New Movements in Hermeneutics
А. Postmodernism and Its Influence on Hermeneutics

In recent times, a plethora of new approaches to hermeneutics have arisen, all of which challenge the conservative grammatico-historical method.  All these new approaches are rooted in the modern philosophical movement “postmodernism.”  We will briefly define this relatively new philosophy and then examine the effect it is having on biblical interpretation.

1. Definition of Postmodernism

Many in the world today doubt whether a person can objectively interpret the biblical text and thereby know truth.  This, now dominant philosophical worldview, is called “postmodernism.”
  Although postmoderns doubt that one can know truth, as a rule they do not object to people of faith – many of them count themselves in that number.  Yet, they insist that faith in God is purely a subjective phenomenon.  In other words, a person may hold to a personal faith, but may not claim that his/her faith corresponds to reality.

In general terms, Stanley Grenz describes postmodernism in the following manner.
  Postmodernism “marks the end of a single, universal world view.”  It is characterized by “respect for difference and a celebration of the local and particular.”  It rejects “the emphasis on rational discovery through the scientific method.”  Postmoderns seek not to conquer nature, but to cooperate with it.  They relate to the whole person, including one’s emotions and intuitions.  They give greater attention to community. 

Two types of postmodernism exist: “hard” and “soft.”  Hard postmodernism claims that truth does not exist at all, while the soft variety holds that truth may well exist, but we are incapable of knowing it. 

2. Origin of Postmodernism

The term “postmodernism” first appeared in the 1930’s to describe a type of art characterized by variety.  In the 1970’s, it appeared in the field of architecture, characterizing “incompatibilities of style, form and texture.”
  Its most widespread use, though, is for a philosophical movement that has captured the imagination of the modern mind.  Some ascribe the initial “intrusion” of postmodern thought into the mainstream to an article authored in 1979 by the French philosopher Jean-François Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge.

The term “postmodernism” contains the prefix “post” or “after,” indicating the existence of preceding philosophical movements, namely “premodernism” and “modernism.”  A survey of these earlier movements will aid us in understanding the phenomenon of postmodernism. 

The period of premodernity stretches from antiquity to the Enlightenment.  During this period, it was felt that people could indeed know truth and communicate truth through language.  People also believed in a spiritual realm, and held that history is moving toward a specific goal.  The primary epistemology (theory of knowledge) in this period was authoritarianism, i.e., knowledge based on the opinion of those in authority. 

Feinberg summarizes the premodern era (in the Western world) as follows: “The Roman Catholic Church fundamentally told people what was correct to believe, and if one was a Christian, one followed without question.  Governments were absolutist, and common people had little choice but to do what leaders demanded.”

However, as a result of the Enlightenment and the Protestant Reformation, people began to question the authority of the Church.  Copernicus, for example, showed that the authority of the time (the Catholic Church) was incorrect in the realm of science, proving a heliocentric solar system.  Martin Luther, in turn, showed that the Church could error in spiritual matters as well, proving that a person is justified before God through faith alone in Jesus Christ.

After premodernism was discredited, the way was clear for another dominate worldview to appear – modernism.  In many respects, modernism mirrored its predecessor with one important exception – many of its adherents doubted the existence of a spiritual realm and its effect on earthly life.  Erickson describes it thusly, “Modern persons were looking for all-inclusive explanations of events and of reality, but believed that this could be done without recourse to anything supernatural.”
  This led to the phenomenon “reductionism,” i.e., the conviction that science could uncover all knowledge.

Carson asserts that one of the basic elements of modernism was confidence in methodology, meaning that if one applied the proper method to any question, he/she could have total confidence in the results obtained or the conclusions reached.
  Grenz adds that this era held to “absolute faith in human rational capabilities.”
  In the era of modernity, the theory of evolution was advanced to explain the origin of the world.  In the area of sociology, humanism ruled the day, placing man at the center instead of God.  Empiricism and rationalism replaced authoritarianism as the leading epistemologies of the time.

These changes resulted in a paradigm shift, where reason gained dominance over revelation.  Knowledge was now based not on Divine revelation, but on scientific discovery and logical deduction.  As a consequence, deism began to challenge theism, and natural law – God’s commandments.  People lost their awareness of being God’s creation, but considered themselves one of the innumerable microelements in an impersonal universe.

Roy Clements gives this fine summary of how moderns perceive reality: “Modern thought is based on the presupposition that there is an absolute reality external to the human mind, and that the rational processes of the mind are sufficiently congruent with that reality to give us reliable knowledge of it.”
  Moderns think that reason can “grasp reality as a whole” and “devise a true and complete description of the way the world actually is.”
  Solomon describes this view as follows:

Since it conceived of human nature as essentially rational, the Enlightenment could claim that every free individual would reach similar conclusions about the most crucial matters of civic, moral and intellectual life.

Problems arose, however, with the modernistic worldview.  First, rationalism and empiricism proved to be inadequate epistemological systems, unable to fully explain reality.  Second, in the early years of modernity, the general feeling existed that humanity was heading toward utopia.  Yet, as history records, this optimism proved to be naïve.
  Oden critiques modernity by describing it as “moral relativism, narcissistic hedonism, naturalistic reduction and autonomous individualism.”
  He also states, “The rhetoric of unrestrained, individual freedom is the prominent earmark of the spirit of modernity.”
 

It is now thought that since the 1990’s, the world has moved on to a new system of thought – postmodernism.  Several figures made major contributions to the development of this worldview, namely Immanuel Kant (1724-1804), Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) and Ludwig Wittgenstein (1889-1951). 

Although Kant lived during the era of modernity, his philosophy laid the foundation for postmodernism to arise.  Carson describes Kant’s influence thus: he “injected into modernity a seed that would grow and grow and ultimately destroy it…. Kant argued for a position that has become an axiom of postmodernism.”
  Kant’s watershed work in this regard was Critique of Pure Reason.  

Having noted the failure of previous theories of knowledge, Kant created a new epistemological system by combining rationalism and empiricism.  He taught that people receive the bulk of their knowledge through the five senses.  Yet, the information obtained by this means must undergo processing by human reasoning.  Certain units of knowledge are inherent to human reason, which enable one to evaluate and classify the data received from the outside world.  These units of knowledge include “quality,” “relationship,” “time,” and “space.”  Kant insisted that only by means of these factors can a person make sense of what he/she sees, hears, etc.

However, this system created more problems than it solved.  If all a person knows is the picture of reality that his mind presents to him/her, then that individual has no direct contact with reality.  His/her knowledge consists completely of that image of reality his/her mind displays.  In other words, non-mediated knowledge of the world is impossible to obtain.  Of Kant, it is said that “he helped to give birth to perspectivism and the culture of interpretation.”
  In his wake, Nietzsche taught, “All knowledge is a matter of perspective; that is, it is an issue of interpretation.”

Thus, we see that Kant’s philosophy unavoidably leads to skepticism.  Sproul adds that Kant’s teaching prohibits substantiating God’s existence on a rational basis.
  Yet, Kant considered faith in God helpful in practical affairs.  So then, two types of reason developed: “pure” and “practical.”  Religious faith enters the category of “practical reason.”  

After Kant, subsequent philosophers developed his epistemological system further in ways that, as Carson puts it, would have “appalled” him.
  Kant taught that the categories of thought inherent to human reason were identical for all people.  This means that if two people encounter the same phenomenon in life, they would both perceive it and interpret it the same way.  This correspondence between minds makes possible what Kant termed the so-called “transcendental pretense,” which posits a general human consciousness as a basis for all knowledge.  Thus, Kant’s goal was not to introduce skepticism, but to provide a more sure foundation for knowledge.
  

Post-Kantian thinkers, however, challenged this assumption.  They claimed that people categorize information differently, depending on their culture, upbringing, education and life experience.  These factors determine how the mind processes the information obtained through the five senses.  Consequently, human subjectivity prevents not only direct contact with reality, as Kant taught, but also meaningful interaction between individuals.  Since everyone views life from their unique perspective, it is difficult for them to find common ground with others.  In addition, postmoderns assert that this isolation from both reality and genuine communication is insurmountable.  In other words, a person cannot escape his/her subjectivity.
 

Therefore, every person perceives the outside world differently.  Each has his/her own unique view of reality, determined by their prior life-experience.  People may have the same encounter with the world, but they will unavoidably interpret it differently.  Each individual lives in isolation, both from reality itself, which he/she perceives only indirectly, and from other individuals.  

After Kant, Friedrich Nietzsche, whom Grenz calls the “father of postmodernism,” also rejected the Kantian postulate that everyone perceives reality the same way.
  In Nietzsche’s view, every person creates his/her own “reality” by how he/she organizes the information received from the outside world.  Nietzsche believed (in the words of Grenz), that “we live in a constructed world that comes from our own perspective.”
  Along with this, Nietzsche adhered to nihilism – the conviction that life has no meaning.
  In addition, no foundation exists for establishing universal standards or values.  Nietzsche called this idea “the death of God.”  Every person determines their own personal values and strives to actualize them – what Nietzsche called “will to power.”

For the most part, the French philosopher Michel Foucault embraced Nietzsche’s views, in particular, that there are no universal standards.  Everything is relative.  Along with this, Foucault felt that enforcing one’s views on another was an act of oppression.  He believed that people use knowledge to dominate others, forcing them to adopt their beliefs.
  Postmodernity, in fact, accuses modernity of practicing totalitarianism.    

Finally, Richard Rorty proposes the following pragmatic approach.  Like Nietzsche, he rejects the existence of universal standards and values and, like Foucault, affirms that people use language for their own interests.  In his opinion, a person is “a centerless and ever-changing web of beliefs and desires that produces action.”
  In the light of the subjective and egocentric nature of life, he recommends producing a “pragmatic utopia,” where people learn cooperation and tolerance. 

3. Postmodernism and Hermeneutics

Next, we pose the question, “What effect does postmodernism have on hermeneutics, i.e., on the interpretation of a text?”  According to the postmodern view, each person lives in his/her own “bubble” of subjectivity in isolation from others.  Each individual perceives the surrounding world and interprets what is occurring in it from this subjective point of view.  When a person encounters something in the world, he/she assigns to it a name, i.e., he/she describes it with words.  Yet, since everyone looks at the world through different eyes, different people will use the same word in different ways.  The result is that a single word will have one meaning for one person, and another meaning for another. 

This phenomenon is called “conventionalism.”  According to this concept, all words and expressions that people use have only a subjective meaning in accordance with that person’s unique perception of the outside world.
  Ehrman writes, “Texts in themselves simply do not mean anything.  Meaning is something that results from reading the text,” and this is proven by the various ways a single text is understood.
 

Conventionalism results in the following.  When someone reads a text, he/she ascribes to its words his/her particular meaning and not the meaning intended by the author.  Because of the subjective nature of knowledge, the thoughts of the author never reach the reader.  Thus, an insurmountable barrier exists between the author and reader, which prevents the communication of authorial intent. 

This phenomenon is referred to as the “death of the author.”  The author is “as good as dead,” since the reader cannot discover what he/she had in mind when the text was composed.
  Clements expresses well the postmodern position, “It is pointless to ask ‘what does this text mean?’  The only question we are empowered to ask is ‘what does this text mean to me or my community?’  We cannot read out of a text the author’s intention.  We can only read into a text our own subjective response.”
  Therefore, at the heart of postmodernism, in the words of Grenz, is “a denial of the reality of a unified world as the object of our perception.”  Postmodernism involves the replacement of “knowledge with interpretation.”
 

Next, we will investigate how this postmodern view influences the interpretation of the Bible.  Evangelical Christians believe that the Bible is God’s inspired Word.  Yet, some “Evangelicals” claim that even though the Bible is truly God’s Word, because of the subjective nature of knowledge, we are unable to objectively perceive what the Scriptures are saying.  A barrier exists between the biblical authors and readers that prevents one from hearing God’s Word.

Postmodern thought has also reinforced the idea that there is not one theology, but many.  It is felt that people of different races and genders read the Scriptures differently.  We must equally respect, then, the unique understanding each group has of the Bible.  Therefore, many recognize the legitimacy of such partisan views as Asiatic theology, African theology, feminist theology, etc.  Postmoderns complain that white males have dominated the field of theology, and that their theology reflects only the white male perspective and excludes other views.
  Modernity in general is accused of repression of minority opinions and suppression of freethinking.  This accusation goes beyond the sphere of religion, but also includes political life.  Modernity it thought to support totalitarianism and force the opinions of the few on the many.  

Another important term in the postmodern vocabulary is “metanarrative.”  A metanarrative is when one person insists that his/her view is correct, and others are mistaken.  Postmoderns demand the removal of all metanarratives.  No one has the right to claim possession of the truth.

4. Benefits of Postmodernity

Postmodernism does boast some advantages over previous worldviews.  Most evident is the admission that our presuppositions do affect our understanding of a text.  It is true that our culture, life experience, upbringing, and education exert an influence on our perception of truth.  In addition, human reason is affected by the so-called “noetic” effect of sin, i.e., a distorted view of reality caused by sinful human nature.  Any or all of these factors can prevent us from looking at Scripture honestly and objectively.  In the words of Carson, “Postmodernism gently applied rightly questions the arrogance of modernism.”
  

Postmodernism is also valuable in that it encourages us to expand our horizons by examining other views and comparing them to our own, which can enrich our understanding of an issue at question.  Carson adds the thought that postmodernism may reduce “cultural prejudice, racial arrogance, and religious bigotry.”
  Reproving his Mennonite confession for its history of isolationism, L. Mark advances a thought similar to Carson’s: 

To be the Church in a pluralistic society means that we rise above the nationalism, the ethnicity, the language, the culture which separates and that we deliberately incorporate people of diverse ethnicities into our family and fellowship. Such an action will not destroy us; it will purify and enrich us as a part of God's great family.
 

Furthermore, Erickson sees another positive feature of postmodern philosophy.  During the reign of modernism, as was noted earlier, many doubted the existence of the spiritual realm.  Since postmodernism does not rely so heavily on objective science, postmoderns tend to be more open to the supernatural.
  Unlike the strict rationalism and empiricism of modernity, postmodernism introduces an element of “mystery” into knowledge, which renders it more difficult to exclude the idea that God may indeed exist.
  

Grenz affirms the attention postmodern thinking pays to the whole person, considering not only people’s intellect and reason, but their emotions as well.  He also likes postmodernity’s emphasis on community and personal spirituality.
  Watson adds that since in postmodernity all points of view must be respected, no one has the right to criticize Christian Faith.
  

5. Critique of Postmodernism

In spite of the positive contributions the postmodern worldview may make, it also has serious drawbacks that have serious consequences for sound hermeneutics.  It undermines the entire grammatico-historical approach to interpretation aimed at uncovering authorial intent.  In the final analysis, everything comes down to the personal opinion and subjective interpretation of the reader.  The study of Scripture loses objectivity and stability.  The authority of the Bible as the source of God’s truth is jeopardized.  Therefore, we offer the following critique of postmodernism.

First, this system is fraught with internal contradictions.  It is interesting to note that in propagating their worldview, postmoderns employ human language in an ordinary manner.  Yet, if there exists an insurmountable barrier between writer/speaker and reader/hearer, then how can postmoderns expect anyone to understand their appeal?  Nonetheless, this obvious contradiction does not sway postmodern writers from publishing their materials. 

Hodges makes the following sarcastic commentary: “To the postmodernist, all communication is theory-laden and can never point to ultimate reality of any kind.  It is, however, interesting to note that postmodernists continue to try to tell us this by using language.”
  Frame echoes this thought: “If postmodernists want to be consistent in denying objective truth, they should abandon the attempt to persuade other of the truth of their position.”
  Geisler aptly notes that if postmoderns want to live consistent with their philosophy, then they must stop speaking and follow the example of the ancient philosopher Cratylus, who answered all appeals to him by just wagging his finger.
  Plantinga insightfully notes that the postmodern claim that all knowledge is culturally determined is actually determined by postmodern culture, and is therefore suspect.  If the postmodern view itself is subjectively derived, then it is suspect of error.
   

Second, according to postmodern thought, metanarratives are strictly forbidden.  Postmodernity, though, advances its own metanarratives – that society must defend the oppressed and give voice to minorities.  Yet, if it is forbidden to force one’s view on others, then how can postmoderns insist that we embrace their metanarratives (however worthy they may be)?  In addition, the idea of “progress” cannot exist without a universal standard, i.e., a “metanarrative.”  “Progress” or “improvement” implies movement toward an objective, external standard.

Let us consider Schneiders’ comments in this regard: “The biblical worldview has ceased to be the going ideology and has become instead a dialogue partner worthy of respect only if it offers something better than what is attainable by other means.”
  Still, one must inquire, “If all truth is relative and no absolute standard exists, then what does Schneiders mean by ‘something better,’ and who has the right to define it?”

Even if postmoderns claim that they do not believe in progress, they contradict themselves.  The concept “postmodernity” implies improvement or progress in comparison to modernity.
  As Feinberg notes, postmodernists are ready to recognize various worldviews within their own system, but are not ready to recognize the coexistence of postmodernity with modernity.  The former, of course, is “better,” and should replace the latter.

Third, it is logically impossible to claim that truth is unknowable.  If a person claims that truth does not exist or is beyond human comprehension, he/she is making a bold claim to know the truth – that truth is unknowable and always subjectively perceived.
  

Fourth, postmodern philosophy does not correspond to actual life experience.  Encounters with the outside world and with other people confirm that we are indeed in contact with reality.  The lifestyle of postmoderns, in fact, confirms this.  They go about their business in an ordinary fashion, as if they are real actors in the world.  Additionally, the world in which we live operates according to the laws of logic, as Feinberg observes, “In our world there just are not logically contradictory states of affairs.”
  The well-respected 20th-century philosopher Francis Schaeffer adds,  

Each person is still in touch with the reality of the world… the more closely one lives out one’s presuppositions as a non-Christian, the further removed one is from the real world, and the more closely one lives in contact with the real world, the more inconsistent one is with one’s presuppositions.

Fifth, postmodernism encounters serious practical problems as well.  Without a universal standard (i.e., metanarrative), society lacks a basis for resolving conflicts between people or people groups.  If everyone is free to act as they please, then, when conflict arises, how can one determine who is right and who is wrong?  It is obvious to all that certain ethical values are universal and absolute.  Who, for example, would dispute that the Holocaust was wrong?
  In a context of moral relativism, life is reduced to a struggle for survival, as Lundin states,

Instead of appealing to authority outside ourselves, we can only seek to marshal our rhetorical abilities to wage the political battles necessary to protect our own preferences and to prohibit expressions of preference that threaten or annoy us.

Moreover, as Lindberg comments, unless universal standards are acknowledged, genuine debate and discussion is impossible.  As we all know, debates and discussions are designed to move society toward progress and improvement.  Yet, if truth is truly relative and there are no absolutes to approach, such wrangling leads nowhere.
 

Several concluding arguments can also be advanced.  We recall that modernity faltered because it failed to produce the expected utopian society.  Has postmodernity faired any better?  We are hardly living in Paradise.  Carson bemoans “the intellectual, moral, and existential bankruptcy of the age.”
 

In addition, postmodernism hinders progress and impoverishes life because it refuses to form conclusions or make definite decisions.  Instead of weighing factors for or against a claim and accepting the more probable option as true, postmodernism retreats to relativism.

It is interesting to compare this observation with the experience of Israel in the wilderness.  God revealed Himself to His people for 40 years, yet the people of Israel were unable to sustain the conviction that God was great and able to care for them.  Their doubting eventually led to their demise, as described in the Epistle to the Hebrews: “…as in the day of trial in the wilderness, where your fathers tried {Me} by testing {Me,} and saw My works for forty years” (Heb 3:8-9). 

The New Testament also warns of this postmodern hesitancy to embrace truth.  For several years, the Pharisees witnessed the miracle ministry of Jesus.  However, instead of accepting Him as Messiah, they demanded of Him still more proof.  Jesus responded with the words, “An evil and adulterous generation seeks after a sign; and a sign will not be given it, except the sign of Jonah” (Matt 16:4).  The Pharisees already had enough proof to make the decision that Jesus of Nazareth was indeed Messiah. 

Still another shortcoming in postmodern thought is that its adherents practice “intolerable tolerance.”  On the one hand, postmodernism requires equal respect for all worldviews, i.e., “tolerance.”  On the other hand, when a certain group claims exclusive possession of the truth, such as conservative Christians or Moslems, postmoderns cannot respond in a way consistent with their theory.  They cannot embrace a worldview that excludes other worldviews.  In practice, postmoderns often relate to such groups with hostility.  In so doing, they cease being tolerant and violate a primary premise of their philosophical system.
  Carson confirms, “If any religion claims that in some measure other religions are wrong, a line has been crossed and resentment is immediately stirred up.”

Furthermore, Kant’s theory seems to imply that when the mind processes information obtained from the senses, there may occur some distortion in the perception of reality.  Yet, does this necessarily have to be so?  Is it not possible, even likely, that the picture our mind supplies us accurately reflects the outside world?

In this vein, Carson wisely notes that postmodernism confuses the concepts of “true knowledge” with “absolute knowledge.”  Postmoderns seem to imply that if we do not possess the exact representation of the outside world, i.e., possess “absolute knowledge,” then we have no knowledge at all.  However, even if our knowledge of the outside world is partial and imperfect, it in no way follows that our knowledge does not correspond to reality to some degree.  It seems more prudent not to abandon the search for truth (as skeptics do), but rather seek to perfect the knowledge we do have.

In addition, Carson argues that postmoderns may be exaggerating the influence of culture, education and upbringing on one’s perception of reality.  He writes, “Clearly the interpretive community, the nurturing community, the community of faith, plays an important role in an individual’s understanding, but it is not necessarily a determinative or decisive role.”
  In other words, a person is not a slave to his/her culture, but may embrace values and views that radically differ from those of his/her community.  History is full of examples of reformers who rejected the “status-quo” of their age.
  In addition, many individuals convert from one worldview to another.  How can this be explained, if one is enslaved to one’s culture? 

Copan offers the follow critique of Kantian epistemology.  If no one (including Kant) has direct contact with reality, then how does Kant know that reality exists at all beyond human perception (the so-called “phenomenological world”)?  Additionally, how did he come to understand that the real world was unknowable?
  The philosopher Fichte, in fact, challenged Kant’s claim that beyond the realm of the phenomenological world the real world existed at all.

We also take into consideration that God created people according to His image.  This implies that humans are endowed with all the necessary qualities, granted by God, to know Him and His truth.  Additionally, postmoderns underestimate God’s ability to reveal Himself.  Almighty God is certainly able to break through human subjectivity to make Himself known. 

From a biblical perspective, we can cite the following words of Jesus: “If you continue in My word, {then} you are truly disciples of Mine; and you will know the truth, and the truth will make you free” (Jn 8:31-32). Jesus did not hesitate to claim that a person could know truth.  At the same time, knowledge of the truth requires abiding in His Word and the renewal of the mind (Rom 12:2).  In a similar manner, the apostle John affirmed that the Church knows the truth: “I have not written to you because you do not know the truth, but because you do know it” (1 Jn 2:21).  Paul agrees – he charged his disciple Timothy, “Preach the word; be ready in season {and} out of season; reprove, rebuke, exhort...” (2 Tim 4:2).  Only those who know the truth with confidence can so preach. 

Finally, Allen correctly notes that humans, by nature, seek to know the meaning and purpose of life.  This goal is best attained in a worldview that holds to absolute truth.
  The universal human striving to know life’s meaning can actually serve as a confirmation of its real existence.  People will not long tolerate a system that robs them of the meaning of life and the accompanying sense of significance and self-respect. 

6. Conclusions

In summary, we recognize that such factors as education, culture, upbringing and the noetic effects of sin exert a real influence on how we perceive truth, and may indeed lead us to distort our perspective on reality.  Paul Ricœur’s “hermeneutic of suspicion” seems appropriate – that one must be ready to examine and critique any proposed interpretation.

Unlike postmodernism, though, we affirm that in Christ the barrier of subjectivity can be overcome.  The primary difference between Evangelical faith and postmodernism is not the former’s denial of the problem of subjectivity, but the Evangelical’s conviction that subjectivity can be overcome and truth can be known.

In this regard, Douglas Moo states, “Without denying the problem of subjectivity in interpretation, the notion that a ‘correct’ interpretation of a text exists and can be found is both reasonable and necessary.”
  Goldingay adds that the fact that we may not hit 100% certainty in interpretation doesn’t mean the effort is not valuable.
  Clements reminds us, “True, words can be misunderstood and the cultural gap between the Bible and the modern reader increases the risk of such misunderstanding.  But these admissions do not mean that there is no objective meaning in the text.”
 

Therefore, our goal is to strive for the knowledge of the truth, recognizing that this is a process.  We have this promise from Christ, “If you continue in My word, {then} you are truly disciples of Mine, and you will know the truth, and the truth will make you free” (Jn 8:31-32). 

B. “Offspring” of Postmodernism

As a result of postmodernism’s rise in the field of philosophy, a plethora of new interpretive approaches were introduced into the discipline of hermeneutics that, at least in part, operate on postmodern presuppositions.  We will seek to examine and evaluation several of them.

1. Ludwig Wittgenstein and Related Movements

The 20th-century philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein adhered to a theory called “logical positivism.”  This is an empirical worldview that teaches that the main, if not the exclusive, means of obtaining knowledge is through the five senses.  This view also stresses subjectivity in the use of language.  In other words, word meanings depend purely on agreement between those who employ them to describe objects in the world.  

Furthermore, this system works off the “principle of verification.”
  The principle of verification states that a statement has meaning only under the following conditions.  First, it may describe a fixed definition.  For example, the statement “a triangle has three sides” is a fixed definition and is beyond refutation.  Second, a statement can have meaning if it can be confirmed empirically, that is, by observation or experimentation.  For example, the statement “the sky is blue today” can be confirmed by observation.  On the other hand, assertions like “God loves you” are neither a fixed definition, nor an observable fact.  Therefore, according to the principle of verification, such statements have no meaning, i.e., they do not relate to reality.

However, the principle of verification contains a serious inconsistency.  The principle accepts as true knowledge only fixed definitions or empirically verifiable phenomena.  What about the principle of verification itself, though?  It is neither a fixed definition, nor an empirically verifiable phenomenon.  This means that this principle is self-defeating and, according to its own criteria, has no meaning or place in reality.  

Wittgenstein, however, made an adaptation to logical positivism in that he taught that God-talk did have significance – not objective meaning, but subjective meaning for the individual believer.  One is free to talk about God if such speech is beneficial for practical living.  Yet, one must not insist that such statements describe reality as it truly is.

Aside from this, Wittgenstein devoted attention to the use of language.  He claimed that the meaning of words depends totally on agreement between the parties that employed them.  For example, the word “house” has no intrinsic quality that affixes it to the object we name as such.  People simply agree that this word should refer to this object.  If a group so decided, they could change the designation to anything else they pleased.  We earlier termed this theory “conventionalism,” and now will delve more deeply into its consequences for hermeneutics. 

а. Conventionalism 

Wittgenstein claimed that the phenomenon of conventionalism extends beyond simply the use of words and expressions, but may involve agreement between parties about entire worldviews.   For example, a certain group of people may have similar convictions about God’s existence and nature.  Therefore, they will be able to fellowship together in harmony concerning their shared convictions.  Yet, according to Wittgenstein, their “God-talk” is based on their subjective opinion on the subject and their common agreement that God is to be so understood.  Wittgenstein terms this phenomenon a “language game.”  In other words, when adherents to a certain faith confession speak of God, they are merely playing a word game among themselves, using words to describe their common understanding of the Supreme.  Yet, they cannot claim that their words refer to something real, outside of their community of faith.

At the same time, Wittgenstein made the qualification that some “language games” may indeed relate to reality, such as logic and mathematics.

So then, according to this theory, metaphysical terminology has no concrete referents in reality (as far as we can determine).  God-talk has significance (subjective), but no objective referents.  Some go so far as to deny referents for all words, not only those describing metaphysical phenomena.  They feel that when we define a certain word, we can do so only with the aid of other words (as is done in a dictionary).  If we seek to understand the words the dictionary gave us for our first term, we simply encounter more words defining them.  Therefore, it is thought that words do not refer to anything in reality at all (i.e., have no concrete referents), but simply point to other words.  The “truth value” of a text, then, depends not on whether the words in the text refer to real items, but on the absence of internal logical inconsistencies between them. 

Norman Geisler provides a convincing response in critique of conventionalism.
  First, if proponents of conventionalism wish to assert that “language games” do not relate to real items in the world, but consist simply of agreement between parties “playing” the game, they must then acknowledge that conventionalism itself is a language game, which does not relate to reality either.  The system is purely theoretical and possess no objective grounds that enable its adherents to enforce its acceptance by others.   

Second, as Wittgenstein himself conceded, some language games do indeed relate to the real world, as in the case of mathematics.  Mathematical equations do not depend on culture, education or upbringing.  If the mathematics “language game” can relate to reality, can others not relate as well?  Proponents of conventionalism must establish concrete criteria to determine whether a certain language game relates to reality or not, and not simply assume that one does, and another does not.  

Third, we must consider that the source of knowledge differs from the basis for knowledge.  In other words, the fact that we learn something in our community (as participants in its language game) does not necessarily mean that our community created that information.  It is very possible that this knowledge, of which our community was for us the source, is based on fact and reality. 

Furthermore, Goldingay remind us that the essence of communication is that one party wants to say something to another party.
  The speaker or writer is attempting to communicate information and not just play with words.  Real communication involves transmitting real information. 

Finally, concerning the assertion that no words have concrete referents, here we see a confusion of the sense of a term and its referent (see chapter 6).  What is defined by other words in the sense of the term, which we discover by looking in a dictionary.  The word’s sense, though, is only one aspect of its meaning.  Its meaning also includes its referent.  Conventionalism ignores this basic linguistic feature. 

b. Literary Criticism

One of the most widespread methods of biblical interpretation today, especially for the interpretation of the narrative genre, is literary criticism.  In this approach, the reader views Scripture as literature, i.e., as a story.  The historicity or non-historicity of the text is not important to determine.  We are not interested in whether or not the events described in the Bible took place or not.  What is important is getting something out of the story.

Supposedly, the goal of the biblical writer was not to provide a precise historical account, but rather to create a fictional world, into which the reader may enter.  Adherents of this approach do not insist that the Bible contains no history, but that its historicity in not vital for accomplishing the author’s goal, which is to inspire, exhort or edify his reader.
 

Macky describes this method in more detail: “In a literary work the author intends that something happen to the reader; he does not intend merely to pass on information.  In particular, literary works touch our imaginations, providing us with new, vicarious experiences that make us somewhat different people.”
  He further comments, “When people are transformed, it happens first in their imaginations.”

The system is similar to Wittgenstein’s in that both systems reject that terms in the text have real referents.  The text creates a fictional world, which is embraced by the community that created it, i.e., the participants in the community’s language game.

One reason why literary criticism enjoys such popularity is that the interpreter is free from the sometimes arduous task of proving the historical reliability of Scripture.  Debates have long raged about the Bible’s historical accuracy, especially in cases of the so-called “phenomena” (see chapter 5).  If the main goal of Bible study is simply participation in the story portrayed in the text, then one may skirt the question of historicity. 

Yet, this “advantage” is actually the most ominous feature of this approach.  Christianity is a historical religion.  Its basic tenets are not philosophical speculations or creations of human reason, but the retelling of God’s acts in history.  If one rejects or minimizes the historicity of Scripture (and, consequently, Christianity in general), then the foundation of the Christian Faith itself is destroyed.  The Bible promises salvation not to those who believe in a story about Jesus, or a legendary Jesus, but in the actual Jesus, who died on the cross and rose from the dead, as described in the historically reliable New Testament.  

In addition, we must also keep in mind that literary criticism basically concerns only the narrative genre.  The Bible, though, contains many genres, the interpretations of which this approach cannot provide.  Finally, Goldingay comments that a literary analysis of Scripture, that is, examining it in the light of its literary and rhetoric features (as described in chapter 7), does not require one to reject its historicity.
  Scripture must be viewed both as literature and as history.  Goldingay writes that Scripture is “more than history, but not less than history.”

2. Martin Heidegger and Related Movements

Along with Wittgenstein, Martin Heidegger (1889-1996) had massive input into the development of postmodern hermeneutics.
  The essence of his philosophy is that language defines a person’s reality.  It is thought that all the values and the worldview of a culture is stored in the language of that culture (which reminds us of Wittgenstein’s language games).  Language transmits these values from generation to generation.  When someone is born into a certain culture and masters its language, the language determines how that person must think, in whom/what that person must believe, how that person must act, etc.  In other words, language creates a person’s view of reality. 

So then, although language began its pilgrimage as the courier of the values and worldview of a culture, in the end, it usurped the place of culture and became its determining factor.  In conventionalism, language is the means by which a community plays its “language game.”  Now, language is no longer an instrument of culture, but culture has fallen under its power.  

Watson describes this phenomenon as follows: “Language is not a transparent medium but shapes and forms the reality of which it speaks; for linguistic agents, there can be no encounter with a reality that is not already shaped and formed by language.”
  The French linguist Ferdinand de Saussure taught that a speaker is “caught in the web of relationships spun by that language and by the social order that nourishes and sustains it.”
   Derrida asserted that nothing exists “behind or beneath” language,
 and that a world does not exist until it is written.
  In the opinion of Dilthey, a person inherits his/her worldview by tradition.
  Lundin gives the following description: 

Every word that we use carries a history of associations and usages with it.  When we appropriate language for our own use, we inherit the moral history of the words we employ, even if we are attempting to do nothing more than use those words to get what we want.  Words do not simply influence our thinking; they undergird it, they shape it, and they direct it.
 

Richard Rorty uses the following approach.
  The world exists, but the “world does not speak,” that is, the world does not make itself known.  The true nature of reality is unknown.  We impose on reality our own interpretation, and, for us, that interpretation is reality.  An interpretation of reality that is more successful will come to dominate others.  This interpretation is mistakenly called “truth” until another, more successful worldview displaces it.  According to Rorty, people do not use language for self-expression, but language directs a person’s thinking.  It is claimed that “language speaks, and the speaker is merely its mouthpiece.  I do not speak a language, but the language speaks me.”
 

In our evaluation of Heidegger’s philosophy, we need to mention first of all its most serious consequence in regard to the Bible.  His theory departs from the Evangelical position that the Bible is God’s inspired Word.  According to Heidegger, it is not the Spirit that speaks through Scripture, but language itself.  In this system, language takes the place of God.  Language not only speaks through Scripture, but is the “Creator,” since it defines for people the nature of reality.  Watson notes that, according to this theory, language even creates God, that is, language defines for us who God is and what He is like.
  His attributes, then, possess only a textual character.  God is not almighty, but is only described to be so.  He is “textually” almighty, “textually” omnipresent, etc.
  Beyond the bounds of language, God does not even exist.  Language is “all in all.”

Earlier we advanced the argument, that people do indeed change their worldview or introduce reform, which proves that they are not enslaved to their culture.  Rorty offers a more naturalistic explanation: that true novelties from reformers “were the results of cosmic rays scrambling the fine structure of some crucial neurons in their respective brains.  Or, more plausibly, they were the result of some odd episodes in infancy – some obsessional kinks left in these brains by idiosyncratic traumata.”
  Yet, the purely speculative nature of his comment defeats its plausibility. 

 Furthermore, from our life experience we know that literary texts do not always support accepted values, but may challenge them.
  In addition, as Feinberg notes, when someone learns a new language, he/she does not have to change his/her worldview in order to utilize it.  That new language does not redefine the learner’s values or worldview, but simply serves as a means of self-expression.
 

Moreover, if one claims that a text can define a person’s perception of reality, then it follows that the text has the ability to preserve and transmit ideas to its readers, in this case, the values and worldview of a given culture.  If a text has this ability, then why can it not preserve and transmit the author’s intention, as affirmed in the grammatico-historical method? 

Additionally, if one claims that the text determines our perception of reality, then one must concede that a reality, outside of the text, really exists, and is independent of our perception.  Otherwise, what does the word “reality” refer to in the phrase “perception of reality” other than reality as it really is?
 

We may also appeal to the work of James Barr, who convincingly refutes the idea that the Hebrew worldview is tied to its language to such a degree that God’s truth is best expressed in the Hebrew tongue.
  Since all languages consist in basically the same grammatical structures, any one of them can adequately communicate a way of thinking.  Again, we see that language does not define reality, but is simply a mode of expression.  Thiselton also affirms that language does not form culture, but serves it.
  We conclude with Gillespie, “The structures of language are mere linguistic accidents which do not determine thought, worldview, or preunderstanding.”
  

Finally, it is curious to note Rorty’s suggestion that the only escape from the dead-end of discovering meaning is to posit that “the world is a divine creation, the work of someone who had something in mind, who Himself spoke the same language in which He described His own project.  Only if we have some such picture in mind, some picture of the universe as either itself a person or as created by a person, can we make sense of the idea that the world has an ‘intrinsic nature.’”
  So then, only faith in God can provide us with a world with meaning.
а. Deconstructionism 

The deconstructionist approach operates on the thinking of Heidegger – that language defines reality.  It focuses attention on internal contradictions and inconsistencies in a written text.  Since each generation slightly alters its worldview and passes these changes along to the next generation, the appearance of logical inconsistencies in a text is unavoidable, since they were supposedly introduced at different times and at different stages of development of that culture and its language.  These inconsistencies apparently demonstrate the instability of the written tradition. 

As far as the biblical data goes, it is thought that the tension between the free will and predestination views indicates introduction into the text of different traditions at different times.  It is felt that this idea explains other tensions in the biblical text as well, like inconsistencies in teaching about women’s submission on the one hand, and liberation on the other.

Since these literary traditions are constantly in flux, deconstructionists claim that we can never fully comprehend the meaning of any text.  It is useless to seek a stable meaning, much less the authorial intent of a literary work.  Language is not for self-expression, but for transmission of cultural values.

In addition, when an author releases his/her work, he/she can no longer monitor it to ensure that the original meaning is preserved.  Every written work, then, becomes independent from its author and “has a life of its own.”
  When a reader examines any written text, he/she does not encounter the author, but the language as courier of the values and worldview of the culture.

All that remains for the reader to do is to compare the text to one’s own personal life experience, make corresponding changes to its interpretation, and pass it on to the next generation.
  The quantity of such “new readings” in countless.
  Carl Henry describes this system in the following words: “Every interpreter is free to handle the text selectively, that is, to deconstruct it, and to refashion favored segments into fresh readings that reflect one’s own preferences without evident anchorage in the text.”
 

In refuting deconstructionism, one may appeal to the arguments earlier advanced against the philosophy of Martin Heidegger.  If Heidegger’s theory of language is found faulty, then deconstructionism loses its foundation. 

Furthermore, Cotterell challenges the assertion that the text becomes independent of its author and “has a life of its own.”  He writes, “The text does not achieve semantic autonomy over its author merely by virtue of its having been written down and published.”
  The fact that after publication the author can no longer monitor the work to ensure the preservation of its meaning in no way implies that the text will necessarily forfeit its original meaning.
  

Erickson adds that the mention in Scripture of the authors and recipients of the epistles stresses the historical character of the writing, and that the authorial intent is preserved.
  According to Edwards, “Though a text’s ‘public meaning’ or significance may change from age to age or from culture to culture, a text’s original ontological meaning remains stable and is recoverable by historical and philological study.”

We can recall here the point made by Goldingay that the whole idea of “communication” is that someone wants to say something to someone else.
  People do not compose a text just to “throw their words to the wind.”  Every written work (including the one you are reading now) has a specific communicative aim, including the books of the Bible. 

The claim that the number of “new readings” of a text is countless is groundless.  Language is limited by lexical and grammatical rules.  Genesis 1:1, “In the beginning, God created the heavens and the earth,” cannot mean, “no one created the heavens and the earth,” or “Baal created them.”
 

From a more practical point of view, Carson insightfully notes that if the heresies that threatened the existence of early Christianity were advanced in today’s postmodern milieu, they would simply be considered a “new reading” of the biblical text and would find a place in Christian theology.
 

b. The “New Hermeneutic”

Another hermeneutical system, related to Heidegger’s theories, is the so-called “new hermeneutic,” founded by Ernst Fuchs and Gerhard Eberling and working off the philosophy of Hans-Georg Gadamer.
  

The goal of this approach is to create between text and reader a “fusion of horizons.”  The “horizon” of the reader is the questions, needs and views that directly concern him/her or his/her community.  The reader brings these concerns to the text.  Instead of trying to rid oneself of subjectivity in order to objectively encounter the text, the reader should embrace his/her subjectively and come to the text with his/her needs and questions, i.e., his/her “horizon.”  The “horizon” of the text, on the other hand, is the interests and views advanced by it.  

The first step in this method is to create a certain “distance” between text and reader by analyzing the former according to the historical-critical method.  In this way, the reader becomes acquainted with the horizon of the text, that is, the interests that the text is advancing.  Then, aware of both his/her personal horizon and the horizon of the text, the reader adopts a passive position in regards to the text and allows it to “speak” to him/her.  As a result, an “encounter” occurs between text and reader, affording the latter with new insight.  This encounter is called a “fusion of horizons.”  The insight gained by this encounter is considered the “meaning” of the text.  Therefore, depending on who the reader is, the text may have many meanings.
 

So then, the reader does not interpret the text, but rather the text interprets the reader.  The goal of interpretation is not so much to study the text, as to “listen” to it.  In this encounter, the text occupies an active posture and “speaks” to the reader.  This reminds us of Heidegger’s philosophy, that language takes the initiative to form the worldview and direct the thinking of the reader.  The role of the reader is to allow the text to speak to him/her.  The text presents a challenge to the reader’s horizon and forces him/her to rethink its legitimacy.  In this way, the horizon of the text exerts an influence on the readers’ horizon. 

At the same time, the reader’s horizon has an influence on the horizon of the text as well.  The reader passes along the insight gained though his/her encounter with the text to the next generation of readers, and that insight becomes part of the accepted interpretation of the text and thus affects the horizon of future readers.
  Thus, a “living tradition” is formed for the text’s interpretation, into which each generation of interpreters makes its contribution.

This approach is most useful in the interpretation of parables.
  In His parables, Jesus begins by creating a “horizon” similar to that of His hearers.  He speaks of grapevines, wedding feats, catches of fish, sowing seed, etc.  The hearer is well acquainted with this horizon, since in reflects his/her own interests and needs.

Jesus designs His parables, though, in such a way as to introduce a new element, which the reader/hearer does not anticipate.  For example, in Luke 18:9-17, the tax collector (the enemy of the people) is justified instead of the Pharisee (the religious hero of the people).  Jesus speaks the language of His hearers, yet He includes a challenge in the context of the parable.  Nathan’s parable to David (2 Sam 12:1-10), for example, made the latter aware of his guilt.

This “fusion of horizons” is well suited to parables for another reason.  Adherents of this system believe that every parable has more than one meaning depending on the hearer.  When someone tells a parable, each hearer identifies himself/herself with one of the characters in the story.  In the parable of the Pharisee and the tax collector, some may identify more with the former, and others with the latter.  Yet, each receives a personal word from the Lord.  In this way, the text “speaks” to the reader.  The narrative genre provides the same experience for the reader, since there are many characters for the readers to identify with, depending on their situation and needs.

This method has both positive and negative aspects.  We see value in its emphasis on application of the text to the life situation of the reader.  Proper interpretation of Scripture includes not only study of the text to discover the author’s intent, but also a life-changing encounter with God through the text.  As Goldingay says, “The text cannot be understood from a neutral position.  The task of interpretation requires that we recognize that our interest is at stake.”

On the other hand, as Thiselton notes, it seems that this approach pays too little attention to the analytical stage, i.e., determination of authorial intent.
  Additionally, this system recommends using the historical-critical method, the weaknesses of which we have already pointed out in the previous chapter.  In addition, Thiselton feels it unwise to adopt a passive posture toward the text.  The Bible encourages us to use our reasoning facilities to determine both authorial intent and application of the text to life.  To submit to the “voice of the text” without critical examination can be risky.
  Finally, this approach is more useful for parables and narrative than in analyzing other genres.
  Therefore, its utility is limited. 

c. Existential Hermeneutics 

We will take a quick glance at still another interpretive approach operating on Heidegger’s presuppositions called “existential hermeneutics,” instituted by Rudolph Bultmann.
  In his system, Bultmann strongly emphasizes a person’s subjectivity as the true path to knowing God.  He aligns with Heidegger in the opinion that all a person can know with confidence is that which concerns his/her personal experience: his/her impressions, feeling, experience and needs.  There is no place for an objective perception of reality. 

Bultmann goes to the extreme of saying that if someone seeks objective grounding for his/her faith, he/she violates the Reformation principle of salvation by faith alone.  In Bultmann’s view, faith is a purely subjective phenomenon and is not subject to any critique or evaluation. 

The sole defining factor in one’s spiritual life is personal faith in God and personal experience with Him.  One should not be distracted by the bustle of everyday living.  One should develop, instead, one’s potential as an individual in relationship with God.  From this premise arises the designation “existential hermeneutics.”  The term “existential” means “based on personal experience.” 

Bultmann’s theology exerts a strong influence on hermeneutics.  What we read in the Bible is not an objective description of historical events, but the New Testament authors’ personal experience and impressions of Jesus, expressed in the form of “myths.”  Therefore, in order to correctly interpret the Word, one must “demythologize” it, i.e., uncover what feelings prompted the biblical writers to create these mythological presentations of Jesus.

For example, when the Bible describes a miracle, this is either an attempt by the author to express His amazement at God in the form of a myth, or his attempt to explain some unusual phenomenon.  Demons in the Bible are not real creatures, but mythological presentations of limitations and hindrances that one experiences in life. 

This existential approach applies to not only narrative passages, but didactic ones as well.  For example, in the parable of the prodigal son, the feelings of alienation and rejection, which the prodigal son experienced, are emphasized.  In the parable of the talents, focus is on the fears that the last servant experienced, and how they prevented him from moving forward.  When the Bible teaches that Jesus is “Lord,” this is not intended to ascribe to Him deity, but rather to express the willingness of the writer (and reader) to follow Him. 

Even prophecy is interpreted in this light.  When an author touches on an eschatological topic, he is not predicting the future, but summoning the reader to follow God now.  This explains why Paul and John write that we are now in the last days, and that future things are being fulfilled in the present (see 2 Cor 6:2; 2 Фес 2:7; Jn 5:24; 12:31; 1 Jn 2:18).  Furthermore, the creation account in Genesis 1 is understood not cosmologically, but existentially – people are seeking their place in this world.
  

Even a quick glance at Bultmann’s teaching reveals its inadequacy.  He rejects the historicity of the Bible and with it, the cardinal doctrines of Christian Faith.  In addition, Bultmann offers no substantiation for his claim that the Bible is mythological.  His system is anthropocentric, placing human experience at the center instead of God’s revelation.  He denies God any possibility of supernatural intervention in human affairs.

Goldingay advances still other arguments in refutation of Bultmann.
  First, if Christianity is a mythological religion, then what advantage can it offer over other religious or philosophical systems?  Why not appeal to the Bhagavad Gita for inspiration?  Second, if the Scriptures are truly historically reliable (as was shown in chapter 13), then Bultmann is, in fact, not “demythologizing” the Bible, but “mythologizing” it, that is, turning history into myth.  Third, the goal of Scripture is not to relate the existential experience of people, but to declare God’s mighty deeds.  Finally, using Scripture to inspire people to active faith does not require denying its historicity.  In fact, the opposite is true.  If the Bible records true history, then it will much more effectively motivate people to devote themselves to the Lord

C. Other Contemporary Movements

In this final section, we will touch on two other new movements in hermeneutics that are not connected to postmodernism, namely structuralism and liberation theology. 

1. Structuralism  

Structuralism arose in France in the 1960’s.
  This system asserts that every author implants in his/her texts so-called “deep structures.”  It is assumed that at the core of human consciousness lie certain fundamental ideas and concepts, which represent the most basic needs and interests of people.  Every written work contains these fundamental concepts.  The task of the interpreter, then, is to uncover these “deep structures” of the text and show how the given author has expressed them. 

Special attention is paid to showing how any given author alters the usual expression of these structures.  For example, one of the “deep structures” is the relationship: “sender,” “object,” and “recipient.”  Yet, in the book of Esther, something unexpected occurs.  We learn of the recipients (the Jews) and object sent (deliverance), but never hear of the sender (God), since His name is never mentioned in the entire book.  In the book of Esther, we also encounter a confusion of roles for “enemy” and “ally,” since the Persian king sometimes threatens, and sometimes aids God’s people.  We observe a similar phenomenon in Genesis 32, where God, represented as the Angel of the Lord, both supports Jacob, and opposes him. 

“Deep structures” are also expressed in various codes of behavior, as with food, clothing, place, movement, sequence and hierarchy.  For example, the book of Esther contrasts feasting with fasting, fine clothing with simple attire, distinguished persons with common people, and interior with exterior.  These contrasts supposedly underscore the deep structure of “nature and location of power.”

In evaluation of this system, we must first note that its influence in the field of hermeneutics was very brief and, at the present time, it boasts few adherents.  On the one hand, it is perfectly logical to assume that people have basic needs and interests.  On the other hand, it is exaggerated thinking to claim that these needs and interests completely control and command the attention of every individual all the time, including in every written work.  In the world of literature (including Holy Scripture), we observe a such a variety of genres and themes that it is difficult to imagine that they all reduce to certain “deep structures,” which supposedly define the content of every written work. 

In addition, who can claim to have perfect knowledge of these “deep structures”: how many there are, and what they are.  This theory also undermines the doctrine of the inspiration of Scripture, namely its role as the vehicle of God’s revelation.  According to this system, the Bible is not God’s revelation, but merely a human attempt to express deep structures in a literary device. 

The only foreseeable benefit in this system is its ability to draw our attention to certain patterns in God’s Word.  We already discussed this feature in chapter 7, in the section on “Rhetorical Features of the Text.” 

2. Liberation Theology

Liberation theology asserts that the main problem with humanity is injustice between individuals.
  People abuse one another, which leads to all other problems encountered in life.  Inherent to contemporary society are evil social structures, which lead to oppression.  We observe discrimination against minorities, women, and other evils.  If we could remove these unjust social patterns and correct improper social behavior, we could create a utopian society.  

Adherents of this approach offer the following theological justification for their position.  First, it is clear that many people in our world are suffering.  Yet, God wants us to be well cared for.  Why, then, does the Church not do more to relieve suffering in the world?  Liberation theologians indict the traditional approaches to biblical interpretation as the cause.  The Church conventionally turns to the Bible to determine how one is to act, and then observes conditions in life to determine how to apply these truths.  Proponents of liberation theology, however, propose doing the opposite.  We must first look what needs exist in the world, then turn to the Bible for inspiration and methods for meeting those needs. 

In liberation theology, we discover truth not through study, but in practice.  One must immerse oneself in practical Christian ministry, in particular, in supporting the poor and oppressed, in order to know God’s truth.  This is why in the Bible, God does not reveal Himself in abstract concepts, but in action.
 

Furthermore, genuine Christian Faith is demonstrated in works (Jam 2:18), and truth is not something to understand, but something to do (2 Jn 4).  Jesus taught that those who are ready to obey would know the truth (Jn 7:17), and that the truth of any teaching becomes evident in the quality of life of those who teach it: “You will know them by their fruits” (Matt 7:16).  It is claimed that, in their interpretations, biblical scholars always protect their own interests instead of preserving God’s truth.  Wilkinson states that history is told by the winners.
  

According to liberation theology, how should the Church bring about the needed changes in society?  It can start by preaching biblical principles of justice and good works.  Beyond that, strikes and mass meetings may prove effective.  If necessary, a violent revolution can be instigated.  

As one might expect, this teaching is most popular in poorer, developing countries and among minorities of more prosperous lands.  Many of its leading spokespersons come from Latin America, where there are many underdeveloped nations.  

It is curious to note the parallel between liberation theology and the thinking of Karl Marx.  Marx believed that if we could create ideal conditions in society, where all people had equal opportunity, then a new type of person would evolve who would be genuinely concerned for others.  Both communists and liberation theologians claim that the human problem lies in unjust social structures.  Both also recommend, if necessary, revolution to enact needed changes.  Although one group is religious, and the other non-religious, these groups have much in common.  In fact, many followers of liberation theology are also Marxists.  Liberation theology is in reality a combination of Marxism and Christianity. 

How should the evangelical Christian respond to liberation theology?  First, liberation theology claims that we learn God’s plan not by careful examination of Scripture, but by observation of life.  In other words, to do God’s will, one must consider not Scripture, but the physical needs of people, and attempt to meet them.

However, this assumes that people know what their true needs are better than God does.  Adherents of this teaching use God’s name to justify their actions, but reject His plan, as outlined in His Word.  God is well aware of human need, and has a perfect plan for its resolution.  He knows better than we do exactly what we need most.  Yet, proponents of this theory do not take the counsel of His Word seriously.  They accuse traditional Christianity of using the Bible to promote their own interests, but they do the same themselves – selectively employing Scripture to advance their own cause. 

Second, the Bible teaches that our welfare on this planet is not our primary concern.  Paul wrote to the Colossians, “Therefore if you have been raised up with Christ, keep seeking the things above, where Christ is, seated at the right hand of God.  Set your mind on the things above, not on the things that are on earth.  For you have died and your life is hidden with Christ in God” (Col 3:1–3).  Although God promises blessing in the life, our hope is in a glorious future, when Christ appears.  The Old Testament saints considered themselves “strangers and exiles on the earth” (Heb 11:13).  Peter called followers of Jesus “aliens and strangers” (1 Pet 2:11).  Earlier, Peter referred to the earthly life of a believer as “the time of your stay on earth” (1 Pet 1:17), comparing our earthly life with a journey.  The believer’s home is God’s eternal kingdom, and we are simply passing through this earthly life. 

Third, the Bible forbids the use of violence for personal benefit.  Jesus said to His disciples, “You have heard that it was said, ‘An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth.’  But I say to you, do not resist an evil person; but whoever slaps you on your right cheek, turn the other to him also.  If anyone wants to sue you and take your shirt, let him have your coat also.  Whoever forces you to go one mile, go with him two” (Matt 5:38-41). 

Peter speaks specifically on how to respond to personal abuse: “Servants, be submissive to your masters with all respect, not only to those who are good and gentle, but also to those who are unreasonable.  For this {finds} favor, if for the sake of conscience toward God a person bears up under sorrows when suffering unjustly” (1 Pet 2:18-19).  Peter later affirms that Jesus Himself suffered unjustly on the cross (v. 21-23).  This passage directly contradicts the basic tenets of liberation theology.  The Bible teaches that it is pleasing to God to endure injustice without complaint.

It is true that the Bible speaks often of poverty and injustice.  Yet, one must consider that nearly all these passages are in the Old Testament.  The question arises, therefore, “Is God addressing in these passages poverty and injustice in relation to Israel as a human society, or as the people of God?”  In the Old Testament, Israel was both.  Therefore, it is unclear, whether these passages are instructing the believer how to act in society or among the people of God.

Adherents of liberation theology apply these verses to secular society and conclude that the Church is called to struggle against injustice in the world.  Yet, the question is better addressed in light of New Testament teaching, since at that time, secular society and God’s people were separate entities.  Do we see in the New Testament the same instruction to battle against these evils in society?  

Curiously, in the New Testament, nearly every passage that addresses poverty and injustice speaks of these entities among God’s people, that is, in the Church (Acts 11:29; Gal 2:10; 2 Cor 8-9; Jam 2; 1 Jn 3:17).  We recognize, of course, that the New Testament in no way forbids social action.  It applauds it, in fact, in the parable of the Good Samaritan.  Even in the Old Testament, God called a Gentile city, Nineveh, to repentance through the preaching of Jonah. 

The guiding principle of God’s Word in this regard is found in Galatians 6:10: “So then, while we have opportunity, let us do good to all people, and especially to those who are of the household of the faith.”  In 1 Cor 5:12-13, Paul also writes, “For what have I to do with judging outsiders?  Do you not judge those who are within {the church?}  But those who are outside, God judges.”  It is clear, then, that, although God does not forbid social action, His priority is the Church, which is His new society, which will someday replace the present one and continue forever. 

Furthermore, in refutation of liberation theology, we can appeal to the experience of Israel.  Through the Law of Moses, God gave Israel a perfect social order.  Additionally, Moses was the ideal leader.  Yet, even in these ideal conditions, Israel failed to create a utopian society.  God’s people constantly violated His covenant, worshipped idols, etc.  Israel’s example strikingly dramatizes the true human need.  It is not evil social structures, but sin in the human heart. 

Finally, we contrast the claims of this theological system with Jesus’ behavior during His triumphal entry into Jerusalem.  The Jews of the time believed the Messiah to be a political deliverer.  Many expected Jesus to enter the Holy City, begin a revolution against Rome, and deliver God’s people from their enemies.  Yet, Jesus had a different agenda.  He did not head for the Roman garrison to start a revolution, but to the temple to cleanse it.  In so doing, He made plain that peoples’ real problem was not the government order, but their spiritual condition.  Jesus did not come as a revolutionary, but as a Savior from sin.

D. Summary

Having examined the above-mentioned modern approaches to the interpretation of Scripture, we find nothing that excels the grammatico-historical approach, which delineates for us the authorial intent and true meaning of the text.  These other methods attempt, howbeit unsuccessfully, to undermine various aspects of the grammatico-historical approach.  Deconstructionism, conventionalism, and liberation theology reject or minimize the importance of authorial intent.  Structuralism distorts it.  In conventionalism, literary criticism, and existential hermeneutics, words in the biblical text have no real referents.  The “new hermeneutic” distorts how the text is applied.

Resources Used:

Allen D. Christian values in a post-Christian context // Burnham F. Postmodern theology. – San Francisco, CA: Harper, 1989.

Barr J. Semantics of Biblical language. – Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961. – 311 p.

Bonino J. M. Hermeneutics, truth and praxis // McKim D. A guide to contemporary hermeneutics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986. – P. 344-357.

Carson D. A. The gagging of God: Christianity confronts pluralism. – Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1996. 

Clements R. Expository preaching in a postmodern world // Evangelical Review of Theology. 1999. № 23. P. 174-182.

Copan P. Why the world is not religiously ambiguous: A critique of religious pluralism // Stewart R. B. Can only one religion be true? – Fortress Press: Minneapolis, MN, 2013. 

Cotterell P., Turner M. Linguistics and Biblical interpretation. – Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity, 1989. – 332 p. 

Cranford L. L. Modern New Testament interpretation // Corley B., Lemke S., Lovejoy G. Biblical hermeneutics. – Nashville, TN: Broadman, 1996. – P. 116-131.

Edwards B. L. Jr. Deconstruction and rehabilitation: C. S. Lewis’ defense of Western textuality // Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society. 1986. № 29. P. 205-214.

Ehrman B. D. The text of Mark in the hands of the orthodox // Burrows M.S., Rorem P. Biblical hermeneutics in historical perspective. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1991. – P. 19-31. 

Erickson M. J. Christian theology. – 2nd ed. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1998. 

_________. Language: Human vehicle for Divine truth // Corley B., Lemke S., Lovejoy G. Biblical hermeneutics. – Nashville, TN: Broadman, 1996. – P. 180-189.

_________. Postmodernizing the Faith. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1998. – 157 p. 

Feinberg J. S. Can you believe it’s true? Christian apologetics in a modern and postmodern era. – Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2013. – 487 p.

Frame J. M. The presupposition method // Gundry S. N. Five views on apologetics. – Grand Rapids, Zondervan, 2000.

Geisler N. L. Baker encyclopedia of Christian apologetics. – Grand Rapids, MI.: Baker Books, 1999.

Geisler N. L., Feinberg P. D. Introduction to philosophy: A Christian perspective. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1980. 

Gillespie T. W. Biblical authority and interpretation // McKim D. A guide to contemporary hermeneutics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986. – P. 192-219.

Goldingay J. Models for interpretation of Scripture. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995. – 287 p.

Grenz S. J. A primer on postmodernism. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1996. 

Hodges Z. C. Post-Evangelicalism confronts the postmodern age: A review of the challenge of postmodernism // Journal of the Grace Evangelical Society. 1998. № 9. P. 3-14.

Lindbeck G. A. The Church’s mission to a postmodern culture // Burnham F. Postmodern theology. – San Francisco, CA: Harper, 1989. 

Lundin R. Our hermeneutical heritage // Texts and actions. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1985. – P. 1-29.

_________. The culture of interpretation: Christian faith and the postmodern world. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1993. – 264 p.

Macky P. W. The coming revolution: The new literary approach to New Testament interpretation // McKim D. A guide to contemporary hermeneutics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986. – P. 263-279.

Mark L. E The role of the church in a pluralistic society. – Direction, – № 12. Apr. 1983. P. 7-14

McGrath A. Explaining your faith. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1995

Miller J. B. The emerging postmodern world // Burnham F. Postmodern theology. – San Francisco, CA: Harper, 1989. 

Moo D. The problem of sensus plenior // Carson D. A., Woodbridge J. D. Hermeneutics, authority and canon. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1986. – P. 179-211. 

Newport J. P. Contemporary philosophical, literary, and sociological hermeneutics // Corley B., Lemke S. Lovejoy G. Biblical hermeneutics. – Nashville, TN: Broadman, 1996. – P. 133-144.

Oden T. C. After modernity… What? – Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1992.

Reymond R. L. The justification of knowledge. – Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed Pub., 1976.

Rorty R. Contingency, irony and solidarity. – Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989.

Schneiders S. M. Does the Bible have a postmodern message // Burnham F. Postmodern theology. – San Francisco, CA: Harper, 1989. – P. 56-73

Silva M. Has the Church misread the Bible? – Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1987. – 120 p.

Solomon R. C. Continental philosophy since 1750 // Butler C., Evans R., Ryan A. A history of Western philosophy, Vol. 7. – Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988. – 214 p. 

Sproul R. C., Gerstner J., Lindsley A. Classical apologetics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1984. 

Thiselton A. C. Reader-Response hermeneutics, action models, and the parables of Jesus // Texts and actions. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1985. – P. 79-114.

_________. The new hermeneutic // McKim D. A guide to contemporary hermeneutics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986. – P. 78-107.

_________. The two horizons. – Carlisle, England: Paternoster Press, 1980. – 445 p. 

Turnau T. A. III, Speaking in a broken tongue: Postmodernism, principled pluralism, and the rehabilitation of public moral discourse // Westminster Theological Journal Volume. 1994. № 56. P. 345-377.

Vanhoozer K. J. The semantics of Biblical literature // Carson D. A., Woodbridge J. D. Hermeneutics, authority and canon. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1986. – P. 53-104. 

Walhout C. The responsibility of hermeneutics // Texts and actions. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1985. – P. 31-77.

Watson F. Text, church and world: Biblical interpretation in theological perspective. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994. – 287 p. 

Wilkinson L. Hermeneutics and the postmodern reaction against “truth” // Dyck E. The act of Bible reading. – Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity, 1996. – P. 114-147.

~~~~~~~~

wikipedia.org/

[image: image1.png]


[image: image2.png]


[image: image3.png]



�The postmodern movement is also discussed the volume one of this series, chapter 2.


�Grenz S. J. A primer on postmodernism. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1996. – P. 12-15.  


�Ibid, p. 2, 21, 23.


�Ibid, p. 39.  


�Feinberg J. S. Can you believe it’s true?  Christian apologetics in a modern and postmodern era. – Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2013. – P. 39. 


�Erickson M. Postmodernizing the faith. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1998. – P. 16.  


�Carson D. A. The gagging of God: Christianity confronts pluralism. – Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1996. – P. 61.  


�Grenz, p. 4.  


�Ibid, p. 70-72.  


�Clements R. Expository preaching in a postmodern world // Evangelical Review of Theology. 1999. № 23. – P. 174.


�Grenz, p. 41.  


�Solomon R. C. Continental philosophy since 1750 // Butler C., Evans R., Ryan A. A history of Western philosophy, Vol. 7. –Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988. – P. 10-11.    


�Hodges Z. C. Post-Evangelicalism confronts the postmodern age: A review of the challenge of postmodernism // Journal of the Grace Evangelical Society. 1998. № 9. P. 4-5. 


�Oden T. C. After modernity… What? – Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1992. – P. 46. 


�Ibid, с. 47. 


�Carson, p. 66-67.  


�Lundin, Culture of interpretation, p. 53.  


�Ibid, p. 38.  


�Sproul R. C., Gerstner J., Lindsley A. Classicl apologetics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1984. – P. 30. 


�Carson, p. 67.  


�Grenz, p. 76, 85.  


�Geisler N. L. Baker encyclopedia of Christian apologetics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1999. – P. 192. 


�Grenz, с. 88-98.  


�Ibid, с. 91.  


�https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Friedrich_Nietzsche#Death_of_God_and_nihilism 


�Grenz, p. 6.  


�Ibid, p. 156.  


�See Geisler, Encyclopedia, p. 158, 192; Hodges, p. 5-9; Turnau T. A. III. Speaking in a broken tongue: Postmodernism, principled pluralism, and the rehabilitation of public moral discourse // Westminster Theological Journal Volume. 1994. № 56. P. 345, 348. 


�Ehrman B. D. The text of Mark in the hands of the Orthodox // Burrows M.S., Rorem P. Biblical hermeneutics in historical perspective. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1991. – P. 20-21. 


�See Geisler, Encyclopedia, p. 158, 192; Hodges, p. 5-9; Turnau, p. 345, 348. 


�Clements, p. 179.


�Grenz, р. 40.  


�Hodges, p. 5-6; Turnau, p. 349. 


�Turnau, p. 349. 


�Carson, p. 544.  


�Ibid, p. 17.  


�Mark L. E The role of the church in a pluralistic society. – Direction. – № 12. Apr. 1983. P. 13-14. 


�Erickson, Postmodernizing, p. 19.  


�Allen D. Christian values in a Post-Christian context // Burnham F. Postmodern theology. – San Francisco, CA: Harper, 1989. – P. 22. 


�Grenz, p. 167-172.  


�Watson F. Text, сhurch and world: Biblical interpretation in theological perspective. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1994. – P. 84. 


�Hodges, p. 9. 


�Frame J. M. The presupposition method // Gundry S. N. Five views on apologetics. – Grand Rapids, Zondervan, 2000. – P. 227-228. 


�Geisler N. L., Feinberg P. D. Introduction to philosophy: A Christian perspective. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1980. – P. 84; http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cratylus. 


�Noted in Feinberg J. S., p. 243. 


�Schneiders S. M. Does the Bible have a postmodern message? // Burnham F. Postmodern theology. – San Francisco, CA: Harper, 1989. – P. 58. 


�Erickson, Postmodernizing, p. 29.  


�Feinberg J. S., p. 79. 


�Geisler, Encyclopedia, p. 158-159, 193, 783; Turnau, p. 363-364. 


�Feinberg J. S., p. 87. 


�Taken from Erickson, Postmodernizing, p. 77.  


�McGrath A. Explaining your faith. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1995. – P. 129.  


�Lundin, Culture of interpretation, p. 25.  


�Lindbeck G. A. The church’s mission to a postmodern culture // Burnham F. Postmodern theology. – San Francisco, CA: Harper, 1989. – P. 49. 


�Carson, p. 494.  


�Geisler, Encyclopedia, p. 159; Edwards B. L. Jr. Deconstruction and rehabilitation: C. S. Lewis’ defense of Western textuality // Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society. 1986. № 29. P. 210. 


�Geisler, Encyclopedia, p. 158-159; Edwards, p. 205-214. 


�Carson, p. 32.   


�Turnau, p. 364. 


�Carson, p. 103-107.  


�Ibid, p. 126.  


�Lundin, Culture of interpretation, p. 139.  


�Ibid, p. 140.


�Copan P. Why the world is not religiously ambiguous: A critique of religious pluralism // Stewart R. B. Can only one religion be True? – Fortress Press: Minneapolis, MN: 2013. – P. 139-159. 


�Grenz, p. 87.  


�Allen, p. 22-23. 


�Newport J. P. Contemporary philosophical, literary, and sociological hermeneutics // Corley B., Lemke S. Lovejoy G. Biblical hermeneutics. – Nashville, TN: Broadman, 1996. – P. 143. 


�Moo D. The problem of sensus plenior // Carson D. A., Woodbridge J. D. Hermeneutics, authority and canon. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1986. – P. 186. 


�Goldingay, p. 50. 


�Clements, p. 23.


�Geisler, Encyclopedia, p. 782. 


�Reymond R. L. The justification of knowledge. – Phillipsburg, New Jersey: Presbyterian and Reformed Pub., 1976. 


�Geisler, Encyclopedia, p. 782. 


�Turnau, p. 345, 348.


�Feinberg J. S., p. 59-60. 


�Geisler, Encyclopedia, p. 158-159. 


�Goldingay, p. 47. Also see Gillespie T. W. Biblical authority and interpretation // McKim D. A guide to contemporary hermeneutics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986. – P. 207.


�Noted in Silva M. Has the church misread the bible? – Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1987. – P. 10.


�Macky P. W. The coming revolution: The new literary approach to New Testament interpretation // McKim D. A guide to contemporary hermeneutics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986. – P. 269-270. 


�Ibid, p. 273.


�Goldingay, p. 31. 


�Ibid, p. 32. 


�Dicussed in Thiselton A. The new hermeneutic // McKim D. A guide to contemporary hermeneutics, pp. 78-107. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986. – P. 85-92.


�Noted in Watson, p. 9-10. 


�Lundin, culture of interpretation, p. 188. 


�Ibid, p. 192.  


�Noted in Walhout C. The responsibility of hermeneutics // Texts and actions. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1985. – P. 35. 


�Noted in Grenz, p. 100.  


�Lundin, Culture of interpretation, p. 138. 


�Rorty R. Contingency, irony and solidarity. – Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989. 


�Noted in Watson, p. 104. 


�Ibid, p. 139. 


�Ibid, p. 85. 


�Rorty, p. 17 


�Erickson M. Postmodernizing the faith, p. 137.


�Feinberg J. S., p. 90.


�Ibid, p. 152. 


�Barr J. Semantics of biblical language. – Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961. – P. 8-20.


�Thiselton A. C. The two horizons. – Carlisle: Paternoster Press, 1980. – P. 137. 


�Gillespie, p. 240-241. 


�Rorty, p. 21. 


�Goldingay, p. 30. 


�Watson, p. 3-4. 


�Walhout, p. 38-39. 


�Geisler, Encyclopedia, p. 193. 


�Noted it Hodges, p. 5-6. 


�Cotterell P., Turner M. Linguistics and Biblical interpretation. – Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity, 1989. – P. 65. 


�Ibid, p. 66. 


�Erickson M. Language: Human vehicle for Divine truth // Corley B., Lemke S. Lovejoy G. Biblical hermeneutics. – Nashville, TN: Broadman, 1996. – P. 171. 


�Edwards, p. 214. 


�Goldingay, p. 47. 


�Ibid, p. 51. 


�Carson D. A. Recent developments in the doctrine of Scripture // Carson D. A., Woodbridge J. D. Hermeneutics, authority and canon. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1986. – P. 43. 


�See Thiselton, Two horizons, p. 299-317; Gillespie, p. 214.


�Cranford L. L. Modern New Testament interpretation // Corley B., Lemke S., Lovejoy G. Biblical hermeneutics. – Nashville, TN: Broadman, 1996. – P. 130. 


�See Lundin R. Our hermeneutical heritage // Texts and actions. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1985. – P. 25. 


�Thiselton, Two horizons, p. 32. 


�See Thiselton, New hermeneutic, p. 92ff. 


�Thiselton A. C. Reader-Response hermeneutics, action models, and the parables of Jesus // Texts and actions. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1985. – P. 85.  Thiselton notes that in the original historical context, such an outcome would have shocked Jesus’ audience, while in our day, since we characterize the Pharisee as a villain, we do not get the same effect (Thiselton, Two horizons, p. 14-15).


�Goldingay, p. 40. 


�Ibid, p. 253. 


�Thiselton, New hermeneutic, p. 99-100. 


�Ibid, p. 101. 


�Thiselton, Two horizons, p. 353. 


�Ibid, p. 6-7, 217ff. 


�Goldingay, p. 206. 


�Ibid, p. 211-215. 


�See Goldingay, p. 24-26; Newport, p. 136-137.


�See Erickson M. J. Christian theology. – 2nd ed. – Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1998. – P. 608-610. 


�See Bonino J. M. Hermeneutics, truth and praxis // McKim D. A guide to contemporary hermeneutics. – Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1986. – P. 344-357. 


�Wilkinson L. Hermeneutics and the postmodern reaction against “truth” // Dyck E. The act of Bible reading. – Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity, 1996. – P. 131.





