New Testament History and Theology Lesson 2, page 1

The lnterpretive Process: How do we K now that we Know?

Please turn to Matthew 5. We are going to stakitgpat the Sermon on the Mount. We will spend 10
minutes total on the Sermon on the Mount, so ghisik going to be very in depth. | want to hightigh
some things here regarding the theology of Matthivat is one of the themes. We are looking at
particular New Testament authors and seeing theolbgical emphases. We are expecting these to
cohere with the rest of the New Testament. | antnyotg to say that Matthew should be pitted agains
Mark or Luke, but there are some emphases thaldbeunade. You can see this already when you get
to the Sermon on the Mount. You can see it welbtgefyou will remember we talked about worship in
Matthew 2. In Matthew 5 we enter into the Sermort@nMount. This is a famous three-chapter series
of sayings and teachings of Jesus. One of the waysee that this is distinct from the other autl®rs

by comparing Matthew with another author—Mark, dsample. Matthew has collected together a lot of
the teachings of Jesus, many of which are not faumdiark. The same plot line is in both. There are
some striking similarities between Mark and Matthewt Matthew has a lot of teaching isolated irefiv
major discourses. This is the first of five majetssof teachings of Jesus in the book of Matthew.

If you were to compare that to Luke, you would $e# many of the same teachings appear in Luke, but
they are spread out over the ministry of Jesusthdat seems to bring them together in these great
sermonic passages. Luke tends to have Jesus shgisgme things as He is walking along with His
disciples, especially as they are on their wayetogalem at the very end of Jesus’ ministry. THi bl
the Gospel of Luke is Jesus walking with His disspon the way to Jerusalem, on His way to thescros
That is what is going on in Luke. Almost certaidsus taught these things repeatedly. That is yauat
would do if you were a traveling teacher in theianctworld, and it is what you would do if you wexe
rabbi in the ancient world. We can expect that desid these things a lot. He probably said them as
long, sermonic discourses as well as with His gission the way to Jerusalem. | do not find these
pitted against one another. One of the resultsatth@w is that you have these coherent sermons that
tend to be topically organized. One of the lastngars (in Matthew 24), which is also in Mark, haslto
with the eschaton.

In the Sermon on the Mount, there are severalréifittthemes that come up. It is not all on onectopi
and it is not a single sermon like we think ofagé¢ sermon. There are several themes that come up,
and we see these in the beginning of Matthew BerBeatitudes. We are going to go through the
Beatitudes in two minutes, which means we canndhdm justice. | am going to highlight one of the
Beatitudes, the one I think Matthew is highlightihgt us read these together. Jesus is teaching the
disciples. There are multitudes around, but thezealso the disciples. It is possible that He hasder
audience, but He is speaking especially to Hisipliss. Matthew 5:1-12 says,

Now when he saw the crowds, he went up on a mawsites and sat down. His disciples came
to him, and he began to teach them, saying:

“Blessed are the poor in spirit,

for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.

Blessed are those who mourn,

for they will be comforted.

Blessed are the meek,

for they will inherit the earth.

Blessed are those who hunger and thirst for riglgeess,
for they will be filled.

Blessed are the merciful,
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for they will be shown mercy.

Blessed are the pure in heart,

for they will see God.

Blessed are the peacemakers,

for they will be called sons of God.

Blessed are those who are persecuted becausdtEaugness,

for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.

Blessed are you when people insult you, perseauemd falsely say all kinds of evil against
you because of me. Rejoice and be glad, becauatigngour reward in heaven, for in the same
way they persecuted the prophets who were befare yo

Each one, except for the last, has a parallel strecThere is a blessing pronounced on a group of
people who are identified by a certain charactst.tfhe blessing is then rooted in a rationalsaits
what they will receive because of that charactat.tFor instance, “Blessed are the poor in spifihe
poor in spirit are the people who are blessed th@deason is that theirs is the kingdom of hea@sre
of things that we like to do with this is work tleesut almost as if they are separate groups oflpeop
There are those who are poor in spirit, those wbarm those who are gentle, and those who hunger
and thirst for righteousness. But that is cleady dJesus’ intent. Let me give you a couple of raagor

it. One, the results that accrue to people arbadlically relationally connected to God. “For tees the
kingdom of heaven,” “for they shall be comfortegtésumably by the Lord; He is the great Comforter),
“for they shall inherit the earth,” “for they shélé satisfied,” “for they shall receive mercy,” ffthey
shall see God,” “for they shall be called sons ofiG There is no difference between seeing God and
being called sons of God. There is a heighteniagithgoing on in terms of the blessings that are
accruing to these people. If that is the casegthes the character traits that God’s people are to
manifest: being poor in spirit, mourning, being tegnhungering and thirsting for righteousnessngei
merciful, being pure in heart, being peacemakeosi dan see that all of this fits together. You @dnn
pick out and say you are going to be a peacemailces@mebody else is going to be a person who is
gentle. You cannot hunger and thirst for righte@ssnyet not be pure in heart. These all fit togethe
You can see that.

| said that the one | really wanted to study isdhe Matthew highlights. He does so because Jesus
highlights it in the passage. If you look throubistwhole passage, let us talk about which of the
blessings is the most emphasized. We see that &attighlights the blessing of when you are
persecuted because there is a lot more materia #mal it is the last one. My Bible sorts this iotib

eight blessings. The question is whether verseoh$titutes a ninth blessing or not. It has the same
theme, “Blessed are you...” There are some reasoset tihis out as a group of eight. In particultar, i
you count them down, the fourth blessing is “Blelsaee those who hunger and thirst for righteoushess
Then we count another set of four and we get tesBéd are those who have been persecuted for the
sake of righteousness.” The term “righteousnessiasoup both times. It is possibly structured alang
series of four. That is not to say that He reitesahe same four twice, but both times He endsitip w
righteousness. The first time they thirst for reggisness. The second time they are persecutduefor t
sake of righteousness.

When we think of the Beatitudes | get a warm, fulegling in my heart. We think, “Jesus is blessing
His people.” And He is doing that. But it is impanmt to realize that part of His blessing to Hisgeas

in the context of a warning that they are goingeéqoersecuted. He blesses them in the midst of that
persecution. This coheres very well with what yea going on in Matthew. Very soon after this Jesus
has had it all right up to now in Matthew. Thers@®n going to be a turn in which part of Israehsu
against the Messiah. Those who follow are goinig¢ceasingly see the kind of persecution that ey
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going to be called to endure. Therefore Jesubgedbe¢ginning of His Sermon on the Mount, does not
picture a rosy Christianity. He pictures a veryl sal brutal Christianity for people who are petged.
Yet in the midst of that there is great blessirigr theirs is the kingdom of heaven.” “Kingdom of
heaven” is commonly used in Matthew, whereas Lut@ncsays “kingdom of God” in the very same
kind of setting. One of the things that is goingtbare is Matthew has a much more Jewish feel téat

is probably speaking to Jewish Christians. Ondefthings that you do not want to do if you areidbw
is say “God.” In America we say “God” all the tim&/e say, “God bless you.” “God bless America.”
We do not have any problem with saying it. Amongidh people it was a more holy thing to
pronounce God’s nhame or to even refer to Him. bssiaf saying God, they used various
circumlocutions. God dwells in heaven, so when rgfar to the kingdom of heaven you are referring to
the kingdom of God. “Blessed are those who have peesecuted for the sake of righteousness, for
theirs is the kingdom of heaven. Blessed are yoenwgeople insult you, persecute you and falsely say
all kinds of evil against you because of me. R@a@nd be glad, because great is your reward inemeav
for in the same way they persecuted the prophetswére before you.” You see this theme of the
persecution of God’s people.

Perhaps this is a rather disheartening way to bagjirsecond lesson together. At the same timeait is
very important theme in Matthew. | would ultimatelsgue that it is a huge theme throughout the New
Testament. It is one we do not tend to identifynwiery well because we do not endure that kind of
suffering. We can be thankful to the Lord that tisahe case. At the same time, there are Chrstdin
around this world who are persecuted significafghtheir faith. We should pray for them and foeith
release from persecution. Yet in the midst of thatrecognize God’s blessing on them as well.

Let me lead us in prayer.

Father, as we come before You we are thankful. We are thankful that You pronounce an eschatol ogical
blessing on Your people. You promise Your people even the kingdom of heaven. You promise Your
people that we can be called sons of God. You promise Your people that in the midst even of persecution
thereis great blessing. Father, we pray for our brothers and sisters around the world and even those
brothers and sisters listening to this audio who may be undergoing real persecution. We pray that you
would comfort them with these words of Jesus that indeed there is blessing. Indeed, eschatologically
speaking, in a few years they will know for sure the abundance of the kingdom of heaven. Father, may
we livein light of that eschatological blessing, and may we be agents of spreading that blessing to
others as they recognize and bow the knee to our Lord Jesus Christ. In His name we pray. Amen.

Last time we took a turn that you may not have etqek | acknowledged that some other people cast
some doubt on whether you can actually get to kwhwat the author intended to say in Holy Scripture.
We talked about author, text, and reader. | sati¢bntemporary teaching about literary theory
especially has drastically affected New Testamenmtiss. There has been meditation on the degree to
which the reader can really get inside the minthefauthor. Some people have pronounced what they
call to be the intentional fallacy. | cannot geyour mind, let alone get in the mind of somebo@9@
years ago. | cannot know for sure that | understanat you intend to say or what Matthew intended to
say in the first century. It is physically impodsilbo do it, therefore we should just acknowledgend

not try to understand the intention of the autMdhat we are really dealing with is a text and aleza
You have undoubtedly seen in your own church tHampeople approach the Scripture sometimes
they come up with very different interpretationsadfat that text is trying to say. People have Haad

that is an inherent part of our subjectivity. We aubjects when we approach Scripture. We appilibach
subjectively as people who have presuppositionseWite come to Scripture, all we see in it is
basically a mirror of ourselves reflecting backutoour own presuppositions. Although the reader
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approaches the text, what really matters hereeisgader because the reader is the only one who can
really know, in his or her own mind, what is goimg. That means that every reader who approaches the
text has to recognize that the validity of the via@yor she approaches it is self-referential. Ireoth
words, whatever | think the text means is whateams for me. That is a common understanding in our
society increasingly. You see it all the time. Yeatch a movie and somebody says, “What | got out of
the movie is this.” And somebody else says, “Ithit out of the movie.” Few people say, “I am tgyin

to figure out what the director is trying to conueyus by the movie.” Viewers approach movies in a
much more internally focused way. Readers apprtadh that way as well. Instead of trying to figure
out what Melville was trying to say Moby Dick, often people approach it by trying to figure wadnat
they are supposed to get out of it. That is nacduestion. Application is good, but is that laéire is?
That is the question we want to frame today.

| would like to break it down into four differentigstions. The first question is “What do we thirkhe
idea of the intentional fallacy?” The author intersbmething, but we cannot get inside his or hadhe
Does that mean that we should therefore not tadkiatine author’s intention? That is what the
intentional fallacy alleges. Since it is impossjldle not even try. Do you think this intentiondlday is
accurate or not? Some of you may feel like itfaidy drastic overstatement. If God is the authben
there is a variety of ramifications. One of thesthat we are duty-bound to figure out what Godtwan
to say. If you look at the historical context, yoan get to know something more about the author.
Matthew speaks to Jewish people, and Luke prolsg#gks to a more Roman audience. If you get a
sense of their audience, it gives you a betteresehtheir purpose. Some have said it seems irasedi
selfish to say that you do not care about whaatitbor is saying anymore because it makes it alliab
you. If you put it into relational categories, ywant to relate to the author. It is almost as ifl yeere
sitting across from your friend and you were hawangpnversation. He wants to talk about how much he
enjoys mustard on his hotdogs, but | am talkingualB@ntian philosophy. There is something unfair to
him about that. Even if we do not know fully, wencstill know the author’s intentions partially. Than
and of itself, is a valid goal. The author seeksadmmunicate. There are a lot of ramificationsiie.tlt
makes us a little bit more ethically obligated t# be so selfish and to try and understand whatdres
to communicate. It also means that if | am an aythdam trying to communicate, and if | have any
capacity at all, | am going to be able to use wamds way that you can presumably comprehend. It is
not like | am speaking gibberish, and it is up ¢ yo understand. | am actually trying and making t
attempt to reach out. Some find intentional fallexye dishonest and impractical because you seek t
understand what the person is trying to convey ayywhere is a sense in which, even if you try as
hard as you will, it is hard to miss some blatawints.

Let me give you a few of my thoughts on whethenairyou can attempt to understand the intention of
an author. Some of this will reiterate what we haleady said, and some of it will add to it. Itrige

that we cannot get into somebody’s head. Thererngedruth to this. | like the idea of it being ashic
overstatement. There is some truth to it, butehselike we are pushing it too far. This is because
authors reveal themselves in their writing. If | amgood communicator, | try to reveal what | am
thinking in my writing. For one thing, this is thery basis of communication. The most basic
assumption of communication is that a speaker oamuunicate to his audience. Why try if it is not
possible? If it is not possible for a speaker tmownicate something to an audience, then we staduld
give up and go home. You could get as much outat€lming some random shows on television and
having your own thoughts than being here. Whereakmf a “speaker,” that is a technical linguistic
term. | am saying that in a text we have an attdwy@ speaker to communicate to an audience. Even i
a text, a speaker is trying to speak. There isg@amunication attempted there.
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Between a speaker and a listener there exist afemsnmonality that make communication possible.
For example, many of my students speak English] apdak English as well. Although words can have
ranges of meanings, there are agreed ranges fowead. | cannot say “shoe” and suddenly speak of
the top of the Empire State Building. It does nakmany sense to you that “shoe” would have
something to do with the top of a building. “Shdwls a certain range of meanings. Society itself
constrains what is permissible in terms of commaiio. People will and do disobey the rules
sometimes. When they do so they quickly recogrhae ¢ither they are challenging the status quo for
the sake of challenging it, or they are being werguccessful in their communication. For people who
want to succeed in their communication, they useatieas of commonality in society. They use the
societal way that has construed the language ier@aocdcommunicate their thoughts best through that
area of commonality.

Another area of commonality is historical contddr example, | could say, “How about we go down to
the bread company and pick up some coffee?” Uylesdave not been in Saint Louis very long, you
probably understand that. But if you were from Zahtve and | said, “Let us go down to the bread
company,” you would probably think the bread comp@some place where you make bread. But if
you have been in the country or the city for a e/ylou understand that “the bread company” is the
Saint Louis Bread Company. It is a place wheregauget a decent cup of coffee. My students here at
the seminary know what | mean when | say that. Tkm®w that because we are working in the same
historical framework and context. That shows tlmmhmunication is possible if we are working with
some of the basic common presuppositions. It & alsit of a warning to us. We are living 2000 gear
after the time of the New Testament, so to theeetnat we do not properly understand that culives,
might miss some of the communication that is gangWe will return to that a number of lessonsrlate
because it will be a big theme. It makes commuitngtossible.

The careful speaker works within these areas ofnconality to produce sentences that can convey his
or her thoughts to the listener. You really try why@u communicate because you want to be
understood. You self-reveal, and you make sureyiinatsay things in a way that let people in on what
you are thinking. The text is the record of thehaus attempt to write these sentences. In thateets

the text becomes our point of contact with the aytivho is revealing himself. The more that youwno
about a person, the more you can understand thetrpe communication. That is one of the reasons
why it is a lot easier to understand what Paustteedo in Philippians than what Jude tries tordthe
epistle of Jude. We have a whole lot of Paul, archawe one little short letter from Jude. That is

reality. The more you know about somebody and theerthey have self-revealed, the more you can get
into his mind and try and think like he thinks. Thapart of our task as interpreters.

You can see that intentional fallacy is indeedastic overstatement. In fact, it does not let @&y [ir
with what the author is trying to do. For instanle¢,us assume you wrote an essay on 1 Peterifor th
course. If | come back and tell you it was an awefgay on oranges, you have every right to throtde
You have tried to put into that paper something théll understand about what 1 Peter is aboul. If
come to it and make it say what | want it to st is not fair to you. That comes back to theostloif
communication, the selfishness, and the relatiaspéct. The Christian in the evangelical churchtrig
down the road might open up Matthew 5 for a devidime. It warms his or her heart in a certain
way, but the person has never asked what Matthesmmyimg to do. The person is simply looking for
what he or she can get out of it in his or her diewal time. The person has not played by gooctathi
rules. He or she has not been fair to the authoe.seme is true in the university today when thexeh
completely dispelled the author in the process.
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The next question regarding intentional fallacwreether the text coheres. Let me give you a little
background in terms of contemporary literary thedityere was a movement more than 50 years ago
called structuralism. Structuralism sought to shioat, especially in fables, meaning is not in @ t

itself but in the form of expression. For instaritere are certain archetypes within fairytalesu Yo
always have the evil stepmother. There are ceat@etypes who show up. What the movement tried to
say was that the meaning was not so much in theichl words as in the very form of the expression
itself. As soon as | start into the fairytale aag,s‘Once upon a time...” and | bring in the euvil
stepmother, the meaning is not in the text itdelg behind the text. That does not seem righméo |

want to say that there is a difference between $dbhand Gretel” and “The Little Mermaid.” They have
different intents. But | do recognize some strualtgimmilarities. It seems to have been a penduhuan t
swung too far to one side. This is what often hagpe the world. People want to react, and thetogo
far. The response to structuralism was post-stralisim, which ultimately issued into deconstructitin
sought to show that if you pay attention to temsteéad of there being an overarching form that
constrains the meaning, there are always someigdips text. There is stuff that is not fully exipled.

If read “Hansel and Gretel,” you read about theatr of breadcrumbs going along, and Hansel and
Gretel are able to follow the breadcrumbs back. Mave questions about that, such as “Would thesbird
not have eaten it up the first time? Why did thayieup the second time? Why were the squirrets no
involved in the process?” You can play around wetkts like that and show that there are gaps and
things that do not make complete sense.

You have to make some connections. You can espeses this in movies. You go from one scene in a
movie to another scene in the movie and therehaile been passage of time. In real time it has just
been a second. You move from one scene to anatbee sand there is a gap there. The movie wants
you to fill it in in a certain way. For instanceglyare in an office setting, and then the persat lome.
You are supposed to fill in the setting by assuntiteg he drove home. There are ways you are exgpecte
to fill in the gaps. The same is true in any naveatThe post-structuralists and the deconstruidisn

like to show that society constrains you to filthose gaps in a certain way. But society could be
wrong. There are gaps in the text, and you colllthim in in different ways. So they want you tay
with it a little bit. Just what happened on the viiane? You could change the meaning of the text by
assuming that instead of driving home he stopsliguar store on the way and gets a little drunlke T
text does not imply that, but let us throw it irdesee what happens. Play with it. When you stastipg
with texts like that and filling in gaps in randamays, the texts unravel. Instead of doing what they
seem to have been trying to do you, can make disithtegrate. In those movements, people play with
texts like that. | am putting it in crude termst this is what Jacques Derrida was trying to dbriance.
This has impacted a major American university.

Let me give you an example of this. It was one gfuary first glimpses into professional scholarship
was studying in seminary in Chicago and planning@ing on for Ph.D. studies. Just down the stireet i
Chicago was going to be the annual meeting of thwe$y of Biblical Literature. The Society of

Biblical Literature is a major professional socidtipelong to it; most teachers of the Bible belomgf.

It is very broad in terms of different theologie@wpoints and different backgrounds of the peoyhe
are involved. It can be exciting in that way, dutan also be quite shocking at times. As a Iitdere
seminary student, and since the annual meetingemapoito be in Chicago that year, my friend Dave
and | said we were going to go to the annual mgeWe were going to go off and become Ph.D.
students eventually anyway, so we wanted to goa#t a great time. We got to see a lot of things.iBu
was also eye opening at times, too. For instaneey@nt to the presidential address. Every yeaetiser
a presidential address, and usually about 2000l@sbpw up to it. The president changes every year.
The year in question, the president for that y@as Phyllis Tribble. She is a very famous scholbow
especially works with Old Testament texts. Sheeiynterested in hermeneutics, the study of
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interpretation. She is also very interested inditg theory and what is new. She gave what would be
called a postructuralist or a deconstructionistimreg of the Elijah and Jezebel narratives. You kriogv
story. Elijah is the prophet, and Jezebel is theilhle queen who is suppressing God'’s people. She |
especially trying to do away with the worship offivigeh. Instead, she thinks everybody should worship
Baal. Elijah is one of the few people to standiogact, he feels alone. At one point God has to
encourage him that God still has a lot of peopteiad. Elijah is a great prophet who stands up to
Jezebel. Elijah prays, and there is no rain. Treeprays again, and there is rain. The rain comesdo
whereas the prophets of Baal were not able to @ Hiijah is able to pray to his God, and the rain
comes.

Tribble did a deconstructionist reading of thisefdare gaps in the text, things that the text doés

talk about. She would acknowledge, for instancat, tie text tries to get you to side with ElijalutB
what if we wanted to side with Jezebel? We staiinggto ourselves, are there not gaps in the text?
What does Elijah do right after the rain starts sgown and the prophets of Baal are shown to be
false prophets? He kills them; there is a masghkauing of priests. They are human beings. Shéimig
ask, “Is that the right thing to do?” What is iattwe have against Jezebel? She is killing thehatspof
Yahweh. But Elijah just did the opposite. Elijahsaserving his God, Yahweh. Jezebel was serving her
god, Baal. You can ask what is going on in the teate. Clearly there is a bias in the text toward
Yahweh. But Tribble said there is also a bias tahthe guy—Elijah. Jezebel is a lady. At the time
Tribble was speaking, in twenty-first-century Anoeri we recognize that there was a patriarchal eatur
to literature throughout the ages. She said panthalt was really going on is we had a patriarch#har
siding with a guy and his deity, and in the prockszebel and her deity got marginalized. That Wwas t
presidential address in front of 2000 people, aftieich there was a standing ovation. Does thatkshoc
you? That is what is going on in universities taday

The question is this: does the text cohere? Waatréalking about the author now; we are talkingwb
the text. Are there gaps in the text that you damfin different ways to understand the textfdrently
that would actually undermine the text? Some s&ynbt legal to change the story like she did. She
hijacking the story. A lot of the post-structuralisnd deconstructionist readings come from Marxists
very strong feminists, or from gay and lesbian mnegslright now. They are trying to say that we hawve
hijack these narratives because they have beemesgipg us for years. So we have to hijack them.
Tribble would admit to that. But we would wondethft is fair or not. There are gaps in the stbuy,

do we need to fill them in in a certain way or nibt?as to do with our sin nature as well.

| said that there was a standing ovation for Dib@le. My friend and | were such eager young sttslen
that we had gotten seats toward the very frontoliihhout her speech David and | did not communicate
with each other; we just stared in disbelief. Wihatyou do at the end when everybody else was
standing up? What was going through my head wdd titauld see academically how this was fun and
games. | could see what she was trying to do aciadélyn But it also went through my mind that this
was heresy. She just equated Baal with Yahwehhabequated the God of the universe with a
demonic, petty non-deity. That is horrible; sinuratis there. David and I, when it came time for
applause, both reached down to our bags at ouafeestarted fiddling with them! It was not theqaa

to walk out, but at the same time we could not apglthat.

Going back to the question, the text does cohett@mits own historical context, within the relatghip
between the author and the audience. The audieogke \know that Jezebel was widely understood as a
very evil woman. They did not expect her to be nilee. They did not expect her to be good, and they
did not expect Elijah to be the bad guy. Theressmse in which the deconstructionist is right. Wag

we fill in the gaps is via social convention. Thsue is that they do not like those social coneesti
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The way they want to critique them is by throwihgrh out. If you acknowledge that there are social
conventions that allow us to fill in the gaps, aigtal context comes up again. The relationshigvben
the author and his or her audience allows youltmfthose gaps. There might be another viewpoint;
Jezebel probably did view it differently than Hhtjdid. The question has to do with whether or mat y
agree with the Bible representing that Yahweh yaallGod. Yahweh is God; Baal is not. Therefores th
is the right viewpoint. There is a more fundamesfatitual issue going on. Our disposition to teettis
going to affect how we receive it.

There is still a basic issue of fairness regardnegtext. If we came across another document that w
written from Jezebel’s point of view if might hamnieme how great Jezebel was and how awful
Elijah was. We might very much disagree with tlhait, if we are going to be fair to that document, we
do not make the document itself say something dttear it does. That is what the deconstructiosist i
trying to do. The deconstructionist is saying tihat whole thing can unravel; the document itseff ca
unravel. On a purely academic basis, we could hgimally consider Jezebel’s position. But firgtus
understand the way this was written and what thisying to say. You can disagree with it, but ylou

not disagree with it by making it say somethingeottihan what it says. You understand what it sags f
and then disagree with it later. That is wheredhmaight be some serious problems. Some have satid th
the Bible is in a different category than other kgt is wrong to try to subvert it and completgly the
other direction. | want to go further than thagugh. | think it is unfair to go to the director @imovie
and tell him or her that what you got out of it veasnething completely different from what he or she
intended. It is unfair to Shakespeare to say thettwie was really trying to say Romeo and Juliet is

that we should fight with one another. We needawehgood battles, and it is good when people die an
commit suicide. That is unfair to Shakespeare. Tinght be your position, but it is unfair to
Shakespeare to do that to him. In the same waynitvi fair to the Bible to make it say somethingeot
than what it says.

Let me move on and mention a few things regardihgtier or not the text coheres. If one wishes to
participate in a communicative act, that is, theyto hear what is being said, then you needve gi
the speaker the benefit of the doubt. This is proged it is what you do in an act of communication
We give the speaker the benefit of the doubt iresdways. We assume that the speaker is trying to
communicate in a coherent fashion. We do not imatetii go in and think that this person is just goin
to babble. We assume a coherency to what the persning to communicate. We have to assume
rightly that the text coheres.

Next, we accept the social conventions within wtital speaker is communicating, even if we do not
agree with him or her. If we really want to undangt what the author is trying to communicate, we
have to work within the social conventions in whibat author is working. That is how you understand
something.

Another way that we give the author the benefthefdoubt is we think the best of him or her and
assume, unless we have significant evidence todhtary, that he or she is attempting to makemnati
sense. We assume rationality on the point of thergterson. If we recognize that those are the
assumptions we should have in coming to a commtiwngcact, it allows the text to cohere. If we
disagree with that then the text unravels. But ian ethical problem with us, not with the author
Next, while we may disagree with the philosophyhaf text, it is still possible to understand the ten
its own terms. Only after understanding it do wguaragainst it. | did try to adequately represemdtw
Phyllis Tribble was trying to do even though | @iy disagree with it. She has a point of viewg are
need to understand that point of view before wigere it. | did not try to make her point of vientd
babble itself. | tried to understand it first ahén critique it. The deconstructionists are oftet n
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actually saying anything new when they deconstihetext. Phyllis Tribble was not the first pergon
ask if there was a different perspective on tlosystWhat the deconstructionists are doing thaeils is
incorporating their disagreement into their readhthe text itself. In other words, instead of
interpreting it first and then disagreeing, thegemine the whole interpretation of the text its€liey
make it say something other than what it intendeshly. | view this as not fair. Thus it is not thgt's
inability to communicate that is really being aqited. The assumption of the text itself is beingdzel.

Contrary to many popular arguments, texts do nist @s entities by themselves. One of the reasuns t
deconstructionists can do this is because they dlagady written off the author. We just tried to
reestablish that the author has something to say Bet if you take the author out of the picturert all
you have is a text and a reader. That allows tkietdebe messed with a little bit more. But if ysay an
author is involved there is a real line, and the temes from an author. Suddenly you are backto a
ethical system in which you need to be fair todhthor before you critique the text. The very tacit
texts are authored means that they have meanibhgéh@an seek to understand. In a postmodern
context you can get movies that are almost likeloamimages. They might have so many different
themes that compete with one another that it id tmknow what the one theme is or what the directo
is trying to convey. Even in that context you slibecbnsider the director’s intention. In a very non-
postmodern sense, yet affirming the diversity aftpwdernism, you should do this. In trying to
understand what a director is doing with a picthe is so random, | understand him or her to yiadr

to create a random product. He or she is tryingéate something that challenges our understaring
making it all random. Ironically, | am coming battkthem and saying, “I want to understand you. |
want to assume that you are able to communicate tixeigh you are communicating randomly. The
very randomness of your communication can be utasisas your intent.” | am approaching them with
the same hermeneutic. | feel like that is fairterh even though they are trying to play games thigh
whole system.

The deconstructionists see their view as compjetee subjectivity. They argue that the subject
constrains the interpretation of the text. Themferhen I look at that movie, it is all on my shiers. |
can make it mean whatever | want because that isrimjege as the subject, but that goes a stepdur
than subjectivity. | step outside of that and gag not fair. There is still an object out thelfeve are
going to be fair to that object, we need to let thrdique our understanding of it. That is onlyr fia any
act of communication.

The third question regarding intentional fallacyvisether we should privilege the reader. Even if we
see the text is a coherent product of an authostiVevant to be able to get something from thed.te
They are going to do that by reading the text a®ing) what hits them. They will see what warmsrthei
heart or what makes them angry. They are interastteir response to the text. Should we not just
privilege the reader? Some feel like it is lazy apllish to do that. There can be some people wo a
very sharp and intelligent and are not being lazthe process but often it is more of a defaupoese.
Some say this approach is not honest because gmoaseeking to learn or be challenged. You are
letting yourself challenge yourself instead ofitegtsomebody else challenge you. The purpose of
Scripture is to reprove, correct, and instrucydél are not letting Scripture do that, you areemaaging
the purpose of Scripture. | have been trying toha®in a very academic way, talking about literatu
broadly, but if we really see the Bible as someajhirat comes from God, then we are undermining God
in the process. We are saying it is all right ¥ lin my own private world. | do not have to letd3oead
in a very uncomfortable way in my life. He is thémAghty God of the universe, though, so we need to
let Him do that.
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Regarding that third question, some say priviledimgreader allows them to sit above the text rathe
than sit under the text. That is a pride issualsib wreaks havoc in the church. That is a diffepamnt.
Practically it allows individuals to believe whaes\they want to believe. Suddenly the whole church
disintegrates. Some find this unsettling becauge/és no room for absolute truth. But we needsto a
another question. Postmodernism has a point faaingwe do not want to be complete modernists.
There can still be application after we understidnedintended meaning of the text. It is not backt
Scripture and have it impact your life. But you diée understand it and its intent first before wamply

it. One of the things that happens when the rejadégets out of it what he wants is it short-citsu
Scripture. It is easier, faster, and quicker tao gesto the text, read it in my devotional life datome out
warmed and happy. Instead we should sit down antielbard work of understanding what Jesus meant
by the Beatitudes. We should look for what Jestensted to say and how that fits into the context of
what Matthew is trying to convey about what Jesid.sThen we can apply it to our lives. When we do
that it can be unsettling. For instance, it disestecme that one of the things He most blessethase
who are persecuted. | do not want to be persecWeen you see that that is in the text, you make an
application that is slightly different than if ygust walked away feeling you were blessed.

The last question | want to discuss is whethey gassible for a reader to objectively understateka

My short answer is that it is not possible, butanivto qualify that. In other words, | cannot be
absolutely confident that | have completely, fulipd objectively understood in such a way thatveha
in my mind the exact idea of what the author and G&tended in Scripture in every instance. We need
to recognize that | am still approaching the texaiaubject. | have presuppositions and a pre-
understanding that gets in the way. | have to ackedge that. An example of that is the number of
denominations that we have today. If we all obyadyi understood the text, were willing to ascend,to
bow our knee to it, and follow it, there would b@meed for so many denominations that disagree with
each other. To the extent that people have misa@tsthe text over time, we have different
denominations. We should not think that our denatnim has everything right. That would be unwise.
Nor should we think that individually we have ewbigg right. We approach the text as a subject. But
the text is still there, and it critiques my sulbiety.

| have a certain pre-understanding when | appreaetxt. Some people say the whole thing is circular
This is known as the hermeneutical circle. | hayeeaconcept of what the text means, so when | read
Romans | already think it is about justificationflayth. | come back, and it confirms what | thought
before. | want you to think about whether or nas ik a vicious circle. Do we confirm our own pre-
understanding when we approach a text? Not nedgssare have seen ourselves change when we read
Scripture. Part of this observation comes from enpimenological awareness that people seem to read
the Bible like they want it to be read. So thers ttabe some truth to the hermeneutical circlehat

same time, we have seen change in our viewpoint. dmnot be the whole truth. Part of this haddo
with our disposition. We can seek truth in the té&xt we willing to be critiqued by the text? If vaee,

the text is out there and remains an object. Itld/be horrible to move around the words on the page
There is an object there that critiques us. Theerma have seen that happen, the more we can gractic
letting the text change us.

We also have the benefit of earlier saints who hiaad the text, and that can help critique usveha
read a lot of the early church fathers. They ampfgewho were closer to the time period and oftat h
great insights into the text. They also made gmaatakes exegetically. | look at Justin Martyr and
others, and | know | need to listen to them. Belthlso made a lot of mistakes. We have the pgeile
of over 2000 years of interpretation, of seeingtaf different attempts at interpretation, somevbbm
can argue their case better than others. Wherkldbohurch tradition | am not just thinking early
church; I am thinking up until five minutes agowé look at the whole of the church’s exegesisef t
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text we are in a community of learners. That foneg$o consider other possible meanings of the text
The Holy Spirit is also involved in the processriérpretation. As we look down through all of thes
things, we recognize that there is something spacthe interpretation of Scripture. God has ateds
interest in how we come out in this. His Holy Spillumines our understanding of Scripture. At the
same time we cannot presume on that. The churobndghout the ages has claimed to be the Holy Spirit,
and yet they have disagreed with one another. \Wd teerecognize and humbly acknowledge that our
pre-understanding can be wrong. We ask for theagnaie of the Holy Spirit, and that gives us extra
confidence as we approach the text. It is an obfjedtcan critique our pre-understanding. We should
read Scripture in a community of readers with & of the church, see other viewpoints in the aiur
and allow those to also critique our pre-understandds we have a disposition of seeking the tafth
Scripture, it, along with the humility that is inived in that, allows us to come to the text andehsome
hope of critiquing our pre-understanding. As | wilention next time, | would prefer to see it apaas
instead of a circle. Yes, we approach the text withpre-understanding. But in humility, seeking th
truth and allowing the text to critique us, we apinto a better and more appropriate understanoling
the text.
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