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5. Comparison 

5a.  At your table, you will receive copies of 10 translations of the passage that you studied exegetically: AAT, ESV, 

God’s Word, HCSB, NASB, NIV2011, NET, NKJV, NLT, and one prepared by one of your fellow teams. The trans-

lations are intentionally not identified. 

Evaluate these translations based on how well they reflect the priorities you identified during the exegetical session. 

Give attention also to the translations’ language register, language difficulty, suitability for oral reading (Be sure to read  

each one aloud), continuity/discontinuity with other English Bibles, and any other criteria that you deem important. 

Rank the translations from best (1) to worst (10). 

 

5b.  Listen as the translations are identified.  We’ll tabulate our evaluations and comment on the results. 

 

Notes: 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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6. Gender issues in current translations 

At your table, read and react to the excerpts below.  Afterward all groups will share observations. 

 The subject of gender-neutral translating is, at heart, about whether God’s way of expressing him-

self is legitimate for all time. By God’s grace our church body still says yes to that. Gender neutral trans-

lators say no [Emphasis original]. 

 Accordingly, we need to guard the fact that God chose to reveal his will in very specific ways. He chose 

to use gender-specific noun and verb endings. He chose to use “brothers” and “fathers” when he could have 

used specific gender-inclusive language. His tools for protecting Israel and for teaching them his Word—the mili-

tary and the priesthood—could have been comprised of men and women, but they weren’t. Every law could have 

been the same for males and females, but they weren’t. Women could have been included equally in the long lists 

of genealogies. But they weren’t. 

 There is a vast difference between saying, “God’s Word in the original reflects the culture of the 

time” and, “God’s Word in the original reflects the headship-helper relation between men and women as 

taught throughout Scripture.” By accepting a gender-neutral translation, we will be accepting the first expres-

sion. This is the Trojan horse. If our synod does adopt the NIV 2011 translation, we will force ourselves into the 

quagmire of redefining how we arrive at word meanings, what is the role of gender, person, and number in trans-

lation, and the role culture shift should play in our hermeneutics of Scripture. 

Robert Koester, “Thoughts on Gender-Neutral Language in the NIV 2011” 

 The difficulty with the argument as it is stated above [in the present article] is that it attempts to make cultural 

assumptions (including those embedded in language) into norms. To put it simply, where does this stop? Must we 

battle to make-over 21st-century American English in the image of Hebrew or Greek (And which one)? To the 

“set of assumptions with which we think about, talk about, and function in our world,” should we add the as-

sumption that polygamy (Exodus 21:10) and the buying and selling of human beings (Genesis 17:12) are normal? 

What about the assumption that people eat while lying on couches (Matthew 8:11), that men “count” in a way that 

women do not (Matthew 14:21), or that childlessness is a disgrace (Luke 1:24-25)? It will not solve the problem to 

say, “When features of the language or culture express biblical principles, then and only then do they become nor-

mative.” That would still leave us washing one another’s feet (John 14:12-14) and asking the women in our 

churches to cover their heads (1 Corinthians 11:3-10), among other things. [ … ] 

 To respond to the second part of the argument, however—that not using the generic masculine “brothers” 

obscures a feature of the source culture—the answer is, “Of course it does.” If language is culture, then the only 

way not to obscure any features of the source cultures in the target text is to leave the source text untranslated. 

Translation inevitably involves decisions, not about whether or not to obscure, but about what to obscure and 

what to reveal.  

continued 
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 As inevitably happens to all translators, those who produced the NIV 2011 found it impossible to preserve 

every source text feature in translation. Faced with the decision of whether to reflect the masculine gender of 

ἀδελφοί or its equivalence in meaning to English “brothers and sisters,” the translators chose the latter. For our 

target reader, in our target situation, we believe that decision was the right one; and the majority of similar deci-

sions in NIV 2011 are similarly defensible. 

 

TEC, “Gender-Neutral Language, With Special Reference to NIV2011,”http://www.wels.net/sites/wels/files/gender-

neutral%20NIV%202011%20article%20edited.pdf  

 

Notes —gender-neutral language: 
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7. Messianic prophecy issues in current translations. 

Below are excerpts from articles that participants were asked to read ahead of time.  Read and discuss them at your 

table.  Afterward all groups will share observations. 

Psalm 8 & Hebrews 2 

 One of the biggest problems with the NIV 2011 is the changed translation of Psalm 8:4-6 and Hebrews 

2:6-9. Dr. Martin Luther, the Lutheran Confessions, and many confessional Lutheran scholars have clearly ex-

plained Psalm 8:4-6 as a Messianic prophecy and Hebrews 2:6-9 as the fulfillment. I recommend the chapter, 

“Luther and Psalm 8,” in “Luther Lives” (NPH, 1983. pp. 85ff.), where Prof. Wilbert Gawrisch wrote about this 

“direct or rectilinear Messianic prophecy.” Now available here: http://www.wlsessays.net/files/PS8.pdf. 

 Some might debate that this is an exegetical question. My main point in this presentation is that NIV 

2011 makes it impossible for an English reader to interpret Psalm 8 and Hebrews 2 as direct, rectilinear 

prophecy about Christ [Emphasis original]. Some, such as Fee & Strauss, actually assert that “all commentators 

agree” that Psalm 8 and Hebrews 2 are merely about humanity in general. That is true of many commentators, 

but it is simply not true among confessional Lutherans of our heritage as will be demonstrated below.  It is not 

even true among non-Lutherans.  NIV 2011 unnecessarily closes the door on interpreting Psalm 8 and Hebrews 2 

as all of the following have: Luther, The Formula of Concord - S.D., VIII, 70, Calov, Starke, Stoeckhardt, Zorn, 

Kretzmann, Lillegard, Honsey, Gawrisch, Brug, etc. 

Brian Keller,  “Evaluating Bible Translations,”  http://www.wels.net/sites/wels/files/Essay%20-%20Keller.pdf, p 25 

 What has happened is that the NIV11 has made these verses gender inclusive, both in the psalm and in the 

quotation in Hebrews 2. The generic “man” has become “mankind,” and “son of man” has become “human be-

ings,” and “him/his” has become “them/their.” However, in the Hebrews 2 quotation, the NIV11, unlike TNIV, 

has retained “son of man,” no doubt to tie the psalm prophecy more directly to Christ with its wording.  

 What are we to make of this? First, we should notice that the NIV84 did not capitalize “man” or “son of 

man” in Psalm 8:4. This means that NIV84 did not consider these verses to be a direct, rectilinear prophecy of 

Christ. In so doing, the NIV84 was in sync with the other published translations, except the AAT (Beck). None of 

the translations in the above survey capitalized “son of man” in Psalm 8:4, and only Beck capitalized the pronouns 

in Psalm 8:5.  

 All of these published translations, except Beck, seem to be following the most common understanding of 

Psalm 8––that it is a typical psalm. With this understanding, Psalm 8 talks about the high position of mankind at 

the time of creation. But it also leads readers to think about the Messiah who would carry out governance over all 

things fully and completely as the ideal human being. With this understanding, it is appropriate not to capitalize 

“son of man” in Psalm 8, since it is first of all referring to human beings in general. Of course, we don’t expect 

Beck to follow this interpretation, because he follows the “rectilinear only” approach to messianic prophecy.  

 The quotation in Hebrews 2 is often interpreted in the same way. The writer to the Hebrews says that we 

don’t really see human beings exercising control over all things in this world, as Psalm 8 suggests. Much is out of 

our control as human beings. However, by faith we know that Christ, the human being par excellence, is exercising 

control over all things.  So Christ is the ultimate fulfillment of Psalm 8. What human beings did partially in the crea-

tion, Christ does perfectly as the Son of Man. This is the understanding that I see in the People’s Bible volume on 

Hebrews. 

continued 
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 Of course, many Lutheran theologians have preferred to read Psalm 8 as a direct messianic prophecy, in-

cluding Luther, Gawrisch, and others. Hebrews 2 can easily guide an interpreter down this path. Christ is superior 

to the angels because in the world to come he will rule all things as the Son of Man. We don’t see Christ fully ex-

ercising his rule now because death, the final enemy, has yet to be put under his feet (1 Corinthians 15:24-26; He-

brews 10:13).  

 So Psalm 8 once again puts us into the delicate debate about direct versus typical prophecy, elaborated on 

earlier in this paper. Needless to say, we will not solve this debate here. It is an exegetical question, where Luther-

an interpreters even of our own synod have come to different conclusions.  

Thomas Nass, “Messianic Prophecy and English Translations,”  http://www.wels.net/sites/wels/files/Messianic%20Prophecy%20and%20English%

20Translations.pdf 

Notes —on Psalm 8:4-6 cp. Hebrews 2:5-9; on messianic prophecy in general: 
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8.  Additional passages for discussion—large group (See handouts—ST; AAT, ESV, HCSB, NASB, NIV84, NIV2011, 

NKJV). 

 

1) Isaiah 7:14   

 

 

 

2)  Psalm 16:10 

 

 

 

3) Mark 8:34-38 

 

 

 

4) Mark 16:9-20 

 

 

 

5)  Acts 1:15-16 

 

 

 

6) 1 Timothy 2:11-12 

 

 

 

7) From the floor (Time permitting): 
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9. Closing exercise 

 

9a.  Return to the list of issues on the 3” x 5” cards (“One thing we really need to talk about before we’re finished is…”). 

   i.  Which issues have been adequately addressed? 

  ii.  Which issues have not been adequately addressed? 

 Iii.  What will we do about those issues that have not? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9b.  Closing discussion 

 

 

 

Something I/we  will  do/not do as a result of  what has happened at this symposium is: 

 


