilled to find my ex-pastor (Bethel Independent Presbyterian Church, Houston, Texas) and later New Testament professor (Dallas Theological Seminary), Dr. Edwin A. Blum. The occasion for David and me to be in Dallas was the annual meeting of the Southern Baptist Convention. David had been working for months to put together a team to lead the new Bible translation for Broadman & Holman (now B&H Publishing Group), a division of The Sunday School Board of the Southern Baptist Convention (now LifeWay Christian Resources of the Southern Baptist Convention), under the leadership of president James Draper. Dr. Draper had long been seeking to acquire or produce a Bible translation that could be used in publications by the Sunday School Board and by Broadman & Holman. 

			The very popular New International Version (NIV) was currently being used in Sunday School curricula and was being published by Broadman & Holman in its popular UltraThin editions. However, objections had been increasing to the use of the NIV because of its less literal translation philosophy, which was felt by some to be less than ideal as a Bible study translation. Broadman & Holman favored having our own translation in order to make the publication of Bibles simpler and more practical. An additional benefit later emerged—we could ensure that the translation we published fit our own criteria regarding translation philosophy and features. 

			Several alternative paths had been explored. Attempts were made to acquire the New American Standard Bible (NASB), which had been published in 1971 and updated in 1995, and also to join the translation project of the International Standard Version (ISV)under the direction of some of the former translators of the NASB. Dr. Gene Mims, a vice-president of the Sunday School Board, was a fan of the NASB because it tended to be more literal than the NIV. 

			Neither of these paths was successful, however, so finally Dr. Draper directed B&H, headed by Ken Stephens, to begin considering the feasibility of directing a new translation project, and Ken entrusted David Shepherd with its executive leadership. David began putting together his planning team, which included Dr. Trent C. Butler, Bible and Reference book editor, Dr. Stephen Carlson, and me—at that time general editor of the New American Commentary series. While David’s marketing team sought to identify the potential users of a new Bible translation, and his financial team began counting the cost, David set about to find someone with actual Bible translation experience to get us off the ground with a reasonable expectation of success. Needless to say, the entire venture was bathed in constant prayer, including regular prayer meetings led by David. The Lord eventually led him to Dr. Art Farstad, former professor of Greek and New Testament at Dallas Theological Seminary and then executive editor of the New King James Version for Nelson Publishers. 

			After finishing the NKJV, in 1984 Art began directing a new project called Logos 21 to translate the New Testament according to the majority text (see the chapter on text-critical philosophy and practice). The King James and thus the New King James were based on the Textus Receptus, which mostly but not exclusively followed the majority of New Testament manuscripts. Art wanted a translation that truly followed the majority of manuscripts, and he had secured funding to begin such a project, aided by Frank Carmical and Dr. Ed Blum, whom Art had enlisted even though Ed did not follow Art’s textual philosophy. Trent Butler and I advised David Shepherd that B&H did not want to publish a majority text translation. But David nevertheless wanted Art’s translation expertise. So he crafted a plan by which Art would translate the New Testament for us according to the more widely accepted eclectic philosophy, while he would be working simultaneously on his own project, which he would be able to publish later himself. Art agreed to the plan, and the B&H translation project was off the ground.

			We did not know, of course, that it was God’s plan to call Art home on September 1, 1998, at the age of sixty-three. David Shepherd turned to Ed Blum to take Art’s place as general editor, and I (Ray) became Ed’s associate, putting my work as general editor of the New American Commentary on hold.

			At that time, we had rough drafts on much of the New Testament, but nothing done on the Old Testament except selecting four section editors: Mark Rooker for the Pentateuch, James Price for the historical books, Duane Garrett for the poetic books, and Todd Beall for the Prophets. We all met for a couple of days in Nashville to work out several issues that were on the table, such as how we were going to render God’s name, the Tetragrammaton (YHWH—see chap. seven). The next task was to enlist translators and English stylists. 

			We ended up with a multi-layered approach. For the Old Testament, we asked individual translators to produce a relatively literal translation of their book. They were to add footnotes on several levels. Level one footnotes dealt with text-critical issues. Level two footnotes either (1) gave the “literal” translation of a word or phrase that the translator had chosen to render with an English idiom, or (2) to offer an alternative translation that the translator considered less likely but still felt deserved attention. Level three footnotes gave historical or geographic information that was thought to be necessary for the reader to know. Level four notes were to contain cross-references. Eventually we added a level five for notes that gave the location of an Old Testament text cited in a New Testament passage.

			Books moved from the original translator to the section editor, who critiqued and recommended changes. Then it was read by an English stylist, the late Dr. Calvin Miller, who pushed the translation rather strongly in the direction of a natural English literary style. The original translation, the critique, and Dr. Miller’s marked copy then moved to the first committee, comprising one or more biblical scholars and one or more English stylists. This committee worked through the book again, using the latest commentaries and comparing other translations. They produced a second draft, which went to a new set of reviewers, including Ross Mclaren, a LifeWay scholar, David Shepherd, the executive editor, and another English stylist, Mr. John Perry. These critiques then went to a committee that produced a third draft, which was examined by the final committee headed by Ed Blum. Ed eventually had two committees working in Dallas with him, and David Stabnow and I had a committee operating in Nashville. David Stabnow had come to us from a Ph.D. program in Hebrew and Old Testament at Westminster Seminary. My training in text-linguistics/discourse analysis at the University of Texas at Arlington led me to bring on someone with similar training, which was how I was led to Dr. Stabnow, who had most recently studied with Drs. Kirk Lowery and the late J. Alan Groves. Before that, Dave had studied with Bruce Waltke and Tremper Longman, and before that with Drs. Daniel Block, Gary Smith, and David Howard at Bethel Seminary. Dave’s pedigree made him ideally suited for Bible translation work. He was immensely helpful especially in producing an alphabetical record of how we had translated various Hebrew terms and phrases and words in the same semantic field. He eventually replaced me as head of the Nashville committee when I began leading the work on our cross-reference system.

			In all the committees, the Bible study program Accordance® took center stage beside the translation itself. On Accordance were the Hebrew and Greek texts, all the key reference works like lexicons and grammars, and more than a dozen English translations, besides translations in Latin, German, French, and Spanish. Ed Blum surrounded himself with several young Bible scholars who were very sharp, some of whom were just finished or about to start doctoral work. These were Frank Carmical, who had already been working with Art, James Davis, Will Rutherford, Gregg Watson, Harold Holmyard, Kevin Warstler, and others. He also had immediate access to English stylists like Marianne Wilson.

			The New Testament went through a slightly different process since Art Farstad and Ed Blum had been working on several books already. We sent each translation to an outstanding New Testament scholar who is a specialist in that particular book. Their critique then went to one of the committees who produced a second draft, which was read by John Perry and others. One of the committees in Dallas then produced the final draft. Ed Blum and his team worked through every book of the Old and New Testaments at least once.

			This book begins with a historical discussion of English Bible versions such as the King James Version in chapter one. David Stabnow also explains how the HCSB interacted with the KJV and other translations. In doing so, the term rendered “strong drink” traditionally but “beer” in the HCSB is discussed. 

			The second chapter explains our optimal equivalence translation philosophy. This is the heart of the book, which chapters five through seven expound by showing how various specific translation issues were handled.

			But first, chapter three elaborates our approach to naturalness in Bible translation by discussing our approach to English style. As in all the chapters, many specific examples are given to clarify the points being made. Issues include our use of contractions in speech, idioms and figurative language in general, translation consistency, quotation marks, capitalization of nouns and pronouns, and the occasional rendering of pronouns by the noun to which they refer. 

			Special attention to the controversial issue of inclusive language is the topic of chapter four.

			Translation issues, encountered particularly in the Pentateuch and narrative in general, are dealt with in chapter five. This involves issues such as the terms used for the various sacrifices and festivals, geographical terms, personal names, the term traditionally translated “leprosy,” and the rendering of the Tetragrammaton. The Hebrew term torah is also discussed.

			In chapter six, David Stabnow deals with translation issues especially common in the poetic and prophetic books. Topics covered are the treatment of Hebrew accents; the division of poetic lines; the translation of superscriptions in the Psalms; and the rendering of such common prophetic phrases as the noun phrase ne<um yhwh, usually rendered in other translations by a verb phrase like “declares the Lord.” 

			The discussion of the New Testament in chapter seven covers such topics as the frequent rendering of Greek christos by Messiah, the rendering of amen and amen amen, and certain issues encountered in the Gospel of John such as the phrase “the Jews.” Issues of time and other units of measure are also considered here, especially the challenging Greek phrase that is literally, “the third (sixth, ninth, etc.) hour.”

			Chapter eight gives an introduction to textual criticism, followed by an explanation of how the HCSB handles the Hebrew and Greek texts when there are variants in the manuscripts.  

			The rather technical chapter nine explains some of the characteristics of language and compares English with Hebrew and Greek. This elaborates some of the substance assumed in chapter 2 and furthers the understanding of optimal equivalence.



					1	A. C. Thiselton, The Two Horizons: New Testament Hermeneutics and Philosophical Description with Special Reference to Heidegger, Bultmann,Gadamer, and Wittgenstein (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980). The book is a revised Ph.D. dissertation from the University of Sheffield.

					2	J. R. W. Stott, Between Two Worlds: The Art of Preaching in the Twentieth Century (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982).


		
			1

			English Bible Versions


			Translation has been part of God’s plan since the confusion of languages at the tower of Babylon (or Babel). God originally inspired His Word in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek. After being translated into Aramaic, Latin, and other languages, the Bible was translated into English several centuries ago. In the last half century especially, English revisions and translations have proliferated. 

			In the 1990s two committees of evangelicals, equally committed to inerrancy, embarked on expensive and time-consuming journeys, each sponsored by a respectable publishing house. Crossway revised the Revised Standard Version (RSV) and published the English Standard Version (ESV) in 2001. B&H Publishing Group translated from Hebrew and Greek and published the Holman Christian Standard Bible (HCSB) in 2004.

			Students of the Scriptures desire the best Bible they can get, so that they can clearly understand what God intended to communicate to His people. This raises an important question: Is it better to revise an existing translation or to create a new translation from the original languages? This chapter considers that question.

			The Revelation of God in the Language of the People

			The purpose of translation has always been the same as the purpose of inspiration: to communicate God’s message to people clearly. In “The Translators to the Reader,” the introduction to the 1611 King James Version (KJV), Miles Smith wrote that the purpose of that work was “to deliver God’s book unto God’s people in a tongue which they could understand.”

			The Bible was originally written in the language of the people. First, since the children of Israel spoke Hebrew, God communicated with them in the Hebrew language. Then when they learned Aramaic in Babylonian captivity, some of the later portions of the Old Testament were written in Aramaic. At the time of Christ, the lingua franca of the Middle East was the Koineµ (koy NAY) dialect of Greek. This, therefore, was the language the Holy Spirit inspired the New Testament writers to employ. 

			God did not create a special language for revealing His instruction to His people. He could have created a distinct holy language and required that His priests and their followers learn that language. People would speak a common language in their homes and in normal commerce and an ethereal language in worship and prayer. God could have done it that way—but He did not.

			Nor did God resist the change when His people adopted different forms of communication. In Babylon they adopted the Aramaic language, and later in Palestine they appropriated Greek. There were many ways in which God required His people to be set apart from the people around them. Retaining the ancient Hebrew language could have been one of the ways—but it was not.

			As the knowledge of God and the gospel of Christ spread around the world, people of other nations and other tongues entered the family of God. Just as Gentiles who joined the church were not required to be circumcised, they were not expected to learn Hebrew. Consider the miracle God granted at Pentecost: Was the diverse crowd given the ability to understand Hebrew? No, the disciples were given the ability to proclaim the gospel in the native languages of all the pilgrims in Jerusalem. So from the very beginning days of the church, accommodation was the accepted practice, and translation was the key to evangelism.

			Ancient Translations

			Even before the time of Christ, the translation of Scripture into the language of the people had begun. In Babylon the Torah had been translated into Aramaic—at least orally—beginning in the 5th century BC (Neh 8:8). Then, leading up to the time when the New Testament was written—Greek being widespread due to the conquests of Alexander the Great—the Bible scholars in Egypt wished to have the Hebrew Scriptures available in Greek. The Septuagint (LXX), translated about 250–50 BC, gained widespread acceptance. In fact, Christ (Mt 4:4), the Gospel writers (Mt 21:9), Paul (Rm 9:7), and Peter (1Pt 1:16) all quoted from the Greek version of the Old Testament on occasion.

			The New Testament was translated into Armenian, Coptic, Ethiopic, Latin, and Syriac in the first few centuries of the church. Thus translation continued to be an element of spreading the knowledge of God and the gospel.

			Early English Translations

			The first translation of the whole Bible into English (Middle English) was under the influence of John Wycliffe in 1382, translated from the Latin Vulgate.1 In the early 1500s William Tyndale translated the New Testament from Greek into English, and the Pentateuch (the first five books of the Old Testament) from Hebrew into English. He was martyred in 1536 before he could finish the whole Bible. Miles Coverdale revised Tyndale’s work, translated the remainder of the Old Testament from the Latin, and published the whole Bible in English in 1535. John Rogers revised Tyndale’s and Coverdale’s Bibles and published an English Bible under the pseudonym Thomas Matthew in 1537. It was the first “authorized” (licensed by the king) edition of the English Bible. Coverdale produced a revision of Matthew’s Bible in 1539, which was called the “Great Bible” due to its size (its pages were 16½x11 inches); it had been corrected according to more recent and accurate Latin Testaments. It served for a time as the official edition of the English Bible, appointed to the use of the Anglican churches, and was the source of the Book of Common Prayer.

			In 1560 English reformers who had fled to Geneva during Mary’s reign published a revision of Tyndale’s New Testament and the Great Bible Old Testament, called the Geneva Bible. Then a committee of Anglican bishops was commissioned to revise the Great Bible without the Calvinistic slant of the Geneva Bible; they published the Bishop’s Bible in 1568. A committee of Roman Catholics responded to the Reformed and Anglican Bibles by freshly translating the Bible into English from the Latin Vulgate. The Hebrew and Greek testaments were consulted, but the basis was the Geneva Bible and the Bishop’s Bible; hence Tyndale’s wording was still discernable in the New Testament. The complete Douay-Rheims Bible was published in 1609–10.

							OT source			NT source	Published
John Wycliffe		Latin Vulgate			Latin Vulgate	1382
William Tyndale	Hebrew2				Greek		1530
Miles Coverdale	Tyndale/Latin		Tyndale		1535
Thomas Matthew3	Tyndale-Coverdale	Tynd.-Cover.	1537
Great Bible		Matthew/Latin		Matthew/Latin	1539
Geneva Bible		Great Bible			Tyndale		1560
Bishop’s Bible		Great Bible			Great Bible	1568
Douay-Rheims	Latin Vulgate			Latin Vulgate	1609

			Translation and Revision

			As is clear in the table above, most of the English Bibles that were published through the sixteenth century were revisions that could be traced back to Tyndale’s Bible. Tyndale had translated the New Testament from the Greek and the Pentateuch from the Hebrew, but since then the original languages had merely been consulted; no one had gone back to translate the Scriptures from scratch.4 

			When in 1604 King James authorized a committee of scholars to publish a new Bible, he directed them to start with the Bishop’s Bible and retain what was already accurate and elegant and excellent, while consulting the original language sources to see if any modifications were necessary. In the introduction, Miles Smith states, 

			Truly (good Christian Reader) we never thought from the beginning, that we should need to make a new Translation, nor yet to make of a bad one a good one . . . , but to make a good one better, or out of many good ones, one principal good one, not justly to be excepted against; that hath been our endeavor, that our mark.

			So the KJV, strictly speaking, is not a translation but a revision. In fact, it is a revision of a revision (Bishop’s Bible) of a revision (Great Bible) of a revision (Matthew’s Bible) of a revision (Coverdale’s Bible) of Tyndale’s translation. “A great deal of praise, therefore, that is given to it belongs to its predecessors. For the idiom and vocabulary, Tyndale deserves the greatest credit; for the melody and harmony, Coverdale; for scholarship and accuracy, the Geneva version.”5 

			Here again the question arises, Which is better? Is it better to, as Smith said, “make a good one better,” or to go back to the original languages and create a new translation? What are the conditions that inform the decision to revise a Bible? When is it advisable to start from scratch? 

			In order to address this issue, we must first define the terms of the debate. What makes one Bible version “better” than another? For many Christians, accuracy is stated as the primary criterion when evaluating a version (for a discussion of the meaning of “accuracy,” see chapt. four). Readability has also been a popular—albeit vague—catchword for many years now. Some readers insist on the perceived “dignity” of a traditional version or the “familiarity” of a time-honored version. Occasionally the “trustworthiness” of the publisher or the translators has arisen as a consideration; conservatives who discern a liberal bent in the personnel or the translation philosophy of a particular version might blacklist it.

			Among these criteria, the ones most germane to the discussion of the comparative merits of revision and translation are familiarity, readability, and accuracy.

			Familiarity

			There is no question but that a revision will contain more familiar phrases than a translation. Many of the well-known expressions from the previous version will be retained. In fact, there may be a special inclination to keep the most familiar passages intact. In order to publish a text that a long-time Christian reader will find pleasing, the reviser will preserve such phrases as “The Lord is my Shepherd,” “For God so loved the world,” and “It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle” unless there is good reason to change them. 

			However, familiarity can interfere with accuracy. The reviser must at times choose between what is familiar and what is correct. For example, the adverb translated “so” in Jn 3:16 arguably means “thusly,” “like so,” or “in this manner.” Even though many readers will balk at the publisher’s effrontery at “changing the Bible,” it is more accurate to translate the phrase, “For God loved the world in this way.”6

			While a revision might be commended for preserving familiar phrases, a disadvantage is the danger of retaining archaic or outdated manners of speech. What one person might consider “dignified” or “majestic” or “poetic,” another might call “old fashioned” or “awkward” or “archaic.” The translation, on the other hand, will generally introduce fresh ways to express familiar passages. Whether the reader is “jolted” or “pleasantly surprised” by this originality, and whether the newness distracts or informs, depends on the preferences of the reader and on the competence of the editors and stylists.

			Novelty should not be sought for its own sake, of course. Leland Ryken says, “When we pick up new translations as they appear, it is as though the impulse has been to be as original as possible.”7 There seems to be an emphasis on novelty and iconoclasm. “In contrast to linguistic conservatism is linguistic license and antinomianism.”8 Certainly not all new translations fit this extreme description. Nevertheless, Ryken’s point is well taken. It would be ignoble if a translator were to make his decisions regarding word choice based on a policy of avoiding one or more existing versions. Making a revision, with the policy of retaining words and phrases from an existing version if possible, is the polar opposite of novelty for novelty’s sake.

			One final question with regard to familiarity is whether one generation should impose its concept of Scripture on the next generation for familiarity’s sake. Should a parent insist that his child read the same archaic phrases that he grew up with just because they are familiar to the parent? Surely accuracy and readability are more important.

			Readability

			Whether or not a Bible is readable is mostly a function of the translation theory. However, a theory that emphasizes readability can suffer with regard to accuracy. For example, while paraphrase Bibles are clearly more readable, they are less accurate than essentially literal or optimal equivalence ones. Even so, whether the Bible is a revision or a translation has no bearing on this issue.

			Still, there are some possible tendencies of revisions and translations. A revision could tend toward being archaic, while a translation could be “Biblish.”9 In either case, it is the job of the editors and English stylists to smooth out such flaws. However, some of those characteristics may still be discernible in the finished Bible. In such cases, the individual reader might want to consider which tendency would be more acceptable.

			Accuracy

			There are two aspects of accuracy that come into consideration in translation. First, do the English words do well at representing the meaning of the Hebrew and Greek originals? This aspect of accuracy is a function of the translation theory and is therefore not dependent on whether the version is a revision or a translation.10 The second aspect of accuracy has to do with avoiding a rendering that is simply wrong. There are two ways that a wrong translation might find its way into a published Bible: an old error can be carried over from version to version, or a new error can be created. A revision is more likely to carry over an old error; a translation is more likely to create a new one.

			Typically the policy for a revision is to retain the original unless a change is necessary. In this way the reviser makes optimal use of a text that has been perfected over time. Over the decades and even centuries, the process of review and revision has very likely eliminated gross translation errors from this line of Bibles. That is, if Tyndale made any errors, it would seem that they would have been corrected in the Coverdale, Matthew, Great, Geneva, Bishop’s, or King James Bible. How much more, then, should the RV, ASV, RSV, and ESV be perfected—or so one would think.

			There are two flaws, however, in that logic. First, there is a possibility of introducing errors in the process of revision. Updating the language of a version and taking newly discovered manuscripts into account are not guaranteed to cause improvements exclusively but can cause degradation. One way a translation might be degraded in this process is if the scholars have bought into the notion that “newer is better.” They might then have a tendency to prefer the results of a new, untested translation theory, or they might utilize a current turn of phrase that has not stood the test of time. In the same vein, they could go too far in adopting the readings of newly discovered manuscripts without giving enough weight to the principles of textual criticism. Of course, another way a translation could be degraded is simply if the translators make a mistake.

			The second flaw arises from a disadvantage of the revisers’ policy. When directed to keep the original wording unless a change is necessary, the editor might be hesitant to make a change even if the change is valid. In a fresh translation, the translator has a blank slate on which to write the best word.11 The editor of a revision, by contrast, must choose whether to keep the old word that is already written on the slate or to erase that word and choose a new one. Thus he must first evaluate the existing word and decide whether it is “good enough” (a phrase that is seldom uttered by Bible editors!) or whether a better word should be sought.

			This is not to deny the positive side to the policy of directing an editor to evaluate a given translation before changing it. As the saying goes, “If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it!” A translation that has stood the test of time should not be lightly cast aside. A Bible editor should be extremely cautious when pondering doing something nobody has done before. That would be the equivalent of saying that everybody else is wrong—that all the Bible translators up until this very moment have failed to correctly express this phrase.12 For example, if all other versions have concluded that the second line in Proverbs 27:21 reads, “and a man is tested by his praise,” a translator should be hesitant to declare that they are all wrong and it should be translated, “and a man tests his praise.” In the Hebrew, this phrase is actually verbless. Whether a verb should be supplied, which verb should be used, and how the resulting clause should be constructed is highly debatable. It is this author’s opinion that the phrase should be left verbless in translation, as the HCSB does, and that the most likely interpretation is that a man should carefully evaluate the praise that is given to him. It is possible that a translator has discovered a significant error that has been perpetuated over the centuries, but it is unlikely.

			As stated previously, if a revision can be faulted for its potential to retain a persistent error, a possible weakness of a translation is the introduction of errors of innovation. Translation by design is a break with a long-established, thoroughly revised and corrected tradition. A publisher may even have a policy directing translators not to look at existing versions during the translation process in order to achieve a fresh translation and avoid perpetuating long-standing errors. In this case, novel errors are likely to arise.

			However, just as revisers consult the original languages, translators consult existing versions at some point. The new translation is surely compared with existing versions during the editing process in order to look for good phrases and to minimize errors of innovation.

			It may seem that there is little difference between consulting existing versions while doing a translation from the original languages on the one hand, and revising an existing version while consulting the original languages on the other. But they are not the same. First, the difference is one of degree. A translation will diverge more from existing versions than a revision would. 

			Second, a translation will consult several existing versions, while a revision will focus on one. The ESV focused on the RSV. For the HCSB, on the other hand, after the translators had handed in their fresh translations, the editors used Accordance Bible Software13 to compare the translation in progress with many existing English translations. This process greatly helped the editors to spot errors that had been inadvertently introduced by the translators. It also allowed the editors and stylists to adopt phrasing from other versions that proved to be clearly superior.

			Finally, and most important, a translation will begin by writing new words, while a revision starts with the old version. Thus the translation is more likely to employ current English vocabulary and expressions.

			In conclusion, a revision is likely to excel where familiarity is concerned, and a translation might have the edge in accuracy. However, the policy of the publisher and the skill of the translators and editors will have an impact on these criteria and, especially, on readability.

			The Circumstances That Call for Revision

			When is a fresh translation from the original languages advisable, and when is a revision of an existing version preferable? Among other reasons, revision is appropriate when the intention is merely to update the language of a version or to make incremental improvements in a version.

			Language update

			Revision is suitable when the only need is to update the language of a translation. Language changes. English changed enough in the first 150 years after the King James Bible was published to merit several updates, culminating in the 1762 Cambridge and 1769 Oxford editions.

			For example, the first two verses of Psalm 23 read as follows in the 1611 KJV:

			The LORD is * my ſhepheard, I ſhall not want.
2 He maketh me to lie downe in † greene paſ-
tures: he leadeth mee beſide the ſtill waters.

			The first thing you will notice is the “blackface” or “fraktur” typeface. This script was still in use throughout Europe in 1611.14 Most people find it very difficult to read, being especially confused by the “long s” that looks like an ‘f’. Once you become accustomed to the script, you will notice the verb forms ending with -eth and the “olde” spelling.15 Spelling was flexible in 1611, as demonstrated by “me” and “mee” in the same sentence. Words were spelled as they sounded, and little attention was paid to consistent orthography—“correct writing.”

			The 1611 KJV included features that are still used in many Bibles. The first letter of the first word, “The,” is stylized. In the original KJV it was “illuminated”; in modern Bibles a drop cap is often used. The divine name, “Lord,” is in small caps. The word “is” is set off in a different typeface, in this case roman, because it was supplied in translation. Later KJV Bibles employed italics for this feature. The asterisk (*) and dagger (†) call attention to marginal notes.

			By the time the 1762 Cambridge and 1769 Oxford editions were printed, English spelling was standardized. There were nearly 24,000 changes from the 1611 editions.16 Here are the first two verses of Psalm 23 from the Cambridge edition of the KJV:

			The Lord is my shepherd; I shall not want.
2 He maketh me to lie down in green pastures: he leadeth me beside the still waters.

			Advocates of the KJV argue that the only changes were punctuation, spelling, and correction of printers’ errors.17 Even that would qualify as an “update.” However, also included in the 24,000 changes were around 1,500 significant changes.18 

			The update between the 1611 edition and those of the mid- 1700s primarily reflects the changes in the English language over that period. Some later versions likewise are revisions of the KJV, or revisions of the revisions, in the interest of updating the language. The Revised Version of 1881 is exemplary. The American Standard Version of 1901 not only updated the language but also modified it for the American audience. The Revised Standard Version (RSV) of 1957 was more than just an update of the language of the ASV—it was an incremental improvement.

			Incremental improvement

			Another reason for revision is to improve a translation without doing a complete rewrite. The revision retains a familiar style, and many of the verses that people have memorized stay the same—or nearly so. The aesthetics of the original version can largely be retained while improvements are made to the accuracy of the translation. The RSV was intended to be such a revision. The latest scholarship of the middle twentieth century was employed and the most recent manuscript discoveries were consulted. Similarly, the ESV of 2001 intended to keep the “essentially literal” translation philosophy of the RSV and its literary style while revisiting—and usually reversing—the tendency of the RSV editors to emend the Hebrew and Greek texts.

			Pragmatic reasons

			Besides language update and incremental improvement, there is a practical advantage to revision: all else being equal, a revision can be published in less time and with less capital investment than a translation.

			The Circumstances That Call for Translation

			There are several circumstances that favor a translation from the original languages. The initial translation into a particular language should be done from the Hebrew and Greek. The discovery and ready availability of additional Hebrew and Greek manuscripts warrant a translation. Similarly, when discoveries in linguistics and ancient culture significantly improve our ability to understand and interpret the biblical languages, a fresh translation might be justifiable.19 If a publisher compiles, perhaps informally, a list of passages that merit revision, when that list reaches a tipping point, a comprehensive (rather than incremental) updating of language begins to make sense. And the comprehensive application of a translation theory justifies starting over.

			Initial translation

			The first time the Bible is translated into a particular language, the publisher should start from the Hebrew and Greek rather than from an existing version. This seems obvious, but it also seems apparent that this doesn’t apply to the English Bible. However, in the chain of revisions from Tyndale’s Bible to the KJV, the last 34 books of the Old Testament were never translated from the Hebrew and Aramaic! Tyndale only translated the Pentateuch before he was martyred, and Coverdale translated the rest of the Old Testament from the Latin. Therefore, technically, even the RV, ASV, RSV, and ESV contain 34 books of the Old Testament that were originally translated from the Latin and then “carefully compared” to the Hebrew and Aramaic.

			More manuscripts

			When older and better manuscripts of the Scriptures are discovered, a fresh translation is warranted. The KJV translators had only a limited number of manuscripts available to them. The Codex Alexandrinus, a near-complete Greek Bible, was made available in England soon after the publication of the KJV. Codex Sinaiticus, another near-complete Greek Bible, came to light in the mid-nineteenth century. The Dead Sea Scrolls, containing nearly every book of the Old Testament, were discovered in the mid-twentieth century but were not widely available until after 1991. 

			Besides these, thousands of biblical books, portions, and quotations have been discovered over the years, including some ancient papyrus portions dating back to the second and third centuries. We now have some 5,000 Greek manuscripts and 10,000 Latin manuscripts representing all or part of the New Testament.20 “The majority of our existing manuscripts have come into the scholarly domain only in the twentieth century.”21

			The variant readings of these manuscripts are presented in the footnotes of critical editions of Hebrew and Greek Bibles. A new translation is able to take advantage of the most current critical editions, and thereby can consider the evidence from all the ancient manuscripts that have been thus published and collated.

			Knowledge of language and culture

			John Lee has exposed a weakness in Greek-English lexicons: most of the definitions in current lexicons perpetuate weaknesses of previous ones.22 The first Greek-English lexicons were glosses derived from concordances of English and Latin translations. These lexicons, in turn, were used to create other English and German Bible versions and translations. An exception is Louw and Nida’s lexicon.23 Rather than glosses, Louw-Nida give “a more precise, extended description of meaning.”24 But Louw-Nida wasn’t available until 1988.25

			Until recently the most popular Hebrew-English lexicon was Brown-Driver-Briggs (BDB).26 But BDB, first published in 1907, didn’t take into account the Dead Sea Scrolls. The current edition of Koehler-Baumgartner (HALOT) references the Dead Sea Scrolls, but it wasn’t completely translated into English until 2000.27

			So with regard to biblical language lexicons, 2000 was a watershed year for translating the Old Testament, and 1988 for the New Testament. Any translations or revisions done before that time would be at a disadvantage. The significant advances in lexicography arguably merit a fresh translation of the Bible into English, rather than just a revision of existing versions. The considerable number of places where the advances in lexicography would make a difference warrant starting over—making the changes comprehensively rather than piecemeal.

			Lexicography is just one aspect of biblical languages. Over the last few decades the disciplines of discourse analysis and text linguistics have been applied to biblical languages leading to significant advances in the understanding of texts. For example, we now clearly understand how the grammar of Genesis chapters 37–39 indicates the timeline of the events. After the story of Joseph being sold into slavery is told in chapter 37, chapter 38 begins with “At that time,” announcing a concurrent event—the incident of Judah and Tamar. The grammar of the first sentence in chapter 39 signals that it is recapping the events of chapter 37 and picking up the story from there: “Now Joseph had been taken to Egypt.” 

			Many shards and inscriptions have been discovered that shed much light on biblical languages. Archaeologists have also greatly expanded our knowledge of the culture of the ancient Near East, which in turn frequently affects the interpretation of the Bible, and occasionally affects its translation. 

			For example, Michael Homan considered “textual, ecological, and archeological arguments” and concluded that the Hebrew word shekar, translated “strong drink” in the KJV tradition, actually designated “beer” or “ale” made from barley.28 Barley “was one of the very first plants to be domesticated” and has been a part of Near East agriculture from ancient times through today.29 Archaeologists have uncovered inscriptions that mention barley, “including the tenth century B.C.E. Gezer Calendar. . . . Remains of barley in Iron Age strata are widely attested in the Syro-Palestinian archeological record. For example, over one ton of burnt barley was found in chamber three of the Iron Age gate at Bethsaida.”30 Though “there is no direct textual evidence in the Hebrew Bible linking barley to רכָשֵ [shekar],” Homan concludes, “The ancient Israelites, like their neighbors, produced, consumed, and enjoyed beer.”31 Based on this kind of research, the HCSB translates shekar as “beer.”32 

			In the early twentieth century, several coins bearing the inscription pym were discovered. E. I. Pilcher determined that the word designated a two-thirds shekel weight.33 This cleared up the translation of 1Sm 13:21, where the KJV said they had a “file” to sharpen their own tools. In fact, they had to pay a pym to have the Philistines do it for them. Archaeology resolved this conundrum.

			The first words of Pr 26:23 were always taken as “silver dross,” and it was hard to understand the sense of the verse. Then starting in the late 1920’s thousands of clay tablets were unearthed at Ras Shamra. The language turned out to be Ugaritic, and the tablets greatly increased our knowledge of Near Eastern poetry, Canaanite mythology, and Semitic vocabulary. The Ugaritic word spsg was discovered, which means “glaze.” By dividing the Hebrew differently,34 the first line can be translated, “Like glaze on an earthen vessel,” which is an apt comparison to “flattering35 lips with an evil heart.”

			As archaeology and linguistics improve our understanding of the language and culture of the ancient Near East, at some point it becomes incumbent upon the English-speaking church to produce a new translation of God’s Word. As documents are discovered that pertain to a certain passage, one could review that passage. As linguistic advances shed light on the meaning of a certain Hebrew word, one could review all the occurrences of that word. And as archaeology informs scholarship about the cultural significance of a certain notion, one could try to find all the sentences that allude to that notion. One could selectively review those verses where documents or scholarship warrants—as is the policy of a revision—but which verses should be reviewed? Eventually, there are too many, and starting over makes more sense.

			A revision considers those words in a version that reach some threshold of a need for review. A translation takes a new look at every word in every verse. Translation makes full use of the latest manuscripts and scholarship, bringing them to bear on every passage. 

			Comprehensive update of the language

			As with the application of linguistic and archaeological scholarship, so the implementation of current language style could be done piecemeal. As “happy” replaces “gay” and “slave” replaces “servant” in the biblical lexicon, a publisher could simply search for the old word and replace it with the new word, adjusting the context as necessary. One could even search for the Hebrew or Greek word behind the English word in order to be sure to catch all the instances. 

			However, when such an update is done piecemeal, other phrases equally deserving of improvement might be missed. For example, many English versions of Psalm 1:1 imply that it is a good thing not to “stand in the way” of sinners.36 What? We should get out of their way and let them sin? Of course not! But that’s what “stand in the way” means in contemporary English. So that phrase needs to be changed in order to reflect the proper sense of the Hebrew. When this verse is freshly translated by a Hebrew scholar, considered by English stylists, and reviewed by editors, we can put an end to the unfortunate phraseology perpetuated in the KJV tradition.

			Comprehensive application of a translation theory

			When scholars and researchers propose that the old translation theories have been inadequate, it would be much easier to apply a new theory during a fresh translation than by means of a piecemeal or even a comprehensive revision. 

			There is a possibility that all the occurrences of certain Hebrew or Greek words, phrases, or constructions might be found and corrected. If an article in a scholarly journal uncovers a better way to translate a certain word or construction, sophisticated computerized search engines could hypothetically locate those words and phrases, and they could be revised piecemeal. However, it is not as likely that all the words, phrases, and constructions that are affected by the application of a new and different translation theory could be defined, described, and discovered using Bible software.

			So when optimal equivalence arose as an alternative to dynamic or formal theories, a fresh translation was merited. A fresh translation would result in a comprehensive application of the new translation theory. Since a translation theory also includes the consideration of several elements of style, a fresh translation also results in a more consistent English style.

			Conclusion

			Whether a fresh translation has an advantage with regard to accuracy is debatable. Revisions are more likely to avoid introducing novel errors, while fresh translations are more likely to avoid perpetuating existing errors. Advocates of revisions emphasize the reliability of the traditional text, which has been thoroughly revised and corrected over several decades or centuries. Advocates of translation emphasize that current scholarship in ancient languages and modern translation theories is applied to every verse in the entire Bible.

			It is my opinion that the discoveries of manuscripts over the last century, as well as advances in lexicography and the study of Hebrew and Greek grammar, merited starting over with a clean slate in order to take these advancements into account with regard to all the affected passages—which may indeed be nearly all passages! There is also merit in creating a new translation in order to apply a translation theory consistently and comprehensively. The HCSB is just such a translation.
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			What Bible Translators Do

			

			If you were to overhear a few well-read church members talking about Bible translations, you might hear terms such as “dynamic equivalence,” “literal” or “formal equivalence” translation, and perhaps “paraphrase.” Someone might say something about “word-for-word” versus “thought-for-thought” translations. Then at some point the inevitable comment would be made (usually intended as a joke) about the King James Bible being “good enough for the apostle Paul” and that it’s all “Greek to me.” Individual Bible translations would also be mentioned, along with various personal preferences. We will eventually get to an explanation of these terms (and more), but the real question is, How should Bible translation be done? Answering this central question in understandable terms will result in definitions of the contemporary terms in the translation debate. Before that central question can be tackled, however, a preliminary question must be addressed. The answer is generally assumed, but should not be. The question is, What does translation mean?

			What Is Translation?

			Translation is a process by which a text (oral or written) in one language is transformed into an equivalent text in another. Paraphrase, on the other hand, means to transform a text from one style into a text in another style, but in the same language. Usually the transformation involves changing from a more elevated, archaic, or difficult style to one more easily comprehended. Sometimes it involves “putting it in your own words.” The Living Bible (LB) is a paraphrase because it was created by transforming the style of the American Standard Version (ASV, 1901) into a style that children could understand.

			The goal of a translation, however, is usually to create a text in another language that is roughly the same style as the original. It seeks to answer the question, If the original writer or speaker were creating the equivalent text in my language, with the same information and intentions, for the same type of readers or listeners, what would that text look like?1 We create texts not only to convey or elicit certain information but also to accomplish certain goals and to affect our readers or listeners in certain ways. Texts don’t just mean something; they also attempt to do something—perhaps to make a friend, make someone laugh, cause someone to like or be impressed with us, persuade them to take some action, teach them a skill, and so forth. A translation must attempt to match the goals of the original. 

			Like music, most texts are also modulated. Music almost always varies not only in pitch but also in volume and tempo. The intention may be to affect the listener emotionally in various ways. Likewise, texts create texture by highlighting certain information and backgrounding other information as supportive. Not everything has the same level of importance or emphasis. If I have a point to make, I’m usually going to include some background, justification, and clarification to make my point more effectively. But if my message is going to be successful, I must enable the recipients to discern which information is supportive and which is the most important. If I suspect I might be failing, I’ll probably say something like, “My point is . . . .” If my message is then translated for the sake of a foreigner, linguistic clues must be present in the translation to allow the new recipients to arrive at the same conclusions as the original recipients. Texts can also vary the tempo by using shorter or longer sentences, and they can vary the emotive force by word choice and the use of figurative language and illustration. It is difficult to transfer such textual aspects into another language, but a faithful translator must attempt to do so.

			There is an Italian saying: traduttore, traditore—a translator is always a “traitor,” because no translation accomplishes all of this perfectly all the time. I believe this is just an exaggerated way of saying that nothing humans do is perfect, especially communication. Of course that’s true. But recognizing that fact does not excuse failing to do everything we can to translate perfectly and therefore accurately. The term optimal equivalence is a way of admitting the problems but committing to the highest level of excellence in trying to convey all the information in the original text in precisely the same manner that the author wanted it conveyed (more on optimal equivalence later).

			Where Do They Start?

			To really understand Bible translation, we have to know something about how the Bible came to us. When scholars do Bible translation, what are they translating from—manuscripts? One of my seminary professors, Dr. Kenneth Barker, told me once he wanted to write a book titled No Easy Answers. I don’t know if he ever wrote the book, but the question of how we got the Bible could have made one of the chapters. Although we know a lot about how the Bible came to be, many of the steps along the way are still hidden in historical mystery. All we absolutely need to know, however, is that the various biblical books began as manuscripts of some kind, which were copied many times, combined with others in various collections, copied some more, and eventually ended up as the well-defined set known as the Hebrew Scriptures (though a few parts are actually in the related language of Aramaic), and later the equally well-defined set known as the Greek New Testament (versus the Hebrew Scriptures, which came to be known as the Old Testament). 

			None of the original manuscripts still exist. But thousands of copies of various portions of the Old and New Testaments do exist. Very early they were also translated into languages like Greek (i.e., Greek translations of the Hebrew and Aramaic Old Testament2), Latin, Aramaic, Syriac, Coptic, Armenian, and Ethiopic; and each of these also exists in many manuscripts. Can we know what God’s prophets or apostles actually wrote? Our Savior and Lord, Jesus the Messiah, thought that we could. Over a thousand years after Moses and seven hundred years after Isaiah, Jesus quoted and cited many passages in the Hebrew Scriptures or the Septuagint and prefaced them not only with “Scripture says,” but also “God says,” “Moses says,” “Isaiah says,” and so forth. In fact, we are more certain what the prophets and apostles wrote than we are what Julius Caesar, Herodotus, or Thucydides wrote about Greek and Roman history. All the biblical manuscripts have been collated and studied for hundreds of years and melded into modern editions of the Hebrew Old Testament and the Greek New Testament. The most up-to-date editions of these are used by all modern Bible translators. For the Old Testament, we use the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS; 1997),3 which is the modern heir of the original (1906) Biblia Hebraica edited by Rudolf Kittel. And for the New Testament, we use the 27th edition of the Novum Testamentum Graece (1993), edited originally (1898) by Eberhard and Erwin Nestle, and more recently by Barbara and Kurt Aland and others. 

			What is Optimal Equivalence?

			The translation followed by the HCSB translators is called optimal equivalence. We could describe optimal equivalence only by distinguishing it from dynamic or functional equivalence on the one hand,4 and formal equivalence or “literal” translation on the other. But that would leave the impression that optimal equivalence is an empty term that amounts to no more than the claim that it’s better than the alternatives. Terms like optimal equivalence must be described positively as well as negatively, but it must be done in the context of the two major alternative translation philosophies. 

			Distinguished from Formal Equivalence

			What Is It Literally?

			We begin with formal equivalence, or as it is better known, “literal” translation. I have a couple of reasons for often placing the term literal in quotations. First, I think most people using it are assuming its meaning is transparent, which is not the case. If “literal(ly)” means “word-for-word,” then why are adjustments usually made for word order? Exodus 16:1, for example (HCSB, “The entire Israelite community departed from Elim and came to the Wilderness of Sin”), has been said to “literally” read, “They set out from Elim and the whole Israelite community came to the Desert of Sin.” But in fact a word-for-word rendering would be, “And they set out from Elim and came all the community of the sons of Israel to the desert [or wilderness] of Sin.” And Jn 7:46 has been said to read literally, “Never did any man talk in this fashion.” But a word-for-word rendering would be, “Never spoke in this fashion a man.” (HCSB has “No man ever spoke like this!”) There are degrees of literalness, and usually what is given is a more literal rendering than something else. 

			The term literal is further abused when the meanings of individual words is given “literally.” For example, the Greek word bastazō in Jn 10:31 (HCSB, “Again the Jews picked up rocks to stone Him”) is said to “literally” mean “carry” rather than the term used by almost all translations, “picked up.” Yet the first meaning given for bastazō in the major Greek lexicon (BDAG) is “to cause to come to a higher position, pick up, take up.” One might be able to argue that the term is usually used of carrying something burdensome, but that does not make it the “literal” (with the connotation “real”?) meaning. Bastazō is also used of John taking off Jesus’ sandals (Mt 3:11).

			Another example, from Jn 11:33, is the verb embrimaomai, describing Jesus’ reaction to Lazarus’s death. The verb is translated “He was angry” (HCSB), “he was deeply moved” (NASB, NIV, ESV), “he was intensely moved” (NET), “he was greatly disturbed” (NRSV), “a deep anger welled up” (NLT, MSG), or “[he] was touched” (TEV). But one commentator claims that the verb “means literally ‘to snort like a horse.’” Now it is true that the word is found with that meaning in the writings of the fifth century BC playwright Aeschylus. But that usage has nothing to do with John’s use of it to describe Jesus.5 The biggest problem with the word literal is that many people think if they have the literal meaning,  they have the real meaning. But that just isn’t the case. The word literal is not a silver bullet.6

			A helpful question when considering a use of the term literal is, As opposed to what? Most Bible translations will at many points inform the reader when the text has chosen to render an awkward or incomprehensible phrase with its functional equivalent. The “literal” may be given in a note. For example, in Mt 8:29 Jesus encounters two demon-possessed men who shout, “What do You have to do with us?” Here the HCSB has a note that gives the literal, “What to us and to You?”

			The HCSB of 2Sm 19:7 includes the statement, “Go out and encourage your soldiers.” A note is attached to the word encourage that says, “Lit speak to the heart of.” This gives a word-for-word translation of the idiom. We might expect an “essentially literal” translation like the NASB or ESV to render the idiom as is. But in fact every major English translation renders the phrase with a functional equivalent.7 Both the NASB and the ESV have “go out and speak kindly to your servants.”8

			Sometimes people try to make a distinction between a “translation” and an “interpretation.” They want a version that just translates the Bible rather than interpreting it. But this is a false dichotomy. There is no such thing as a translation that does not interpret. The first step in translation is to understand the text to be translated. That’s interpretation. The second step is to render that text in the new language in such a way that the reader will understand what the text means. The phrase “speak to the heart of” is an example. All the major English translations considered that a literal translation would be too difficult to understand. So first the translators determined what the idiom meant, and then they picked what they considered to be an English equivalent.

			Principles of Formal Equivalence

			Preserving Word Order. What then is an “essentially literal” Bible translation? First, it is a translation that chooses a somewhat word-for-word rendering of passages more often than a “less literal” translation does.9 A literal translation philosophy might be said to have a higher tolerance for grammatical structures that do not sound as natural in English as other structures would. Rather than “How would we say that in English?” the “literal” translator asks, “Can I keep the lexical and grammatical structures the same and still make sense in English?” It results in many translations that are possible but not “optimal.”10 

			A helpful comparison can be made of Psalm 1:1a:

			ESV: Blessed is the man who walks not in the counsel of the wicked

			NASB: How blessed is the man who does not walk in the counsel of the wicked

			NIV: Blessed is the one who does not walk in step with the wicked

			HCSB: How happy is the man who does not follow the advice of the wicked

			NLT: Oh, the joys of those who do not follow the advice of the wicked

			TEV: Happy are those who reject the advice of evil people

			The primary difference in these translations is their rendering of the Hebrew phrase 

			loʾ		halak			baʿatsat				reshaʿ im
not		he walks			in the advice of		wicked people

			The ESV’s translation of the entire clause is word-for-word except for the placement of the word “not.” The NASB is the same except for choosing a slightly more natural rendering of the verb, which, in fact, preserves the word order better than the ESV. The problem of the meaning of “walk in the counsel of” remains, however. It is not a common English expression and is, therefore, likely to at least slow down comprehension of the text (and increase the processing effort required of the reader). The new edition of the NIV could be accused of not translating the word ʿatsat, “advice of.” According to the major Hebrew lexicon (called HALOT),11 the word means either “advice” or “plan.” To “walk in step with” means either, literally, to march with, or, figuratively, to pattern one’s behavior after someone else. That is similar to following their advice but not the same. So the NIV has used a phrase that is functionally similar to the Hebrew phrase but not equivalent. The HCSB and NLT have both chosen to replace the figurative expression “walk in the advice of” with “follow the advice of.” That appears to be a functional equivalent. The TEV goes further and changes the negative “do not follow” to “reject.” This has no significant difference in meaning, but it has the effect of losing the parallel structure of the verse in Hebrew, which has three negated verbs: “not walk . . . not stand . . . not sit.” We could argue that in this clause from Psalm 1 the ESV and NASB are “literal,” the HCSB, NLT, and TEV are functionally equivalent, and the NIV is a rough equivalent. Unlike the NLT, TEV, and NIV, however, the HCSB retains the masculine singular “man,” for the translation of Hebrew  ʾ ish. This is the most common Hebrew word for “man,” occurring over 2000 times in the Old Testament, the first time being in Gn 2:23 in opposition to  ʾ ishah, “woman” (more on this in the chapter on inclusive language). The NIV renders it by the generic “one,” and the NLT and TEV both pluralize it to “those.” Therefore, the HCSB follows formal equivalence except when it would interfere with accurate and unhindered comprehension: hence the term optimal equivalence.

			Preserving Grammatical Forms. Another issue is in order before moving to a more focused discussion of dynamic or functional equivalence. Why is the main alternative referred to as both “literal” and “formal equivalence”? The latter is in fact the better term because it encompasses more than “word-for-word.” Formal equivalence translations do more than follow as closely as possible the word order of the original. They also prefer whenever possible to preserve the grammatical forms in the original. The ideal is that a verb be translated by a verb, a noun by a noun, a third person by a third person, an active verb by an active verb, a singular by a singular, and so forth. The conviction is that part of the meaning is in the form. An example of preserving the form is how various translations compare to an interlinear rendering of 1Jn 3:3:

			and		everyone	the one		having		the		hope		this		on
kai		pas		ho		echōn		tēn		elpida		tautēn		ep ’ 

him		(he) purifies		himself		just as		that one		pure		(he) is
autō		hagnizei			heauton		kathōs		ekeinos		hagnos		estin

			NASB: And everyone who has this hope [fixed] on Him purifies himself, just as He is pure.

			HCSB: And everyone who has this hope in Him purifies himself just as He is pure. (same as NKJV)

			ESV: And everyone who thus hopes in him purifies himself as he is pure.

			TEV: Everyone who has this hope in Christ keeps himself pure, just as Christ is pure.

			NAB: Everyone who has this hope based on him makes himself pure, as he is pure.

			NIV: All who have this hope in him purify themselves, just as he is pure.

			NRSV: And all who have this hope in him purify themselves, just as he is pure.

			NLT: And all who have this eager expectation will keep themselves pure, just as he is pure.

			REB: As he is pure, everyone who has grasped this hope makes himself pure.

			The translation problem in this verse is to make clear the antecedents for the pronouns, especially in the prepositional phrase, “on/in him.” The Greek is fairly clear in context that autō, “him,” and ekeinos, “that one,” refer to Christ. The believer is signified by pas ho, “everyone (the one) who,” and heauton, “himself.” Although the translations agree on that much, they disagree on how to make it clear. The NASB, HCSB, and NKJV accomplish this by capitalizing divine pronouns. The ESV does it by changing “who has this hope in him” to “who thus hopes in him.” The question is whether the action-oriented “hope in someone” is optimally equivalent to the possession-oriented “have hope in someone.” The NIV, NRSV, and NLT remove the ambiguity by changing the focus from an exemplary individual (singular) to a generic group (plural). Without capitalizing divine pronouns, the TEV solution of changing “him” to its understood antecedent “Christ” may be the best. The NAB solution of “has this hope based on him” takes the sense in a slightly different direction. Was John speaking of having hope in Christ, or of having hope based on Christ?12 Finally, the REB solves the problem by erasing it, leaving it to the reader to figure out what “this hope” is in or on. It also changes the sense of having hope to grasping, that is, understanding hope. Besides this, a residue of the problem remains in the (moved) opening clause, “as he (clarified by v. 2) is pure.”

			Even Eugene Nida, notable advocate of functional equivalence, acknowledged that part of the meaning can be in the form. 

			The message consists of both the linguistic form and the ideational content, but it would be a serious mistake to distinguish categorically between external form and internal meaning, for the form itself so frequently carries significant meaning, especially in terms of emphasis, focus, impact, and appeal.13

			He later states categorically, “It is not right to speak of the Greek or Hebrew text (or a literal translation of such) as being merely ‘the form’ and a freer idiomatic translation as being ‘the meaning.’”14 He also offers an example: “By shifting a form into the passive to avoid a pronominal reference to God in Jn 1:12,15 one seriously distorts the message about how people become God’s children.”16 The form of the original text, then, is not something easily discarded.

			Idioms. A better grasp of formal versus functional translation might be achieved by considering how idioms are handled by some of the major translations. The idiom, “in his hand,” in Nm 31:6 means to have responsibility for something. Several translations render it literally, creating a rather remarkable picture.

			NASB: Moses sent them, a thousand from each tribe, to the war, and Phinehas the son of Eleazar the priest, to the war with them, and the holy vessels and the trumpets for the alarm in his hand. (likewise ESV, NKJV, NRSV)

			Other translations consider that “in his hand” meant that Phineas (or the group) took them with him/them.

			NIV: Phinehas son of Eleazar, the priest, who took with him articles from the sanctuary and the trumpets for signaling.

			NLT: They carried along the holy objects of the sanctuary and the trumpets for sounding the charge.

			But the idiom probably meant that Phineas was responsible for them.

			TEV: Phinehas son of Eleazar the priest, who took charge of the sacred objects and the trumpets for giving signals. (likewise REB)

			HCSB: They went with Phinehas son of Eleazar the priest, in whose care were the holy objects and signal trumpets.

			Another Hebrew idiom is to speak of sexual relations as a man “going in to [his wife],” for example, in Dt 22:13. The NASB, ESV, NKJV, and NRSV translate it literally. The NIV and NLT, however, use the English idiom “sleeps with her,” while the TEV simply says he “marries” her. Others remove the idiom, translating “have intercourse with” (REB) or “have sexual relations with” (HCSB, NET).17

			Another example is found in Am 4:6, which some versions render essentially literally: “(But) I gave [or have given] you also cleanness of teeth in all your cities” (KJV, ASV, NKJV, NASB, ESV, NRSV). Other versions have concluded that such an idiom would be either incomprehensible or misinterpreted by most readers, who consider “cleanness of teeth” to be something desirable rather than an undesirable result of starvation. So the clause is rendered, “I gave you absolutely nothing to eat in all your cities” (HCSB), “I gave you empty stomachs in every city” (NIV), “I brought hunger to every city” (NLT), “I was the one who brought famine to all your cities” (TEV). So the more literal translations tend to render idioms literally even if they challenge the reader’s understanding. 

			In Gn 27:38, the KJV, ASV, NKJV, NASB, ESV, and NRSV have the essentially literal translation of an idiom: “So/And Esau lifted (up) his voice and wept.” Other versions have a more natural and meaningful rendering: “And Esau wept loudly” (HCSB), “Then Esau wept aloud” (NIV), “Then Esau broke down and wept” (NLT), “He began to cry” (TEV). 

			Two chapters later (29:1) is a structurally identical idiom that none of these translations render literally, which would be “And Jacob lifted up his feet and went to the land of the sons of the east.” Apparently that idiom was considered too strange and was replaced by “Then/So Jacob went on his journey and came . . .” (KJV, ASV, NKJV, NASB, ESV, NRSV), “Jacob resumed his journey and went . . .” (HCSB), “Then Jacob continued on his journey and came . . .” (NIV), “Then Jacob hurried on, finally arriving . . .” (NLT), and “Jacob continued on his way and went . . .” (TEV). In fact, even formal equivalence translations often do not render idioms literally. 

			A similar example is found in 1Pt 1:13. The verse is literally, “Therefore, girding up the loins of your mind,” which the ASV has, except for the use of “wherefore” for “therefore.” The KJV has the same but renders the participle as an imperative (likewise the NKJV, but with “therefore”). But all the modern versions prefer to “unpack” the idiom: “Therefore, with your minds ready for action” (HCSB), “Therefore, with minds that are alert and fully sober” (NIV), “Therefore prepare your minds for action” (NRSV), “So think clearly and exercise self-control” (NLT), “So then, have your minds ready for action” (TEV). 

			Idioms can be rendered literally if they make good sense in English. If not, they can be rendered by the closest English equivalent, in which case the literal is sometimes given in a note. But the formal equivalence translations tend to tolerate idioms that sound unnatural in English.

			Consistency. Another characteristic of literal translation is the effort to maintain consistency in the rendering of individual words and phrases. For example, the last verse of John chapter 2 and the first verse of chapter 3 in the essentially literal NASB reads,

			25[Jesus] did not need anyone to testify concerning man [anthrōpos], for He Himself knew what was in man [anthrōpos]. 1Now there was a man [anthrōpos] of the Pharisees, named Nicodemus, a ruler of the Jews.

			The repetition of anthrōpos in 2:25 seems to prepare for the use of the word again in 3:1.18 Jesus knew the hearts of men. One such man was Nicodemus. This is also apparent in the essentially literal rendering of the HCSB, ESV, and NET. The TEV translation, however, does not place a high value on maintaining such verbal connections. It does not render the term anthrōpos in either verse but prefers a plural pronoun in 2:25 (my italics):

			There was no need for anyone to tell him about them, because he himself knew what was in their hearts. There was a Jewish leader named Nicodemus, who belonged to the party of the Pharisees.

			Here is how the REB handled the three uses of anthrōpos:

			[Jesus knew them all] and had no need of evidence from others about anyone, for he himself could tell what was in people. One of the Pharisees, called Nicodemus, a member of the Jewish Council,

			The TNIV, published in 2005, rendered the words inconsistently:

			He did not need human testimony about them, for he knew what was in them. Now there was a Pharisee, a man named Nicodemus who was a member of the Jewish ruling council.

			The recently revised NIV improved the translation:

			He did not need any testimony about mankind, for he knew what was in each person. Now there was a Pharisee, a man named Nicodemus who was a member of the Jewish ruling council.

			Yet the English Bible reader may still miss the connection. The NLT does something similar but collapses the clauses in 2:25 into one, so removing the repetition:

			No one needed to tell him what mankind is really like. There was a man named Nicodemus, a Jewish religious leader who was a Pharisee.

			Consistency in formal equivalence also involves translating words and phrases consistently throughout the Old or New Testament, if the contexts are similar. Note that this does not involve woodenly translating the same everywhere (such a translation would be termed “concordant”). For example, the Hebrew verb  ‘ āzab occurs 23 times in Jeremiah. Chart 2.1 shows how this word is rendered in Jeremiah by various translations. If a word is being emphasized, or if it is being used to make connections between various passages, a Bible student will likely not notice unless it is translated the same whenever possible.19

			See Chart on Translations of ʿāzab

			Another type of example may be found in Jr 4:23:

			I looked at the earth, and it was formless and empty [tohu wabohu]. 
I looked to the heavens, and their light was gone.

			The phrase tohu wabohu only occurs in one other place in the Old Testament, in Gn 1:2, and Jeremiah is probably alluding to it. It seems that a translation can and should translate the phrase the same in both passages. This is done in the HCSB, NASB, ESV, and NIV. But the TEV, which has “formless and desolate” in Gn 1:2, has “a barren waste” in Jr 4:23. The NAB has “a formless wasteland” in Gn 1:2, but “waste and void” in Jr 4:23. The REB has “a vast waste” in Gn 1:2, but “chaos” in Jr 4:23. Although the NLT has “formless and empty” in Gn 1:2, it has “empty and formless” in Jr 4:23! 

			Recognizing connections between passages, following a train of thought, and observing emphasis are often easier in the original text. Consistency in translation, whenever possible, helps to provide the same ability to the English reader.

			Use of Notes. One last characteristic of translations that tend toward formal equivalence is that they rely heavily on translation notes for several purposes:20 (1) to give the literal translation of a phrase rendered less literally in the text, (2) to explain less natural renderings of some idioms that have been rendered literally; (3) to inform of alternative interpretations or translations; (4) to inform of alternative textual readings in the manuscripts; (5) to alert the reader to plays on words, acrostics, alliteration, assonance, and chiastic structures that cannot be rendered in English. The latter rhetorical devices can occasionally be rendered in English, but not often. For example, the word play in Gn 2:23 between  ’ ish, “man,” and  ’ ishah, “woman,” also happens to work in English: “This one will be called ‘woman,’ for she was taken from man.” An example of alliteration that the HCSB managed to find an equivalent for in English is found in almost identical passages in Is 24:17–18 and Jr 48:43–44. 

			HCSB: Panic, pit, and trap await you who dwell on the earth. Whoever flees at the sound of panic will fall into a pit, and whoever escapes from the pit will be caught in a trap (Is 24:17–18a).

			The three words in Hebrew are pachad, pachat, and pach. Most translations do not have a matching alliteration in these verses. The ESV, for example, renders Is 24:17 as “Terror and the pit and the snare are upon you, O inhabitant of the earth!”

			Notes are usually found in such places if the rhetorical feature is considered significant. Some of the types of translation notes I’ve listed are found in most functional equivalence translations, but usually to a lesser extent.

			So an essentially literal translation generally prefers literal renderings (or as close to literal as possible) if they are considered to make sense in English. A literal rendering means that where possible it will be (1) word-for-word, (2) using the same grammatical structures, (3) preserving the idioms, (4) using the same translations of the same words and phrases in similar contexts, especially if they are in close proximity, and (5) relying heavily on translation notes.

			Optimal equivalence may be distinguished from formal equivalence in that rather than possible, it strives for equivalents that are natural (see the next section and chapter four on English style). For example, although “truly, truly, I say to you,” is comprehensible, it is not the way most people talk. Therefore, the HCSB has “I assure you:21 Unless someone is born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God” (Jn 3:3). While striving for the same goals, the goal of naturalness is given equal weight with numbers (1) through (4). Someone might object that accuracy should be the priority, not just one of the factors. And I would not disagree. However, can an account of a crime that gets all the facts straight, but is incomprehensible, be accurate? I argue that accuracy depends not only on getting the meaning right, but also on packaging it so that the reader can receive it. Striving for accuracy without also striving for ease of comprehension is like shooting at a bullseye with invisible arrows. No one can tell whether you’ve hit it.

			Some argue that Bible translation should allow readers to get as close as possible to the texts in the original languages, and that if the Bible text is hard to understand, it causes the reader to stop and ponder. “Leave it to the preachers to explain it.” These arguments are wrongheaded. From the beginning, Christianity was a translated faith. Jesus apparently spoke mainly in Aramaic, but almost all we have of his words are in Greek—the common Greek understood by the most people.22 Unlike Islam, carrying the Christian message across cultures has always involved translating the Scriptures into the languages of those cultures, not forcing the people to learn Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic.23 And what should and does cause readers to stop and ponder is the profoundness of the message, not the difficulty of the language. There are enough difficult passages in the Bible (see 2Pt 3:15–16) without adding to the difficulty ourselves. The grammatical subject of Bishop Westcott’s famous quote should be taken seriously: “God was pleased to leave difficulties upon the surface of Scripture, that men might be forced to look below the surface.”24 Our job as Christians is to understand and teach (see Mt 23:13; Lk 8:16; Jn 3:10; 1Co 14:19; 2Tm 4:2), not to lay verbal land mines to slow people down. And the idea that translators should leave in the Bible as many difficulties as possible in order to drive people to the preachers and teachers of the church would raise the hair on the necks of Martin Luther and William Tyndale, the latter of whom is said to have wanted to produce an English Bible which “a boy that driveth the plow in England” could read and understand. Translating the Bible into the common language of the people, an essential element of the Protestant Reformation, was intended to overthrow the clergy’s monopoly on the Bible and make it possible for common people to be nourished by it. 

			Distinguished from Functional Equivalence

			So what is “functional equivalence”? Originally called “dynamic equivalence,” Eugene Nida describes it as “the closest natural equivalent to the source-language message.” By “natural” he means that the rendering must fit (1) the receptor language and culture, (2) the context of the passage, and (3) the intended audience of the translation. It must especially fit the receptor language in grammar and word choice.25 Hence it is sometimes referred to as “idiomatic” translation.

			Dynamic equivalence, Nida says, is based on “the principle of equivalent effect.” He explains that “one is not so concerned with matching the receptor-language message with the source-language message, but with the dynamic relationship, . . . that the relationship between receptor and message should be substantially the same as that which existed between the original receptors and the message.”26 He also states that “the focus of attention is directed, not so much toward the source message, as toward the receptor response.”27 The theory may be criticized at this point, for the translator does not always know what “effect” the original message had on the audience. Furthermore, in many cases in the Old Testament we know that the effect was quite negative. Therefore, on the contrary, I think the translator must place priority on “matching the receptor-language message with the source-language message.”28

			The importance of “naturalness” may be illustrated by Am 2:8, where the NASB gives a very literal translation of the first clause: “On garments taken as pledges they stretch out beside every altar.” Even the slightly less literal ESV, and certainly the functional equivalence translations, move the prepositional phrase to its more natural position in English: “They lay themselves down beside every altar on garments taken in pledge.” But in Mt 5:3 the NASB, ESV, and even the NIV match the literal word order of the KJV: “Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.” That the NIV follows this rendering shows the influence that tradition has even on fresh translations (as opposed to revisions of an earlier translation) that often lean toward functional equivalence. The optimal equivalence translation of the HCSB renders the same verse using “the closest natural equivalent” in word order: “The poor in spirit are blessed, for the kingdom of heaven is theirs.” 

			Another illustration of the closest natural equivalent is in references to time and measure (see further chapter nine on issues in the New Testament). For example, what is referred to literally in the NASB, ESV, and NKJV as “the fourth watch of the night” in Mt 14:25, is referred to as “shortly before dawn” in the NIV, “early in the morning” in the NRSV, and “around/about three [o’clock] in the morning” in HCSB and NLT. And what is literally rendered an “ephah” of flour in the NASB, ESV, NKJV, NRSV, and NIV is called a “half bushel” in the HCSB and TEV,29 and a “basket” in the NLT.

			What Is Optimal Equivalence?

			Optimal equivalence shares functional equivalence’s committment to naturalness of language. But it differs from functional equivalence by also treating as desireable the essential characteristics of formal equivalence. The priority for optimal equivalence is communication, which includes truth and comprehension. The message of the text and its purpose must come through. For example, Am 5:4b–6a is a well-known chiasm:30

			a—Seek Me and live!
	b—Do not seek Bethel
		c—or go to Gilgal
			d—or journey to Beer-sheba,
		c—for Gilgal will certainly go into exile,
	b—and Bethel will come to nothing. 
a—Seek Yahweh and live

			A translation like the HCSB (given above), which considers form an important constraint on translation, allows the reader to discern the structure, while at the same time not sounding unnatural. The TEV, however, only concerned with naturalness, obscures the chiasm:

			“Come to me, and you will live. Do not go to Beersheba to worship. Do not try to find me at Bethel—Bethel will come to nothing. Do not go to Gilgal—her people are doomed to exile.” Go to the LORD, and you will live.

			This translation reads very well, but the HCSB reads well and retains the chiastic structure. That is optimal equivalence. 

			Another example is from Hab 2:16. Yahweh here is addressing Babylon (the Chaldeans):

			HCSB: You will be filled with disgrace [qālōn] instead of glory [kābōd]. You also—drink, and expose your uncircumcision! The cup in the LORD’s right hand will come around to you, and utter disgrace [qiyqālōn] will cover your glory [kābōd].

			For some reason, even the NASB fails to capture the emphatic repetition:

			NASB: “You will be filled with disgrace rather than honor. Now you yourself drink and expose your [own] nakedness. The cup in the LORD’S right hand will come around to you, And utter disgrace [will come] upon your glory.”

			The ESV and NKJV, however, keep their translation of the terms consistent here and display the repetition. Even the TEV and REB maintain the rhetoric. The NRSV, NIV, and NLT, however, fail to do so. The latter also diminishes the weight of “filled with disgrace”31 to simply “be disgraced” and chooses to skip the first use of “glory.” And the CEV further domesticates Yahweh’s rhetoric.

			NRSV: You will be sated with contempt instead of glory. Drink, you yourself, and stagger! The cup in the LORD’S right hand will come around to you, and shame will come upon your glory!

			NIV: You will be filled with shame instead of glory. Now it is your turn! Drink and let your nakedness be exposed! The cup from the LORD’s right hand is coming around to you, and disgrace will cover your glory.

			NLT: But soon it will be your turn to be disgraced. Come, drink and be exposed! Drink from the cup of the LORD’s judgment, and all your glory will be turned to shame.

			CEV: Now you will be disgraced instead of praised. The LORD will make you drunk, and when others see you naked, 	you will lose their respect.

			Returning to Chart 2.1 on the translation of Hebrew  ‘ āzab, it is apparent that a functional equivalence translation aims at the “closest natural equivalence” fitting a particular passage. A natural translation is designed to fit “the context of the passage,” with no apparent concern for the larger context, like the book of Jeremiah. An optimal equivalence translation is interested in the broader context. The translation of a word or phrase in a particular passage is subject to several constraints:

			(1) Lexical information and recommendations of major scholarly resources,

			(2) translation of the word/phrase elsewhere in the Testament, especially in passages whose topic, focus, and/or purpose is similar,

			(3) how a word/phrase with similar meaning (that is, in the same semantic range) has been rendered in the same or similar passages, and 

			(4) the closest natural equivalent in the passage under consideration.

			As Chart 2.2 depicts, the object of optimal equivalence is to 
achieve the highest possible degree of naturalness in the receptor language while maintaining the highest possible degree of transference of content and intent. The goal is effective communication between the original author and the translator’s intended audience. What the author said and why he said it must be communicated as completely and effectively as possible. Effectiveness in communication aims at keeping the reader’s processing effort at a minimum. This is another way to explain naturalness. A certain degree of effort is always required to “process” what is read. The more familiar the reader is with a text’s vocabulary, structure, content, and assumed knowledge, and the greater his level of interest in its topic, the less effort will be required to process it.32 “Naturalness” is a way of speaking particularly about the text’s vocabulary and structure.

			A formal equivalence translation aims to keep as close to the source language as possible and to transfer the maximum degree of content and intent. The result is often some degree of obscurity, or at least a high degree of processing effort by the reader. A functional equivalence translation aims primarily at a high degree of naturalness in each translated passage. Simplicity may not be a goal, but as one proceeds up the naturalness scale, there is an inherent “drag” on the translation’s ability to transfer content and intent. Optimal equivalence attempts to achieve the highest possible level of transference while at the same time maintaining a high level of naturalness.

			Straining toward naturalness without forfeiting the strongest commitment to transference is essential. Otherwise we “lock up the kingdom of heaven from people” (Mt 23:13) with translations that don’t communicate, forcing them to depend on a scholarly clergy who hold the “keys of interpretation.” I believe the apostle Paul, who “would rather speak five words [in the church with] understanding, in order to teach others also, than 10,000 words in another language,” would urge us to let our translations sound the trumpets of alarm or encouragement from Scripture clearly (1Co 14:8–9). While we should leave no grammatical or rhetorical stone unturned, we should apply Yahweh’s instruction to the prophet Habakkuk, who was to “write down this vision; clearly inscrib[ing] it on tablets so one may easily read it” (Hab 2:2).
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			English Style

			

			English translations often differ according to English style. Some follow British as opposed to American English. Some use a very formal style, some a very colloquial style, and many land somewhere in between. This chapter gives some guidelines on where some of the translations fall with respect to English style.

			Naturalness

			Both functional/dynamic and optimal equivalence translations aim to render the original language in such a way that it sounds natural in standard English. One reason for this is to keep at a minimum the effort required for a reader to “process” what he or she is reading. The HCSB aims at American English. A very important guide toward this goal is Bryan A. Garner’s A Dictionary of Modern American Usage (New York/Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998). Garner explains that the purpose of his book is “to help writers, editors, and speakers use the language effectively: to help them sound grammatical but relaxed, refined but natural, correct but unpedantic.”1 Furthermore, his goal, which matches that of the HCSB, is not to uphold an imagined pristine state of the language from 100 or more years ago, but “in the end, the actual usage of educated speakers and writers is the overarching criterion for correctness,” though “while actual usage can trump the other factors, it isn’t the only consideration.” His guide to usage is based primarily on the canvasing of millions of published documents through online databases (nexis and westlaw), from which he draws about 5,600 illustrations. 

			Contractions

			One obvious example of intentional naturalness is the HCSB’s use of 2,292 contractions in places where the translators felt there was informal speech.2 By way of comparison, the Message uses 17,264, GW uses 7,369, CEV uses 5,730, NLT uses 2,906, TEV uses 1,488, the TNIV uses 626, NJB uses 88, and NAB uses 31. The ESV, KJV, NRSV, NASB, NKJV, and REB use no contractions. 

			Garner’s wisdom on the matter of contractions in serious writing is that although many writers feel uncomfortable with them, and “perhaps contractions don’t generally belong in scholarly journals,” nevertheless, “why shouldn’t writers use them in most other types of writing?” What contractions provide is “a relaxed sincerity.”3

			The first instance of a contraction in the HCSB is Satan’s taunt in Gn 3:1: “Did God really say, ‘You can’t eat from any tree in the garden’?” In the next chapter God warned Cain, “If you do what is right, won’t you be accepted?” (4:7). Genesis 19:7–8 contains five contractions. Lot replied to the men who came to his door in Sodom, “Don’t do this evil, my brothers. Look, I’ve got two daughters who haven’t had sexual relations with a man. I’ll bring them out to you, and you can do whatever you want to them. However, don’t do anything to these men, because they have come under the protection of my roof.” And Jesus said to His disciples in Mt 16:11, “Why is it you don’t understand that when I told you, ‘Beware of the yeast of the Pharisees and Sadducees,’ it wasn’t about bread?” Clearly the HCSB uses a moderate number of contractions.

			Sentences Ending with Prepositions

			Another example of naturalness is the occasional use of prepositions at the end of a sentence, which in the minds of some is an absolute taboo. But Garner explains, 

			The spurious rule about not ending sentences with prepositions is a remnant of Latin grammar, in which a preposition was the one word that a writer could not end a sentence with. . . . If the superstition is a “rule” at all, it is a rule of rhetoric and not of grammar, the idea being to end sentences with strong words that drive a point home. . . . That principle is sound, of course, but not to the extent of meriting lockstep adherence.4

			To someone objecting to his breaking of this “rule” Winston Churchill famously responded, “That is the type of [e]rrant pedantry up with which I shall not put.” Garner’s bottom line is that “good writers don’t hesitate to end their sentences with prepositions if doing so results in phrasing that seems natural.” He offers this example: “‘This is a point on which I must insist’ becomes far more natural as ‘This is a point that I must insist on.’”5

			The KJV, for example, ends sentences with prepositions about 400 times. An example is Gn 22:2: “And he said, Take now thy son, thine only son Isaac, whom thou lovest, and get thee into the land of Moriah; and offer him there for a burnt offering upon one of the mountains which I will tell thee of.”

			By way of comparison, 16 translations were compared to see how many times the following prepositions end a sentence (see chart 3.1): about, above, across, after, against, along, among, around, at, before, behind, below, beneath, beside, between, by, down, during, except, for, from, in, inside, into, like, near, of, off, on, onto, outside, over, past, since, through, to, toward, under, underneath, until, up, upon, with, within, without. Unfortunately some of these words often serve as adverbs instead of prepositions, so the statistics are only comparative rather than precise.

			 See Chart on Prepositions Ending a Sentence

			The following list contains a sample of sentences from the HCSB of Isaiah that end in a preposition:

			For the vineyard of the Lord of Hosts is the house of Israel, and the men of Judah, the plant He delighted in. (5:7a)

			Indeed, the bed is too short to stretch out on, and its cover too small to wrap up in. (28:20)

			Return to the One the Israelites have greatly rebelled against. (31:6)

			Don’t be afraid because of the words you have heard, which the king of Assyria’s attendants have blasphemed Me with. (37:6)

			He stretches out the heavens like thin cloth and spreads them out like a tent to live in. (40:22)

			I will no longer give your grain to your enemies for food, and foreigners will not drink your new wine you have labored for. (62:8)

			
I spoke and you did not hear; you did what was evil in My sight and chose what I did not delight in. (65:12)

			These sentences all sound more natural and direct than the restructured equivalents with “in/with/for which” or “against whom.” More intentionally informal translations such as The Message, on the other hand, are much more free in their use of prepositions at the end of sentences.

			Idioms and Figurative Language

			A few idioms in Hebrew and Greek work fairly well in English. Others must be either (a) explained or (b) converted to equivalent idioms or (c) deconstructed into their non-idiomatic equivalents. In the case of (b) or (c), a formal or optimal equivalence translation will often have a note attached giving a literal translation. Matthew 20:15 in the HCSB, for example, reads, “Don’t I have the right to do what I want with my business? Are you jealous because I’m generous?” A note is attached to “jealous” that reads, “Lit Is your eye evil; an idiom for jealousy or stinginess” (see also Mt 22:16). Few translations render the idiom literally (NASB and NKJV are exceptions). The ESV deconstructs the idiom like the HCSB, translating, “Or do you begrudge my generosity?” Attached to the sentence is a note that reads, “Or is your eye bad because I am good?” Rather than indicating this is the literal rendering, the ESV treats it as an alternate translation. Most versions that deconstruct the idiom, however, have no note at all.6

			Matthew 20:22 is an example of a figure of speech that is translated literally but explained in a note in the HCSB. Jesus asked His disciples, ““Are you able to drink the cup that I am about to drink?” Attached to the idiom “drink the cup” is a note that reads, “Figurative language referring to His coming suffering; Mt 26:39; Jn 18:11.” Virtually every version translates literally here, but few have any explanation of the image. The NAB and CEV have such a note. The NASB lists some cross-references that help the reader understand, but that requires more work than some readers will be willing to do. The TEV helps with an expanded translation: “Can you drink the cup of suffering that I am about to drink?”

			An example of an idiom that works in English is in Mt 23:4— “They tie up heavy loads that are hard to carry and put them on people’s shoulders, but they themselves aren’t willing to lift a finger to move them.” A note attached to “finger” explains that the Greek literally reads “lift with the finger.” Almost all the translations use the similar idiom, “lift a finger.” The exceptions are NASB, NKJV, and ESV, the last of which translates, “they themselves are not willing to move them with their finger.”

			An idiom that must be converted to one that sounds natural in English is in Mt 26:43. Jesus in the garden of Gethsemane “came again and found them sleeping, because they could not keep their eyes open.” A note explains that the Greek idiom is “their eyes were weighed down.” Several translations try to preserve the Greek idiom by translating something like “their eyes were heavy” (see ESV, NASB, NIV, NJB, NKJV, NRSV, REB), but others use the idiom found in the HCSB (CEV, GW, NAB, NLT, TEV).

			The idiom in Ps 1:1 to “stand in the way/path of sinners” (ESV, NASB, NIV, NKJV) is converted by the HCSB, GW, JPS, NRSV, and REB to “take the path of sinners.” 

			Idioms may be very challenging for the Bible student, and the HCSB tries to give as much help as possible in grasping their meaning.

			Archaisms

			Another means to achieve naturalness is to avoid archaisms. One such word is shall. In traditional grammar, the simple future called for shall only in the first person. But for an expression of determination, promise, or command, shall was used only in the second and third persons (and “will” in the first). In modern English, shall is usually encountered only in questions requesting permission or agreement (e.g., “Shall we go?”), or in legal documents where shall expresses obligation. Otherwise, according to Garner, shall is rarely used in American English.7 Therefore, the word is not found in the HCSB or GW. It is found 8 times in the NLT, 55 in the Msg, 480 in NIV, 581 in TEV, but 3,971 in NASB, 6,389 in ESV, 6,451 in NRSV, 6,623 in RSV, 7,230 in NKJV, and 9,838 in KJV.

			Nor is used much less frequently than it was at one time. Now it is almost solely confined to the use following neither. According to Garner, “When the negative of a clause has appeared at the outset of an enumeration, and a disjunctive conjunction is needed, or is generally better than nor.”8 Nor is found in the KJV 756 times, 464 in the RSV, 698 in NASB, 446 in ESV, 418 in NRSV, 328 in NIV, 144 in NLT, 137 in TEV, 61 in GW, 41 in HCSB, and 9 in CEV. For example, Gn 49:10 in the NRSV reads, “The scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s staff from between his feet.” But in the HCSB we find “The scepter will not depart from Judah or the staff from between his feet.” 

			Another word used less now than in the past is whom. Grammatically it is an objective relative pronoun and is used as either the object of a verb or the object of a preposition. But especially in questions, it is rapidly being replaced by who. Garner quotes William Safire, who said, “When whom is correct, recast the sentence.”9 In Gn 2:8, “there he put the man whom he had formed” (NRSV) is more naturally rendered “there He placed the man He had formed” (HCSB). Genesis 16:15, rendered by NRSV, “Abram named his son, whom Hagar bore, Ishmael,” is more naturally rendered by HCSB, “Abram gave the name Ishmael to the son Hagar had.” In Jdg 4:22, ““Come, and I will show you the man whom you are seeking” (NRSV) is more naturally rendered “Come and I will show you the man you are looking for” (HCSB). In 2Sm 3:12, “To whom does the land belong?” (NRSV) is more naturally rendered “Whose land is it?” (HCSB). And when Herod heard about Jesus, would he more likely have cried out “John, whom I beheaded, has been raised” (NRSV) or “John, the one I beheaded, has been raised!” (HCSB).

			According to Garner, upon is now a “formal” word, often “unnecessary in place of on.” It is in fact “inferior” to that “shorter, simpler, and more direct word,” except in cases where upon is used to mean “when,” as in “upon disembarking” or “upon her return.”10 So it is surprising to find it used so often (about 90 times) in the 2011 edition of the NIV. Genesis 20:9, for example (and in similar uses with forms of “bring”), reads, “How have I wronged you that you have brought such great guilt upon me and my kingdom?” Another example is in 2Sm 16:12: “It may be that the Lord will look upon my misery . . . .” And Ps 27:5 reads, “he will hide me in the shelter of his tabernacle and set me high upon a rock.” Finally, Ps 139:5 reads, “You hem me in behind and before, and you lay your hand upon me. In all these cases the HCSB uses on. Other archaic words found in the new NIV are alas, astir, bosom, naught, toil, rend, slew, unmindful, vaunt, spurn, and supplication. 

			Archaic word order is another factor that affects naturalness. The word order in the KJV of Mt 5:3 has almost become sacrosanct: “Blessed are the poor in spirit: for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.” But such sentence structure sounds odd outside of church or Star Wars (Yoda’s “Find what you are looking for, you will”). The KJV word order is preserved by NKJV, RSV, NASB, NRSV, ESV, NIV, and NAB. But the much more natural HCSB order (“The poor in spirit are blessed, for the kingdom of heaven is theirs”) is also found in the NLT and CEV. 

			Another case of unnatural word order is found in the ESV of Jn 17:22: “The glory that you have given me I have given to them, that they may be one even as we are one.” The HCSB has “I have given them the glory You have given Me. May they be one as We are one.” And in Mk 7:6 the KJV, NKJV, and ESV have the unnatural sounding clause “Well did Isaiah prophesy of you hypocrites,” and the NASB has the similar “Rightly did Isaiah prophesy of you hypocrites.” But the NIV, GW, and NLT have the more natural sounding “Isaiah was right when he prophesied about you hypocrites,” and the HCSB and NET have “Isaiah prophesied correctly about you hypocrites.” The last example renders the adverb kalōs more literally as “correctly.” 

			In Ezk 18:22, the ESV has “for the righteousness that he has done he shall live.” But the HCSB has reversed the word order in the clause to the more natural “He will live because of the righteousness he has practiced.” The same reordering is found in v. 24. There the ESV has “for the treachery of which he is guilty and the sin he has committed, for them he shall die,” and the HCSB has “He will die because of the treachery he has engaged in and the sin he has committed.”

			Other archaisms appear at various points in the older translations and occasionally in more recent ones. This well-known KJV rendering from Mt 1:18 contains three expressions no longer used today:11

			When as his mother Mary was espoused to Joseph, before they came together, she was found with child of the Holy Ghost.

			The RSV updated “espoused” to “betrothed” which is also heard now rarely if ever.

			When his mother Mary had been betrothed to Joseph, before they came together she was found to be with child of the Holy Spirit.

			The same archaic language is also used by ESV and NASB. The NIV is an improvement.

			His mother Mary was pledged to be married to Joseph, but before they came together, she was found to be pregnant through the Holy Spirit.

			The expression “pledged to be married,” however, would be unclear to some modern readers. The HCSB uses the common term “engaged.”

			After His mother Mary had been engaged to Joseph, it was discovered before they came together that she was pregnant by the Holy Spirit.

			Furthermore, the HCSB has a note attached to “engaged” that reads, “Jewish engagement was a binding agreement that could only be broken by divorce.”

			For those who have grown up with the KJV or one of the more formal translations, many of these archaisms may sound perfectly fine because of their familiarity. But in a world that is often called post-Christian, they make the Bible sound foreign, strange, and inaccessible. They also interfere with comprehension. At least since Luther, the goal of Bible translators has been to produce a vernacular translation, that is, one in the common language of the day. Therefore, such projects typically and wisely avoid archaisms. 

			Consistency

			As discussed and illustrated in chapter 2, both formal and optimal equivalence translations have consistency as a goal. That is, the attempt is made to render words and phrases the same way whenever they are used in the same way in similar contexts. An advantage of consistency is that it enables Bible students and readers to make connections from one passage to another—making these connections the same way a native reader would have, which is presumably what the Holy Spirit intended. For example, when Jos 7:6 is translated into English, it would be good English style to change “Joshua . . . fell . . . with his face to the ground” to “he bowed down” (NLT). This is a common way that they showed honor in the ANE. But then the reader would not notice that Goliath, who defied God all his life, did the very same thing as he died: “he fell on his face to the ground” (1Sm 17:49).

			Consistency must be limited by two things, however. First, in English, as opposed to Hebrew especially, it is not considered good style to repeat words or word roots. It is better style to vary the vocabulary. So where the Hebrew says, “He vowed a vow” (nadar neder), in English we would say, “He made a vow” or “He vowed with an oath.”

			Second, there are cases in Hebrew and Greek where the same word has widely different meanings in different contexts. In both Hebrew and Greek the word for “spirit” (ruach/pneuma) also means “wind” (Gn 8:1; Jn 3:8) or “breath” (Gn 6:17; Rv 11:11), and is used both of the invigorating “spirit” in humans (Gn 45:27; Mt 27:50) as well as the “Spirit” of God (Gn 1:2; Jn 20:22). There is no one word in English that can be used consistently for ruach/pneuma.

			In less literal translations, however, English style and individual context tend to outrank consistency, resulting in a greater variety of renderings of a single word. For example, the Greek word is rendered in a variety of ways. 

			See Chart on Translations of dechomai

			The Greek lexicon (called BDAG12) gives only five categories of meaning for dexomai, which may be represented by the verbs “receive,” “take,” “welcome,” “tolerate,” and “approve.” Such a wide range of renderings as are found in the NLT would seem to confuse the Bible student. For example, Mt 10:14 reads in the NLT, “If any household or town refuses to welcome you or listen to your message, shake its dust from your feet as you leave.” “Welcome” translates dexomai. But in essentially the same context in Mt 10:40 they rendered the word dexomai as “receive”: “Anyone who receives you receives me, and anyone who receives me receives the Father who sent me.” Such inconsistency in translation interferes with a student’s ability to follow the flow of thought in the passage. 

			Quotations

			In the HCSB and almost all English translations, simple quotations are enclosed in double quotation marks, and quotes within quotes are enclosed in single quotation marks:13

			The woman said to the serpent, “We may eat the fruit from the trees in the garden. But about the fruit of the tree in the middle of the garden, God said, ‘You must not eat it or touch it, or you will die.’” (Gn 3:2–3)

			In a number of places in the HCSB, lengthy quotations are treated as block quotes: the entire quote being indented but not enclosed in quotation marks. For example, Daniel’s hymn of praise and prayer to “the God of heaven” and “God of my fathers” in Dn 2:20–23 is thus treated, as is King Nebuchadnezzar’s decree in Dn 4:1–3, and his description of his dream in Dn 4:10–12 and 14–17. Most translations, however, use quotation marks in these cases, even if they indent the entire quote. 

			The traditional American punctuation style for multiple embedded quotations (that is, quotations of quotations of quotations) is to begin the first quotation with double quotation marks, begin the next internal quotation with a single quotation mark, then alternate the double and single quotation marks for as many levels of embedded quotations as necessary.

			The Old Testament provides a number of interesting examples of multiple layers of embedded quotations. For example, a prophet will quote the Lord, who in turn quotes Himself or someone else. As many as four or five layers of embedded quotations may occur in this kind of prophetic passage. Since it is rare to find even a triple layer of quotations in a modern book or article, most recent Bible translations have dropped the use of layers of alternating quotation marks for multiple embedded quotations. Since the KJV and many of its successors used no quotation marks at all, no single precedent has been set for punctuating multiple embedded quotations in Bible translations.

			The HCSB has tried to strike a balance between the KJV on the one hand, and the NASB and NKJV, which use as many as six layers of embedded quotation marks. The HCSB has adopted a style that allows no more than three layers of quotation marks in this kind of passage. Especially in the Prophetic books simple quotes of divine speech are often not enclosed in quotation marks. For example, in Jr 1:4–6:

			The word of the Lord came to me: I chose you before I formed you in the womb; I set you apart before you were born. I appointed you a prophet to the nations. But I protested, “Oh no, Lord, God! Look, I don’t know how to speak since I am only a youth.”

			The NAB and JPS do essentially the same thing. The result is a cleaner text but one in which the speakers and their words are clearly marked.

			Capitalizing Divine Pronouns

			As stated in the introduction to the HCSB, “Nouns and personal pronouns that clearly refer to any person of the Trinity are capitalized.” This not only calls special attention to the appearance of God in biblical passages, it also helps to identify the antecedents of pronouns, as in 1Jn 3:3 (see chapter 2). The KJV, which does not capitalize divine pronouns reads,

			And every man that hath this hope in him purifieth himself, even as he is pure.

			Such a verse is very confusing because of the difficulty determining the antecedents of the pronouns. The HCSB is much clearer:

			And everyone who has this hope in Him purifies himself just as He is pure.

			This translation is able to maintain the literal “has this hope in,”14 which the ESV must render less literally with the verb “hopes” for the noun “hope”: “And everyone who thus hopes in him purifies himself as he is pure.”

			In Jdg 2:1–2 the Angel of the Lord appears but is then identified with God. The HCSB reflects this by capitalizing “My” and “Me.”

			The Angel of the Lord went up from Gilgal to Bochim and said, “I brought you out of Egypt and led you into the land I had promised to your fathers. I also said: I will never break My covenant with you. You are not to make a covenant with the people who are living in this land, and you are to tear down their altars. But you have not obeyed Me. What is this you have done?

			Psalm 2:6–8 is interpreted as a direct Messianic prophecy. So the pronouns referring to the Messianic King are capitalized:

			“I have consecrated My King on Zion, My holy mountain.” I will declare the Lord’s decree: He said to Me, “You are My Son; today I have become Your Father. Ask of Me, and I will make the nations Your inheritance and the ends of the earth Your possession.”

			Similarly, whereas “My messenger” in Mal 3:1 is interpreted as a prophecy of John the Baptist, “the Messenger of the covenant” is interpreted as referring to the Messiah:

			“See, I am going to send My messenger, and he will clear the way before Me. Then the Lord you seek will suddenly come to His temple, the Messenger of the covenant you desire—see, He is coming,” says the Lord of Hosts.

			Some Bible students may disagree with some of the interpretations reflected by these capitalized pronouns. Some may feel that we should leave the identification of pronouns to the reader. After all, Hebrew had no capital letters, and Greek only capitalized proper nouns. Yet we think that the Bible reader should be given every interpretative advantage in his or her efforts to comprehend and apply the Scriptures. We also think that translation involves the responsibility to arrive at the most reasonable interpretation of the text (see chapter 2) and to render that interpretation as clearly as possible. When the identification of a divine pronoun is unclear, we have chosen the most reasonable view for the text and have reflected the alternative in a textual note.

			Serial Comma

			Grammarians call the comma before the last element in a list the “serial comma” or the “Harvard” or “Oxford” comma. An example is the comma after “Levi” in Ex 1:2: “Reuben, Simeon, Levi, and Judah.” Grammarians differ, however, in whether to use the serial comma. While acknowledging the strong disagreement, Garner points out that 

			only one method is iron clad in avoiding unnecessary ambiguities: inserting a comma before the final element. Thus a, b, and c rather than a, b and c. The problems arise with elements containing two or more items, as a and b, c and d, e and f, and g and h. The last two elements are muddled if the comma is omitted.15 

			Most English Bible translations use the serial comma (for example, the KJV, NKJV, NRSV, ESV, NLT, TEV, GW, REB, JPS, and HCSB). A few translations, however, such as the NAB, NASB, and NIV, omit the serial comma. They render Ex 1:2 as “Reuben, Simeon, Levi and Judah.” The reader may be left wondering whether the two tribes of Levi and Judah are considered more closely associated than the other tribes that are listed. 

			Such matters of English style are intended to make the translation as engaging, helpful, clear, and reader-friendly as possible. The less time the reader must spend in comprehending the text, the more time may be spent in applying it. 

			
				
					1	Garner, A Dictionary of Modern American Usage, x.

				

				
					2	There is at least one in every Bible book, with the highest number in John (209), 1 Samuel (194), Matthew (193), Luke (172), and Proverbs (144). Considering the size of the books, the highest frequency is in Jonah (16).

				

				
					3	Garner, A Dictionary of Modern American Usage, 165.

				

				
					4	Ibid., 519.

				

				
					5	Ibid.

				

				
					6	Also see the study of Ps 1:1 in our chapter 2, where the HCSB converts “does not walk in the advice of the wicked” to “does not follow the advice of the wicked.”

				

				
					7	Garner, A Dictionary of Modern American Usage, 597–98.

				

				
					8	Ibid., 453.

				

				
					9	Ibid., 694.

				

				
					10	Ibid., 671.

				

				
					11	This example is from Mark L. Strauss, “Why the English Standard Version (ESV) Should not become the Standard English Version.” It is available at http://sunestauromai.wordpress.com/2008/11/21/mark-strauss-on-the-esv/ (accessed 9/8/11). This paper contains many other examples of archaisms.

				

				
					12	Based on the four persons most responsible for it, Walter Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. Danker (A Greek-English Lexicon of the Greek New Testament and Other Christian Literature [Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 2000]).

				

				
					13	The KJV uses no quotation marks. The REB encloses simple quotes in single quotation marks, and quotes within quotes are enclosed in double quotation marks, according to British style.

				

				
					14	The Greek is ὁ ἔχων τὴν ἐλπίδα ταύτην ἐπ᾿.

				

				
					15	Garner, A Dictionary of Modern American Usage, 253.

				

			

		

	
		
			4

			Inclusive Language 
in Bible Translation

			Inclusive language (see the following section for a definition) became an issue in the 1970s and appeared unnoticed in a Bible translation for the first time in 1976 with the publication of the TEV or Good News for Modern Man. Then in 1989 the REB appeared in Britain and the NRSV in America, both employing inclusive language. In the latter case, the language change (from the RSV) was noticed and criticized by feminists who were not satisfied with the extent of inclusive language. But conservatives raised little fuss, perhaps because the sponsoring organization was the National Council of Christian Churches, which was expected to be “liberal.” Several Bible versions were released in the early 1990s (NCV, GW, NLT) that included a moderate degree of inclusive language, again with little notice.1 But when the NIV Committee on Bible Translation decided in the 1990s to introduce inclusive language and then released an inclusive language edition of the NIV (the NIVI) in Britain in 1996, it ignited a firestorm of protest. Since then, the release of any edition of the English Bible is met with scrutiny on this issue.2 In 2002 the CBT and Zondervan released the TNIV (Today’s NIV) New Testament, with the whole Bible following in 2005. In 2011 a new NIV was released, which scaled back the inclusive language from the level found in the TNIV.

			What Is Inclusive Language?

			Language that is “inclusive” is non-sexist; that is, it seeks to avoid a masculine bias by avoiding the use of masculine forms except to refer to males. Many charge that traditional “sexist” language constitutes a male-orientated view of the world, fostering unfair sexual discrimination and leading to a denigration of the role of women in society.

			The grammatical issue attracting the most attention is English’s lack of a gender-neutral third person singular pronoun. For example, traditional grammar results in sentences such as, “When someone takes a test, he should use a pencil.” Proposals for an English non-sexist pronoun have been many: one, he or she (perhaps written s/he), or invented terms such as tey, co, E, ne, thon, mon, heesh, ho, hesh, et, hir, jhe, na, per, xe, or po.3 Another solution common in British English and increasingly used in American English is to use the so-called singular they, resulting in “When someone takes a test, they should use a pencil.”

			The use of man, of course, to mean “humanity,” “human being,” or “person” is also considered by many to be inappropriate. This would include such expressions and terms as the man in the street, stone-age man, chairman, salesman, and fisherman. 

			A similar problem is the use of feminine role terms that are made by adding a suffix to a base word traditionally understood to refer to a male: for example, poetess, heiress, stewardess, actress, prophetess, lioness, and tigress.4 Other terms to be avoided are fairy godmother,5 farmer’s wife,6 and First Lady.7

			Feminism and Linguistic Engineering

			There is no doubt that with respect to such issues the English language has changed considerably in the last 40 years. Those changes, however, have not occurred naturally but have resulted from attention given to language by the feminist movement beginning in the 1970s. Several books document and applaud the work of feminists to reform language to make it less sexist or androcentric. According to Ann Pauwels in Women Changing Language, many feminists see language as the main force in shaping people’s view of reality. “They often see a direct, even causal, link between women’s subordinate status in society and the androcentrism in language.”8 Feminist language reform (LR), she says, is “aimed at achieving greater linguistic, social and political equality of the sexes.”9 Motivation, however, is “predominantly social (and political) rather than . . . linguistic.”10 To counter language that “demean[s] women,” women associated with the feminist movement “publicized their concerns in consciousness raising groups, in parent, teacher or school council meetings, in pamphlets, in letters to newspapers and to publishers and so on. Often they also developed strategies and proposals to eliminate gender bias in language.” Women’s groups pressured various organizations, companies, and institutions to address the issue. Groups quick to become active in this endeavor were McGraw-Hill, Macmillan, Random House, the American Psychiatric Association, the National Council of Teachers of English, and the International Association of Business Communication. “Included in this group of language planners,” she says, “are also equal opportunity committees, women’s task forces and advisory committees of tertiary (educational) institutions, union organizations, [and] media organizations who joined the ranks of the publishing houses and the professional organizations in acting as language planners.” Government or semi-government agencies were also formed “to comply with the linguistic implications of legislation outlawing sex discrimination.”11 UNESCO also issued guidelines for non-sexist language for England, France, and Germany. 

			Pauwels concludes,

			It thus appears that feminist LP [language planning] or non-sexist LR is undertaken by a great variety of ‘planners’ ranging from enthusiastic feminist individuals who are privately and professionally committed to changing sexist language, feminist activists and lobby groups, and women’s action committees in large organizations to language task forces or government agencies and even language academies.12 

			Furthermore, Pauwels explains, 

			Among the prime target audiences for non-sexist language reform are publishers of all kinds of educational materials such as first readers, textbooks, instruction manuals and learning guides. Journalists, editors, presenters and others working in the mass media (both print and electronic) form another major target group, as do bureaucrats, educators (especially school teachers) and legislative bodies.13

			So it should be no surprise that concern over “sexist language” has so quickly become widespread, even in regard to Bible translation.

			Feminist Agenda and the Bible

			Its Nature and Significance

			Some believe the principles driving inclusive language should also operate in the language we use for God. According to J. W. Cooper, professor of philosophical theology at Calvin Theological Seminary, “Gender-inclusive theology and language for God are currently among the most powerful forces in mainline Christianity.”14 The movement has been referred to as “Re-imagining God” and “the Second Reformation.” 

			According to Cooper, “Advocates believe that a gender-inclusive view of humans requires a gender-inclusive view of God and that the traditional presentation of God inevitably perpetuates a sexist, male-dominated hierarchy in both family and society.”15 Brian Wren is one of those advocates: “The systematic and almost exclusive use of male God-language, in a faith in which God is revealed as incarnate in a male human being, gives a distorted vision of God and supports male dominance in church and society.”16 Some even claim that feminine language is more appropriate for God than masculine language. The major proponents of this movement to demasculinize God are Virginia Mollenkott, Brian Wren, Rosemary Ruether, Elizabeth Johnson, Aida Spencer, Nancy Hardesty, Sandra Schneiders, Elisabeth Schüssler Fiorenza, Catherine Kroeger, Ruth Duck, Sally McFague, Gail Ramshaw, and Paul R. Smith.

			Examples

			The Inclusive Language Lectionary17 changes “Father” either to “God” or to “Father [and Mother].”18 John 3:16 reads, “God so loved the world that God gave God’s only Child.” And Mt 28:19 reads, “baptizing them in the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, the God and Mother of us all.”

			In the Gospels and Letters of Paul, published by the United Church of Christ, Mt 28:19 is rendered, “baptizing them in the name of God the Father and Mother and of Jesus Christ the Beloved Child and of the Holy Spirit.”19

			The Inclusive New Testament, published in 1994, was produced by the Priests for Equality, an organization of men and women that works for the full participation of women and men in the church and society. The organization began this work in 1988. One of the main goals of the group was to eliminate sexist language. So Mt 28:19 describes the Trinity as “Abba God, Only Begotten, and Holy Spirit.” The Lord’s Prayer is offered to “Our Heavenly Parent.” John 8:3 is rendered, “A couple had been caught in the act of adultery, though the scribes and Pharisees brought only the woman.” 

			Its Foundation

			Besides citing places where the Bible supposedly refers to God in feminine terms (Is 49:15, “Can a woman forget her nursing child, or lack compassion for the child of her womb? Even if these forget, yet I will not forget you”),20 proponents of inclusive language for God offer several theological arguments. Elizabeth Schüssler Fiorenza, for example, explains,

			Feminist hermeneutics cannot trust or accept the Bible and tradition simply as divine revelation. Rather it must critically evaluate them as patriarchal articulations. . . . The litmus test for invoking Scripture as the Word of God must be whether or not biblical texts and traditions seek to end relations of domination and exploitation.21

			Another argument is that just as we must translate the Bible from Hebrew and Greek, we must translate it from the Patriarchalism that resulted from the curse. Also, since both male and female were made in God’s image, speaking of Him in only masculine terms creates a false view of God. Cooper cites several other arguments and explains, “Underlying virtually all of these arguments for inclusivism is the assumption that we humans have the ability and right to name God . . . this is an axiom that is crucial to the entire inclusivist project.”22

			Response

			In response to this “project,” the World Council of Churches commission concluded, “We may not surrender the language of ‘Father.’ . . . ‘Father’ is not simply one amongst a number of metaphors or images used to describe God. It is the distinctive term addressed by Jesus himself to God. . . . We may not surrender the names Father and Son.”23

			Theologian Leslie Zeigler declared, “Most feminist theologians are presenting us not with the Christian faith but with a quite different religion.”24 Old Testament scholar Elizabeth Achtemeier charged that “by attempting to change the biblical language used of the deity, the feminists have in reality exchanged the true God for those deities which are ‘no gods,’ as Jeremiah would put it (2:11).”25

			The Ecumenical Coalition of Christian Women issued “A Christian Women’s Declaration” (Sept. 1997): “We will worship no other god but the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ” and “We repudiate the assumption that Christian faith and teachings were first ‘imagined’ by men and now should be ‘reimagined’ by women.”26

			I do not mean to imply that those who use inclusive language in Bible translation necessarily advocate or would permit renderings such as “God the Parent of our Lord Jesus Christ” or “in the name of God the Father and Mother and of Jesus Christ the Beloved Child and of the Holy Spirit.” I only suggest that the practice may have a dangerous, downward trajectory. For example, see chart 4.1.

			Chart 4.1

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Pr 15:5a

						
							
							HCSB: “A fool despises his father’s discipline.”

						
							
							NIV: “A fool spurns a parent’s discipline” (see also NLT, CEV, NRSV, and TEV).

						
					

					
							
							Gl 4:6a

						
							
							HCSB: “And because you are sons, God has sent the Spirit of His Son into our hearts.”

						
							
							NLT: “And because we are his children, God has sent the Spirit of his Son into our hearts” (see also GW, NCV, TEV, NRSV, CEV).

						
					

					
							
							Pr 13:24

						
							
							HCSB, “The one who will not use the rod hates his son, but the one who loves him disciplines him diligently.”

						
							
							NIV: “Whoever spares the rod hates their children, but the one who loves their children is careful to discipline them” (see also NLT, NCV, TEV, NRSV, and CEV).

						
					

				
			

			

			If “father” can be rendered “parent” in Pr 15:5a, why not render Father as Parent in Mt 6:9? And if “sons” or even “son” can be rendered “children,” as in Pr 13:24 and Gal 4:6a,27 why not render “Son” as “Child” in Jn 3:16 and Mt 28:19? 

			Inclusive Language in the Bible

			The following are some specific examples that illustrate the serious effects of inclusive language and the value of proper translation.

			Ezekiel 18:5–9,21–24

			HCSB: 5“Now suppose a man is righteous and does what is just and right: 6He does not eat at the mountain shrines or raise his eyes to the idols of the house of Israel. He does not defile his neighbor’s wife or come near a woman during her menstrual impurity. 7He doesn’t oppress anyone but returns his collateral to the debtor. He does not commit robbery, but gives his bread to the hungry and covers the naked with clothing. 8He doesn’t lend at interest or for profit but keeps his hand from wrongdoing and carries out true justice between men. 9He follows My statutes and keeps My ordinances, acting faithfully. Such a person is righteous; he will certainly live.” This is the declaration of the Lord God. . . .

			21“Now if the wicked person turns from all the sins he has committed, keeps all My statutes, and does what is just and right, he will certainly live; he will not die. 22None of the transgressions he has committed will be held against him. He will live because of the righteousness he has practiced. 23Do I take any pleasure in the death of the wicked?” This is the declaration of the Lord God. “Instead, don’t I take pleasure when he turns from his ways and lives? 24But when a righteous person turns from his righteousness and practices iniquity, committing the same detestable acts that the wicked do, will he live? None of the righteous acts he did will be remembered. He will die because of the treachery he has engaged in and the sin he has committed.

			Ezekiel 18 is especially significant theologically, as it deals with personal responsibility for sin, though our interest is in how various translations handle the masculine nouns and pronouns in two sections of the chapter. First we’ll survey the main body of the chapter to see where our two sections fit. Verses 5–18 present three cases: the righteous man, who does “just and right” and “will certainly live” (vv. 5–9), his violent son who commits abominations and “will certainly die” (vv. 10–13), and the grandson who follows the example of his grandfather rather than his father and “will certainly live” (vv. 14–18). Two objections are raised in v. 19 and v. 25 and answered in vv. 19–30a. The answer to the first objection includes two more cases that illustrate individual responsibility: the case of a wicked person who repents and lives (vv. 21–23), and the case of a righteous person who turns away, does iniquity, and dies (v. 24).

			Although few translations change “man” in v. 5 to a genderless word, at least some of the masculine pronouns in the passage are often changed. One striking departure from the sense of the Hebrew is the NLT’s changing of masculine singular to generic singular and then plural. After an initial “Suppose a certain man is righteous” and a series of third person masculine singular verbs and the terms “father” and “son” in vv. 5–18,28 the NLT changes to “parent” and “child” in v. 19 with no warrant in the Hebrew text, and then to the plural “righteous people” and “wicked people” (as well as “they,” “their,” and “them”) in vv. 20b–24 on the same basis.29 Then throughout vv. 21–24, the nouns and pronouns are all plural, even though they are all singular in Hebrew. 

			The NIV waits until v. 20 to switch to “parent” and “child” (see also CEV, JPS, NRSV) presumably on the basis of the first clause, which uses hannephesh: “The person who sins is the one who will die.” But the word nephesh does not change the meaning of the masculine singular nouns and pronouns that follow in the verse. The NIV switches back to singular “person” in vv. 21–24, but they use the so-called singular “they,” “their,” and “them” throughout those verses. This is confusing to someone who does not use such a grammatical novelty, and it removes the clear masculine singular focus of the whole chapter (see Block’s remark in n. 26). The CEV, on the other hand, changes all the nouns and pronouns in vv. 21–24 to plural:

			21Suppose wicked people stop sinning and start obeying my laws and doing right. They won’t be put to death. 22All their sins will be forgiven, and they will live because they did right. 23I, the LORD God, don’t like to see wicked people die. I enjoy seeing them turn from their sins and live. 24But when good people start sinning and doing disgusting things, will they live? No! All their good deeds will be forgotten, and they will be put to death because of their sins.

			Luke 17:1–4

			HCSB: 1He said to His disciples, “Offenses will certainly come, but woe to the one they come through! 2 It would be better for him if a millstone were hung around his neck and he were thrown into the sea than for him to cause one of these little ones to stumble. 3 Be on your guard. If your brother sins, rebuke him, and if he repents, forgive him. 4 And if he sins against you seven times in a day, and comes back to you seven times, saying, ‘I repent,’ you must forgive him.”

			Although Jesus is speaking to His disciples (v. 1), throughout Luke 17:1–4 He is concerned with individuals. In vv. 1–2, His concern is individuals who cause others to “stumble” (He does not specify the nature of the stumbling). Jesus’ seriousness about someone harming another in this way is expressed not only with a strong image, but also with an individual example: it would be better “for him” (autō) if a millstone were attached to “his” (autou) neck and he were thrown into the sea. The NIV, however, translates, “It would be better for them to be thrown into the sea with a millstone tied around their neck” (my italics). And the NLT uses second person: “It would be better to be thrown into the sea with a millstone hung around your neck.” Presumably the reason for the change is to avoid the objectionable masculine pronoun.

			Jesus’ individual emphasis continues in vv. 3–4 with the case of someone who sins against one of His disciples. Jesus begins with an expression of the importance and perhaps difficulty of his instruction: a plural command to the group of his disciples to be on the alert or on their guard (the ESV translation “pay attention to yourselves,” while fairly literal, is not a natural way of speaking). Then Jesus describes the situation by using an individual example: “If your [sing.] brother [adelphos] sins, . . .” Verse 4 makes it clear that the sin in view is a personal injury of some kind: “And if he [sing.] sins against you [sing.] seven times in a day, . . .” And verse three describes the sinner as a “brother.” The term in this context refers to a fellow believer, but he is designated by a term that speaks of spiritual kinship.30 Thus, the NLT “another believer” (like CEV’s “followers of mine”) misses some of the meaning. The NIV’s “brother or sister” interprets the term generically despite the consistent use of masculine pronouns throughout these verses. A note at this point declares, “The Greek word for brother or sister (adelphos) refers here to a fellow disciple, whether man or woman.” Again, the question arises, How do we know? Joel Green’s declaration that “ἀδελφός [adelphos] is generic”31 is offered without argument. Johannes Beutler explains that “in translating it should be carefully noted that ἀδελφοι [adelphoi] (pl.) can also mean ‘siblings,’ i.e., ‘brothers and sisters,’” but he makes no such point regarding the singular.32 

			According to Jesus, the response to this situation is “rebuke [sing.] him [autō], and if he [masc. sing.] repents, forgive [sing.] him [autō].” And yet the NIV renders it “rebuke them; and if they repent, forgive them.” At least the NLT keeps the person concerned as an individual: “rebuke that person; then if there is repentance, forgive.”33 But someone may object: if Jesus had male sinners in mind in Luke 17:1–4, does His teaching not apply to women? Of course it does. But we should not confuse application with translation.
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			Issues in 
Pentateuch & Narrative

			At least Four translation distinctives may be observed in the Pentateuch and historical books of the HCSB. First, rather than the constant rendering of the divine name as “the Lord,” the HCSB often uses “Yahweh.” Second, the malady known as “leprosy” is called “a serious skin disease.” Third, instead of “the Law,” the term torah is often rendered “instruction.” And finally, what is commonly called the “guilt offering” is designated the “restitution offering.” 

			Yahweh

			The name we use for our God is of no small importance, as Bible translators around the world could testify. God in the New Testament, of course, is “the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,” “our Father,” “the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit,” “the Lord Jesus Christ,” and a few others. In the Old Testament, He is primarily Elohim (about 2,600 times) translated “God,” Adonai (about 440 times) translated “Lord,” and His name Yahweh (about 6,800 times). The traditional rendering of Yahweh, at least as early as the KJV, is “the Lord,” though William Tyndale (1530) and the ASV used “Jehovah,”1 and the Jerusalem Bible (1966) and the New Jerusalem Bible (1990) use “Yahweh” everywhere. Almost 300 times in the Hebrew Bible, mainly in Ezekiel (217 times), the phrase Adonai Yahweh occurs. It means “Lord Yahweh,” and is traditionally rendered “Lord God,” which recognizes that Yahweh does not actually mean “Lord.”2

			The Hebrew Bible has God’s name as the four consonants YHWH, hence the term Tetragrammaton (“that which has four letters”). The vowels supplied by the majority of Hebrew manuscripts are the vowels of Adonai, indicating that “Adonai” was to be read. This is because, at least by the third-century BC Greek translation (the Septuagint) of the Hebrew Bible, the divine name had ceased to be pronounced. The Septuagint translated it ho kurios, which means “the Lord.”3 

			Although the HCSB usually follows the traditional “the Lord,” whenever God’s name is particularly relevant in the context it uses “Yahweh.” About 200 times this involves explicit reference to His “name,” as in the following verses:

			The Lord is a warrior; Yahweh is His name (Ex 15:3).

			“If you are not careful to obey all the words of this law, which are written in this scroll, by fearing this glorious and awesome name—Yahweh, your God— . . .” (Dt 28:58).

			May they know that You alone—whose name is Yahweh—are the Most High over all the earth (Ps 83:18).

			I am Yahweh, that is My name; I will not give My glory to another or My praise to idols (Is 42:8).

			Indeed, your husband is your Maker—His name is Yahweh of Hosts—and the Holy One of Israel is your Redeemer; He is called the God of all the earth (Is 54:5).

			Yahweh is the God of Hosts; Yahweh is His name (Hs 12:5).

			In other passages “Yahweh” is found where Yahweh the God of Israel is being distinguished from any other god.

			But Abram said to the king of Sodom, “I have raised my hand in an oath to Yahweh, God Most High, Creator of heaven and earth (Gn 14:22).

			Then you will say to Pharaoh: This is what Yahweh says: Israel is My firstborn son (Ex 4:22).

			“I will pass through the land of Egypt on that night and strike every firstborn male in the land of Egypt, both man and beast. I am Yahweh; I will execute judgments against all the gods of Egypt (Ex 12:12).

			Now I know that Yahweh is greater than all gods, because He did wonders when the Egyptians acted arrogantly against Israel” (Ex 18:11).

			But if it doesn’t please you to worship Yahweh, choose for yourselves today the one you will worship: the gods your fathers worshiped beyond the Euphrates River or the gods of the Amorites in whose land you are living. As for me and my family, we will worship Yahweh (Jos 24:15).

			Then the Israelites again did what was evil in the sight of the Lord. They worshiped the Baals and the Ashtoreths, the gods of Aram, Sidon, and Moab, and the gods of the Ammonites and the Philistines. They abandoned Yahweh and did not worship Him (Jdg 10:6).

			Other passages using “Yahweh” are those that contain the phrase “I am Yahweh” and those that deal with God’s covenant with Israel. Examples of the latter are

			Know that Yahweh your God is God, the faithful God who keeps His gracious covenant loyalty for a thousand generations with those who love Him and keep His commands (Dt 7:9). 

			Yahweh, the God of heaven, the great and awe-inspiring God who keeps His gracious covenant with those who love Him and keep His commands . . . (Neh 1:5).

			Interestingly, John David K. Ekem observes that 

			the Ghanaian Dangme Bible published in 1999 has also followed this trend by transliterating YHWH as Yawε. `Adonai YHWH has been rendered as NyЭmtsε Yawε “Lord Yahweh.” The just-completed Ghanaian Dagbani OT translation has also held on to Yawε and it remains to be seen whether there will be a change of mind in the foreseeable future. `Adonai YHWH has been rendered as Duuma Yawε “Lord/Master Yahweh.”4

			As is the case with many names in the Old Testament, the meaning of God’s name is uncertain, though Ex 3:14–15 connects it in some sense to the verb hayah, “to be.”

			God replied to Moses, “i am who i am. This is what you are to say to the Israelites: i am has sent me to you.” God also said to Moses, “Say this to the Israelites: Yahweh, the God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob, has sent me to you. This is My name forever; this is how I am to be remembered in every generation.

			Many meanings of the divine name have been argued: “I will be what (who) I will be”; “I will cause to be what I will cause to be”; “I will be who I am/I am who I will be.”5 According to Terence Fretheim, the last one “may well be the best option, in essence: ‘I will be God for you.’” Whether or not he is correct, the name does appear to represent God’s covenant faithfulness. Fretheim explains,

			The force of the name is not simply that God is or that God is present, but that God will be faithfully God for them in the history that is to follow (see vv. 16–17). The use of the same verbal form in 3:12 and 4:12, 15 (cf. 6:7; 29:45) also suggests this. God will be God with and for this people at all times and places; the formula suggests a divine faithfulness to self. Israel need not be concerned about divine arbitrariness or capriciousness. God can be counted on to be who God is. Israel understands its history from this name and this name from its history. This name will shape Israel’s story, but the story will also give greater texture to the name. This means that there are stakes in this for God; God now has to live up to the name given.6

			Some object that we don’t really know how the Tetragrammaton was pronounced. But according to D. N. Freedman, “The form yahweh is now accepted almost universally.”7 According to the Encyclopedia Judaica,8 the divine name was “regularly pronounced with its proper vowels” at least until 586 BC (when the Babylonian exile began). We have archaeological evidence for this from the Lachish Letters. A clue to its pronunciation is the names that have the divine name in them, like Zechariah, which in Hebrew is zachar-yah, which means “Yahweh remembers.” Scholars recognize yah as a shortened form of the divine name. The Encyclopedia Judaica again says, “The true pronunciation of the name YHWH was never lost. Several early Greek writers of the Christian church testify that the name was pronounced ‘Yahweh’.” The Christian theologian, Clement of Alexandria (d. AD 215), for example, was apparently familiar with the Jewish tradition for how the divine name was pronounced, for he regularly uses (in Greek) ‘Iaoue, which would be pronounced “Yahweh.”9 So since we know the divine name, why should Christians not become increasingly familiar with it? As a result, the current edition of the HCSB uses it about 600 times. 

			After all, the responsibilities of translators is to translate what is in the text of God’s Word, not substitute something else for it. “Yahweh” is not used all the time because of its unfamiliarity to many Christians. But the fact is that “the Lord” is not a name but a title. Furthermore, the substitution of the vowels of Adonai for those of Yahweh is a tradition whose origin postdates the Old Testament.10 

			It is highly significant that God revealed His name to Israel, as Fretheim points out: 

			[G]iving the name entails a certain kind of relationship; it opens up the possibility of, indeed admits a desire for, a certain intimacy in relationship. A relationship without a name inevitably means some distance; naming the name is necessary for closeness. Naming makes true communication and encounter possible. Naming entails availability. By giving the name, God becomes accessible. God and people can now meet and address each other. Yet, because name is not person or identity or character (an oft-repeated mistake), there remains an otherness, even a mystery about the one who is named.11 

			Bernardin Schneider, writing in a festschrift for Bible translator Robert Bratcher, agrees: “A deep personal relation seems almost to require a name on either side.”12 Furthermore,

			In the present age of ubiquitous mass media and technology deep personal relationship seems to have deteriorated and the Divine Person is too often thought of as Someone or Something “out there.” Finally, with the study of the Bible by lay groups and their learning of the original meaning and use in the Scriptures of the name YHWH, and then of its being hidden under a cloud, as it were, for so many centuries, its possible reappearance now in a renewed meaning of a personal name is, I feel, deeply meaningful.13 

			He then quotes Robert Bratcher:

			Those who insist that “the LORD” is the only appropriate translation of YHWH must prove that this is true. After all, YHWH is the personal name of God, the name by which God willed to be revealed and by which God willed to be called. Why not, then, represent YHWH in English (and other languages) as a proper name, as we do all other names?14

			Knowing God’s name, then, should be of spiritual interest to Christians. Using His name Yahweh in Bible reading and worship should draw us closer to the God of our salvation and should deepen our enjoyment of Him.

			Leprosy

			The term tsaraʿat occurs 29 times in Leviticus but rarely elsewhere. Koehler and Baumgartner’s Hebrew lexicon gives the meaning as “skin disease, not leprosy” when it occurs on people (see Leviticus 13–14). But the term is also used of a condition that can afflict fabric, leather, and the wall of a house. According to T. Seidl, the word refers to “skin anomalies on people and to surface blemishes on clothes and walls.”15 He explains that “the consistent LXX rendering of ṣāraʿaṯ as lépra” led to its being “long mistakenly associated with Hansen’s Disease . . . , which modern medicine refers to as ‘leprosy’.” Before the modern era it was incurable.16 Seidl believes that tsaraʿat is “a collective term for various curable skin anomalies.”17 Its use with clothes and houses “represents analogical and metaphorical transference whose specifics remain unclarified.”18 

			Perhaps in response to articles by K. P. C. A. Gramberg, E. V. Hulse, and J. G. Andersen,19 modern translations have begun to use the terms leprosy and leprous less frequently. Nevertheless, the term is still found in the RSV, NASB, NKJV, NAB, NRSV, CEV, MSG, ESV, and NIV. Admittedly, there is often a note qualifying its use. The NRSV uses the term “leprous” in Ex 4:6, but attaches a note explaining that it is “a term for several skin diseases; precise meaning uncertain.” The ESV note explains that “leprosy was a term for several skin diseases.” And the NIV note points out, “The Hebrew word for leprous was used for various diseases affecting the skin.” The NRSV and ESV notes are imprecise. Leprosy does not refer to several skin diseases; it refers to Hansen’s Disease. It is the underlying Hebrew word tsaraʿat that refers to several skin diseases. The NIV note is more precise but raises an important question also applying to the other notes. If tsaraʿat does not really mean “leprosy,” then why translate it as such? Is the “leprosy” tradition really that important to preserve? Many modern translations like the HCSB do not think so. Here are some alternative translations of Ex 4:6:

			NLT: Moses put his hand inside his cloak, and when he took it out again, his hand was white as snow with a severe skin disease.
GW: Moses did this, and when he took his hand out, it had a skin disease. It looked as ‹flaky as› snow.
TEV: Moses obeyed; and when he took his hand out, it was diseased, covered with white spots, like snow.
HCSB: So he put his hand inside his cloak, and when he took it out, his hand was diseased, white as snow.

			In the New Testament the term traditionally rendered “leprosy” is lepra. The major Greek lexicon explains its meaning as

			a serious skin disease, poss. including leprosy. Gk. medical writers include a variety of skin disorders under the term λ[lepra]. There is abundant evidence that not all the tsāraʿat (cp. Lev 13f) and λέπρα[lepra] of the Bible is true ‘leprosy’ caused by Hansen’s bacillus as known in modern times; indeed, there are many . . . who hold that Hansen’s disease was unknown in biblical times, or known by a different name than leprosy. λέπρα in LXX and NT may at times refer to what is generally termed leprosy, but probability extends to such skin diseases as psoriasis, lupus, ringworm, and favus, and in the absence of more precise data it is best to use the more general term serious skin disease.20 

			Consequently, in Mt 8:2 the ESV and NIV have (with notes)

			ESV: And behold, a leper came to him and knelt before him, saying, “Lord, if you will, you can make me clean.”
NIV: A man with leprosy came and knelt before him and said, “Lord, if you are willing, you can make me clean.”

			But the HCSB reads

			Right away a man with a serious skin disease came up and knelt before Him, saying, “Lord, if You are willing, You can make me clean.”

			Though some translations use the terms more than others, GW, TEV, and HCSB never use the terms leprosy, leprous, or leper in the Old or New Testaments. 

			Torah

			The Hebrew word torah, traditionally rendered “law,” occurs about 220 times in the Hebrew Bible. It is found most frequently in Psalms (36 times), Deuteronomy (22), Nehemiah (21), Chronicles (19), Leviticus (16), and Proverbs (13). The phrase torat Mosheh, most often translated “law of Moses,” does not occur in the Pentateuch but occurs 14 times elsewhere. Twenty-five times torah is said to be written in a sepher, a “scroll” or “book.” 

			According to the most authoritative Hebrew lexicons, in various contexts torah can mean “direction, decision, rule, law” but its most common meaning is “teaching, instruction.” The Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament states, “The word [tôrāh] means basically ‘teaching’ whether it is the wise man instructing his son or God instructing Israel.”21 It encompassed not just legal material but history, exhortations, warnings, and wisdom—everything in the five books of Moses and beyond. On Psalm 1:2, the Expositor’s Bible Commentary says, “The ‘law’ is not to be limited to the Five Books of Moses or even to the OT as a whole. The Hebrew word torah (‘law’) signifies primarily instruction that comes from God.” The HCSB, GW, and JPS reflect this by frequently translating the term “instruction” or “teaching.” For example, Israel’s king was to know and follow Yahweh’s instruction (Dt 17:18–19): 

			When he is seated on his royal throne, he is to write a copy of this instruction for himself on a scroll in the presence of the Levitical priests. It is to remain with him, and he is to read from it all the days of his life, so that he may learn to fear the Lord his God, to observe all the words of this instruction, and to do these statutes.

			And Yahweh commanded Joshua (Jos 1:7–8),

			Above all, be strong and very courageous to carefully observe the whole instruction My servant Moses commanded you. Do not turn from it to the right or the left, so that you will have success wherever you go. This book of instruction must not depart from your mouth; you are to recite it day and night so that you may carefully observe everything written in it. For then you will prosper and succeed in whatever you do.

			In Ps 19:7 David declared,

			The instruction of the Lord is perfect,
renewing one’s life;
the testimony of the Lord is trustworthy,
making the inexperienced wise.

			In Proverbs the source of torah is often one’s mother:

			Listen, my son, to your father’s instruction [musar], 
and don’t reject your mother’s teaching [torah] (1:8).

			My son, keep your father’s command,
and don’t reject your mother’s teaching (6:20).

			She opens her mouth with wisdom
and loving instruction is on her tongue (31:26).

			Like a wise mother, God does more than “lay down the law”; He provides moral instruction.

			Restitution Offering

			Those who grew up with the KJV, the NASB, or the NIV will be familiar (I hope) with the five main Levitical sacrifices: the burnt sacrifice/offering, the meal/grain offering, the peace/fellowship offering, the sin offering, and the trespass/guilt offering (Leviticus 1–7). The question often arose, What’s the difference between the sin and trespass/guilt offerings? The term trespass was especially problematic because many consider the terms sin and trespass to be synonymous, and they often occur together. The term trespass in the KJV actually renders three different Hebrew words. But the name for the offering in Hebrew is ʾasham. The difference in function between it and the sin offering is that the ʾasham was to be brought when the sin committed required some type of compensation. For example, if someone had defrauded his neighbor or failed to give the Lord what he had vowed, he was to bring compensation amounting to the value of the item plus one-fifth—plus the ʾasham.22 Thus the offering is called the “restitution offering” in the HCSB, the “compensation offering” in the MSG, a “sacrifice of reparation” in the NJB, a “reparation offering” in the REB, and a “repayment offering” in the TEV. Here is how some other translations handle it in Lv 5:19:

			NKJV: It is a trespass offering; he has certainly trespassed against the Lord.
ESV: It is a guilt offering; he has indeed incurred guilt before the Lord.
NIV: It is a guilt offering; they have been guilty of wrongdoing against the Lord.
NLT: This is a guilt offering, for you have been guilty of an offense against the Lord.

			Since any sin renders someone “guilty” before God (Jms 2:10), a more functional designation helps Bible students distinguish between the various sacrifices.
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			Issues in 
Poetic & Prophetic Books

			

			The sections of the Hebrew Old Testament referred to as Prophecy, Poetry, and Wisdom are mostly composed in poetic style. Adding to that the occasional songs of praise in the Historical section and the exalted prose here and there in the New Testament, it is reasonable to conclude that one-third of the Bible is in the form of poetry.1 A good translation philosophy needs to take this into consideration. 

			Prose is used to convey historical facts and doctrinal truth. One might say that we see the mind of God in prose. Poetry conveys emotions and ideals. The Holy Spirit of God inspired many people through the ages to express their thoughts and feelings in poetic form. Upon first seeing Eve, Adam expressed delight through poetry (Gn 2:23). Moses recorded God’s deep disappointment and strict judgment to Eve and Adam in poetic form (Gn 3:16–19). When God miraculously delivered Israel from the Egyptians at the Red Sea, 
Moses and the Israelites broke out in song (Ex 15:1–18). David conveyed his depression, fear, rage, and praise for the benefit of future generations of God’s people (Pss 42; 55; 109; 145 respectively). Solomon bequeathed his son a collection of pithy maxims (Proverbs), explored the futility of mortality (Ecclesiastes), and composed a love song (Song of Songs). At God’s leading, Isaiah warned about judgment and consoled those who listened, Jeremiah warned and wept, and Ezekiel warned and envisioned. If prose reveals the mind of God, poetry unveils His heart.2 

			God chose to inspire a significant portion of Scripture as poetry. Therefore it is important for a translation to bring out as many of the nuances of Hebrew poetry as possible so that the student of Scripture has optimal access to the heart of the divine Author. 

			Poetic Style

			Poetry in modern Western culture is not like poetry in the ancient Middle-eastern culture. Where we have meter and rhyme, the Hebrews had parallelism and chiasm (defined below). Where we have sonnets, the Bible features alphabetic acrostics. But modern and ancient poetry share an affinity for symbolic language, concrete images, profound expressions, concise phrases, and creative word choice.3

			Parallelism

			Hebrew poets generally didn’t try to make their words rhyme, though alliteration and assonance were used (see “Paranomasia, Assonance, and Other Wordplay” below). There is good evidence that a lamentation used a certain rhythm, but otherwise the existence of meter in Hebrew poetry is debatable. However, parallelism has long been recognized as the standard methodology of Hebrew poetry.

			Much of Hebrew poetry exhibits clear parallelism. Long poems consist mostly of several pairs of lines (bicola), though tricola and quatrains are also common. The relationship between two lines of poetry has traditionally been described in one of three ways. 

			In synonymous parallelism the second line repeats the thoughts of the first line using synonyms (though an element such as the verb may be left out). However, the second line is not merely saying the same thing as the first line. There is usually something added or an intensification. For example, consider the two lines of Ps 2:4.

			The One enthroned in heaven laughs; 

			the Lord ridicules them.

			“The one enthroned in heaven” is parallel to “the Lord,” and “laughs” is parallel to “ridicules.” However, ridiculing someone is a more severe evaluation than merely laughing at them.

			Antithetic parallelism is frequent in Proverbs. The two lines still say essentially the same thing, but the idea is stated positively in one line and negatively in the other. Proverbs 10:28 is an example:

			The hope of the righteous is joy,

			but the expectation of the wicked comes to nothing.

			Being “righteous” is opposite of “wicked,” and experiencing “joy” is the opposite of coming to “nothing.” (A third pair of elements, “hope” and “expectation,” are synonymous.) However, just as a double negative makes a positive, when you put the whole second line together, it affirms the same axiom that the first line asserts: only righteousness is ultimately rewarded.

			The third traditional type is synthetic parallelism. The label implies that the second line completes the first line. However, the lines are in no way synonymous. Proverbs 15:3 is an example:

			The eyes of the Lord are everywhere,

			observing the wicked and the good.

			Many scholars say that synthetic parallelism is really no parallelism at all. It is a “catch-all” category that in reality only serves to demonstrate that a fair amount of Hebrew poetry does not exhibit any discernable logical pattern. However, a few other labels have been suggested in order to assign more of Hebrew poetry to meaningful categories.4

			In emblematic parallelism something in one line is compared to something in the other. It is a poetic simile. In the tricolon in Pr 24:20, one thing is compared to two others:

			Singing songs to a troubled heart

			is like taking off clothing on a cold day

			or like pouring vinegar on soda.

			Proverbs that point out how one situation is “better” than another could also be classified as emblematic. Two things are compared, and one is judged as being preferable:

			Better a dry crust with peace

			than a house full of feasting with strife. (Pr 17:1)

			Climactic parallelism has also been called staircase or repetitive. In this type, each succeeding line repeats part of the previous line but adds something new. The quatrain in Ps 29:1–2 is exemplary:

			Ascribe to Yahweh, you heavenly beings,

			ascribe to Yahweh glory and strength. 

			Ascribe to Yahweh the glory due His name;

			worship Yahweh in the splendor of His holiness.

			Some of what was previously called “incomplete” is now called pivot pattern parallelism. To illustrate, let’s look at one complete bicolon and one that was previously called incomplete. Jb 1:21a is considered a complete bicolon, an example of antithetic parallelism:

			Naked I came from my mother’s womb,

			and naked I will leave this life.

			Ecclesiastes 5:15a was considered incomplete because the word “naked” in the second line had no equivalent notion in the first line:

			As he came from his mother’s womb,

			so he will go again, naked as he came

			However, in the Hebrew Bible the word “naked” is in the center, between the two lines. A literal translation shows that the word could be associated with either the first line or the second—or both.5 It functions as a pivot:

			Just as he came forth from his mother’s womb

				naked

			he shall return, going just as he came. (author’s translation)

			A final type of parallelism is called inverted parallelism. This type is also known as chiasm, and it merits a separate discussion.

			Chiasm

			In chiasm, words or concepts introduced in a certain order in the first half are mentioned in inverted order in the second half. For example, when I tell the joke about the dog, the cat, and the canary, the three are introduced in that order and their idiosyncrasies are disclosed in the same order. A Hebrew comedian-poet would introduce the characters in one order and reveal their traits in reverse order.

			One need not look far to find chiasm in the poetry of the Bible. The first psalm features chiasm in verse 6:

			For the Lord watches over the way of the righteous,

			but the way of the wicked leads to ruin.6

			The verse can be divided into four segments of meaning. First there is the outcome of something: God will protect someone. Second is a situation: someone is on the righteous “way.” Third is another situation: someone is on a wicked “way.” Fourth is another outcome: ruin. The order is outcome 1, situation 1, situation 2, outcome 2. Chart 6.1 shows the structure of the elements. The ‘X’ drawn between the matching elements looks like the Greek letter chi, from which we get the term chiasm.

			Psalm 113:2–3 is also chiastic. In this case the first and last components are actually identical. To illustrate the structure, chiastic lines are often indented like an outline. The lines in the first half are labeled A, B, and so on, and those in the second half are labeled B′ (pronounced “bee prime”) and A′. 

			A	Let the name of Yahweh be praised

				B	both now and forever. 

				B′	From the rising of the sun to its setting,

			A′	let the name of Yahweh be praised. 

			A translation that purports to be fairly literal and also stylish should ideally preserve the order of parts in a chiastic structure. The translation should also use appropriate synonyms to bring out the structure. 

			However, there are times when retaining the Hebrew word order for the sake of the chiastic structure would result in awkward English. For example, in Jb 17:15 Young’s Literal Translation uses “my hope” as a grammatically dangling noun phrase (called casus pendens) in the second line to preserve the Hebrew word order, 

			And where [is] now my hope? 

			Yea, my hope, who doth behold it? 

			The HCSB, like most English translations, smooths out the English: 

			where then is my hope? 

			Who can see any hope for me?

			The examples thus far have been just a verse or two, comprising two pairs of elements. Chiasm can be much more complex. In the HCSB Study Bible, the “Structure and Outline” in the Introduction of Song of Songs shows that the whole book can be seen as a chiasm of seven parts, with each part in turn made up of 3 or 5 components that are chiastically associated to other components. Chiastic structures often emphasize the central piece. In Song of Songs, the central piece is the wedding night (4:1–5:1).

			Chiasm so permeated Hebrew thought that it was not just used in poetry. In this summarizing paraphrase of Nm 11:11–15, Moses complains about the impossible task God has given him.

			A	Why did You bring me trouble (Hb raʿah)?

				B	Why did You show me no favor (Hb chen)?

					C	Why did You burden (Hb massaʾ) me?

						D	I can’t do it.

					C′	I can’t carry (Hb nasaʾ) them.

				B′	Please kill me if I’ve found favor (Hb chen).

			A′	Relieve my misery (Hb raʿah).

			Knowing that authors with a Semitic background have a penchant for chiasm sometimes helps us to interpret difficult passages. For example, in Philemon verse 5 Paul thanks God for Philemon, “because I hear of your love and faith toward the Lord Jesus and for all the saints.” On the surface it looks like Paul is promoting faith in the saints. However, if Paul (a Jew well versed in Hebrew Scriptures) is employing a chiastic structure, he is speaking of love for the saints and faith toward Jesus.

			A	your love

				B	your faith

				B′	toward Jesus

			A′	for the saints.

			Chiasm is admittedly frequent, but some scholars see a chiasm behind every bush. J. P. Fokkelman discerns a five-element chiasm in Gn 33:22–31.7 George Savran sees the arc of the plot structure of 1 and 2 Kings as a seven-element chiasm.8 In the first chapter of Mark, the Son of God is announced first then the herald, but John comes on the scene first (v. 4), then Jesus (v. 9). J. Drury takes this as a chiasm whose “subliminal effect is to rouse us to the possibility that something momentous is happening in 1:1–15.”9 One Web site sees the entire book of Revelation as a ten-element chiasm.10 

			The “discovery” of parallel notions can seem forced. It is a challenge to balance our possible lack of sensitivity to the subtleties of Hebrew poetry on the one hand with an overzealous search for forms on the other hand. Nevertheless, the essentially literal nature of the optimal equivalence theory of translation gives the reader of the Bible in English excellent access to the nuances of the Hebrew original, allowing astute students of Scriptures to decide for themselves.

			Alphabetic Acrostic

			An acrostic is a construction where the first letter of a series of lines can be strung together to make something meaningful. This poem by Edgar Allan Poe is an example:

			Elizabeth it is in vain you say 

			“Love not”—thou sayest it in so sweet a way: 

			In vain those words from thee or L. E. L. 

			Zantippe’s talents had enforced so well: 

			Ah! if that language from thy heart arise, 

			Breathe it less gently forth—and veil thine eyes.

			Endymion, recollect, when Luna tried 

			To cure his love—was cured of all beside—

			His folly—pride—and passion—for he died.11

			In Poe’s love poem, the initial letters spell “Elizabeth.” In all the examples of acrostics in the Hebrew Bible, the initial letters form the Hebrew alphabet. The purpose of this structure could be aestheic or instructional. The first four chapters of Lamentations could have been describing the utter grief experienced over the destruction of Jerusalem—from A to Z as it were. The magnum opus of acrostics, Psalm 119, with eight verses for each letter of the alphabet, might have been a pedagogical device. It would have been easier to memorize the poem knowing which letter each line began with. Furthermore, the pupils in Hebrew school learned to delight in God’s precepts while they were learning their “alef-bet.”

			Lamentations, Pss 34 and 119, Pr 31:10–31 and other alphabetic acrostics are masterful works of literature. Such artificial restrictions on the structure of a composition do not squelch content or style—consider Shakespeare’s sonnets, sublimely beautiful despite the extremely complex meter and rhyme scheme. 

			There have been attempts to bring the acrostic format of Hebrew poetry into English translation,12 but in choosing words to fit the format, accuracy suffers. Since verbal accuracy is arguably the most important aspect of Bible translation, such attempts have not found their way into published Bibles.

			Paranomasia, Consonance, and Other Wordplay 

			Generally it is hard for evangelicals to accept that God may have inspired prophets to employ any sort of levity. Yet the Bible contains sarcasm, irony, and absurdity.13 It also contains various kinds of wordplay, for aesthetic effect or rhetorical impact.14

			Paranomasia is a big word for “pun.” Joshua 7 tells the story of Achan. Many lives were lost at Ai because of his greedy sinfulness at Jericho. In the genealogy of 1 Chr 2:7 he was called “Achar,” which is the Hebrew word for “trouble.” 

			In chapter 1 of Micah the prophet announces the destruction of Israel and laments her downfall. In vv. 10–15 he makes wordplays on the way various cities might receive the news. In most English versions the traditional names of the cities are given in the interest of consistency and accuracy; explanation of the puns is left to footnotes and study Bibles. But the puns are in the text of The Message:

			10 	Don’t gossip about this in Telltown.

					Don’t waste your tears.

				In Dustville, roll in the dust. 

			11 	In Alarmtown, the alarm is sounded.

				The citizens of Exitburgh will never get out alive.

				Lament, Last-Stand City: There’s nothing in you left standing. 

			12 	The villagers of Bittertown wait in vain for sweet peace.

				Harsh judgment has come from God and entered Peace City. 

			13 	All you who live in Chariotville, get in your chariots for flight.

				You led the daughter of Zion into trusting not God but chariots.

				Similar sins in Israel also got their start in you. 

			14 	Go ahead and give your good-bye gifts to Good-byeville.

				Miragetown beckoned but disappointed Israel’s kings. 

			15 	Inheritance City has lost its inheritance.

				Glorytown has seen its last of glory. 

			In Daniel 5 God’s hand made marks on the wall. Daniel was given the ability to decipher the marks to say, essentially, “A mina, a mina, a shekel, and halves.” And he was given the key to the wordplay: you have been numbered, weighed, and divided. In a further wordplay, the last word, parsin, is spelled with the same letters as “Persia.”

			In Isaiah chapter 24, the prophet announced judgment against all the unrighteous people of the earth. In verses 17–18 the judgment involved the inevitability of capture. The three words describing the means of capture must have been chosen for their consonance rather than strictly for their nuances of meaning. The Spirit caused Isaiah to write that pachad and pachat and pach awaited the wicked. The HCSB brought out this assonance, coincidentally using the letter ‘p’ just as the Hebrew used pe: “Panic, pit, and trap.” In most other cases assonance or alliteration in the Hebrew cannot be reflected in English translation without compromising accuracy.15

			Another literary device employed in the Bible is inclusio, also known as bracketing or envelope structure. This is where a word, phrase, or image is used at the beginning and end of a section to frame it. The purpose is to define units and give a sense of closure.16 Psalm 8 is bracketed by repetition of “Yahweh, our Lord, how magnificent is Your name throughout the earth!” in verses 1 and 9. Amos 5–6 begins with the lament in 5:2 that there was no one to “raise up” fallen Israel, and at the end in 6:14 God announces He is “raising up” an enemy against Israel. Consistency and accuracy in translation aid the reader in detecting inclusio.

			Conciseness and Ambiguity 

			History and popular culture supply us with concise, witty sayings. Four words sum up exercise: No pain, no gain. Three words announced victory: veni, vidi, vici. Two words discourage procrastination: carpe diem. One word expressed defiance: Nuts!17 The longer the saying, the harder it is to commit it to memory and the less likely it is to remain with a person long enough to effect change. Many people can recite the 17 memorable words from Kennedy’s 1961 inaugural address or even the 272 words of Lincoln’s entire Gettysburg Address. They are concise and profound. All we remember about William Henry Harrison’s two-hour inaugural speech is that after delivering it in the rain he died of pneumonia.

			Hebrew poetry is often concise. Proverbs 27:21 is a pithy verbless clause in Hebrew: 

			A crucible for silver, a smelter for gold, 

			and a man for the words of his praise.

			The terseness leaves the proverb open to thoughtful interpretation. What do the crucible and smelter do for the precious metals? They both test and purify them. How is that comparable to what a man does for his praise? That raises the question, Is it speaking of the praise a man receives or the praise a man gives? It’s ambiguous. First, a man should test the praise he receives to see whether it is valid and deserved, or just flattery with ulterior motives. There are also steps a man can take in his life to purify the praise he receives. Second, a man can also work to improve the praise he gives—to make it more meaningful and encouraging.

			There is another possible translation of the last line, as indicated in the footnote in the HCSB: “but a man is tested by his praise.”18 This, too, is rich with meaning. The way a man handles praise he receives can show what kind of man he is. Also, if you want to know what a man is like, you can learn something about him by what other people are saying. The type of praise a man gives, and how it is given, is also a significant demonstration of character. 

			All this meaning and food for thought is contained in this pithy, concise, doubly-ambiguous verbless proverb.

			The Message expands the language considerably and supplies verbs: 

			The purity of silver and gold is tested by putting them in the fire;

			The purity of human hearts is tested by giving them a little fame.

			In its interpretation and paraphrase, The Message has actually limited the rich meaning of the verse and eliminated the thought-provoking ambiguity.19

			When translating apparent ambiguity, it is first necessary to determine if the Scripture is intentionally ambiguous or if it is just a problem with our comprehension of the nuances of the original language. If the translator can’t detect sufficient clues to a resolution of the ambiguity, it should be retained in the translation. There are two ways to do that. One is to translate the ambiguous Hebrew into equally ambiguous English. Vocabulary and structure are carefully chosen to preserve the uncertainty. This is not always attainable. The other way is to provide an “Or” footnote to present the other possible meaning. Proverbs 27:21 in HCSB, discussed above, is doubly ambiguous and provides examples of both solutions.

			Ezekiel 28:12 introduces a section that is apparently about “the king of Tyre,” but saying he was “perfect” and “in Eden” begins to confuse the issue. By the time we get to verse 17 it surely looks like Satan is in view. The HCSB preserves this ambiguity.

			Psalm 2 is about the human Davidic king of Israel as well as about the Messiah. Since the HCSB generally capitalizes pronouns and titles that refer to deity, one interpretation is given in the text (capitalized pronouns for the Messiah) and there are several “Or” footnotes that show the alternative interpretation (lowercase pronouns for the Davidic king). 

			A good Bible translation is concise or even terse where the original merits pithiness, and it reflects ambiguity intended by the author.

			How to Bring Poetry into English

			A translator must often choose between bringing out the Hebrew poetic structure on the one hand and using good English on the other. A good translation should preserve the beauty and intricacy of the Hebrew poetic form as much as possible, while employing an English style that is suitably elegant. A very literal translation might bring out the Hebrew style perfectly, but it would be wooden and clumsy English, obviously translational—Biblish (see p. 47 n. 8).

			The Bible translator has an additional restriction: we are dealing with the inspired Word of God. Refined English phrasing is certainly desirable, as is faithfulness to the Hebrew structure, but if a choice has to be made, accuracy trumps both. Achieving poetic elegance while retaining accuracy is an extremely challenging feat.

			With regard to refinement, there is one rather mundane feature in the HCSB that was made possible by the technology employed in its publication. “Non-break spaces” were used in poetic lines to avoid clumsy line breaks. For example, in the NIV Serendipity Bible,20 in Ps 1:5 the first line breaks before “judgment,” leaving that word on a line by itself:

			5 Therefore, the wicked will not stand in the

					judgment,

				nor sinners in the assembly of the righteous.

			In the HCSB database, there is a non-break space between “the” and “judgment.” If the word “judgment” will not fit on a line, both words will automatically be moved to the next line. This is just one example of how non-break spaces keep phrases from breaking in awkward (or embarrassing) places. This was a huge undertaking: there are 12,501 non-break spaces in the book of Psalms alone. It may seem like a small thing, but it improves the dignity and style of the printed text (and as it appears on e-readers).

			Thus far I have argued that the HCSB handles the various aspects of Hebrew poetic style well. The rest of this chapter considers Hebrew cantillation, psalm superscriptions, and four specific poetic phrases.

			Hebrew Cantillation

			The Hebrew alphabet has no vowels, only consonants. At a fairly early stage in the development of the language, certain consonants, called matres lectionis (“mothers of reading”), were used to indicate which long vowels should be used in pronunciation. This was the state of the language when much of the Bible was written down.

			For many generations the pronunciation of the words was memorized and passed down through oral tradition. Then, in the early Middle Ages, a system of vowel points was developed, where small marks were made above and below the consonants to indicate which specific vowels should be used in each word.

			Along with the vowel points, a system of cantillation marks was developed that specify how the words were to be sung by the cantor. The marks divide each verse into two or three major parts, and also indicate which words are closely connected (conjunctive accents) and which are separated (disjunctive accents). The Aleppo Codex, dated from the mid-tenth century AD, includes the Tiberian system of cantillation. The Tiberian system was a method of putting in writing what had been passed down for generations as an oral tradition. Thus the marks are not canonical, but they are indicative of how the best Hebrew scholars of the day understood the venerable oral tradition and the semantic structure of the verses.

			There are times in translation when it is difficult to determine whether a word or phrase goes with what came before it or what comes after it. In those cases, the cantillation accents are one piece of evidence that the translator should consider. 

			For example, in the first line of Lv 16:30 the Hebrew clearly says, “Atonement will be made for you on this day to cleanse you.” The last clause in the verse is “you will be clean before the Lord.” In between the two clauses is the phrase “from all your sins.” According to Hebrew grammar, the middle phrase could be connected to the first clause or the last. However, the athnach cantillation mark before the phrase means the ancient Hebrew tradition favored connecting the phrase with the second half of the verse: “and you will be clean from all your sins before the Lord.”21 This suggests a subtle theological distinction: the celebrants on the Day of Atonement will not just become ceremonially clean; their sins will be forgiven in the presence of Yahweh. The HCSB brings this truth out.

			Psalm Superscriptions

			There are 150 Psalms in our Bible; 117 of them have superscriptions, a line or two of text explaining something about the provenance or genre. In English Bibles these lines are generally printed in a different font above the first verse, like a section heading. But in the Hebrew, the superscription is the first verse.22 The amount of information presented ranges from one word to a complete sentence (Ps 18). Again, like the cantillation marks, the superscriptions may not be canonical,23 but they are an indication of what an ancient editor understood about the authorial and historical source of the psalm.

			Since the superscriptions are not the same as the section headings added by Bible editors, they should be graphically differentiated. Superscriptions should also be differentiated from the Bible text. Most versions set them in type that is similar to the Bible text but smaller and/or a different typeface. In most editions of the HCSB, they are smaller and sans serif.

			The ascription of 73 psalms to David is, in Hebrew, simply a preposition l- attached to David’s name, roughly translated “of David.” Prepositions are notoriously slippery to convert from one language to another. This phrase could be rendered “by David,” “for David,” or “to David.” That is, according to the Hebrew grammar, it could mean that David wrote it, that somebody else wrote it in the style of David, or that somebody else wrote it and dedicated it to David. Which of these is most likely the case must be determined by other factors. The ambiguity is preserved in HCSB by translating the Hebrew phrase “Davidic” in most cases and “of David” in others.24

			The psalm superscriptions include what have come to be seen as technical musical terms. Some presumably name the tune or instrumentation that should accompany the psalm. Some mention dedication to “the choir director.” Some indicate the musical genre: “psalm,” “song,” “Maskil,” or “prayer” (Pss 88; 102). Some indicate the setting in which the psalm is intended to be sung: songs of ascents, remembrance, or dedication.

			Many of these terms are not well understood. Those that can be translated with some confidence should be translated. The translation of less-clear words should be accompanied by footnotes explaining alternatives or uncertainties. Finally, obscure words should be transliterated, some with footnotes indicating possibilities. 

			Following are some of the terms used in psalm superscriptions, each with its translation and the number of times it occurs.

			Author:

			ledawid = “Davidic” or “of David” 73x

			leʾasap = “of Asaph” 12x

			libne-qorach = “of the sons of Korah” 11x

			lishlomoh = “Solomonic” 2x

			lemosheh = “of Moses” 1x

			Instrumentation:

			neginot = “stringed instruments” 9x

			nechilot = “flute” 1x

			gittit = Gittith 3x

			Genre:

			mizmor = “psalm” 57x25

			shiggayon = Shiggaion 1x

			miktam = Miktam 6x

			tepillah = “prayer” 5x

			shir/shirah = “song” 31x26

			maskil = Maskil 13x27

			lehazkir = “To bring remembrance” 2x

			miktam . . . lelammed = Miktam for teaching 1x

			ʿedut = “testimony” 1x

			Tune:

			sheminit = Sheminith 2x

			mut labben = Muth-labben 1x

			ʾayyelet hashachar = “The Deer of the Dawn” 1x

			shoshannim = “The Lilies” 4x

			ʿalamot = Alamoth 1x

			ʿal-machalat = on Mahalath 1x

			yonat ʾelem rechoqim = “A Silent Dove Far Away” 1x

			ʾal-tashchet = “Do Not Destroy” 4x

			shushan ʿedut = “The Lily of Testimony” 1x

			ʿal-machalat leʿannot = according to Mahalath Leannoth 1x

			Dedication:

			lamnatseach = “to the chief musician” 55x

			ʿal-yedutun = “for/according to Jeduthun” 3x

			Prophetic Phrases

			This section deals with four Hebrew phrases found in prophetic books and the challenges of translating them correctly and consistently.

			neʾum yhwh – “Declaration of Yahweh” 

			The Hebrew phrase neʾum yhwh occurs 268 times.28 It is literally a noun phrase, “declaration of Yahweh.” The “formula underscores the speaker of the saying and thus the fact that response to the saying must be directed to the speaker.”29 That is, it clearly names the source of the statement, and if you’ve got a problem with that, that’s who you have to complain to. This is why the various powerful titles of God are used with neʾum: the Lord, the Lord of Hosts, the God of Israel, the Almighty, the King. 

			The expression neʾum yhwh is important and meaningful. In Jr 23:31 and Ezk 13:7 the false prophets are denounced for using it to introduce their counterfeit messages. It may be comparable to Paul’s carefully nuanced statements. In 1Co 7:10 he says that this particular command comes from “not I, but the Lord.” But in verse 12 he says, “I (not the Lord), say . . .” For OT prophets, neʾum yhwh may have had a similar function. For this reason, it should not be omitted or weakened when it is translated into English.

			Some English translations gloss over the expression entirely, especially when it is repeated. The Message, though it is characteristically free in its paraphrasing, correctly represents the repetition in Hg 2:4. 

			“‘So get to work, Zerubbabel!’—God is speaking. 

			“‘Get to work, Joshua son of Jehozadak—high priest!’ 

			“‘Get to work, all you people!’—God is speaking. 

			“‘Yes, get to work! For I am with you.’ 

			 The God of-the-Angel-Armies is speaking!

			The repetition is “a means of heavily underlining the source and reliability of the message.”30 But CEV and TEV play it down so much that they omit all three in this passage, resulting in a much-abbreviated translation with none of the intended emphasis.

			But cheer up! Because I, the Lord All-powerful, will be here to help you with the work, . . . (CEV)

			But now don’t be discouraged, any of you. Do the work, for I am with you. (TEV)

			HCSB generally translates neʾum yhwh, “this is the Lord’s declaration.”31 It is often set off by em-dashes to add further, purposely obtrusive, emphasis.

			Even so, be strong, Zerubbabel”—this is the Lord’s declaration. “Be strong, Joshua son of Jehozadak, high priest. Be strong, all you people of the land”—this is the Lord’s declaration. “Work! For I am with you”—the declaration of the Lord of Hosts.

			Most English versions use a verb clause when translating neʾum yhwh, which does not sufficiently differentiate it from the normal speech formula. For example, in Mal 1:2 the fact that the first speech formula is “says Yahweh” (ʾamar yhwh) and the second speech formula is neʾum yhwh is entirely lost in the KJV.

			I have loved you, saith the Lord. Yet ye say, Wherein hast thou loved us? Was not Esau Jacob’s brother? saith the Lord: yet I loved Jacob . . .

			RSV, NRSV, and ASV are similar.32 NASB differentiates neʾum yhwh from the unmarked speech frame by using “declares the Lord”:

			“I have loved you,” says the Lord. But you say, “How have You loved us?” “Was not Esau Jacob’s brother?” declares the Lord. “Yet I have loved Jacob . . .”

			ESV is similar. (NIV generally also uses “declares,” but not in this verse.) JPS is similar, but adds emphasis by setting it off with em-dashes and using the present tense:33

			I have shown you love, said the Lord. But you ask, “How have You shown us love?” After all—declares the Lord—Esau is Jacob’s brother; yet I have accepted Jacob . . .

			However, even JPS fails to differentiate adequately between the two expressions: in Hebrew ʾamar yhwh is a verbal clause while neʾum yhwh is a noun phrase. As a rule, an optimal, essentially literal English translation should translate a noun with a noun when it results in a natural-sounding sentence.

			It might be argued that translating this Hebrew noun phrase with a noun phrase in English interrupts the smooth flow of the passages. I would argue that this phrase is supposed to do just that! Meier says it is “exceedingly verbose and even obtrusive.”34 Most of the English versions mentioned above are too smooth. They obscure the fact that the prophet interrupts his own flow of thought to make sure that his audience knows that this message does not come from the prophet, but comes directly from Yahweh. A good English translation should also interrupt the flow of the discourse with this kind of emphatic statement.

			The phrase is not just a formal variation; it often has a functional use in Hebrew discourse. In Mal 1:2 above “says Yahweh” and neʾum yhwh differentiate the two statements of Yahweh according to their purpose in the paragraph. First the Lord initiates conversation by simply stating, “I have loved you.” He then responds to the objection this raises by giving prominence to the fact that Esau and Jacob were brothers. This latter point is the key to His reasoning in verses 2–5.35 Two devices emphasize the principal clause: it is a rhetorical question, and it is followed by the formula neʾum yhwh. A good English translation will clearly indicate both devices, but JPS converts the rhetorical question to a simple statement, and none of the other English translations mentioned above express sufficient emphasis in the neʾum yhwh formula. The HCSB expresses both devices:

			“I have loved you,” says the Lord. 

			But you ask: “How have You loved us?” 

			“Wasn’t Esau Jacob’s brother?” This is the Lord’s declaration. 

			“Even so, I loved Jacob, . . .”

			massaʾ – “Oracle” or “Burden”

			The Hebrew word massaʾ can refer to a literal load (Ex 23:5; Jr 17:21), a figurative burden (2Sm 15:33), or a prophetic oracle (Is 13:1). In Jeremiah 23, false prophets were saying they had a “declaration” (neʾum, v. 31), dream (chalom, v. 32), or “oracle” (massaʾ, v. 33) from the Lord when in fact the Lord had not spoken. The Lord instructs Jeremiah to give a sharp retort to anyone who asks him for an oracle/burden: “What is the burden? I will throw you away.”36 Since it is not possible to duplicate the pun in English, an explanatory footnote or a note in a study Bible explains the pun.

			hevel – “Futility” or “Worthless Idol”

			The Hebrew word hevel (occurring 73 times) denotes something ephemeral or transitory. Its “literal” meaning is breath (Jb 7:16), mist (Pr 21:6), or vapor (Ps 39:5), though in the Bible this meaning is only used metaphorically (except “breath” in Is 57:13). It often stands for something futile, fruitless, or pointless. Famously, in Ecclesiastes it stands for “vanity” (KJV) or “futility” (HCSB). The Message captures the range of meaning fairly well by translating it “smoke” 46 times, including Ec 1:2 (brackets are in The Message):

			Smoke, nothing but smoke. [That’s what the Quester says.]

					There’s nothing to anything—it’s all smoke.

			This translation is commendable, but elsewhere in The Message the translation of hevel is all over the map. While “smoke” is interesting as a possible equivalent of hevel, this is one of the cases where a range of words in various contexts is more accurate than one gloss that “almost” fits all the occurrences. The policy of the HCSB was to make it “futility” in Ecclesiastes and similar contexts, “breath,” “mist,” or “vapor” in literal/metaphorical usage, “empty,” “vain,” or “fleeting” in adjectival usage, and “worthless [things]” in the context of idolatry.37 

			shuv shevut – “Restore the Fortunes”

			This phrase, which occurs 25 times, is literally to “return the captivity,” but that doesn’t make sense in context. Earlier English versions translated it “return from captivity” or “turn away the captivity,” which is better. However, there is more involved in these prophetic promises than simply returning from exile. The main notion is that devastation will be replaced by prosperity.38 HCSB concurs with other current English versions that translate the phrase “restore the fortunes.”39 

			Conclusion

			The optimal equivalence translation philosophy employed in the HCSB served well in translating poetry and prophecy. The Hebrew and Greek elevated style and sophisticated poetic devices shine through in stately English lines, yet accuracy has not been compromised.
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					23	This is debated. Longman does not support canonicity (How to Read the Psalms, 41). But M. Futato argues that they are “canonical although not necessarily original.” Interpreting the Psalms: An Exegetical Handbook (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2007),119.

				

				
					24	Skeptics have contended that all the psalms were written late in the history of Israel, therefore it is impossible for David to be the author of any psalms. However, conservative scholarship has shown such presuppositions to be groundless. Jesus and the NT authors credit David with such psalms. For example, in Lk 20:42 Jesus introduces a quote from Psalm 110 with the words, “David himself says in the Book of Psalms” (cf. Ac 2:16,20,25,34; 4:25; Rm 4:6; 11:9). In Heb 4:7 the author of Hebrews quotes Ps 95, which is anonymous in the MT but ascribed to David in the LXX.

				

				
					25	Including one psalm of thanksgiving.

				

				
					26	Including 14 songs of ascents, a dedication song, a love song, and a song for the Sabbath day.

				

				
					27	Including one of Heman the Ezrahite and one of Ethan the Ezrahite.

				

				
					28	Some variation on “declaration of the Lord God” occurs another 94 times, and God is called “King” three times in Jeremiah. HCSB translates neʾum as “oracle” when the source is not Yahweh: Balaam in Numbers 24, David in 2Sm 23:1 and Ps 36:1, and Agur in Pr 30:1.

				

				
					29	D. Vetter, s. v. םאנ, Theological Lexicon of the Old Testament, ed. E. Jenni & C. Westermann (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson , 1997), 693. Parunak says, “In more than half its occurrences, [Oracle of the Lord] follows a clause that explicitly identifies Yahweh, and thus often focuses attention on his agency, whether as a witness to sins, or as the agent behind disasters, or the source of declared blessings, or the judge who will bring consequences for sin, to name only a few of many examples.” H. V. D. Parunak, “Some Discourse Functions of Prophetic Quotation Formulas in Jeremiah,” in Biblical Hebrew and Discourse Linguistics, ed. R. Bergen (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994), 512.

				

				
					30	T. L. Wilt, “ ‘Oracle of Yahweh’: Translating a Highly Marked Expression,” The Bible Translator 50.3 (1999): 303.

				

				
					31	The supplied words “this is” express the deictic aspect implied in the expression. See Wilt, “Oracle of Yahweh,” 303.

				

				
					32	S. Meier notes that the Aramaic Targum and the Greek LXX both use the ordinary speech marker “said” to translate neʾum yhwh. S. A. Meier, Speaking of Speaking: Marking Direct Discourse in the Hebrew Bible (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 312.

				

				
					33	Note the tenses in the JPS translation of Zch 1:3: “Say to them further: Thus said (ʾamar) the LORD of Hosts: Turn back to me—says the LORD (neʾum yhwh) of Hosts—and I will turn back to you—said (ʾamar) the LORD of Hosts.”

				

				
					34	Meier, Speaking of Speaking, 306. Wilt (“Oracle of Yahweh,” 303) says, “The repeated use of neʾum YHWH is obtrusive in English; but it is in the original text as well, by biblical Hebrew’s own literary standards.” 

				

				
					35	See E. R. Clendenen, Haggai, Malachi in NAC (Nashville, B&H: 2004), 249. Applying Parunak’s analysis, neʾum yhwh here would be marking the rhetorical question as the summary of the main point of the prophetic message in this paragraph: “it may be viewed as highlighting a statement that will be amplified in what follows” (“Discourse Functions,” 511).

				

				
					36	Dividing the Hebrew words differently changes “What is the burden?” to “You are the burden!” This is how LXX reads it.

				

				
					37	Exceptions are “meaningless” in Ps 94:11 and “fraud” in Pr 13:11.

				

				
					38	The phrase is also used to speak of future blessing for Elam (Jr 49:39), Moab (48:47), Sodom (Ezk 16:53), and Ammon (Jr 49:6), who had not gone into exile in the same sense that Israel had.

				

				
					39	Other versions that translate this way include NASB, RSV, NRSV, ESV, JPS, and NLT. Exceptions in HCSB are Ps 85:1 and Jb 42:10 where “prosperity” is restored, and Hs 6:11 where Judah is literally returned from captivity.
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			Issues in the New Testament

			

			Six major issues arose when translating the New Testament for the HCSB. First is how to translate the phrase ho christos, commonly rendered in other translations as “the Christ.” Second is the translation of Jesus’ introductory phrase, amēn legō humin, often given as “truly, I say to you.” Third is the question of how to understand and translate indicators of time in the Gospels. Fourth, the apostle John’s use of the phrase “the Jews” to refer to Jesus’ enemies is discussed. Fifth, a grammatical issue is dealt with: how to render the Greek third person imperative. And finally, the best translation of doulos is argued to be “slave” rather than the more common “servant” or “bondservant.”

			Christ/Messiah in the New Testament

			Two words for “Messiah” are found in the New Testament. One is messias, which is the Greek form of the Hebrew word māshiach or Aramaic meshichaʾ, “anointed one.” Messias only occurs twice in the New Testament:

			He first found his own brother Simon and told him, “We have found the Messiah!” (which means “Anointed One”) (Jn 1:41)

			The woman said to Him, “I know that Messiah is coming” (who is called Christ). “When He comes, He will explain everything to us.” (Jn 4:25)

			The other term for Messiah is christos, “anointed one.” It is from the verb chriō, “anoint.” Christos is used in the Septuagint as the Greek translation of mashiach about 40 times. But it refers to the anointed king of Israel (e.g., 1Sm 2:35), the anointed priest (Lv 4:3), the Persian king Cyrus whom Yahweh chose to deliver His people from exile (Is 45:1–7), and the Patriarchs, perhaps as prophets (Ps 105:15; compare Gn 20:7; 23:6). The term māshiach/christos is used in Old Testament prophecies of an eschatological King only in 1Sm 2:10; Ps 2:2; and Dn 9:25–26. That there was a strong Messianic expectation among first-century Jews, however, is clear not only from the New Testament but also from the Septuagint, Jewish apocryphal and pseudepegraphical writings, and the Qumran texts.1 

			Among the Jews, then, the term christos was a very clear reference to the Messiah, the long-awaited King of Israel who would defeat Israel’s enemies and bring the Messianic age. Unfortunately, for many modern readers of the Bible, the term is only another name for Jesus. In order to alleviate this situation, the HCSB renders christos as “Messiah” in Jewish contexts, especially when the word is preceded by the article (ho christos, “the Messiah”). For example:

			And Jacob fathered Joseph the husband of Mary, who gave birth to Jesus who is called the Messiah. (Mt 1:16)

			Simon Peter answered, “You are the Messiah, the Son of the living God!” (Mt 16:16)

			For I could almost wish to be cursed and cut off from the Messiah for the benefit of my brothers, my own flesh and blood. (Rm 9:3)

			Thus the word Messiah is found in the HCSB New Testament 116 times and is found in 13 books of the New Testament.

			Amen/I Assure You

			The expression, “Verily, I say unto thee,” is widely recognized as characteristic of Jesus’ speeches. It is the KJV translation of the phrase amēn legō soi/humin (depending on whether “you” is singular or plural).2 The RSV and ESV translated “Truly, I say to you,” the NRSV and REB used the almost identical “Truly, I tell you,” and the NJB rendered it “In truth I tell you.” The NIV, NLT, and NET turned the phrase around and translated “I tell you the truth.” God’s Word translated it “I can guarantee this truth,” the NKJV rendered it “Assuredly, I say to you,” and the HCSB used “I assure you.” One problem with following the KJV tradition by using “verily,” “truly,” “in truth,” or “I tell you the truth” is that it could be thought to call into question the truthfulness of other things that Jesus said. It at least leaves the reader wondering why Jesus was putting special emphasis on certain sayings being true.

			The Greek lexicon explains amēn as being a “strong affirmation of what is stated,” and recommends as the translation of the phrase as Jesus used it, “I assure you that” or “I solemnly tell you.”3 The word amēn is used ten times in the Septuagint, though only three of those are in the canonical books. For example, in 1Ch 16:36 we have

			May Yahweh, the God of Israel, be praised from everlasting to everlasting.” Then all the people said, “Amen” and “Praise the Lord.”

			None of them occur with “I say to you,” and none occur at the beginning of a statement. The Greek word amēn is actually just a transliteration of the Hebrew word ʾamen, which occurs 30 times in the Hebrew Bible. The Septuagint usually renders it genoito, “so be it.” An example is Dt 27:16:

			“The one who dishonors his father or mother is cursed.” And all the people will say, “Amen!”

			Jesus’ use of the word and phrase at the beginning of a statement is unique, not having been found in the Old Testament, extra-biblical literature, inscriptions, rabbinic literature, or Greek texts.4 A possible explanation of this is that no other teacher has ever taught with as much authority as Jesus did, such that He could simply say, “I assure you.” The people who heard Jesus’ sermon on the mountain recognized this. According to Mt 7:28–29,

			When Jesus had finished this sermon, the crowds were astonished at His teaching, because He was teaching them like one who had authority, and not like their scribes.

			Craig Blomberg explains,

			Of course the scribes and Pharisees were religious authorities, but their right to speak was always based on their ability to quote Scripture or subsequent Jewish teachers and tradition. Strikingly, Jesus quotes Scripture in his sermon only to reinterpret it, he cites no human authorities or tradition, and he speaks with directness and confidence that he himself is bringing God’s message for a new era in human history. Such preaching reflects either the height of presumption and heresy or the fact that he was a true spokesman for God, whom we dare not ignore.5

			That expresses well the weight of Jesus’ “I assure you.” In Rv 3:14, He is in fact called “The Amen, the faithful and true Witness.” He is the supreme court of authority. What He says is ultimate and binding.

			Translating Time

			In the ancient world, various cultures and places reckoned the divisions of the day and night differently. Pliny the Elder lived from AD 23 to 79, the period during which Jesus ministered and was crucified and the Gospels were written. He summarized the situation:

			The actual period of the day has been differently kept by different people: the Babylonians count the period between two sunrises, the Athenians that [sic] between two sunsets, the Umbrians from midday to midday, the common people everywhere from dawn to dark, the Roman priests and the authorities who fixed the official day, and also the Egyptians and Hipparchus, the period from midnight to midnight.6

			Although before the time of Moses a day among the Hebrews may have been reckoned as beginning in the morning, from Moses’ time it was counted from evening to evening. The tenth day of the month, for example, began the evening of the ninth day (see 
Lv 23:27,32).7 

			By the time of the New Testament, however, the Jews usually reckoned the day as beginning at sunrise again (see Mt 28:1; 
Mk 16:1–2; Lk 23:56–24:1; Ac 4:3). According to Ac 4:3, for example, the priests siezed Peter and John “and put them in custody until the next day, since it was already evening.” If the new day began at sunset, the “next day” would have already started. 

			The day was then divided into 12 hours (Jn 11:9) beginning at sunrise. Consequently, in Jesus’ parable about the landowner and the vineyard workers in Matthew 20, after the landowner hired workers “early in the morning,” he returned to the marketplace (literally) “about the third hour.” Reckoning sunrise at about six o’clock, the third hour would be about nine o’clock. The landowner returned again for more workers at the sixth hour, the ninth hour, and then the eleventh hour, which would be noon, three o’clock, and finally five o’clock (quitting time!). No wonder the first workers were upset when they learned that he paid them all the same. The KJV, NKJV, RSV, ESV, NASB, and NJB render the phrase literally, which for a modern audience does not have the impact it would if the time were converted. The NRSV, NIV, NLT, NET, TEV, GW, NAB, and HCSB render time in modern terms, which brings out the force of Jesus’ parable very well. 

			In his Gospel, however, the apostle John apparently follows the Roman reckoning, which begins the new day at midnight. For example, according to Jn 20:1, “On the first day of the week Mary Magdalene came to the tomb early, while it was still dark.” Since the new day had already begun even though it was before sunrise, John counted the new day as beginning either the previous evening or at midnight. According to Jn 1:39, two of John the Baptist’s disciples were standing with him when Jesus passed. They followed Him to where He was staying and spent the day with Him. The time they met Him is given as the tenth hour, which would be four in the morning if the day started at sunset. According to Jn 4:6, Jesus was with the woman at the well at the sixth hour, which would be midnight if the day started at sunset. Neither scenario is likely, therefore the day probably started at midnight, in which case the sixth hour was either six in the morning or six in the evening, since the hours started over at noon. Since Jesus had just been traveling a long distance with His disciples (v. 27), six in the morning is very unlikely. Therefore, it seems that although in the synopic Gospels—Matthew, Mark, and Luke (and Acts)—the day began at sunrise, in John it began at midnight. 

			This also solves a problem regarding the time of the crucifixion. Mark 15:25 states that Jesus was crucified at the “third hour.” Under the Jewish reckoning of time, which started the day at sunrise, this was equivalent to about 9:00 a.m. Also in Mark’s account (15:33), darkness fell over the area from “noon” (lit. the sixth hour) until 3:00 p.m. (lit. the ninth hour). The times in Mark using this system are generally not disputed (see Mt 20:3,5,9,12). However, in the Gospel of John, Jesus is with Pilate at about the sixth hour 
(Jn 19:14 [ESV], “Now it was the day of Preparation of the Passover. It was about the sixth hour. [Pilate] said to the Jews, ‘Behold your King!’”). Using the same time reckoning system as Mark, John would be saying that Jesus was before Pilate, and not on the cross, at about noon. This is a well-known Bible difficulty; different solutions have been proposed.

			Some hold that these passages contradict each other and are irreconcilable. By suggesting that one of the Gospel writers made a mistake, this position challenges not only the doctrine of inerrancy but also the intelligence of those who wrote and then collected the books of the New Testament. Others hold that the Gospel writers were only approximating the time. If that were the case, why would Matthew (27:45–46), Mark, and Luke (23:44) approximate it one way, and John approximate it differently? Still others believe that John’s time reference is to be understood not literally but symbolically, presenting Jesus as the Passover Lamb by timing His death concurrent with that of the Passover lambs, which according to the Rabbis began on Friday at noon.

			Jesus could not have been crucified at 9:00 a.m. (Matt, Mk, Lk), and have still been before Pilate about noon (Jn). Some translations that use English time equivalents have this obvious contradiction (e.g., NLT, TEV, NET, NRSV, NIV). Also in my view the gaps of time are too large to be explained away as the writers’ time estimate. A far better solution, consistent with inerrancy and the reliability of the Gospels, is that John used a different time reckoning system than the Synoptics, probably a Roman civil time reckoning system that counted hours from midnight until noon, and then from noon till midnight. This view is not new and has been held by Baptist scholar A. T. Robertson8 and by B. F. Westcott.9 Westcott cites additional sources that the Romans started the day at midnight in civil matters. In particular, he cites cases that indicate the use of this time reckoning in Asia Minor, where church history places the Apostle John in his later years. Westcott writes, “These passages furnish a sufficient presumption that St. John, in using what is the modern reckoning, followed a practice of the province in which he was living and for which he was writing.”

			“The Jews” in John’s Gospel

			The Gospel of John refers about 60 times to hoi Ioudaioi, “the Jews.”10 Some of these are references to the Jews generally, which the HCSB sometimes renders “Jewish.”

			Now six stone water jars had been set there for Jewish purification. (2:6)

			The Jewish Passover was near, so Jesus went up to Jerusalem. (2:13)

			You Samaritans worship what you do not know. We worship what we do know, because salvation is from the Jews. (4:22)

			They placed Jesus there because of the Jewish preparation and since the tomb was nearby. (19:42)

			Others refer to the Judaeans as opposed to the Galileans.11

			After this, Jesus and His disciples went to the Judean countryside, where He spent time with them and baptized. (3:22)

			Many of the Jews had come to Martha and Mary to comfort them about their brother. . . . So the Jews said, “See how He loved him!” . . . Therefore, many of the Jews who came to Mary and saw what He did believed in Him. (11:19,36,45)

			Then a large crowd of the Jews learned He was there. They came not only because of Jesus, but also to see Lazarus the one He had raised from the dead. Therefore the chief priests decided to kill Lazarus also because he was the reason many of the Jews were deserting them and believing in Jesus. (12:9–11)

			But many of the uses of hoi Ioudaioi in John refer to Jesus’ opponents, most of whom were associated with the religious establishment in Jerusalem.

			This is John’s testimony when the Jews from Jerusalem sent priests and Levites to ask him, “Who are you?” (1:19)

			Therefore, the Jews began persecuting Jesus because He was doing these things on the Sabbath. (5:16)

			His parents said these things because they were afraid of the Jews, since the Jews had already agreed that if anyone confessed Him as Messiah, he would be banned from the synagogue. (9:22)

			Again the Jews picked up rocks to stone Him. (10:31)

			Caiaphas was the one who had advised the Jews that it was advantageous that one man should die for the people. (18:14)

			“My kingdom is not of this world,” said Jesus. “If My kingdom were of this world, My servants would fight, so that I wouldn’t be handed over to the Jews.” (18:36)

			After this, Joseph of Arimathea, who was a disciple of Jesus—but secretly because of his fear of the Jews—asked Pilate that he might remove Jesus’ body. (19:38)

			In the evening of that first day of the week, the disciples were gathered together with the doors locked because of their fear of the Jews. (20:19)

			The comparable terminology in the Synoptics is “the Pharisees” and/or “the Scribes,” and also “the chief priests” and “the leaders [or elders] of the people.” These are the ones John prefers to refer to simply as “the Jews.” Why did he do that? Was John anti-Semitic? He seems to make “the Jews” into the chief enemies of the gospel. In the first place, if John was anti-Semitic, then so was Peter (and Luke). On the day of Pentecost, he preached to the Jews in Jerusalem, which included Jews from abroad, that they were responsible for crucifying Jesus.

			“Men of Israel, listen to these words: This Jesus the Nazarene was a man pointed out to you by God with miracles, wonders, and signs that God did among you through Him, just as you yourselves know. Though He was delivered up according to God’s determined plan and foreknowledge, you used lawless people to nail Him to a cross and kill Him.” (Ac 2:22–23)

			“Therefore let all the house of Israel know with certainty that God has made this Jesus, whom you crucified, both Lord and Messiah!” (Ac 2:36; emphasis added)12

			It was apparently part of Peter’s evangelistic strategy to cause his audience to feel their responsibility as heavily implicated in the death of their Messiah. Could John have had a similar purpose? Peter and John may also have been opposing the idea that certain people were accepted by God just because they were Jews.13

			In the second place, John’s Gospel is not really anti-Jewish, for it recognizes that “salvation is from the Jews” (4:22).14 Also, Nicodemus, who became a believer, was even “a ruler of the Jews” (3:1), and “many of the Jews who came to Mary and saw what He did believed in Him” (11:45). Besides, not only was Jesus a Jew, but all the first Christians were Jews, including “the one Jesus loved” (Jn 13:23). If John was “anti” anything, he was anti-unbelief.15 

			Consequently, most major translations render hoi Ioudaioi simply as “the Jews.” Only the NIV, NET, NLT, TEV, and CEV render it with either “Jewish authorities” or “Jewish leaders.” The NIV adds a note that reads, “The Greek term traditionally translated the Jews (hoi Ioudaioi) refers here and elsewhere in John’s Gospel to those Jewish leaders who opposed Jesus.” The note also lists 15 verses where hoi Ioudaioi is translated “Jewish leaders.” The NET, which translates “Jewish leaders,” also has a note: “Or ‘the Jewish authorities’; Grk ‘the Jews.’ In NT usage the term Ἰουδαῖοι (Ioudaioi) may refer to the entire Jewish people, the residents of Jerusalem and surrounding territory, the authorities in Jerusalem, or merely those who were hostile to Jesus.”16 The HCSB, which renders it “the Jews,” has a bullet note: “In John, the term Jews usually indicates those in Israel who were opposed to Jesus, particularly the Jewish authorities in Jerusalem who led the nation.” 

			Third Person Imperative

			Greek has a form of imperative in which person(s) A is telling person(s) B what he wants person(s) C to do. It is commonly translated “Let him . . . .” For example, in the KJV Mt 11:15 reads, “He that hath ears to hear, let him hear.” The problem with using “let him” is that this English construction is grammatically not a command directed to a third person. Rather, it is a command to the addressee that he permit the third person to do something. When the third “person” is an object or abstract concept, this is perfectly reasonable. “Let it/him” is also appropriate when “permit” is the intended sense. For example, 

			Let your word ‘yes’ be ‘yes,’ and your ‘no’ be ‘no.’ (Mt 5:37)

			“My Father! If it is possible, let this cup pass from Me.” (Mt 26:39)

			Therefore do not let sin reign in your mortal body, so that you obey its desires. (Rm 6:12)

			Don’t let the sun go down on your anger. (Eph 4:26)

			Let no one deceive you with empty arguments. (Eph 5:6)

			Let your graciousness be known to everyone. The Lord is near. Don’t worry about anything, but in everything, through prayer and petition with thanksgiving, let your requests be made known to God. (Php 4:5–6)

			And let the peace of the Messiah, to which you were also called in one body, control your hearts. Be thankful. Let the message about the Messiah dwell richly among you, teaching and admonishing one another in all wisdom, and singing psalms, hymns, and spiritual songs, with gratitude in your hearts to God. (Col 3:15–16)

			But in other cases a construction using “must,” “should,” or “ought to” is better. For example, while the KJV (and ESV, NASB, RSV, NRSV, NKJV, etc.) use “let” in Mt 11:15, the HCSB translates, “Anyone who has ears should listen!”(likewise NAB, NET, NJB, NLT). Despite the fact that those translations that use “let” in this case tend to be the more formal equivalent ones, this is not a matter of translation philosophy. “Let him hear” is no more literal than “he must listen.” The latter, I would argue, is simply a more accurate translation. The NIV, which typically renders this construction accurately, has for this verse, “Whoever has ears, let them hear.” What perhaps is a preference here for the traditional is made humorous by the unwillingness to use the third person singular “he” as the pronoun referring back to “whoever.” Using “them” makes it sound like one is to grant his ears permission to hear. Other examples of the difference in translation are provided in chart 7.1.

			
			

			Doulos, “Slave”

			Although human slavery is a horrible thing, the HCSB translates several words as “slave” whenever the context calls for it. The Hebrew words ʿeved (“slave, servant”), shiphchah (“female slave/servant”), and ʾamah (“female slave/servant”) are rendered as “slave” about 90, 40, and 30 times, respectively (for example, in Gn 12:16; 16:1; 20:17, respectively). The Greek doulos is almost without exception rendered as “slave” in the HCSB (about 120 times) rather than “servant” or “bondservant.”17 The exceptions are in the phrases “his servants the prophets” and “God’s servant Moses” in Rv 10:7; 11:18; 15:3. The major Greek lexicon explains that “‘servant’ for ‘slave’ is largely confined to Biblical transl[ations] and early American times.” All the major Greek lexicons recognize that doulos means “slave.” The Theological Lexicon of the New Testament by Ceslas Spicq, even states, “It is wrong to translate doulos as ‘servant,’ so obscuring its precise signification in the language of the first century.”18 It is sometimes said that most slaves in the ancient world were temporary debt slaves and had a much higher status than slaves in early America. But although some slaves managed to obtain their freedom, this was not always the case, and slavery still meant being owned by and at the mercy of a master. Bartchy cites Dio Chrysostom, a popular orator in the first century AD, who “spoke for the Mediterranean consensus when he defined slavery as the right to use another man at pleasure, like a piece of property or a domestic animal.”19 And many slaves had been prisoners of war, condemned to slavery for lawbreaking, or were born into slavery. According to Scott Bartchy, 

			Prior to the 1st century C.E., prisoners of war and people kidnapped by pirates provided the Mediterranean world with the vast majority of its slaves. By the 1st century C.E., however, the children of women in slavery had become the primary source of slaves. Apparently these children were born in sufficient numbers to maintain the large slave population, which comprised at least a third of the inhabitants of most major urban centers. This prolific source was supplemented by self-sale, the sale of freeborn children, the raising of foundlings, and debt-bondage. 20

			Some translations prefer “bondservant” as a term that lacks association with American slavery. The problem with that term is its quaintness and the difficulty of finding a definition for it. For example, the word does not occur in the multi-volume Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary and only once in the Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, with no definition.

			Conclusion

			These are all major issues with broad ramifications. Another issue too broad to be discussed here would be the translation of genitive phrases like hē basileia tōn ouranōn, which is usually rendered “the kingdom of heaven.” Some genitives, however, require translation without “of.” For example, tous ptōxous tōn hagiōn in Rm 15:26, literally “the poor of the saints,” is rendered by most translations as “the poor among the saints.” And to sōma tēs hamartias in Rm 6:6, literally “the body of sin,” is rendered in the HCSB as “sin’s dominion over the body.”21 For matters such as this, translators consult commentaries, articles, and especially works on Greek syntax such as Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996); Stanley E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament (Sheffield: JSOT, 1994); and Richard A. Young, Intermediate New Testament Greek (Nashville: B&H, 1994). These works provide examples of other kinds of genitives as well as other tricky issues of Greek grammar that Bible translators must be careful about.
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					17	See W. Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. Danker, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Christian Literature (3rd ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 260.

				

				
					18	C. Spicq, Theological Lexicon of the New Testament, trans. and ed. James D. Ernest (Hendrickson, 1994).

				

				
					19	See M. Dandamayevm and S. Scott Bartchy, “Slavery,” in The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 6:66.

				

				
					20	Ibid., 6:66–67.

				

				
					21	For more on the genitive see chapter 9, “How Language Works.”
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			Text-Critical 
Philosophy and Practice

			This chapter is for those Bible readers who are excited by such terms as “variants,” “manuscript discrepancies,” “majority text,” and “Alexandrian text-type.” It is also for readers of the HCSB who want to understand such translation notes as “Other mss add for us” in 1 Co 5:7 or “Some Hb mss, LXX, Syr, Vg read watch over” in Ezk 34:16. In other words, it provides an introduction to textual criticism and how the HCSB handles it.

			The Nature of Textual Criticism

			The discipline or process of textual criticism1 is necessary anytime a “critical edition” of a text is to be produced from multiple copies in the absence of an original. For example, we have no original manuscripts from ancient Greece and Rome. Our knowledge of the history and literature of the classical period is based on critical editions of such works as Herodotus, Thucydides, Aeschylus, Aristotle, Strabo, Xenophon, Livy, Tacitus, and Plutarch. Copies of their original works were made by hand, and then copies of those copies were made, and so forth, until finally scholars began to collect the copies, compare them, apply the principles of textual criticism, and produce critical editions. Our critical editions of Thucydides’ (d. 400 BC) Greek history depend on eight manuscripts dating as early as about AD 900. We have 35 surviving books (of an original 142) of Livy’s (d. AD 17) Roman history based on about 20 manuscripts, only one of which is as old as the fourth century.2 Even our editions of the plays of Shakespeare (d. 1616), who wrote over 100 years after the invention of the printing press, lack the aid of any original manuscripts and contain hundreds of variants among the existing printed copies, thus calling for the aid of textual criticism.

			Even before copies of a work may be compared, individual manuscripts must be examined for genuineness and place of origin. One of the most famous examples of this was during the Renaissance when the document known as the Donation of Constantine was examined, by which the Roman Catholic Church claimed that Emperor Constantine had bestowed vast territory and power on Pope Sylvester I (reigned 314–335) and his successors. In 1440 the Italian humanist scholar Lorenzo Valla proved the document to be a late forgery, based on the lateness of the document’s Latin. His work seriously damaged the prestige of the papacy, and it helped fuel the revolt against Rome and the Protestant Reformation. 

			Next, the copies of a work are compared, differences are examined, and manuscripts are grouped into “families” based on the common occurrence of many of the same “variants.” A variant is a particular instance of a difference between manuscripts. For example, the many copies of a work may exhibit more than one spelling of a word in a certain place. Each of the spellings is called a variant. Such variants may involve different tenses of a verb, a completely different word used in a certain place, or the presence of a word (or more than a word) that is absent from other manuscripts, or vice versa. Sometimes there is a combination of these. Some manuscripts may not have a word in a certain place, other manuscripts may have one word there, while still other manuscripts have another word. 

			How did such differences arise? Sometimes copies were made by an individual working alone, and his eye may have tricked him in the process of copying. Some such errors are inevitable, especially when letters or words look similar, or when the ends of lines are similar, causing the scribe’s eye to skip a line. Sometimes copying was done in a scriptorium where a manuscript was read while several scribes listened and made their own copies. These were subject to errors of the ear rather than of the eye. Sometimes more ambitious scribes would write “glosses” or explanatory comments in the margin, only to have a later scribe think the gloss was a word accidentally left out by the earlier scribe, so he incorporated it in his copy. Or sometimes a scribe might think the original he’s copying contains an error, which he proceeds to “correct,” based on what he thinks “ought” to be there. What he thinks ought to be there might be a phrase added (judged “missing”) from another similar portion of Scripture. Or the scribe might be correcting a theological “error” supposedly introduced by an earlier copyist. All these situations and many more result in multiple manuscripts having many variants that the textual critic must recognize and evaluate, and then select what was most likely the original. 

			Producing a “critical edition” involves either (1a) constructing a text believed to be the closest possible text to the original (that is, an “eclectic text”),3 or (1b) selecting what is believed to be an exemplary manuscript to serve as the primary text to be printed,4 then (2) indicating in the apparatus (usually at the bottom of the page) what are the most significant variant readings from the printed text, and (3) presenting the evidence—that is, a list of the manuscripts that have each of those variant readings and the manuscripts that have the reading in the text. Critical editions may not reflect all the variants, but rather only the most significant ones. Likewise, they may not reflect all the evidence (assuming there are many manuscripts), but rather only a sampling of the evidence. 

			New Testament Textual Criticism

			In the case of the New Testament, the wealth of manuscripts is so vast that all the evidence for or against a reading usually cannot be given. Furthermore, while the Greek text itself of the Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum Graece, 27th edition (NA27), and the United Bible Societies’ Greek New Testament, 4th edition(UBS4), is essentially identical, the evidence given in the apparatus is different. The UBS4 indicates fewer variant readings than the NA27 does,5 but it usually gives a more extensive list of the evidence for the different variants that it does contain. The UBS4, which is intended primarily for translators, also includes a rating of the editors’ level of confidence—A, B, C, or D—in the reading chosen for the text.

			How are the variant readings evaluated?6 The criteria comprise two different types: external and internal. External criteria include (1) an evaluation of the date and general character of the individual manuscripts witnessing to a particalar reading (the earlier and most carefully prepared manuscipts are usually given more weight); and (2) the manuscripts’ place of origin (a variant occurring in manuscripts from different locations is given more weight).

			A further word concerning “place of origin” is in order. In the case of the New Testament, manuscripts naturally had their origin in the town or region to or from which they were originally written. Copies were made by individuals and circulated out from there until they reached the entire church. According to David Black, most differences between manuscripts probably arose by the end of the third century.7 The Diocletian persecution, which began in 303, caused the severe depletion of manuscripts as churches and holy books were burned. Following this was an explosion of manuscript copying, especially in the intellectual centers of the church: Antioch, Alexandria, and Constantinople. The result was the origin of text families or “text types” with similar characteristics. Four such families that have been recognized by at least some scholars are the Alexandrian, the Byzantine, the Caesarean, and the Western. Virtually all scholars agree on at least the Alexandrian and Byzantine.8 So if witnesses to a particular reading are from more than one text family, this gives the reading additional weight. But due to the vitality of the Byzantine empire, the majority of the approximately 5,000 Greek manuscripts of the New Testament are Byzantine. 

			Internal criteria include “transcriptional probabilities” and “intrinsic probabilities.” The examination of transcriptional probabilities is based on an understanding of what kinds of changes occur in a manuscript being copied. Most of the changes are accidental, while some are deliberate. First, since some scribes tended to correct what they considered to be “problems” in the text (such as lack of harmony with another passage), the textual critic usually places more weight on a reading that might be judged to be “difficult.” Second, since scribes were more likely to add words to a text than to delete them (except by accident), the shorter reading  is generally judged to carry more weight.9 Finally, scribes would sometimes try to improve the readability of a text by substituting more familiar words or preferred grammatical constructions, or by supplying words to allow the text to read more smoothly. These internal criteria are sometimes reduced to the dictum that “the reading that best explains the origin of the other readings is the original reading.”

			Intrinsic probabilities, on the other hand, involve judging variant readings based on what we know of the author’s style and vocabulary elsewhere, the style and vocabulary known from other sources in the same historical period, and the immediate context of the passage. Presumably a variant that more closely matches the author’s style or the context would be afforded more weight.10 Unfortunately these criteria sometimes work at cross purposes. If a variant reading more closely matches the author’s style than one or more of the alternative readings, does that not make the other readings more difficult, and therefore more likely to be original? David Black’s caution is worth considering.

			Of course, the greatest caution must be exercised in applying these principles. They are inferences rather than axiomatic rules. Indeed, it is not uncommon for two or more principles to conflict. Hence none of them can be applied in a mechanical or unthinking fashion. If in the end you are still undecided, you should pay special attention to external evidence, as it is less subjective and more reliable.11

			These issues have a very practical impact when it comes to a passage like Jn 1:18. 

			According to the critical editions of the New Testament, this verse reads (literally), “No one has ever seen God; the One and Only [monogenēs] God [theos], who is in the bosom of the Father, He has expounded Him.” The most widely attested variant reading has huios (“son”) in place of theos (“God”). A few witnesses have huios theou (“son of God”), or simply monogenēs, which can mean “one and only son/child” by itself (as in Jn 1:14; see also Lk 8:42; 9:38; Heb 11:17). But the weakness of the external evidence for these last two variants rules them out as highly unlikely. 

			The external evidence is divided between theos and huios since, although most of the earliest manuscripts have theos, they are almost all from the family known as “Alexandrian.” The reading huios, on the other hand, is found in manuscripts associated with all the other text families.12 Furthermore, some very early witnesses, such as the early church fathers, Cyprian, Irenaeus, and Tertullian, used a text with huios. Such a text was also used by some very early translations: the Syriac, Old Latin, Vulgate, and Armenian versions. 

			Although the primary argument for theos is from the internal evidence, the reading monogenēs huios fits John’s style, since it occurs in Jn 3:16 and 3:18 as well as 1Jn 4:9. It also fits the immediate context, since monogenēs is used of God’s Son in Jn 1:14:

			The Word became flesh and took up residence among us. We observed His glory, the glory as the One and Only Son from the Father, full of grace and truth.

			Furthermore, in Jn 1:18 itself, why would John speak of the unseeable “God” and then describe the eternal Son as “God”? Doesn’t that introduce unnecessary confusion? The verse is teaching a distinction between the unseeable “God” and the One who makes Him known. Why introduce the concept that this One who makes God known is the One and Only God? But these very arguments (or something similar) on the basis of internal evidence convinced the majority of the committee producing the latest critical edition of the Greek text that the variant monogenēs huios was introduced by scribes influenced by Jn 3:16, 3:18, and 1Jn 4:9, who were uncomfortable with the phrase monogenēs theos. In other words, monogenēs theos is believed to be original because it does not fit John’s style or the immediate context—it occurs nowhere else—and it doesn’t seem to fit John’s argument, making it the more “difficult” reading. But isn’t it possible for a reading to be too difficult? 

			Should the textual critic allow the “more difficult reading” criterion to tyrannize the process by trumping the other kinds of evidence? Could monogenēs theos be explained as arising from an original monogenēs huios? This is the view of a minority opinion on the Greek textual committee: “It is doubtful that the author would have written [monogenēs theos].” The dissenter, Allen Wikgren, believed that the change from huios to theos was an early transcriptional error that occurred in the Alexandrian manuscripts. He suggested it occurred in a manuscript that used abbreviations for huios ([image: Lord]) and theos ([image: God]), which could be confused for each other.13 The textual critic J. K. Elliott mentions another possibility: 

			On the other hand it may have been that some scribes, reflecting the theological concerns of their communities and determined to enhance Jesus’ status, altered an original ‘Son’ (with all the subordinationist baggage that title carries) to ‘God’, thereby affirming his divinity and deity.14

			The issues are difficult to sort through. But the HCSB translators chose to depart from the NA27 text at this point and translate, “No one has ever seen God. 	The One and Only Son—the One who is at the Father’s side—He has revealed Him.”15 Of course, a translation note explains that other manuscripts read “God” rather than “Son,” and that the literal wording for “at the Father’s side” is “in the bosom of the Father.” Here is the way some other versions handled the textual problem at Jn 1:18 (my italics).

			NKJV: No one has seen God at any time. The only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He has declared Him.


			RSV: No one has ever seen God; the only Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, he has made him known.

			
NJB: No one has ever seen God; it is the only Son, who is close to the Father’s heart, who has made him known.

			
REB: No one has ever seen God; God’s only Son, he who is nearest to the Father’s heart, has made him known.

			
GW: No one has ever seen God. God’s only Son, the one who is closest to the Father’s heart, has made him known.

			
NASB: No one has seen God at any time; the only begotten God who is in the bosom of the Father, He has explained [Him].

			
ESV: No one has ever seen God; the only God, who is at the Father’s side, he has made him known.

			
NAB: No one has ever seen God. The only Son, God, who is at the Father’s side, has revealed him. 

			
NRSV: No one has ever seen God. The only Son, who is the same as God and is at the Father’s side, he has made him known.

			
NIV: No one has ever seen God, but the one and only Son, who is himself God and is in closest relationship with the Father, has made him known.

			
NLT: No one has ever seen God. But the one and only Son is himself God and is near to the Father’s heart. He has revealed God to us.

			
TEV: No one has ever seen God. The only Son, who is the same as God and is at the Father’s side, he has made him known.

			The NKJV, RSV, NJB, REB, and GW follow the reading huios like the HCSB. The NASB and ESV follow the reading theos. The other translations follow theos as well, but they interpret monogenēs as a noun, “only son,” rather than an adjective, “(one and) only.” They consider the two nouns to be in apposition, the second noun adding information about the first. This interpretation seems to strain Greek grammar a bit, since it is most natural for an adjective preceeding a noun to be modifying that noun rather than serving as a noun itself.

			Old Testament Textual Criticism

			Most of the principles discussed in the previous section apply to Old Testament textual criticism as well, but as Ellis Brotzman explains, “the textual situations are quite different.”

			The New Testament text is attested by a very large number of Greek manuscripts, some very old, and they all reflect a large number of variant readings. The Old Testament text, in contrast, is supported by far fewer, but generally better, Hebrew manuscripts. . . . It is generally accepted that the Old Testament was copied more carefully than the New.16 

			A second major difference is that from the time the first Old Testament books appeared in Israel to the date of the earliest manuscripts we have was about 1,000 years. Fortunately we have evidence that scribes in the ancient Near East took their task of copying canonical documents very seriously. An Egyptian scribe from about 1400 BC, for example, ended his copy with the statement that it was “completed from its beginning to its end, having been copied, revised, compared and verified sign by sign.”17 

			A third major difference is that, with some exceptions, Old Testament textual criticism does not aim at producing an “eclectic” text, that is, a critical edition that draws from readings from a multitude of manuscripts. As Emanuel Tov explains,

			Most of the existing critical editions of the OT are not eclectic but “diplomatic”; that is, they reproduce a particular form of the textus receptus (“received text”) of the OT as the base text, while recording divergent readings (or “variants”) from Hebrew and non-Hebrew sources in an accompanying critical apparatus. In contrast, most modern translations of the OT are by nature eclectic: while adhering basically to the MT [Masoretic Text, represented by BHS], they often replace some MT readings with parallel ones from the versions (mainly the LXX) and the Qumran scrolls.18

			The earliest Bible books would have been written in a somewhat primitive Canaanite script, then in a borrowed Phoenician script (usually called paleo-Hebrew), and finally in the Aramaic script found in Hebrew Bibles today. The text was solely consonants, though during the 1,000 years of the Hebrew Bible’s production certain consonants were enlisted to represent long vowels.19 This is the situation with our earliest manuscripts of the Hebrew Bible, the Dead Sea Scrolls, which were produced from about 300 BC to AD 50, but not discovered until 1947. Before then, the oldest manuscript was the Nash papyrus, dated between the second century BC and the first century AD, which only included the Ten Commandments and the beginning of the Shema (Deut 6:4). Until it was burned and partially destroyed, the oldest complete copy of the Hebrew Bible was the tenth century Aleppo codex.20 This manuscript is being used as the base text of a new critical edition of the Hebrew Bible, called the Hebrew University Bible.21 Now the oldest complete copy is the Leningrad codex, which has been dated about AD 1000. It is the one used as the base text of the latest critical edition of the Hebrew Bible, the Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS).

			The Dead Sea Scrolls, however, showed that several text types or families existed side-by-side in Palestine during the final centuries before Christ.22 One of the text types was the one still well-represented by the Aleppo and Leningrad codices. It is known as the Masoretic Text (MT). Another text type was similar to that exhibited by the Greek translation known as the Septuagint (LXX), for which we have fourth and fifth century manuscripts. Greek translation of the Hebrew Bible began in the third century BC with the Pentateuch (probably in Egypt) and continued in various places by various translators until the entirety was translated by the early first century BC. Unfortunately textual criticism must be done in the Septuagint as well, since hundreds of manuscripts exist, none of them original. The three major manuscipts on which most editions are based are Alexandrinus (LXXA), Vaticanus (LXXB), and Sinaiticus (LXXא).

			Still another text type among the Dead Sea Scrolls had much in common with the Samaritan Pentateuch, which was produced about 100 BC based on earlier text traditions. The textual tradition represented by the Samaritan Pentateuch, however, is of limited value in textual criticism due to its tendencies toward intentional changes and unintentional errors.23 

			By the end of the first century AD, according to Shemaryahu Talmon, “one single Hebrew text type gained the upper hand and . . . deviant types practically went out of circulation.”24 Biblical manuscripts found near Wadi Murabbaʿat dating about AD 135 were all of the type later known as Masoretic.25 

			Until the fifth century AD, the Hebrew text still consisted only of consonants. The oral tradition of how the Hebrew was to be pronounced was considered part of the text. But in order to further safeguard the text from change, various means began to be devised to indicate the vowels. The Jewish scribes who worked on this are known as the Masoretes because they originated the “Masorah,” which refers to “the system of notes and signs used to preserve the text of the Hebrew Bible, and the way it was written, from change.”26 As a result, the biblical text “appears today almost exactly as it did in the time of the Masoretes.”27 After early systems of vocalization were devised in Babylonia and Palestine, a system was developed in Tiberias in the period of AD 780–930 that came to be the accepted system to this day. It includes not only all the vowels but also a careful system of accents that reflected how the words were to be pronounced and grouped for singing.28 

			The Masoretes made many contributions that shaped the Old Testament as we read it today. For one thing, they played an important part in dividing the Old Testament into chapters and verses. Jewish Rabbis during the Talmudic period (AD 135–500) already had paragraph divisions, but introduced verse divisions, though there were different traditions among the rabbis in Palestine and Babylon. The different verse divisions were standardized by the Masoretes (500–1000). Chapter divisions and chapter numbers were not added until the fourteenth century, adopted from the Latin Vulgate.29 According to C. D. Ginsburg, verse numbers were first added to a Hebrew Bible by Benedictus Arias Montanus, who prepared an eight-volume Polyglot Bible (Hebrew, Greek, and Latin) published in Antwerp in 1571. Then Rabbi Joseph ben Abraham Athias produced a Hebrew Bible in Amsterdam with verse numbers in 1661.30 The entire Hebrew Bible, however, had been first printed in 1488 in Soncino, Italy.

			One more contribution of the Masoretes is important to textual criticism. Occasionally the oral tradition they knew did not match exactly the written tradition of the texts they were copying. Whenever that occurred, they wrote the vowels of their oral tradition with the consonants in the text that didn’t match. Then they recorded in the margin the consonants that matched the vowels of their oral tradition. By that means, they preserved both the written tradition and the oral tradition, which amounted to a variant. The consonants preserved in the text are called the kethiv, meaning “what is written”; the vowels together with the consonants in the margin are called the qere, meaning “what is read.” One such difference between the oral and written traditions was the pronunciation of God’s name. The consonantal text had the four consonants yhwh, which scholars have come to believe was originally pronounced “Yahweh.” But the rabbis did not pronounce the divine name. Instead, they read it as Adonai, meaning “my Lord.” This was part of the oral tradition as early as the third century BC, which we know because the Septuagint rendered it with kurios, meaning “Lord.” Christian scholars in the Middle Ages mistook the combination of the consonants yhwh and the vowels of Adonai and created the word “Jehovah.”

			The practice of Old Testament textual criticism consists mainly of comparing the Leningrad codex in the BHS with the other Hebrew manuscripts that have been collated,31 the Dead Sea Scrolls, and the Septuagint. Other translations frequently consulted are in Aramaic (Targums), Syriac (Peshitta), and Latin (Vulgate). Before any translation can be used, however, the relevant passage must be translated back to Hebrew so that the text before the original translator can be reconstructed. In the case of the Aramaic, Syriac, and Latin translations, Tov explains that “there is an almost complete identity between their Hebrew source and the consonantal framework of [the MT]. . . . We are confronted with only a relatively small number of differences” between the MT and the Hebrew source of these translations.32 On the other hand, “the importance of [the LXX] is based on the fact that it reflects a greater variety of important variants than all the other translations put together.”33 

			The Septuagint is a Jewish translation done mostly in Alexandria. As Tov explains, “Its Hebrew source differed greatly from the other textual witnesses ([MT, Targums, Syriac, Vulgate] and many of the Qumran texts), and this accounts for its great significance in biblical studies.”34 In part because the Greek-speaking church began using the Septuagint as its Old Testament, the translation underwent several revisions in the Christian era, which brought it closer to the Hebrew text in use at that time. The major revisions are credited to Theodotion (first century), Aquila (early second century), and Symmachus (around 300).35 

			Text-Critical Notes

			Different translations handle text-critical issues and notes differently. For example, they vary in how much to inform the reader of text-critical issues. Metzger’s Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament lists more than 500 text-critically significant passages in the book of Acts.36 Yet there are vast differences in how many text-critical notes are found in Acts in the various English translations, as the chart in chart 8.1 shows. There are also differences in how various translations describe the textual situation. Not everyone agrees that the number of manuscripts or their age is very significant; therefore many translations try to present the evidence in an unbiased manner. The RSV and NRSV, for example, simply give a translation of the alternate reading of “other ancient authorities.” Similarly, the HCSB presents what “other mss [manuscripts]” read, or have added or omitted, and the ESV presents the reading of “some manuscripts.” The NASB, NLT, and NIV, however, sometimes indicate if the evidence involves “many,” “some,” “few,” or “one” manuscript(s) and whether those manuscripts are “early” or “late” (or even “very late” or “very early”). The NLT refers at one point to “the most reliable early manuscripts,” and the NASB refers once to “the best ancient mss.”

            See Chart on Text-Critical notes in Acts

			In the Old Testament, additional differences are evident. The number of text-critical notes is one factor, but another is how often variants are cited even though they are not accepted in the text. For example, Ex 12:40 reads, “The time that the Israelites lived in Egypt was 430 years.” But after the word “Egypt,” the HCSB has a note that reads, “LXX, Sam add and in Canaan.” This means that the Septuagint and the Samaritan Pentateuch have a text that apparently includes the patriarchal period in the 430 years. The fact that the text of the Bible does not include the phrase and puts it in a note means that in the translators’ opinion, the phrase “and in Canaan” was not in the original text. They included the note because they considered the information significant and perhaps helpful to some students reading the text.37 Some might object that this only plants doubts in the mind of the reader. To this we might respond with the translators of the KJV,

			Some persons perhaps would want to have no alternative readings or renderings placed in the margin, for fear that any appearance of uncertainty might undermine the authority of Scripture as definitive. But we do not consider their judgment to be prudent on this point.38 

			On the other hand, according to Ex 1:22, Pharaoh commanded the Egyptians, “You must throw every son born to the Hebrews into the Nile, but let every daughter live.” After the word “Hebrews,” the HCSB has a note that reads, “Sam, LXX, Tg; MT omits to the Hebrews.” This means that BHS and the Masoretic manuscripts in general read, “You must throw every son born into the Nile.” The Samaritan Pentateuch, however, as well as the Septuagint and the Aramaic Targums have the addition, which the translators have determined was in the original text. Some translations follow the reading of Sam, LXX, and Tg without a note.39 

			Old Testament text-critical notes may cite a variety of witnesses, such as the Greek texts of Aquila (Aq), Symmachus (Sym), and Theodotion (Theod), or the Aramaic Targums (Tg), Syriac Peshitta (Syr), or Latin Vulgate (Vg). But the most significant citations are from the Septuagint (LXX), Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS), and Samaritan Pentateuch (Sam). Therefore, these witnesses constitute a useful means of comparison of various translations with respect to how they handle textual issues in the Old Testament, as seen in chart 8.2. The numbers given apply to the number of times a particular witness is “cited” or “preferred” in a given translation in the whole Old Testament.40

			See Chart on Uses of Alternate Texts

			The ESV, NIV, and NLT cite the LXX, DSS, and Sam about the same number of times. They also prefer the reading of these sources about the same number of times. But although the HCSB agrees with them in the approximate number preferred, it cites these alternate witnesses at least twice as often. The NASB, on the other hand, cites or follows these alternate witnesses far less, and in the case of the Samaritan Pentateuch, not at all. On the other end of the spectrum is the NRSV, which follows the reading of the LXX and DSS at least twice as often as the others. This is perhaps because the other translations are acknowledged to be done by evangelicals, who typically place more trust in the MT than do non-evangelical translations.

			 The last row in chart 8.2 notes how many times in the Old Testament the various listed translations reject the Masoretic text in favor of a text that has no support in the alternate manuscripts or versions. The issue here is what to do with a Hebrew passage that seems so difficult to make sense of, that many scholars think it possible or even likely that a scribal error has taken place, even though no known manuscript or version has come to light that confirms it or gives a likely alternative. In these cases, scholars have conjectured various slight changes or “emendations” to the text based on certain types of scribal errors that are known to have occurred—such as confusing one letter for another, or wrongly understanding a division between words. Prior to the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in 1947, many “conjectural emendations” were included in the textual apparatus to the third edition of Kittel’s Biblia Hebraica (BHK, 1937), which were later confirmed when the Scrolls were studied. However, many difficult texts remain. Most of the translations include notes that a Hebrew word, phrase, or verse is either “uncertain” or “obscure.”41 In spite of the difficulty, sometimes a translation is offered that attempts to account for the text as it is and to make sense in the context. In other cases, an emendation is followed. 

			Some translations are more informative than others when such emendations have taken place. For example, in 21 cases in the HCSB, a note reads, “text emended.” In 16 cases, the NIV (2011) has a note that says, “Probable reading of the original Hebrew text” (for example, see Ps 12:6). This means they have followed an emendation. In 301 cases, the NRSV has a note that uses the abbreviation “Cn,” which means “correction.” The translation explains that this abbreviation means that a correction has been made “where the text has suffered in transmission and the versions provide no satisfactory restoration but where the Standard Bible Committee agrees with the judgment of competent scholars as to the most probable reconstruction of the original text.” This same abbreviation was used in the parent translation, the RSV. Unfortunately the ESV chose not to mark emendations so clearly. Many notes read “Hebrew [followed by a literal translation of the MT].” In some cases, such notes inform the reader when an idiomatic translation has been followed in the text. In other cases, such notes inform the reader that an emendation has been followed in the text, and a translation of the MT is being given in the note (for example, see Ezk 40:38). But emendations are also sometimes marked by “Or” notes, where an emendation is followed in the text, and the note gives a literal translation of the MT as if it were simply an alternative way of reading the same text (for example, Hs 4:4). Thus, the number of emendations for the ESV given in the chart as 26 is only approximate. 

			Asterisks (*) are given in place of the number of emendations in the NASB and NLT because these translations do not indicate when emendations are followed. Emendations, however, can almost certainly be detected in many passages, especially for the NLT.42 

			Admittedly, perhaps the majority of Bible readers are not interested in variant textual readings. But we believe that a Bible translation should give as much information as possible for the sake of those readers who are interested. 
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Chart 2.1 Translation of ʿāzab


				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							HCSB

						
							
							ESV

						
							
							NASB

						
							
							NIV

						
							
							NLT

						
							
							TEV

						
					

				
				
					
							
							abandon-21x

						
							
							forsake-16x

						
							
							forsake-17x

						
							
							forsake-12x

						
							
							abandon-8x

						
							
							abandon-10x

						
					

					
							
							leave-2x

						
							
							leave-7x

						
							
							leave-5x

						
							
							leave-5x

						
							
							turn fr.-2x

						
							
							leave-4x

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							abandon-1x

						
							
							desert-3x

						
							
							leave-2x

						
							
							turn away-3x

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							abandon-2x

						
							
							forsake-2x

						
							
							desert-2x

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							vanish fr.-1x

						
							
							desert-1x

						
							
							empty-1x

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							rebel ag. 1x

						
							
							get away-1x

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							reject-1x

						
							
							lose-1x

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							lose-1x

						
							
							Ø-1x

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							forget-1x

						
							
							

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							disappear-1x

						
							
							

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							violate-1x

						
							
							

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							flee from-1x

						
							
							

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							Ø-1x

						
							
							

						
					

				
			

			
Chart 3.1 Prepositions Ending a Sentence


				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Translation

						
							
							# of Prepositions

						
							
							Translation

						
							
							# of Prepositions

						
					

				
				
					
							
							CEV

						
							
							817

						
							
							NJB

						
							
							600

						
					

					
							
							ESV

						
							
							447

						
							
							NKJV

						
							
							444

						
					

					
							
							GW

						
							
							829

						
							
							NLT

						
							
							625

						
					

					
							
							HCSB

						
							
							606

						
							
							NRSV

						
							
							512

						
					

					
							
							KJV

						
							
							410

						
							
							REB

						
							
							435

						
					

					
							
							Msg

						
							
							1414

						
							
							RSV

						
							
							387

						
					

					
							
							NAB

						
							
							516

						
							
							TEV

						
							
							707

						
					

					
							
							NASB

						
							
							372

						
							
							TNIV

						
							
							628

						
					

				
			

			
Chart 3.2 Translation of dechomai

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							HCSB

						
							
							ESV

						
							
							NIV

						
							
							NLT

						
					

				
				
					
							
							welcome

						
							
							welcome

						
							
							welcome

						
							
							welcome

						
					

					
							
							receive

						
							
							receive

						
							
							receive

						
							
							receive

						
					

					
							
							accept

						
							
							accept

						
							
							accept

						
							
							accept

						
					

					
							
							take

						
							
							take

						
							
							take

						
							
							take

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							refuse (=not accept)

						
							
							refuse (=not accept)

						
							
							refuse (=not accept)

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							remain

						
							
							remain

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							obtain

						
							
							give

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							listen

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							have

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							believe

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							take in and care for

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							put on

						
					

					
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							

						
							
							send

						
					

				
			

			
Chart 7.1

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							

						
							
							ESV

						
							
							HCSB

						
					

				
				
					
							
							Mt 16:24

						
							
							“If anyone would come after me, let him deny himself and take up his cross and follow me.”

						
							
							“If anyone wants to come with Me, he must deny himself, take up his cross, and follow Me.”

						
					

					
							
							Mt 19:6

						
							
							What therefore God has joined together, let not man separate.

						
							
							Therefore, what God has joined together, man must not separate.

						
					

					
							
							Jn 7:37

						
							
							If anyone thirsts, let him come to me and drink.

						
							
							If anyone is thirsty, he should come to Me and drink!

						
					

					
							
							1Co 1:31

						
							
							“Let the one who boasts, boast in the Lord.”

						
							
							The one who boasts must boast in the Lord.

						
					

					
							
							1Co 3:10

						
							
							Let each one take care how he builds upon it.

						
							
							But each one must be careful how he builds on it.

						
					

					
							
							1Co 10:12

						
							
							Therefore let anyone who thinks that he stands take heed lest he fall.

						
							
							So, whoever thinks he stands must be careful not to fall.

						
					

					
							
							1Tm 2:11

						
							
							Let a woman learn quietly with all submissiveness.

						
							
							A woman should learn in silence with full submission.

						
					

					
							
							Jms 1:5

						
							
							If any of you lacks wisdom, let him ask God.

						
							
							Now if any of you lacks wisdom, he should ask God.

						
					

				
			

			
    
			8.1 Text-Critical notes in Acts

		

    
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Versions

						
							
							Verses with Notes

						
							
							Total

						
					

				
				
					
							
							NJB

						
							
							8:36; 15:33; 24:6; 28:28

						
							
							4

						
					

					
							
							NCV

						
							
							8:37; 15:34; 20:28; 24:6; 28:29

						
							
							5

						
					

					
							
							GW

						
							
							7:46; 8:36; 15:33; 24:6; 28:28

						
							
							5

						
					

					
							
							NAB

						
							
							8:37; 12:25; 13:18; 15:34; 17:26; 19:40; 24:7; 28:29

						
							
							8

						
					

					
							
							NIV

						
							
							7:46; 8:37; 10:19; 12:25; 13:18; 15:18,34; 20:28; 24:7; 28:29

						
							
							10

						
					

					
							
							NLT

						
							
							7:13,38,46; 8:36; 13:18; 15:33; 17:4,28; 18:21; 20:15; 24:6; 27:16; 28:28

						
							
							13

						
					

					
							
							ESV

						
							
							7:46; 8:5,36; 12:25; 13:18; 15:24,33; 19:9,39; 20:15,28; 21:1,25; 24:6; 27:16,37; 28:28

						
							
							17

						
					

					
							
							RSV

						
							
							8:37; 11:20; 12:25; 13:18; 15:20,29,33; 18:7; 19:9,39; 20:15,28; 21:1,25; 24:6; 27:16,37; 28:28

						
							
							18

						
					

					
							
							NET

						
							
							1:11,23; 3:6,13; 4:8; 5:28; 7:38,43,46; 8:18,33,36; 9:12,34; 11:17,22; 12:17,25; 13:44; 15:1,29 (twice),34; 16:12,31; 20:21,28; 24:7; 26:16; 27:37; 28:13,29

						
							
							32

						
					

					
							
							NASB

						
							
							1:19; 2:43,44; 4:33; 5:32; 7:43,46; 8:37; 9:12; 10:19,36; 11:20; 12:25; 13:18,33,44; 15:34; 16:11,32; 17:26; 18:7; 19:8; 20:15,28; 23:30; 24:6; 26:16; 27:16,39; 28:1,13,29

						
							
							32

						
					

					
							
							NRSV

						
							
							4:6; 5:28; 7:46; 8:5,36; 9:12; 10:19; 11:20; 12:25; 13:18,26,44; 15:18,20,24,29,33; 16:12,17,32; 17:26,27; 18:7,17,21; 19:9,37,39; 20:15,28; 21:1,25; 23:30; 24:6; 25:18; 26:16,37; 28:28

						
							
							39

						
					

					
							
							HCSB

						
							
							1:14,15,25; 2:7,23,30,31,47; 3:11,22,26; 4:8,25; 5:24,34,41; 7:18,30,37,46; 8:5,18,37; 9:12; 10:30,32; 11:13,20,22,25; 12:25; 13:18,23,42,44; 14:17; 15:7,8,18,24,33 (twice); 16:17; 17:13,26; 18:1,5,17,21; 19:35,37; 20:4 (twice),7,15,24,28,32; 21:22,25; 22:9,20,30; 23:9,15,302,34; 24:7,15,23,26; 25:16; 26:16; 28:13,16,25,29

						
							
							77

						
					

				
			

			

            
	8.2 Use of Alternate Texts

	
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							

						
							
							ESV

						
							
							HCSB

						
							
							NASB

						
							
							NIV

						
							
							NLT

						
							
							NRSV

						
					

				
				
					
							
							LXX cited

						
							
							326

						
							
							761

						
							
							68

						
							
							317

						
							
							340

						
							
							576

						
					

					
							
							LXX pref.

						
							
							277

						
							
							257

						
							
							53

						
							
							226

						
							
							240

						
							
							569

						
					

					
							
							DSS cited

						
							
							30

						
							
							121

						
							
							16

						
							
							43

						
							
							32

						
							
							75

						
					

					
							
							DSS pref.

						
							
							18

						
							
							29

						
							
							14

						
							
							30

						
							
							27

						
							
							72

						
					

					
							
							Sam cited

						
							
							13

						
							
							69

						
							
							0

						
							
							20

						
							
							15

						
							
							20

						
					

					
							
							Sam pref.

						
							
							7

						
							
							14

						
							
							0

						
							
							16

						
							
							13

						
							
							20

						
					

					
							
							Emend.

						
							
							26

						
							
							21

						
							
							*

						
							
							16

						
							
							*

						
							
							301

						
					

				
			

			
		
			9 

			How Language Works

			

			

			While a knowledge of Hebrew and Greek is not necessary for Bible reading, we believe that a little knowledge of how those languages differ from English makes a more competent reader.1

			The Nature of Language and Texts

			Human technical skill has arrived at ways of transforming all kinds of energy into another form. For example, the power of water, coal, gasoline, the sun, wind, or the atom can be transformed into electrical power. Then electrical power can be transformed into light energy or into physical forces necessary to operate things like fans, cars, and elevators. Translation is a kind of transformation: the power of words in one language transformed into the power of words in another language. Just as an understanding of the various kinds of energy was necessary for devising ways to transform them into another kind, the process of transforming a message in one language into a message in another language requires an understanding of language and how it functions. Even those not actually involved in the transforming process can better appreciate the end result if they know something about the similarities and differences among English, Greek, and Hebrew.

			Building Blocks of Language

			Someone might argue that the building blocks of language are words. For example, we might consider what John the Baptist said to his disciples when he saw Jesus coming toward him (Jn 1:29). 

			“Here is the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world!”

			There are clearly 14 words here, but the words are not all equal. These words make up a sentence (S) with two clauses (C). See chart 9.1. The first clause is independent: “Here is the Lamb of God.” The whole clause, but especially the word “here” functions to direct the audience’s attention to Jesus. The word “here” is difficult to classify (adverb? interjection? particle?), but it occupies what would otherwise be the subject slot of an independent clause that contains the verb “is” and the complement2 of the verb, “the Lamb of God.” “Of God” is a prepositional phrase (PP), and “the Lamb of God” is a noun phrase (NP). The second clause is a subordinate clause, a relative clause modifying “Lamb.” “Takes away” is a verb phrase (VP), and “the world” is a noun phrase. “Of the world” is a prepositional phrase, and “the sin of the world” is a noun phrase. “Takes away the sin of the world” is the predicate, referred to as another verb phrase, and the subject is the pronoun “who.” So although there are 14 words, many of the words are grouped together, then that group is grouped with other groups, and so forth. So we have words, then several layers of phrases, then clauses, then sentences. Since the relative clause is actually modifying an element of the other clause, it can be considered to be embedded in the independent clause, as if it were just another element of that clause.3 So it’s a bit simplistic to say that the English language is built of words, just as a wall is made of bricks. 

			What I hope we can observe at this point is that language is made up of linguistic entities (e.g., words) and groups of entities on many levels. 

			Discourse
		Paragraph
				Sentence
						Clause
								Phrase
										Word

			Sentences are the bricks that are used to make paragraphs, but again, they are not all equal but can be grouped together (into what could be called sub-paragraphs), much like words that are used to build phrases and clauses. And paragraphs can be used to build a discourse, which is a complete unit of communication like a joke, a letter, a story, a speech, a lecture, a recipe, a TV or radio commercial, and so forth.

			Semantic Structure

			The sentence is the basic unit of communication. Though it can be understood as expressing “a complete thought,” a sentence can actually express several propositions. So far we have analyzed the syntax or surface structure of an English sentence. But what does the sentence mean? One way to get at the meaning is to identify the various propositions that may be derived from the surface structure. Some of these propositions (or portions of them) are actually assumed knowledge, that is, information John apparently expects his listeners to have already and to draw on to grasp the meaning of his statement. We might express the propositions like this:

			1. A man is approaching us.

			2. He has been sent by God.

			3. The purpose for which God sent him is to atone for the world’s sin.

			4. The means by which this man will do this is to be a sacrificial offering.

			Proposition one is derived especially from the words “here is,” which direct the disciples’ attention to Jesus. The phrase, “the Lamb of God,” calls to mind someone bringing a sacrificial lamb into the temple. But if the man approaching is the Lamb, the one bringing or sending this lamb is God. Usually the one bringing the offering is the one being atoned for, but that isn’t the case here since the offerer is God. We can assume that John’s disciples knew (from his teaching) about the suffering Servant, the “lamb led to the slaughter” (Is 53:7) predicted in the Old Testament, as well as the lamb sacrificed and eaten once a year at Passover. The third proposition is taken from the second clause, against the background of Jesus being like a lamb. The fourth proposition draws on the assumed function of a sacrificial lamb.

			Are there other sentences these four propositions might generate? Of course. John might have made his announcement (if he spoke English) by means of one of the following sentences, by an entirely different sentence, or by several sentences:

			“This man approaching us has been sent by God to serve as a sacrificial offering to atone for the world’s sin”; or 

			“The world’s sin problem is to be solved by means of the atoning sacrifice of this man who is approaching us, whom God has sent”; or

			“God is going to take away the world’s sin by means of this man approaching us, who will be the atoning sacrifice for sin”; or

			“The atoning sacrifice for the world’s sin is the man who is approaching us, whom God has sent.”

			None of these sentences employ the image of the lamb. By reintroducing that image, we’d have many more possible sentences. If John had been speaking English, would it make any difference which way he chose to make his point? Ultimately, perhaps not. But each of the different sentences has a different focus, whether on the man being sent, the sin being dealt with, God who is dealing with sin, or the sacrifice that is providing atonement. You might say that each of the sentences answers a different question. Therefore a good translation of John’s words must determine what John’s focus was, what “question” he was answering, and it must strive to have the same focus.

			Sentence structure is flexible, but changing the structure changes the meaning. We tend to put our main point in the independent clause. Switching information between clauses affects the prominence we place on various parts of what we are saying. And does it make any difference whether John uses the imagery of the lamb? Imagery can be translated as imagery (amnos → “lamb”) or interpreted by straightforward language (amnos → “atoning sacrifice”). Do the sentences without the imagery lack an emotive quality that it provides? More important, do they lack a degree of theological depth and canonical breadth? I believe they do. Does it matter not only what we say, but the way that we say it? I believe it does. A translation should attempt to preserve the imagery in the original. If the imagery would be incomprehensible to or misunderstood by the modern audience, it must be either (1) explained in a translation note, or (2) “deconstructed” into its semantic core and translated without the idiom, or (3) replaced by an equivalent idiom in the receptor language, with a translation note explaining what a “literal” translation would be. 

			The Structure of Greek

			Now let’s look at the Greek from which John’s sentence in Jn 1:29 has been translated. Replacing the Greek letters with Roman ones and rendering each word with its rough equivalent in English4 helps us to see how Greek differs from English, and what they have in common.

			ide		ho		amnos		tou		theou		ho		airōn	
Here!	the		lamb		of the		of God		the		taking away	

tēn			hamartian		tou			kosmou.
the			sin			of the			of world

			The first word, ide, is a particle of interjection, verbally pointing to the individual that John had probably already been telling them about. It is technically the imperative of the verb “to see,” hence the following noun could be understood as its object. The traditional rendering of the particle ide, like the Hebrew particle hinnēh, is “Behold!” Thus the following translations:

			KJV: “Behold the Lamb of God . . .”

			NKJV: “Behold! The Lamb of God . . .”

			ESV: “Behold, the Lamb of God . . .” [also NASB]

			However, since the word “behold” is less common in modern English (that is, archaic), less traditional translations often render it by a word such as “look,” or “see.” 

			NLT5: “Look! The Lamb of God . . .” [also GW = God’s Word]

			NIV6: “Look, the Lamb of God . . .” [also the NET Bible]

			On the other hand, the primary lexicon of New Testament Greek, referred to as BDAG,7 gives one use of ide as “to indicate a place or individual,” as in the English “here is the place [I told you about]” or “here are my parents [who wanted to meet you].” Assuming John had already told his disciples about Jesus (which is likely since that was his life’s purpose), this is probably the most natural way for John to have said this in English. This is the rendering followed by the NRSV and the HCSB: “Here is the Lamb of God.” 

			Following the interjection is the noun phrase ho amnos tou theou. Unlike English and Hebrew, Greek is a language whose nouns are marked by a suffix for case, a way of indicating how a noun functions in a clause. Although language is messier than we might like, we can state it simplistically this way: the nominative case marks the subject and its modifiers; the accusative case marks the direct object and its modifiers (also the object of some prepositions); the dative case marks the indirect object and its modifiers, the object of some prepositions, and the person or place “to,” “for,” or “about” which something is true or happens. The genitive case is the most general, marking a noun (and its modifiers) that refers to something or someone in relationship to something else. English most typically expresses such a relationship with the preposition “of.” Note that the genitive case in Greek, the preposition “of” in English, or the “construct” form in Hebrew (more on that later) only indicate a close relationship. The specific type of relationship (such as ownership, source, or attribute) must be derived from the meaning of the words and the context of the sentence and paragraph.

			In the phrase ho amnos tou theou, the two nouns are amnos, “lamb,” and theou, “God.” The two small words preceding the nouns are both the Greek article:8 first in the nominative case, then in the genitive case. The noun amnos is nominative, and theou (with the ending -ou) is genitive to show its close relation to amnos. Most likely, the Lamb either belongs to God or comes from God. Both, of course, are true, but the second is more likely in view since Jesus was not God’s offering for His own sin. So John is telling his disciples, “Here is that Person I have been telling you about, the Lamb that God has sent.”

			You may recognize the next word as the nominative article that preceded amnos, “lamb.” This time it precedes the participle airōn. A participle is a verb that shares some qualities of form and function with both a verb and an adjective. 

			Adjectives have three basic functions in Greek. First, they can modify nouns (as they do in English: “the green tree”). Second, they can act as nouns. English usually needs a noun like man to refer to “a strong man.” But Greek can make a noun out of an adjective simply by preceding it by the article. In Greek “the strong” can mean “the strong man.”9 The third function of adjectives in Greek is to act like English predicate adjectives. In the English sentence, “Everything is ready,” there is a pronoun everything, a verb is and a (predicate10) adjective ready. But Greek can express that sentence with nothing but the word for “everything” (pas) and the adjective “ready” (hetoimos), as in Mt 22:4. Greek (as well as Hebrew) often forms such clauses without the use of a verb. 

			When it comes to participles, Greek can get a little complicated, and a book on Bible translation for non-Bible translators is not the place to go into detail. But there are some points to recognize, the most important of which is that although Greek participles and English participles have much in common (hence the same name), their usage differs. Therefore, an English participle (like taking) should not always be used to translate a Greek participle. The importance of not confusing Greek participles with English participles might be illustrated by considering the difference between the British game of cricket and the American game of baseball. Both use a bat and a ball. But a cricket bat and ball are quite different from a baseball bat and ball, despite the similarity in names and their superficial similarity in function. Besides their different physical characteristics, bats and balls in the two games differ in that different rules apply to them. So you’d better not try using a baseball bat or ball in a game of cricket. 

			This principle is quite important because a particular language is a system. All the parts are uniquely made to operate in that system and are almost never perfectly interchangeable with parts from another language system. An analogy would be a machine like an engine. If someone is repairing an engine and decides it needs a new part, they have to be sure the new part is identical to the original one, or it won’t work. All the parts of a machine are uniquely designed to work together. If I order a new piston, the salesman needs to know not only whether I’m working on a car or a lawnmower, and whether the engine is four cycle or two cycle, and whether it runs on gasoline or diesel, and even whether it’s a Ford or a Toyota. He needs to know what model and which engine I have. Likewise with languages, even though Greek, Hebrew, and English have “(definite) articles,” they function differently in each language system. Every time a translator sees the Greek or Hebrew article, she can’t just slap a “the” in front of the noun. She has to determine how that article is functioning in the original language, and then she has to determine which English grammatical form performs the same function.

			Uses of the Greek participle can probably best be considered in two categories, based on its dual nature. Sometimes it acts more like a verb or adverb (sometimes called circumstantial), and sometimes it acts much like the Greek adjective. In Mt 2:7, the Greek participle from phainō is used to modify “star”: “the exact time the star appeared” might be rendered participle-to-participle as “the time of the appearing star.” If you asked your neighbor “the time of the appearing star,” he’d most likely look puzzled until he figured out what you meant. That isn’t the way you ask in English when something appeared. 

			 In Mt 4:3 the subject of the verb is an article plus the participle from peirazō, “tempt.” Here the participle is used like a noun. If we insisted on translating a Greek participle with an English participle, we’d say, “Then the tempting one approached Him.” But English has a better way: “Then the tempter approached Him.” 

			The participle frequently serves as the main verb in a (usually) dependent clause, which can be either adjectival (modifying a noun or pronoun) or adverbial (modifying the verb in the main clause). The adjectival clauses are mostly the functional equivalent of English relative clauses, which is the case in our sentence from Jn 1:29. The second half of the sentence is the dependent clause I rendered interlinearly as “the taking away the sin of the of world.” The clause begins with what is actually an article rather than a relative pronoun, which could be rendered “the one who.” It could even be described as a nominal (acting like a noun) clause in apposition to the noun phrase (“the Lamb of God”) it modifies.

			“Here is the Lamb of God, the One who is taking away the sin of the world.”

			English does not use apposition very much, however, and prefers relative clauses. So this type of dependent clause is usually rendered as a relative clause.

			“Here is the Lamb of God, who takes away the sin of the world.”

			The most frequent use of the participle in the New Testament, however, is adverbial. An example of a short verse with two adverbial participles and two finite11 verbs may suffice to illustrate. Matthew’s account of Jesus’ Sermon on the Mount begins with this sentence in 5:1:

			When He saw the crowds, He went up on the mountain, and after He sat down, His disciples came to Him.

			I have highlighted the four verbs that identify the four clauses in the sentence. Notice that none of them are translated by English participles, although two of the clauses are translated as dependent clauses, identified by the adverbial conjunctions they begin with: “when” and “after.” These are the two clauses with participles. Rendering the Greek participles by English participles may help the reader see what is going on here.

			idōn		de	tous		ochlous 		anebē		eis	to		oros	
Seeing 		now	the 		crowds 			he went up 	on	the		mountain, 

			kai		kathisantos		autou		prosēlthon		autō		hoi		mathētai	and		sitting down		of him		(they) came		to him		the		disciples

			autou
of him

			Clearly the two prominent events in the sentence are found in the independent clauses:

			He went up on the mountain, and . . . His disciples came to Him.

			The other two clauses, the dependent clauses that use participles, give supplementary information. 

			We might begin to express the meaning of the sentence with four propositions. Some method like this, if only in the translator’s head, is necessary to ensure that all the meaning in the original sentence is adequately translated, that is, that all the meaning is brought forward into the new text the translator is creating. I have some old 33⅓ rpm records that I wanted to “translate” to MP3. So I bought a turntable that plugs into my computer, downloaded a software program, and I was in business. Once the MP3 was on my computer, I could also download it to my iPOD. But if the transfer had lost much of the original music along the way (except for the scratches), I would not have bothered. That’s even more true with translating the Bible. Granted, translation cannot be perfect. Puns, or wordplays, must usually be relegated to study Bible notes or to commentaries. But everything that can be transferred into English (or whatever language), the faithful translator is obligated to give his best effort to transfer. So here is one way to reflect the propositions in our sentence.

			1. Jesus saw the crowds.

			2. Jesus went up on the mountain.

			3. Jesus (not the disciples) sat down.

			4. Jesus’ disciples came to Him.

			These four propositions, however, do not adequately account for the sentence’s meaning. We must also establish the explicit or implicit relationships between them. But the first step is to acknowledge which clauses are independent and which ones are dependent. Matthew might have written 

			Jesus saw the crowds, then went up on the mountain, then sat down. Then the disciples came to Him. 

			This would have involved four independent clauses, related chronologically, with none more prominent than the others. Or Matthew could have said

			After Jesus saw the crowds and went up on the mountain, He sat down. Then the disciples came to Him.

			This would make the first two clauses dependent and the last two independent. More important, it would place the emphasis on Jesus’ sitting down and on the disciples coming to Him. Since the final clause stands alone as a complete sentence, the stronger emphasis is probably there. One more option (there are many) Matthew had was

			Jesus saw the crowds, causing Him to go up on the mountain and sit down. Then the disciples came to Him.

			This would put the focus on the first and fourth clauses (and propositions). But Matthew rejected (not consciously perhaps) these three options, though all might be an accurate account of what happened. The NLT, the NIV, and the TEV render the second part of v. 1 together with v. 2. NLT has

			1One day as he saw the crowds gathering, Jesus went up on the mountainside and sat down. His disciples gathered around him, 2 and he began to teach them.

			Similarly, NIV has

			1Now when Jesus saw the crowds, he went up on a mountainside and sat down. His disciples came to him, 2 and he began to teach them.

			The TEV does this as well but also renders the first clause as independent. It also renders the third clause as an adjectival (relative) clause modifying the second clause rather than the third.

			1Jesus saw the crowds and went up a hill, where he sat down. His disciples gathered around him, 2 and he began to teach them:

			This handling of the clauses by the NLT, the NIV, and the TEV strays from what Matthew wrote. Verse 2 comprises another pair of clauses like v. 1: a dependent clause followed by an independent clause. It could be rendered thus (interlinearly):

			kai		anoixas		to		stoma		autou			edidasken 		autous
and		opening 	the 		mouth 		of him			he taught 		them

			It is fairly well accepted that the initial dependent clause is an idiom and that the two clauses can be accurately rendered as one clause: “And/then he began to teach them.” A case can be made for including v. 2 in the sentence in v. 1. What is problematic is the severing of the dependent clause, “and sitting down,” from the independent clause that it modifies—“his disciples came to him”—and then translating the dependent clause as if it were an independent clause. The TEV is more troubling in its handling of the third clause.

			What Matthew chose to convey was that (1) Jesus’ seeing the crowds provided the occasion (and perhaps even the reason) for His ascending the mountain, but the latter was Matthew’s first main point, or the first event that Matthew was especially interested in. (2) The second event was that Jesus’ disciples followed Him up the mountain and presented themselves before Him. It is these two events that provide the setting for the Sermon on the Mount, which is introduced in v. 2. But until Jesus sat down, the disciples may have been puzzled by what Jesus was doing. It was when Jesus sat down (the standard posture for a teacher) that they recognized this as a teaching session and so followed Him. So it was “after Jesus sat down” that the disciples followed Him up the mountain. English is not a “participle-heavy” language like Greek is. English loves conjunctions and adverbs. So the best way to translate this Greek into English is something like

			When He saw the crowds, He went up on the mountain, and after He sat down, His disciples came to Him. Then He began to teach them.

			Would it be more “accurate” to use the English participles “seeing” and “sitting”? No, it would not. And it would also be more difficult to comprehend since the understood “subject” of the participle “sitting” would not be immediately apparent in English. Is it the crowds, or the disciples, or Jesus? In Greek, since participles are partly adjectives, they have suffixes that indicate whether they are singular or plural, and masculine, feminine, or neuter. The reader of the Greek sentence knows it is Jesus who sat down since the participle is masculine and singular. English readers don’t have this clue, so we need “after He . . . .”

			The Structure of Hebrew

			It’s only fair and appropriate that we look at a couple of Hebrew sentences that are structurally similar to the sentences we’ve already examined. This will allow us to recognize both similarities and differences among Hebrew, English, and Greek. As introductory Hebrew students learn with great disappointment on the first day, besides using an alphabet that is radically different from English and Greek, Hebrew reads from right to left. Students must get over the feeling that they’re being asked to scratch their backs with their left foot. For our purposes, though, we’ll transform Hebrew into Roman characters that read left-to-right. 

			At the ceremony to ratify the Mosaic covenant in Ex 24:8, Moses took a bowl of sacrificial blood, sprinkled it on the people, and said, 

			“This is the blood of the covenant that the LORD has made with you concerning all these words.” 

			The Hebrew from which this sentence is derived looks something like this:

			hinnēh		dam			habberiyt			’ asher		kārat		yhwh 
Look!		blood of			the covenant			which		(he) cut		Yahweh

			‘ immākem		‘ al		kol		haddebāriym		hā’ ēlleh
with you			concerning	all		the words			(the) these

			Like the Greek particle ide in Jn 1:29, the word hinnēh calls the audience’s attention to something: the bowl of blood Moses is holding. In Hebrew it can act like a verb, but its natural equivalent in this situation in English would be “here is” or “this is.” Following it is what Hebrew grammarians call a “construct” phrase. A Hebrew noun has a “normal” form (called “absolute”) and a shortened form (called “construct”), which points forward to another noun. The rough equivalent of a construct noun is the noun followed by “of.” So Hebrew, Greek, and English all have ways of indicating a close relationship between two nouns.

			Hebrew:		servant of			God
Greek:		servant				of God
English:		servant 		of 		God

			Hebrew does it by making the first noun a construct, Greek does it by making the second noun a genitive, and English does it with the preposition “of.”

			Any number of construct forms can precede one absolute form to form a “construct chain” or construct phrase. One such phrase is “the servant of the man of God.” In Hebrew this would be two “construct” nouns, servant and man, followed by an “absolute” noun, God. Since the absolute noun is definite (“God” is understood to refer to the God of creation), the entire phrase is definite, and so must be translated “the servant of the man of God.” A Hebrew noun is definite if it is a proper name, has the article (“the”),12 or has a possessive pronoun. For example,

			records + sons + Noah = the records of the sons of Noah
robe + servant + the king = the robe of the servant of the king
product + hands + his servant = the product of the hands of his servant 

			So the first three words of Ex 24:8 can be considered an independent clause and translated, “This is the blood of the covenant.” The nature of the relationship between “blood” and “covenant” is difficult to determine precisely. The blood may be said to represent the covenant, but it more closely represents the death of the sacrificial victim, or its life given. It appears that the death of the sacrificial animal was the basis on which the covenant was made. So “the blood of the covenant” seems to mean “the sacrificial blood that effects or establishes the covenant.” Whether this is the way the phrase should be translated depends, in part, on our level of certainty that this is the relationship that the text is stressing.13 In situations of uncertainty, it is usually advisable to translate a phrase “literally,” especially if this preserves the same ambiguity as the original. The same is true if it is believed likely that the original was intentionally ambiguous.

			The second clause is a dependent clause modifying the first, or an element in it, the word “covenant.” It begins with a relative particle (’ asher) that can be translated “which, who, whom, where,” or “that.” Unlike Greek and English relative pronouns, this word has no alternate forms for case, gender, or number, so that information must be determined by its antecedent. In this case, the antecedent is “the covenant.” Following the relative particle is the verb of the clause, which is followed by its subject. English is said to be an “SVO” language because the subject usually precedes the verb, and the object usually follows the verb. Hebrew is a “VSO” language because the verb usually precedes the subject (especially in narrative), which is followed by the object (if any). The normal word order of Greek is debated, but VSO seems to fit the evidence best.14 

			Finite verbs in Hebrew, as in Greek, have unique forms for the different subject persons, genders, and numbers. The Hebrew imperfect “tense” (the issue of tenses will be discussed later) has a full set of person markers. 

			I						we
you (masculine singular)	you (masculine plural)
you (feminine singular)		you (feminine plural)
he						they (masculine plural)
she						they (feminine plural)

			The perfect “tense,” which is what the verb in our sentence is, has one less person marker.

			I						we
you (masculine singular)	you (masculine plural)
you (feminine singular)		you (feminine plural)
he/she/it					they

			Greek verbs are only marked for person and number, but not gender.

			I						we
you (singular)				you (plural)
he/she/it					they

			A verb in Hebrew or Greek can make up a clause (or sentence) all by itself. For example, a single word can mean “he blessed.” A pronoun is unnecessary (but can be supplied for emphasis, as in “he is the one who blessed” or “as for him, he blessed”). Hebrew verbs can even have pronoun object suffixes. So a single word in Hebrew can mean “he blessed him” (Gn 14:19).

			The verb Moses used, kārat, is third person masculine singular and by itself would be rendered “he cut.” But the subject of the verb occurs immediately after the verb, so “he” would be redundant. The subject is the Hebrew letters that represent God’s name, Yahweh (or “the Lord”; for more on this, see chap. seven).

			Instead of saying “make a covenant” as we do in English, Hebrew uses the idiom “cut a covenant,” presumably because making a covenant usually involved a sacrificial animal that was “cut” (see Jr 34:15–20). So although “which Yahweh cut” would be more “literal,” it would miscommunicate. They did not actually cut the covenant but the sacrifice. Idioms must be rendered either by the closest equivalent idiom in the receptor language or by non-idiomatic language. For example, the Hebrew idiom that literally is “place upon [or “to”] the heart” can be rendered by the English idiom “take it to heart” (2Sm 19:19; Ec 7:2; Is 46:8; 57:11; Mal 2:2). A more prosaic translation would be “let it affect your mind and behavior.”

			The verb in our verse is then modified by two prepositional phrases. The first one consists of only one word in Hebrew, but it is formed from the preposition ʿ im, “with,” and the pronoun object suffix -kem, “you” (masculine plural). The sprinkling of the blood on the people meant that they were beneficiaries of the covenant with Yahweh. But they also had responsibilities to obey the covenant, which is the point of the second prepositional phrase, ʿal kol haddebāriym hāʾ ēlleh, which means “concerning [or “based upon, according to”] all these words.” The antecedent of “these words” must come from the previous context. According to Ex 24:3, “Moses came and told the people all the commands of the LORD and all the ordinances.” This probably refers to the Ten Commandments plus all the other commands contained in Ex 20:1–23:33.15 The sentence with its two clauses are depicted in Chart 9.2.

			Having considered the syntax, we will now begin our analysis of the meaning by identifying the propositions that the text represents.

			1. I am holding a bowl of blood.

			2. This blood came from a sacrificial offering.

			3. God is making a covenant with you.

			4. The sacrificial offering is the basis for that covenant.

			5. The promises and stipulations of that covenant are found in the previously revealed text.

			Propositions 1, 2, and 4 are derived from the independent clause and should not be “demoted” to subordinate clauses in the process of translation. For example, this would be a mistranslation:

			All the words I have given to you encompass the covenant Yahweh is making with you, which is established by this sacrificial blood. 

			This would likewise be a mistranslation:

			Yahweh is making a covenant with you. The sacrificial blood in this bowl represents its establishment. The words I have given you contain its promises and stipulations.

			Neither of these two examples is untrue. They simply do not represent what the author wrote. A faithful translation should represent not only the basic information in the original, but also the way the author presented that information, with his own emphases and style. This is an important principle of optimal equivalence.

			We will consider one more Hebrew sentence at this point to demonstrate that much of the freight carried by the participle in Greek is borne by the infinitive in Hebrew. Both Greek and English have infinitives,16 but remember that grammatical “parts” are not interchangeable between languages; they must be understood within their own linguistic system. Hebrew has two types of infinitives, but we will look only at the more common one, called the infinitive construct, which is more like the English infinitive. We have encountered the term “construct” before in relation to Hebrew nouns. The term can be used appropriately of the infinitive because the infinitive is a verbal noun, as the participle is a verbal adjective. Here is Pr 29:2 with each word rendered by its rough English equivalent (that is, interlinearly):

			birbōt 					tsaddiyqiym 			yismach 		hāʿām 
in the increase of			righteous ones			(it) rejoices		the people

			ūbimshōl 				rāshāʿ 			yēʾ ānach 		ʿ ām
	but in the ruling of		wicked17			(it) groans		people

			The first word, birbōt, is the infinitive form of the verb rābāh (infinitive rebōt) plus the preposition bĕ, “in, with, by,” added as a prefix (with some vowel changes). As a verbal noun, the word is in a construct relation with the following adjective tsaddiyqiym, which is being used as a noun. This is a very common way to form a circumstantial (or adverbial) clause in Hebrew. It means “in the circumstances in which [= “when”] righteous ones [= the righteous] increase [that is, flourish].” It is a dependent clause and is followed by the independent clause it supports, here consisting of a verb followed by its subject. The verb is the “imperfect” form of the verb sāmach, which means to “rejoice.” It is marked as a third person masculine singular to agree with the subject hā‘ ām, which is the noun ‘ am, “people,” with the prefixed article. The clauses together are translated, “When the righteous flourish, the people rejoice.” 

			The second line of this poetic couplet can be understood as a separate sentence or as the second half of a compound sentence. Like the first line, it begins with an infinitive with the prefix preposition bĕ-; but here there is another prefix, the conjunction wĕ-, wa-, or (as here) ū-.18 This is by far the most common conjunction in Hebrew and has a broad range of meanings, depending on its context (similar to Greek kai, though wĕ-/wa-/ū- only occurs as a prefix). It most often means “and” or “then, so,” but here and in many cases it means “but.” This is because of the semantic contrasts in the two sentences: righteous/wicked and rejoice/groan. The verb māshal means to “rule.” Like the first infinitive, it is followed by an adjective used as a noun. The most “literal” way to render these two words would be “but in the ruling of a wicked one,” but this would be very confusing and unnatural in English, which would much prefer “but when the wicked rule.” 

			As in the first line, the last two words form the independent clause, consisting of a verb followed by its subject. The verb is again an imperfect form, here from the verb ’ ānach, to “sigh” or “groan.” The subject is again ’ am but without the article. Line two would be translated “but when the wicked rule, people groan.”

			The Verb in English

			In this study of how language works, the last grammatical issue to be discussed is the verb. The more understanding we have of simple grammar, the better Bible students we will be, and the better equipped we will be to grasp the concept of Bible translation and why various translations differ. This is especially true of the verb. We must have some understanding of how English, Greek, and Hebrew verbs differ. We will begin by considering some forms that the English verb “open” may take:

			1. He opened the door.				2. He was opening the door.
3. He opens the door.				4. He is opening the door.
5. He has been opening the door.		6. He is trying to open the door.
7. He used to open the door.			8. He kept opening the door.
9. He was trying to open the door.	10. He began to open the door.
11. He will open the door.			12. He will be opening the door.
13. He has opened the door.			14. He had opened the door.
15. He will have opened the door.		16. The door was opened.
17. The door is opened.				18. The door was being opened.
19. The door is being opened.		20. The door will be opening.
21. The door will be opened.			22. The door was opening.
23. The door is opening.				24. He likes opening the door.
25. He likes to open the door.		26. Open the door!
27. Have him/her open the door.		28. Let’s open the door.
29. The door will have been opened.
30. He can/should/could/would/must/may/might open the door.		31. Would you open the door?		32. Does the door open itself?

			The complexity of the English verb is apparent in these examples. The native speaker of English may not be able to explain all these forms, but he/she is probably capable of using all of them correctly. In spite of the apparent complexity, however, there are really only four forms of the verb reflected by these examples: open, opens, opened, and opening. The rest of the alternate forms differ in the use of various “helping verbs” (or auxiliary and modal verbs) and in word order. A grammarian could explain that these forms differ in tense, aspect, voice, mood, transitivity, and a few more things. They constitute the inventory of verb forms that the English Bible translator has to choose from when translating a verb from another language. How does the translator choose? Remembering that a language is a system, we will propose that a translator must first understand the verbal system of the language she is translating. 

			The Verb in Greek

			Greek only has six so-called tenses or tense-aspects: the present, imperfect, future, aorist, perfect, and pluperfect. Greek grammarians disagree on when or whether the Greek “tenses” actually express time of action. The alternative is that they express aspect, which involves type of action. For example, the Greek imperfect usually expresses imperfective aspect, which means that the action is being viewed “internally” over more than one point of time, as in “he was opening the door” or “he used to open the door.” In a story, the imperfect would mean that the event is being regarded as incomplete, that is, as still occurring. The aorist typically views an action “externally” as simply occurring, with no interest in how long it took or even whether it had a beginning and an end. This is called perfective aspect, which views an event as a whole.19 

			Greek verbs can also reflect either the active, passive, or middle (reflexive, etc.) voice; and either the indicative, subjunctive, or imperative mood. With these, Greek can express all the verbal nuances listed above, without the use of helping verbs. But in different contexts, several of the above nuances can be expressed by the same Greek verb form. It would be naive to expect that the verb forms in another language such as Greek or Hebrew would match one-to-one the verb forms in English, and our wise expectations are correct. In different contexts, voices, and moods, the Greek present tense can be translated like numbers 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, 13, 26, 28, 29, or 31. Unfortunately the other tenses can sometimes be translated in some of those ways as well. A competent translator must watch for the contextual clues that indicate how a certain verb form in a particular instance should be translated. There’s a good chance that “he opened the door” is the best way to translate an aorist, but in some contexts “he began to open the door” or “he opens the door” may be better. 

			The Verb in Hebrew

			The Hebrew verbal system is simpler than the Greek system, but at the same time more complicated. It is simpler in that there are only two “tenses” or, better, conjugations20 with verbal suffixes and prefixes marking person, gender, and number. In addition to the finite verb conjugations, Hebrew has the familiar non-finite verb forms: the imperative, the participle, and the infinitive. But this is complicated by two things. One is that Hebrew has seven basic stems21 that allow Hebrew to express various grammatical or semantic nuances such as active/middle/passive, reflexive/reciprocal, transitive/intransitive, causative, and declarative. Every Hebrew verb must be marked as one of the conjugations or non-finite verb forms, and also as one of the stems. But the nuance that a certain stem gives to a particular verb is often difficult to predict. It depends largely on the semantic class of the verb22 and must usually simply be memorized from the Hebrew lexicon. 

			The other complication is that from the two main conjugations Hebrew has “created” two additional conjugations by adding the prefixed conjunction wĕ-/wa-/ū- (meaning “and,” “then,” “but,” or “so”). For many decades, Hebrew grammarians have used for teaching purposes the verb qātal, which means to “kill,” to represent the various verb forms in the verbal paradigm (like luō for Greek and amō for Latin). Thus, it has recently become common to refer to the two basic conjugations as the qātal (the “perfect”) or the “suffix conjugation,” and the yiqtōl (the “imperfect”) or the “prefix conjugation.” The qātal marks person, gender, and number by means of suffixes alone, and the yiqtōl marks them by a combination of prefixes and suffixes. 

			With the addition of the conjunction, Hebrew has four conjugations:

			qātal (“he killed”)				yiqtōl/wĕyiqtōl23 (“[and] he will kill”)

			wĕqātal (“and he will kill”)		wayyiqtōl (“and he killed”)

			But how do these forms differ in meaning? This is a controversial issue. The earliest Jewish grammarians regarded the qātal and wayyiqtōl forms as the past tense, the yiqtōl and wĕqātal as the future, and the participle (qōtēl) served as the present tense. The addition of the conjunction to form wĕqātal and wayyiqtōl was thought to simply convert a past to a future and a future to a past. This was the prevailing view of Christian Bible translators at least through most of the nineteenth century. The problem is that this system cannot be consistently applied. While qātal should often be translated as a past, many times it must be a present. And while yiqtōl is often future, many times the context demands that it be translated as a past, and even more often as a present.24 

			In the nineteenth century the view began to be argued (first by Heinrich Ewald, 1803–1875) that the qātal and yiqtōl forms differed not in tense but in aspect (see our discussion of the Greek verb). The qātal began to be understood as expressing the perfective aspect, by which the action or event was presented as finished or “completed.” The yiqtōl, on the other hand, was understood as “imperfective” or “incomplete” from the view of the writer at that point in his discourse. This is why the two conjugations became known as the “perfect” and “imperfect.” The added prefixed conjunction came to be thought to bring a sequential sense to the verb (“and then”).25 The majority of Hebrew grammarians today probably hold a variation of the aspect view, whether the added conjunctive prefix is regarded as adding a sequential or resultative nuance. One correction to the aspect view is that perfective does not imply “completed” but rather that the event or action is being viewed as a whole, or “complete.” 

			A more recent development in grammatical studies is known variously as discourse analysis, discourse grammar, or text linguistics. It is the study of how language operates in texts, and it recognizes that the grammar of a language extends beyond the clause and sentence to the paragraph and the entire discourse. Studies in biblical hermeneutics commonly recognize that there are distinctive rules of interpretation that apply to the various genres or literary forms such as narratives, laws, speeches, hymns, proverbial wisdom, prophetic literature, apocalyptic literature, and letters. The text linguist believes that a certain type of discourse in a language has general constraints on how the discourse will be put together and how the available verb forms and clause types will function. 

			Since the field of text linguistics is relatively new (the second half of the twentieth century) and its application to biblical Hebrew is even newer,26 there is still much debate over what are the major discourse types in biblical Hebrew literature and how the various grammatical forms function within those types. Some would divide biblical Hebrew into narrative and reported speech. Others recognize several types. A minimal inventory of discourse types would seem to include narrative, predictive, hortatory, and descriptive discourse. Discourses come in all sizes and can be embedded in other discourses, such as a hortatory speech embedded in a narrative or a narrative embedded in a hortatory speech.

			A paragraph, for example, may be identified as narrative if its independent clauses 

			(1) mainly use wayyiqtōl forms, 


			(2) whose subjects refer to one or more agents involved in one or more actions,
 

			(3) taking place in the past. 

			The function of narrative is to give an account of actions or events in the past. The wayyiqtōl forms identify the main events of a narrative and thus form the story line. Genesis 22:3a is an example (with wayyiqtōl forms in italics):

			So Abraham got up early in the morning, saddled his donkey, and took with him two of his young men and his son Isaac.

			Qātal verbs are used for backgrounded events (like flashbacks to what had happened earlier) or for comments. Participle clauses are used for ongoing activities, and other clause types are used for setting (see “descriptive” discourse).

			A brief example from Ru 4:1 might be helpful.

			ūbō‘ az 			‘ ālāh 			hasha‘ ar 		wayyēsheb		shām
[and Boaz		went up			to the gate]		[and (he) sat		there]
				qātal						wayyiqtōl

			wĕhinnēh		haggō’ ēl 		‘ ōbēr 			’ ăsher 			dibber 
[and here		the redeemer		coming by]		[who		(he) had spoken (of)
							participle					qātal

			bō‘ az		wayyō’ mer		sūrāh			shĕbāh			pōh 
Boaz]		[and he said]		[turn]			[sit			here
			wayyiqtōl		imperative		imperative

			pĕlōniy ’ almōniy			wayyāsar				wayyēshēb
unnamed person]		[	and he turned aside]		[and (he) sat]
						wayyiqtōl				wayyiqtōl

			Brackets delineate the clauses, of which there are nine. Verb types are identified in the third row of each line of text. The main events are that Boaz sat down at the city gate, invited a (certain) man to come and sit, and the man came and sat. In the first clause, the subject precedes the verb to announce that this is the beginning of a new episode in the story. The verb is a qātal, indicating this is a backgrounded event.27 The verb of the third clause is a participle, marking this as another backgrounded event, although one with duration. The next clause is a relative clause with another qātal verb marking a flashback, something Boaz had done previously: he had told them about this family redeemer.

			A paragraph may be identified as predictive if its independent clauses 

			(1) mainly use wĕqātal, 


			(2) whose subjects refer to one or more agents involved in one or more actions
 

			(3) taking place in the future. 

			Its function is to give an account of actions or events in the future. The wĕqātal verbs are used for the main line events being predicted. An example may be found in 1Sm 10:6:

			The Spirit of the LORD will control you, you will prophesy with them, and you will be transformed into a different person.

			Especially prominent events can be marked by use of the particle hinnēh (“look”) plus the participle, which emphasizes that an event is imminent or “on the way” (as in “I am about to”). Less prominent predicted events use yiqtōl verb forms;28 ongoing background actions use the participle (without hinnēh); and the other clause types provide setting, as in narrative.

			A related type that may be distinguished from the predictive is the procedural discourse. It also uses wĕqātal verb forms for the main line, but their subject is usually a generic individual being instructed in a repeatable series of steps focusing on an overall process. The verbs are often translated as imperatives. The function of a procedural discourse is to describe how something is to be done. A short example is found in Ex 12:22:

			Take a cluster of hyssop, dip it in the blood that is in the basin, and brush the lintel and the two doorposts with some of the blood in the basin.

			A paragraph whose independent clauses are verbless (thus translated in English by forms of the verb “to be”) or use the Hebrew “be” verb (hāyāh), a participle, a (present tense) yiqtōl form, or a qātal verb describing a present situation resulting from the past, is a descriptive (often called “expository”) paragraph. Its function is to describe or explain a topic. It is often found at the beginning of a narrative (and sometimes a predictive) discourse as a description of the setting for the following account. For example, see 1Sm 1:1.

			A paragraph may be identified as hortatory if its independent clauses 

			(1) contain one or more command forms (such as the imperative),


			(2) which call upon someone to change in some respect. 

			The function of hortatory, then, is to command or propose a change in someone’s attitude or behavior. The hortatory discourse type is somewhat of a hybrid. Its distinctive is that the most prominent independent clauses are the ones whose verb is a command, but a full hortatory text contains two other elements.29 One element describes the situation that needs to be changed. This element uses the clause types of descriptive discourse and so may be regarded as an embedded descriptive discourse. The other element explains the reason the person(s) addressed should comply. It is called motivation and may refer to the past (perhaps the relationship of the speaker and listener), the present (perhaps describing the present bad effects of the behavior needing to change), or the future (describing the benefits of change). Discussion of the past may use a narrative discourse type, the present would likely use a descriptive discourse, and the future would be expressed by a predictive discourse. On the other hand, they can all be expressed in one complex sentence (Mal 3:7):

			Situation: “Since the days of your fathers, you have turned (qātal) from My statutes; you have not kept (qātal) them. 

Command: “Return [imperative] to Me, 

Motivation: “and I will return (yiqtōl) to you,” says the LORD of Hosts.

			As we have seen, the semantic propositions expressed in a paragraph may be identified grammatically as belonging to different levels of prominence. The main clauses or sentences of a paragraph may be said to constitute the main line or backbone of the paragraph. These are the main independent clauses referred to above, with distinctive verb forms depending on the discourse type. 

			Others are marked as background. These function as supportive to the main line propositions. In any discourse type, a subordinate (dependent) clause, by its very nature, is background. This includes clauses such as circumstantial,30 temporal,31 relative,32 causal,33 conditional,34 and final.35

			Conclusion

			This look at nouns, verbs, clauses, sentences, and discourses in Greek, Hebrew, and English at least highlights the differences between the languages. The work of Bible translation is a complex affair. But the amazing thing is that God so structured language that what is said in one language can be translated into other languages. Some of the finer points may not always make the transformation, but most of the message and its impact is transferable. We believe this is no accident but is of great significance to the kingdom of God.

			
				
					1	For someone with no prior knowledge of Greek or Hebrew, this section may be tough going. I have tried to put the cookies on the lowest shelf possible and believe that the Bible student who perseveres will feel the effort was worthwhile. Nevertheless, the faint of heart may skip this chapter without recriminations from its author.

				

				
					2	The term complement (comp.) is used here of all the words in the predicate that accompany an intransitive verb (that is, one that doesn’t take an object). In the sentence “the man has become like one of us,” the words in italics form the complement. The same is true in the sentence “Adam’s wife, Eve, was the mother of all the living.” The entire predicate of a clause is called a “verb phrase” (VP), a term also used of a verb plus an adverb (such as “takes away”) or a verb and its modals (such as “will run”).

				

				
					3	A clause can even contain an embedded sentence, as in When God said, “Let there be light,” immediately there was light. The quotation is a complete sentence embedded (as the object of “said”) in the temporal clause beginning with “when.” 

				

				
					4	This format is referred to as an interlinear translation, although in most interlinears the Greek (or Hebrew) characters are retained.

				

				
					5	All references to the NLT are to the second edition.

				

				
					6	All references to the NIV are to the 2011 edition.

				

				
					7	Based on the four persons most responsible for it, Walter Bauer, W. F. Arndt, F. W. Gingrich, and F. W. Danker (A Greek-English Lexicon of the Greek New Testament and Other Christian Literature [Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 2000]).

				

				
					8	There is technically no indefinite article in Greek, and the Greek article does not make something definite and cannot always be translated by the English definite article “the.” Sometimes it must be rendered “a/an” and sometimes not at all.

				

				
					9	Sometimes English can do this when the adjective refers to a class of people, as in “the rich.” Recall Shakespeare’s line, “The valiant never taste of death but once.”

				

				
					10	So called because the adjective serves as part of the predicate, which includes the verb “is.”

				

				
					11	A finite verb is a basic verb form, one that is not a participle or infinitive. It can take a subject, has a “tense,” and can be the verb of an independent clause.

				

				
					12	Like Greek, Hebrew has no indefinite article.

				

				
					13	The NLT renders the sentence “Look, this blood confirms the covenant.” GW renders it “Here is the blood which seals the promise” (essentially the same as TEV).

				

				
					14	See Stephen H. Levinsohn, Discourse Features of New Testament Greek: A Coursebook on the Information Structure of New Testament Greek (2nd ed.; Dallas: SIL Internation, 2000), 16–17.

				

				
					15	Douglas K. Stuart, Exodus, New American Commentary (Nashville: B&H, 2006), 553. 

				

				
					16	The English infinitive is expressed with the preposition “to” as in “to walk.” The Greek infinitive can usually be rendered the same way. The Hebrew infinitive by itself is usually rendered better by the English gerund, which is also a verbal noun but looks like the active participle, such as in “Walking is a slow mode of transport,” or “By walking we arrived later than the others.”

				

				
					17	The Hebrew word here is a singular adjective used as a noun. The parallel with “righteous ones” indicates that it should be interpreted as representing the class of “the wicked.” For this use of a singular (that is, without the article), especially in poetry, see Bruce K. Waltke and M. O’Connor, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990), 114.

				

				
					18	This conjunction takes different forms depending on what it is attached to.

				

				
					19	See Levinsohn, Discourse Features of New Testament Greek, 172–75. 

				

				
					20	Traditionally known as the perfect and the imperfect. 

				

				
					21	Traditionally known as the qal, niphal, piel, pual, hiphil, hophal, and hithpael.

				

				
					22	That is, whether it describes such things as a state, an activity, or an event.

				

				
					23	The wĕyiqtōl form is simply the yiqtōl form plus the conjunction. In this case, the added conjunction does not change the nuance or use of the verb or create another conjugation.

				

				
					24	Waltke and O’Connor, Biblical Hebrew Syntax, 459.

				

				
					25	Ibid., 461–66. Hence the term “consecutive” is often used of the prefixed conjunction on wayyiqtōl verbs (and sometimes on wĕqātal verbs).

				

				
					26	See R. E. Longacre, “Discourse Perspective on the Hebrew Verb: Affirmation and Restatement,” in Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew, ed. W. R. Bodine (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 177–89.

				

				
					27	Furthermore, a wayyiqtōl form can only occur first in a clause, which is ruled out by having to place Boaz first.

				

				
					28	Some linguists consider yiqtōl more prominent than wĕqātal in predictive discourse.

				

				
					29	I say “full” because sometimes these two elements are assumed rather than made explicit.

				

				
					30 For example, “As people migrated from the east…” (Gn 11:2).

				

				
					31 For example, “until you return to the ground” (Gn 3:19).

				

				
					32 For example, “that he had done” (Gn 2:2).

				

				
					33 For example, “for you are dust” (Gn 3:19).

				

				
					34 For example, “if you are able to count them” (Gn 15:5).

				

				
					35 For example, “so they will believe” (Ex 4:5).

				

			

		

		
			Chart 9.1

		

		
			[image: 7741.png]
		

		
			Chart 9.2

		

		
			[image: 7781.png]
		

	
		
			

			Conclusion

			

			Having decreed that His Word would be written in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek, God appointed certain nerdy types to translate that Word into all the languages of the world. And so God created people such as Ezra, Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotian, Origen, Jerome, Luther, Tyndale, and many others, often unnamed, to do the work of translation. Since the Reformation the work has often been done by committees. Besides reducing a mammoth task to more managable pieces, it permits each of the participants to contribute his or her particular knowledge and skills for the benefit of the whole. Then to avoid idiosyncrasies and undesirable inconsistencies in style, one group of translators works to meld all the pieces into an appropriate shape. With a book as large and complex as the Bible, written over the course of more than 1,500 years by more than 40 people, with much complicated interconnectedness, that is no easy task. 

			But whether working alone on a book of the Bible or in a group, Bible translators love what they do. Not only does God give His children particular gifts for the sake of Christ’s body, but He also gives them opportunities to develop those gifts, and He gives them passion to exercise their gifts. And even though Paul and Peter don’t mention a gift of Bible translating, I believe there may be such a gift. If there is, it has several aspects. 

			First is a love for God’s Word that includes a passion for mining its depths and for displaying the gems of truth so that other lovers of God’s Word may rejoice in them and be sanctified, established, and built up. As Martin Luther wrote, “Translation is not an art that everyone can practice. It requires a right, pious, faithful, diligent, God fearing, experienced practical heart” (WA30, II, 640). Richard Bucher wrote of Luther, “Throughout his adult life, even though he read it so many times [twice a year], Martin Luther continued to have an incredible love for the Bible, never content with previous readings and insights, always wanting to better understand.”1 About the Bible, Luther wrote, 

			The Bible is the proper book for men. There the truth is distinguished from error far more clearly than anywhere else, and one finds something new in it every day. For twenty-eight years, since I became a doctor, I have now constantly read and preached the Bible; and yet I have not exhausted it but find something new in it every day (WA TR 5, no. 5193). 

			According to Philip Schaff, “Luther had a rare combination of gifts for a Bible translator: familiarity with the original languages, perfect mastery over the vernacular, faith in the revealed word of God, enthusiasm for the gospel, unction of the Holy Spirit.”2 One of a Bible translator’s favorite verses is Ps 119:18—“Open my eyes so that I may contemplate  wonderful things from Your instruction.” The kind of love required entails a desire to do anything to become a more skillfull “miner” of God’s truth.

			The second aspect of a gift of Bible translation would be humility. Bible translating involves making decisions—about one per minute. And no one can make that many decisions and get them all right. A translator must be willing to accept the fact that he or she may be wrong. According to Pr 15:22, “Plans fail when there is no counsel,  but with many advisers they succeed.” The same can be said of Bible translations. And Pr 12:15 declares, “A fool’s way is right in his own eyes,  but whoever listens to counsel is wise.” A gifted translator must acknowledge that no matter how certain he is of his translation, it can always be improved. As Pr 18:17 says, “The first to state his case seems right until another comes and cross-examines him.” So Bible translators almost always work in teams, each checking the work of the others.

			A Bible translator must also exercise humility in recognizing, as every Christian must, that whatever is of spiritual value about our work must come from God. According to Heb 11:6, “Without faith it is impossible to please God.” And as Paul explained in Eph 2:10, “For we are His creation, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God prepared ahead of time so that we should walk in them.” That is, anything “good” that we do has been scripted ahead of time for us by God, and He has given us the ability to do it.

			The third aspect is a passion for words. Translation doesn’t require a huge vocabulary. In fact, having too large a vocabulary can even be a detriment unless one is translating for like-minded philologists. What is required is the tenacity to find the right word. But not only are the words important, but how they are put together requires just as much tenacity. Sentences must be reread by as many people as possible to avoid unintended ambiguity and gaffes such as those that might make a room full of eighth grade boys giggle. For example, you wouldn’t want to translate Lk 2:16, “And they went with haste and found Mary, Joseph, and the baby lying in a manger.” Furthermore, sentences need to have the same tone and the same emphasis as the original. 

			One further question arising from this book’s title remains to be answered. Is is really possible to “navigate the horizons”? To the extent that it’s possible for an interpreter to enter into the world of the text and the culture of the biblical writers in order to determine what the text meant, is it possible to navigate or build a bridge back and explain what the text means? That is, can we get here from there? And if so, what is the role of Bible translations? Contrary to D. E. Nineham and others, Anthony Thiselton says yes.3 In the first place, much of the Bible deals with transcultural and timeless moral and theological issues such as faith and unbelief, light and darkness, obedience and disobedience, and the character of God and the stupidity of idols. 

			In the second place, the ancient text “so shapes the mind of the man who reads it” that he can see the issues of the modern world in its light. In the third place, the worldview of the ancient cultures shares much in common with modern worldviews. The exodus, for example, was just as strikingly unpredictable and unbelievable to the ancients as it is to us. The only difference is that the people of Israel saw it. The same is true of the manna in the wilderness, the fall of Jericho, the virgin birth, the feeding of the five thousand, the raising of Lazarus, and the resurrection of Christ. To say that the worldview of the ancients allowed for such events is absurd. 

			Fourth, to argue that explaining biblical events by divine causation and explaining them according to physical or socio-political forces are mutually exclusive and contradictory is illogical. In a modern approach, both can be true. Fifth, human nature has not changed since ancient times. So “acts of love, self-sacrifice, holiness, faith, or of sin, rebellion, lack of trust, and so on” are just as much part of the human world now as ever. 

			Finally, the ultimate Author of Scripture is not man but the eternal and omnipresent God: “No prophecy ever came by the will of man; instead, men spoke from God as they were moved by the Holy Spirit” (2Pt 1:21). Also, “All Scripture is inspired by God and is profitable for teaching, for rebuking, for correcting, for training in righteousness, so that the man of God may be complete, equipped for every good work (2Tm 3:16–17). And Jesus taught the continuing relevance of His work and His instruction when He prayed, “I pray not only for these,  but also for those who believe in Me through their message” (Jn 17:20). 

			So what part does Bible translation play in navigating the horizons? A translation cannot say what a text means in the everyday life of a modern man or woman, but it can go a long way in presenting what a text meant. It doesn’t rule out the need for commentaries to help a reader understand a text’s structure, to give needed background information, to give a fuller understanding of the meaning of words, and to give various opinions on the meaning of difficult passages. But for most passages a translation should be relatively clear. The reader’s task is always to determine how best to apply a passage to his modern world. The goal of a translation like the HCSB is to bring as much information from the original text into the reader’s world in language that is as clear as possible. To the extent that it succeeds, the glory belongs to God.

			

			
				
					1	http://www.orlutheran.com/html/luthbibl.html (accessed 1/31/12).

				

				
					2	http://www.bible-researcher.com/luther02.html (accessed 1/31/12).

				

				
					3	See A. C. Thiselton, The Two Horizons: New Testament Hermeneutics and Philosophical Desciption with Special Reference to Heidegger, Bultmann, Gadamer, and Wittgenstein (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 57–60.

				

                

                

                
Appendix:

			Inclusiveness Comparison

		
			

			I prepared a chart of the relative inclusiveness of 17 English Bible translations. I compared how they handled 124 verses from the Old and New Testaments.1 The 124 verses include examples of 24 different words and grammatical forms (plus a few miscellaneous verses) that are rendered either inclusively or non-inclusively by various translations: ʾadam ("man"), ʾish ("man" sg. or pl.), geber ("strong man"), jussive masc. sg. ("let him . . ."), third masc. sg. pronoun ("he/his/him"), participle (sg. or pl.), pas ("all," "every" sg. or pl.), pas + participle ("everyone who . . ."), adjective (sg. or pl.), anthrōpos ("man" sg. or pl.), anēr ("man" sg. or pl.), adelphos ("brother" sg. or pl.), hekastos ("each"), ben ("son" sg. or pl.), huios ("son" sg. or pl.), huios anthrōpos ("son of man"), ben ʾadam / benê ʾadam ("son/sons of man/men"), pater ("father" sg. or pl.), ʾab ("father" sg. or pl.), tis ("someone"), oudeis ("no one"). 

			A verse that was rendered inclusively was assigned a "1"; a verse that was rendered non-inclusively was assigned a "0"; and a verse that was rendered inclusively in the text but had a footnote giving the literal meaning was assigned a ".5." The numbers for each translation were then added, and the percentage of the 124 verses translated inclusively was figured. Based on this method, the 17 translations were ranked for the degree of inclusiveness. The following chart shows the ranking.

			

			Inclusiveness Comparison

			
				
					
					
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Translation
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			On one end of the spectrum are translations that use terms like "man" when there is no corresponding word in the biblical text. These have a very low percentage and seem to be less inclusive than the biblical text. On the other end of the spectrum are translations that almost always translate inclusively. These have a very high percentage and seem to be more inclusive than the biblical text. 

			
				
					1	I was given the idea by Wayne Leman, a Wycliffe missionary and consultant for the HCSB project.
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