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Introduction

For church leaders, preachers and even ordiGaristians, choosing a Bible translation can be a
difficult task. This is made even more difficultrfthose who study translation in order to make an
informed decision. It is unfortunate that discussiof Bible translations tend to be centred onqreak
opinions (for example Taylor 2007) or discussiomsrahe techniques used to overcome small-scale
linguistic problems (for example Fee and Stuart208eff 2002 and Hill 2006) rather than on
objective facts. However, to be in a position vehérey can make a truly informed choice, pastods an
leaders would need to have some sort of reliabilgegas to what they can expect in the translat®a a
whole. Based on recent translation research anewmy professional experience as a translator, this
article will suggest an approach based on the d@drpurpose of each Bible translation. It will show
that it is this approach, and not the traditionapr@aches that spark the “free vs. literal” debtiaf
has the potential to help church leaders and pegadio make informed, objective decisions on the
translation or translations they choose to use.

The Traditional Approaches and their Weaknesses

Historically, most Bible translation scholarsvladescribed their work in relation to two main
translation schools. Fee and Stuart, in their bétty to Read the Bible for all Its Wor{BU, 2002),
arrange nine translations of various dates aloligeawith “Literal” at one end and “Free” at thehet
(Fee and Stuart 2002: 36)or them, “literal” translation is “the attempi translate by keeping as
close as possible to the exact words and phraditigecoriginal language, yet still make sense i th
receptor language” (ibid, p. 35). Translators wgkusing the “free” approach, on the other hand,
would agree with Dr. Mark L. Strauss (2004: xx) wdays that “translation is first and foremost about
meaning, not form.” The goal of free translationdgyet as close as possible to ideas and meaning
of the original and to express these in a mannarnstosely resembling modern-day speech. The
following sample of possible translations of a denpuestion in French illustrates the differences
between these two approaches.

French: Comment vous appelez-vous?
English 1: How yourself calls you?
English 2: What do you call yourself?
English 3: What is your name?

In this example, English 1 represents the varsiwst likely to be generated if someone with
knowledge of French grammar were to look each wgrdn a dictionary and translate the sentence
accordingly. English 2 represents the version ntiksty to be generated by a translator using the
“literal” approach—as few changes as possible Hmen made to the grammar of the sentence while
still making sense in English. The verb “to callashalso been retained as the literal, dictionary
translation of the verb “appeler.”

English 3 represents the “free” translation apph. In this case, more attention has been patueto
normal expectations and phrasings of English tbahe grammar of the original. None of the words in
English 3 can be found in any form in the origibait this version has the advantage of being the
version that most native English speakers woulthb@liar with.

In this simple example we can see that literahglation has the advantage of giving us an insigh



into the grammar of the original and the meaninfshe individual words used. However, the
disadvantage of this approach is that it is likelygenerate translations that contain phrasingsattea
unfamiliar and do not reflect normal English usedgRand Stuart 2002: 35; Strauss 2004: xix; Fee and
Strauss 2007: 34). Free translation, on the othedhhas the advantage of offering translations tha
read more naturally. The disadvantage of this augras that it makes it more difficult for readéos
gain access to the patterns used in the origimguage (Van Leeuwen 2001: 30, Strauss 2004: xix,
Fee and Strauss 2007: 57).

An example of the problems with either approecBible translation is found in how four different
translations have handled 1 Kings 2:10. In thisngxa, the first two translations can be roughlyrsee
as traditional, literal translations with the seddwo representing the free approach to translation
differing degrees.

NKJV: So David rested with his fathers...

ESV: Then David slept with his fathers...

NLT: Then David died and was buried with his estors.
TM: Then David joined his ancestors.

It is clear from comparing these four translasichat we have a phrase that can be loosely &taas|
into English as “David died.” The NKJV and ESV,drder to translate literally, have tried to keep as
much of the original Hebrew phrasing as possibl&il&their choice of phrasing may be clear enough
for those who are used to reading the Word, these tiarned a phrase that would have been natural
and easy to understand to the original readersamhbrase that is foreign and, in the case of B¢ E
especially, can easily be interpreted in a senae ithcompletely different to that intended by the
original author. In the two free translations, be bther hand, the phrase either had to be exteioded
include both elements of the Hebrew image, asenNhT, or recreated to express these elements and
keep the same meaning as the original, in the o&Skhe MessageThis verse, therefore, clearly
illustrates the advantages and disadvantages bfapproaches.

Given the disadvantages of the pure forms dieeiapproach, it is not surprising that the traosta
of many versions include the idea of varying thepproach in the prefaces to their work. The
translators of the English Standard Version, whitdsses itself as an “essentially literal” trariskat
(ESV 2001: xxxix), found that freer translations reverequired at points in order to make their
translation intelligible in English (ESV 2001: xIgimilarly, the translators of the New Living
Translation varied their approach between literal &ee translation depending upon which gave “an
accurate, clear and readable English text” (NLT20dv).

Some scholars have therefore suggested thatehbapproach would be to find some sort of middle
ground between these two. Fee and Stuart (2002:s@6gyest the term “dynamic equivalence” to
describe such an approach. However, this appraelite presented as “the best translational theory”
(ibid) seems to be nothing more than the choicadtmpt either approach as required, in much the same
way as all translators do anyway (Kohlenberger 2084 x)°. For example, they suggest that
euphemisms be translated using modern equivaleherewpossible (Fee and Stuart 2002: 39),
however, in the case of weights, measures and mgnainounts, they state that

...either equivalents or transliterations with maaginotes would be a good procedure with most weight
and measurements. However, the use of equivatestgely to be preferred in the passages likeHsait0)
and Matthew 18:24-28. (ibid p. 38)

Such a combined approach, while convincingrat,fdoes not actually solve the problems assatiate
with the traditional approaches; for example, isssigch as how to translate biblical measurememts. |
passages like Revelation 21:17, for example, whleeemeasurement “one hundradd forty-four
cubits” (NKJV) is likely to have symbolic signifioge (Ngundu 2006), Fee and Stuart would
presumably prefer the Biblical measurement to keimed. However, the authors themselves show that
retaining the original biblical standards can léathe translation becoming unclear in places @wek
Stuart 2002: 39). Therefore, their method is vakely to cause inconsistency or confusion in
translation and leaves the translator without cipadelines.

Since the differences between the methods arkeam it would seem that discussion over which is
preferable will be of more interest to theoriststsas Molina and Albir (2002), whose interestsirlie
translation techniques rather than preachers wimbseest lies in finding a way to preach the trusfis
the Word in a vivid way week-after-week (Monroe 8002; Peterson 2003: li). Yet, even Bible



translation theorists have found that these appemaare inadequate to describe an entire translatio

Theorists and practitioners of professional tiaien therefore no longer use these terms to deescr
entire translations. The only use of equivaleninteis to describe how translators and interpreters
handle individual words or expressions (e.g. Shigsi 1995 and Downie 2007). Given that
discussions over Bible translations tend to be dbaseconclusions gained from the analyses of short
stretches of text anyway (e.g. Fee and Stuart 286242 and Strauss 2004) such a change is to be
expected.

For those with limited knowledge of the probleafdranslation, the use of these terms is theeefor
likely to be misleading, especially since the prefiee for one method or another is often as much
about theology as it is about linguistics. Kuykeh@2007: 263) for instance, shows how one Bible
translator saw his choice of a ‘literal’ translatimethod as a reflection of his views that eachdwior
the Bible was individually inspired. Similarly, theanslators of the New King James Version were
asked to sign a statement affirming their belie@isimilar view of the inspiration of the Word ob
(NKJV 1982: xxxivY.

Other writers, such as Taylor (2007: 35) haweo ahoticed that the choice to use a particular
translation can be seen as a mark of belonging particular strand of Christianity. Kuykendall's
assertion that “it is impossible to produce a redufinglish Bible translation” (2007: 279) is thevef
valid. Two terms, whose only consistent use cafobed in the description of small-scale translation
choices, have become pregnant with theological mgaihe “literalists” find it easy to accuse “ffee
translators of tampering with the Word of God (é/enham 2003: 77) while translators favouring
freer approaches point out the fact that literahstation can often be misleading (e.g. Fee andrStu
2002: 42). The “literalists” have the weight of thistory and tradition of the King James Version
behind them. The “free” translators can point te tiwo Eugenes—Nida and Peterson—as their
champions, the former for his insistence that feinss should portray “what the text means—not what
the words are” (Nida in Neff 2002: 46) and thedatfor his work to translate the Bible “in the
language of Today” (Peterson 2003: lii).

A truly neutral and more useful approach woutlgréfore need to avoid the traditional classifumadi
in order to avoid misleading readers and escapeasbeciated theological controversies. In orddryeto
understandable and usable by those who do notdeee knowledge of the original languages, such an
approach should also be focussed on longer stretifitext than are traditionally discussed.

Individual examples would still have a place duld need to be long enough to show how the
translation would perform in normal use. Moderm+Riblical translation theory has begun to gain the
same interest and it is to a theory from this dontlaat we will now turn. This will require the atddin
of a new term to the discussion.

Skopos Theory — Translation for a Purpose

Unlike traditional theories of Bible translatidiat concentrate on how translators deal with
individual words and individual sentenéeskopostheory deals with the translation as a whole. In
skopostheory, the purpose of the translation, includitg intended audience, as detailed in the
translator’s brief, is seen as the key to undedstenindividual translation decisions (Nord 2007- 2
29). Every translation decision is therefore seearaattempt to create a text that will fulfil fherpose
stated in this brief (Nord 2002: 39; Molina and ®I2002: 58; Wiliams 1989: 20). The only
translation theorist to have applied this theoritole translatiofi states:

the translator's decisions in the translation pssceshould be (and usually are) guided by the
communicative function or functions the target textntended to achieve for its receivers in thgea
situation. (Nord 2003: 34)

Skopogheory is therefore the first translation theoryinolude non-linguistic factors, such as the
views of those paying for the translation and teeds of those reading the translation, and to show
how these are likely to affect the translationlft§8unwoo 2007: 2). Rather than concentratinghan t
translator’'s individual linguistic decisionskopostheory sees these as a motivated result of the
translators’ concern that their translations beeptable to their target audience for a particulappse
(Sunwoo 2007: 12, 14, 16; Williams 1989: 22ff). &ikee and Stuart’s view, this suggests that there
are times when a literal translation is helpful d@intes when a free translation is to be preferfidg:
more significant point is that, unlike traditiortakories, it suggests that the reasons for thessides
can be found as much in the brief set for the tegiosm as they can in grammatical or historical



problems in the original text (Nord 2002: 33, 39).3

While making a translation that is appropriaied particular audience has been discussed bigddibl
translation theorists (cf. Fee and Strauss 2004140t is often seeas a question of style rather than
of translation itself (e.g. ibid p. 119). #kopogheory on the other hand, the target audienceeis as
one of the first considerations for a translatoor@dN2005: 871).

Obviously, just as the traditional theories dblB translation need examples for illustratiskppos
theory is meaningless without examples of how thisks in practice (Sunwoo 2007: 1). It is also
necessary to look closely at how relevant this ghan perspective towards translation actuallyois f
church leaders. In order to respond to both ofaheseds we will now take a look at the purposesrgiv
for four common Bible translations arbdlen suggestwhy this is relevant when choosing a Bible
translation for a particular use in ministry.

Skopos Applied — Four Translations Examined

The first translation we will examine is the Nexing James version. Conceived as being a
“continuation of the labours” (NKJV 1982: xxxiii)f dhe translators of the Authorised Version, the
NKJV positions itself as being as much a moderiugadf a previous work as it is a translation & it
own right. The translators of the NKJV also aimedtiake it possible to follow the “thought flow”
(ibid, xxxv) of the original King James version timeir version, which suggests that in this case the
translators’ “loyalty,” in the sense it is usedgrd (2002: 32)is as much to the King James Version
as it is to the original text. This view is giveurther credence when we consider that the theabgic
and doctrinal terms in the King James Version Hasen carried over to the New King James without
question (NKJV 1982: xxxv).

Armed with the knowledge of thekoposbehind the New King James Version we can now @tce
to make suggestions as to how this will affect titamslators’ decision-making process and find out
how much this is supported in the translation itsBhe first and most obvious suggestion is thateh
should be a clear similarity between the New Kimagnds Version and the King James Version. A
quick test of this would be to take a portion ofigitire in both versions and look for similaritiss
translation. Here, for example, is Romans 8:28r30ath versions:

KJV: And we know that all things work together fgood to them that love God, to them who are thiedal
according to his purpose. For whom he did forekrisvalso did predestinate to be conformed to tlegerof
his Son, that he might be the firstborn among mamethren. Moreover whom he did predestinate, them h
also called: and whom he called, them he alsdfigdtiand whom he justified, them he also glorified

NKJV: And we know that all things work together fgood to those who love God, to those who are #tlect
according toHis purpose. For whom He foreknew, He also predestiodie conformed to the image of His
Son, that He might be the firstborn among manyHhveet Moreover whom He predestined, these He also
called; whom He called, these He also justified] mom He justified, these He also glorified.

In this case we can see that, with the excepifaa few changes in spelling and pronoun usegethes
two translations do indeed show a remarkable degfesmilarity. Sentence structure, grammar and
even the terms used are almost identical. Givenathmst four hundred year gap between the two
versions, traditional views of Bible translatiore ansufficient to account for this. With understamg
of the Biblical languages continuing to grow, tinerease in the availability of earlier manuscriipts
the original languages (Wallace 2004: xxvi, xxeii; also Fee and Stuart 2002: 32-34ff) as welhas t
changes in English grammar and word use that leentplace over the past four centuries, we would
expect a new translation, even one translated ubmgame approaches towards the original texts as
the New King James Version to differ much more fithie KJV than we see here.

In order to make such conclusions truly usefuldhurch leaders and preachers we need to suggest
what effect this will have on the most likely usks this version. In this case, the translators
themselves have done much of the work for us,rgtdkiat:

The reader discovers that the sequence and selegftiovords, while much clearer, are so close to the
traditional that there is remarkable ease in lisigito the reading of either edition while followjinvith the
other. (NKJV 1982: xxxv)

One of the obvious settings in which the NKJV \doprove useful is where those listening to it or
reading it are familiar with or have great resgectthe traditional KJV. It would therefore be hielp



to use when preaching to those who appreciate tietigplanguage and style of the King James
Version. Conversely, the NKJV is likely to provesseuseful where the KJV is not held in such high
esteem or where listeners or readers prize phrakatgmore closely resembles everyday speech and
writing patterns (as suggested by Hill 2006: 86togpWalls). Similarly, where the NKJV is helpfu i
that it preserves the traditional terms for Biblicancepts such as predestination or justificattbis
very fact could impede understanding where suahdeare not familiar to the congregation concerned
or may carry a different meaning to their origiriblical sense (cf. Harries 2006: 57-58 for exagspl

or in ministry to new believers.

If further evidence were needed that the degfesimilarity between the NKJV and King James
Version cannot be explained within the traditionaddel of Bible translation, the English Standard
Version (hereafter referred to as ESV) provideswWhile the ESV translators did try to position
themselves in the same translation tradition as\NKéV, the goal they set themselves was to “carry
forward this legacy to a new century” (ESV 2001xix) unlike the NKJV where the goal was to retain
the essential style of the traditional KJV as farpassible (NKJV 1982: xxxiv). We should therefore
expect that the ESV, while remaining “essentialligral’ (ESV 2001: xxxix) and therefore still prone
to the same problems as the NKJV as regards naésslof expression and clarity in the new
language, will not mirror the KJV phrasings as elgs

The ESV translators freely admit that any tratish aiming towards literalism will necessarily
involve a trade-off between the wish to captureragh of the original structure as possible and the
need to write in clear and readable English (ESU12&lI). For them “effective translation, however,
requires that these links in the original be reppedl so that the flow of argument will be transpare
to the reader” (ibid). We should therefore expectde this tension in effect in the ESV translatitie
should also expect to see phrasing that is claseradern patterns of writing but with words thalphe
shape the argument translated using terms as icloseaning and function to the original as possible
The logic here being that if these terms and thatioms they make are not retained in a literal ngain
there is a danger that the flow of the originaluemgnt could be lo&t

In order to see if this hypothesis is correct, will now examine the ESV translation of the same
scriptures used in our analysis of the NKJV, Ron&28-30.

And we know that for those who love God all thingsrk together for good, for those who are called
according to his purpose. For those whom he fonekme also predestined to be conformed to the inohdps
Son, in order that he might be the firstborn amarany brothers. And those whom he predestined e als
called, and those whom he called he also justified, those whom he justified he also glorified. {ES

As far as comparison with the KJV is concerrté@, ESV certainly is further away from the KJV
phrasings than the NKJV. In the first sentence jristance, “for those who love God” is placed much
earlier in the ESV as it is in the KIV/NKJV. In ttiérd sentence, the formal “moreover” we find firet
KJVINKJV is replaced with the more normal “and.”él'mtroduction of “in order” also clears up any
remaining confusion over the precise meaning ofviloed “that,” allowing the reader to follow the
argument more easily. In reordering the phrasingheffirst sentence, however, the ESV translation
introduces a phrasing that is unusual in modernlifimngMost readers would expect the “for those”
clause to come after “all things work togetherdood.” This reordering also forces a repetitiorifof
those” in the next clause.

However, apart from these changes, the ESV pdoeserve much of the same technical terminology
and in the same places as in the KJV/NKJV. The wbedlled... foreknew... predestined ... justified
... glorified” continue to be used without questiamdan the same way as they were in the previous
translation. The effects of this choice in the E8¥ much the same as those in the NKJV and therefor
need no further discussion.

In order to assess the assertion the ESV ttamslanake that “the flow of argument will be
transparent to the reader” (ESV 2001: xl) we wékd to examine the argument of these verses in the
original GreeR Given the context of these verses (Romans 8:7)8i8 which Paul discusses the
sufferings and groanings of this current life, aguenent-based translation of the first word of this
verse would tend towards “but,” indicating oppasitior contrast (Kasali 2006: 1364), rather than
“and,” indicating that this idea is a logical contation of the previous one. Similarly, in the ang
Greek, we do not see the notion that “all thingskatogether,” where the idea would seem to be dne o
fate or chance bringing these things together, ihstead the Greek says “He works together”
(Martindale 2008: 1), suggesting instead God’sdlirele in carrying out His plan.

However, apart from these issues, the transladices follow the Greek argument pattern closely



(Martindale 2008: 3-4). In fact, the reorderingloé first sentence itself echoes the order of tigiral
Greek. Similarly, the causal relationship betweea first and second verse, as well as between the
clauses of the second verse are retained fullytly,ashile the word “and” at the beginning of verse
three is not included in the original text, thesend problem with its inclusion here (ibid, p.2).

Given that the ESV seems to have largely ackigtgeskoposof making the argument structure of
the original apparent in the English, we can coelthat the ESV would make an excellent Bible for
theologians, Bible students and all those wishimgyain a clearer insight into the patterns of the
original languages of the Bible. As the ESV doesoaflisplay the tension we expected between
readability and transparency (Martindale 2008itayust be stated that those using this Bible fodg
purposes should not take it for granted that th¥' B8l follow the Greek argument exactly. Despite
the beliefs of its translators (ESV 2001: xl), hosld also not be taken for granted that such a
“transparent” translation will necessarily be lésterpretive than translations prepared to fulfil a
different skopos especially since all translation involves intetation (Taylor 2007: 35; Fee and
Strauss 2007: 30, 31) and since the ESV does shgng of theology affecting translation choices
(Martindale 2008: 2).

The skoposof both the NKJV and ESV is clearly focussed ondpimng as many features of the
original text as possible, within the bounds of Esfggrammar, even where such features could make
the text harder to understand for an English realee New Living Translation (called NLT from now
on), on the other hand, takes a very differentcgaimheskoposof this translation can be summed up
in one sentence from the Preface.

The challenge for our translators was to creagxathat would communicate as clearly and poweyfidl
today’s readers as the original texts did to tlaelees and listeners in the ancient world. (NLT 200i#)

This suggests that the features we should Herigdor are clarity of expression, especially givae
fact that the NLT translators took the extra stépraploying professional stylists to check the taixt
every stage (NLT 2004: xlv) and given the transitown statement that “clarity was the primary
goal” (ibid, xlv) in their work. The NLT translatsralso did their best to avoid the use of the lohd
technical terminology we came across in the ESVMKAV (ibid: xlviii). We should therefore expect
to see such ideas either explained or replaced midile common modern alternatives. With this in
mind, let us refer once again to Romans 8:28-38 titme in the NLT.

And we know that God causes everything to work tiogrefor the good of those who love God and arkedal
according to his purpose for them. For God knewpleisple in advance, and he chose them to becomikk
Son, so that his Son would be the firstborn amoagynbrothers and sisters. And having chose thernahed
them to come to him. And having called them, heegénem right standing with himself. And having give
them right standing, he gave them his glory. (NLT)

It is obvious upon first glance that the tratwis have indeed managed to avoid the use of the
traditional terms found in the NKJV and ESV. Thtfmreknew” becomes “knew ... in advance,”
“justified” becomes “gave ... right standing with téeif” and so on. The NLT therefore does succeed
in making these concepts easier to understandéomiodern reader. However, where the Greek uses a
single, repeated word for these terms, such répetinay be lost due to the necessity to change
phrasing according to the demands of context. &ilgil where the original author may have
deliberately employed a certain word order or phigaghis is less likely to be obvious in the NLFah
it would be, for instance, in a translation suchhasESV*.

The description of the NLT as a “general purptese” (NLT 2004: xliii) by its own translators is
therefore apt. The decision to avoid the use dfitimmal phrasing means that the NLT is likely ® b
most useful when those reading or hearing the &gt either not familiar with the traditional
terminology or find it confusing or simply when 8@ hearing or reading the text prize clarity above
“majesty of style” and wish a translation that reahturally. This same feature means that the NLT
could be very useful in discipling new believergl dar devotional use in those cases where ease of
understanding is vitally important. On the othendhathis very clarity of expression and dedication
present the Word in language that more closelymbtes modern use means that the NLT is less likely
to be useful for studies into the occurrence arg afsspecific words and phrases in the original
languages.

The last translation to be examined is the noosttroversial, with some ministers calling it “a
paraphrase rather than a translation” (Collins 2008e Messagetranslated by Eugene Peterson
positions itself as a “reading Bible” (Peterson 20@), with the emphasis on trying to elicit tsame



response from modern readers as the original veotgd have elicited from theirs (ibid). The trarista
also makes it clear th@he Messagis not meant to replace the range of “study Bibl@sd) that were
available when the translation was published. Thgesumably a reference to translations suches t
ESV that try to make sure that phrasing and womloghis “transparent to the original” (ESV 2001:
xl), thereby making study of such areas much easier

The overalkkoposof this translation is to present the Bible in ty its writers would have written
it if it were being written today (Strauss 2004:)xwnaking it likely to excel is in portraying the
emotion, character and effect of the original ivay that is even more familiar to readers than gkien
expressions used in a translation like the NLT.eHsrRomans 8:28-30 ithe Message

That's why we can be so sure that every detaibirliges of love for God is worked into somethingogl. God

knew what he was doing from the very beginning.ddeided from the outset to shape the lives of thdse

love him along the same lines as the life of hia.Skhe Son stands first in the line of humanityréstored.

We see the original and intended shape of our likkiese in him. After God made that decision of whist

children should be like, he followed it up by cadjipeople by name. After he called them by namesete
them on a solid basis with himself. And then, afietting them established, he stayed with thenhéoend,

gloriously completing what he had begun. (TM)

One of the first things that those who are useckading the Bible will notice in this passagehie
complete absence of any traditional terminology tsb@ver. Even words like “firstborn” are absent
and instead we have phrases such as “the son diestda the line of humanity he restored.” While
this change is likely to make this translation eeasier to read for those who are not familiar with
these terms, it increases the disadvantages thatseeiated with this in our discussion of the NLIT.
this case, since the sentences are rephrasedlgnitrevould prove nearly impossible to ugéne
Messagédor studies of individual words of phrases in tngginal languages.

The translation of the last two sentences remtssa further stage in the progression from the
phrasing of the NKJV. Where translations such asNhT keep largely the same structure as the
NKJV/KJV and fill it with new phrasing, keeping tlsame level of repetitiorhe Messaggoes one
step further, making the repetition less obvioum)sistent with its aim of prioritising readability
English over the exact representation of speciittguns in the original languages as is to be drpec
given itsskopos

Taken together, this suggests that the tranmslats correct in calling his translation a “reading
Bible.” The Messageeads very easily and, by opting to try to phrdmeitieas in a modern style also
has the strength of illuminating passages that trtighie previously seemed dry or overly technidal. |
therefore seems ideal for those who have eitheemeaad the Bible or have lost interest in it.|foa
should prove useful in offering new insight intonfiiar passages. It will not, however, prove uséul
those attempting to do word studies or for those séek a translation that uses an exalted stylealue
the fact that it was never meant for such purposes.

Lessons from aSkopos-based Analysis

More than anything else, this short analysifoaf translations has shown that when skeposof a
particular Bible translation is identified, it wifive a good guide as to the likely relative stteegand
weaknesses of the translation in question and wihéselikely to be most useful. Those translations
whoseskoposs to represent the original structure as fasagammatically possible are likely to prove
less readable for the non-specialist. Conversbbsd translations whos&oposs to present the Word
of God as if it were being written today will proless suitable for word studies or for providing a
window into the structure of the original languages

So far, the lessons we have learned have beglaisto those that could be learned by assumiag th
the traditional classifications would be consistarany given translation. Wheskopogheory is more
useful than the traditional classifications istminsistence that the aim of the translation leatified;
thereby allowing some form of comparison to be miaetsveen this aim and the aims and requirements
of the translation user and use. For instancedétailed study of individual words and expressions
the original languages, it will be worth identifgra translation that aims to show such features. Fo
work with new believers or those unfamiliar witletBible, however, a translation whasleoposs to
avoid the use of theological terminology and tospre the Word in more natural phrasing would be
preferable. The choice of which translation to isereaching will be dependant upon the aim of the
sermon and on the background of the congregati@aching to a group of businessmen may call for a



different translation than preaching to academicsthmse from less educated backgrounds, for
example.

Conclusion

The aim of this article was to show the usefulrgfsskopogtheory in helping church leaders choose
the Bible translation they will use in any givertuation. We have seen that the choices translators
make in their work is as much affected by 8Si@posof their translation as it is by factors in the
original language. The traditional approaches tblditranslation cannot explain, for example, the
marked similarity between the NKJV and the KBKppostheory can.Skopostheory is also more
useful in that it suggests that, if leaders wishkimw which translation is best for which specific
purpose, the prefaces found in each Bible tramslatiill prove a reliable guide. Translations ainsd
those familiar with a particular previous trangatiwill prove more useful for work among such
people. Translations aimed at those confused bynfamiliar with traditional terminology will prove
more useful among people sharing those traits mneon.

The correct response to the question poseckitittd of this article is to avoid the temptatimnmake
a universal recommendation of any single Bible dkation or even of any single translation
philosophy. Instead, this question should be coafiy in the minds of leaders as they minister tred
answer should be formulated according to the pergoswhich the translation is to be used. Just as
Paul the Apostle could preach the gospel in thguage of philosophy to the Greeks and in the
language of the OIld Testament to the Jews, we rbesprepared to adjust the translation used
according to the requirements of the particularistin or personal situation.

Want More?
To read Jonathan Downie’s more in depth articldlé"End of an Era?: Do&koposTheory Spell the
End of the ‘Free vs. Literal’ Paradigm? ” go onlioe
http://www.pneumafoundation.org/resources/artidBstvnie-EndOfAnEra.pdf
Or visit the In Depth Resources page at:
http://www.pneumafoundation.org/resources/in_dégph.

Notes
1 In Fee and Strauss (2007: 28) these terms arecesblay “formal equivalent” and “functional equivatée
respectively on a similar diagram. For reasonslafity and simplicity, the more well-recognisedner have
been retained in this article.

The choice of the term “mediating” in Fee and S§s{2007: 28) further underlines this point.

3 The diagram in Fee and Strauss (2007: 28) illusdrahis point. Rather than the orderly arrangenuént
translations into three categories as in Fee andr5(2002: 36) we now have translations placethéngaps
between categories too. The question then arisaslasv useful these theories actually are if evanslation
theorists have difficulty in using them as distinategories.

This neat theological formation, based presumalggnuMatthew 4:4, seems very persuasive upon first
reading. However, given thatl translation requires reordering of words, its &l logical application would
devalue and threaten the legitimacy of any traiwsladf the Bible under any form. As can be seenthzy
example from 1 Kings 2:10, it is also the case thhteral rendering can actually distort the anaimeaning
on occasion. Therefore, even if this view is aceepits application to Bible translation is by neans as clear
as the NKJV scholars would have us believe.

Most professional translators would agree with Zh899) that the second of these is where most|atms
problems are solved. This perspective is underlimgdhe fact that most of the software aimed apinel
translators by finding and pre-translating repetitphrases and inserting these into the translatits the full
text into individual sentences by default.

®  According to Prof Christiane Nord (2003: 34), she &er husband translated the New Testament intmé&e
using this approach, producing the DNT translaimh999.

“Within the framework of the functionalist appro&sh | have suggested the concept of Loyalty. It firas
introduced intdSkopostheorién 1989 ... in order to account for the culture-sfieity of translation concepts,
setting an ethical limitation to the otherwise omted range of possiblekopoifor the translation of one
particular source text. It was argued that thediaor, in their role as mediator between two geky has a



special responsibility with regard to their pargjare. the source-text author, the client or cossioner of the
translation, and the target-text receivers, précisethose cases where there are discrepant véeswe what a
"good" translation is or should be. As an ipensonalrelationship, loyalty was supposed to replace the
traditional intetextualrelationship of "faithfulness" or "fidelity”, coepts that usually refer to a linguistic or
stylistic similarity between the source and theyéatexts regardless of the communicative intentions and/or
expectations involved.” (Nord 2002: 32)

| have previously (Downie 2007) discussed the ¢ftéenterpreting these and other cohesive devieta/ieen
French and English and how this could affect the/fbf an argument in spoken language.

I am indebted to Trevor Martindale of Internatio@diristian College in Glasgow for the Greek analydithis
passage and the comparisons between the Greeha &SV .

The version of the NLT quoted here is the most mgc2004 edition of the NLT, as it appearedThe
Essential Evangelical Parallel Bible.

Fee and Strauss (2007: 56-7) make a similar peganding translations of 1 Corinthians 3:10, LuBel®-20
and Mark 1. The key point here is that, if we follthe argument oEkopostheory, we cannot classify
decisions taken in these cases as errors or miesatiings but as a result of the translators’ dewssito
prioritise one quality [or standard of excelleno#dwing (Fee and Strauss 2007: 36-41)] over anotle to
the purpose of the translation.

10

11

Bibliography

Kenneth W. Collins (2008Bible Translations Into Englisfinternet], McLean, Virginia, USA. Available from:
http://www.kencollins.com/bible-t2.htm#msg [Lastassed 19 December, 2008]

Jonathan DownieCohesion in Short Intervention Consecutive and Bameous Interpreting: a Contrastive
Analysis unpublished MSc dissertation, Heriot-Watt UnivigrsEdinburgh, Scotland, 2007.

Gordon D. Fee and Mark L. Strausgw to Choose a Translation for all its Wor#fondervan 2007.

Gordon D. Fee and Douglas Stu&tow to Read the Bible for all its WortBcripture Union 2002.

Jim Harries, “Biblical Hermeneutics in RelationGonventions of Language Use in Africa: Pragmatipplied to
Interpretation in Cross-cultural ContexEVangelical Review of Theolg@006, vol. 30 no. 1, pages 49-59.
Harriet Hill, “The Vernacular Treasure: A CenturiyMother-Tongue Bible Translation|hternational Bulletin of

Missionary ResearchApril 2006, vol. 30 no. 2, pages 82-87.

David M. Kasali, “Romans,” in Tokunboh Adeyemo &eds.Africa Bible CommentaryZondervan 2006, pages,
1349-1376.

John R. Kohlenberger llI, “Introduction to the Essal Evangelical Parallel Bible” iThe Essential Evangelical
Parallel Bible New York OUP, 2004, pages ix-xiv.

Michael Kuykendall, “A. S. Worrell's New Testamem: Landmark Baptist-Pentecostal Bible Translatioonf
the Early Twentieth CenturyPneuma2007, vol. 29 no. 2, pages 254-280.

Trevor Martindale, “Greek Analysis of Romans 8,”r&mal Email to jonathan.downie@gmail.com 12
December 2008]

Lucia Molina and Amparo Hurtado Albir, “Translatiohechniques Revisited: A Dynamic and Functionalist
Approach,”MetaXLVIl, 2002, Vol. 47 no. 4, pages 498-512.

Shawnthea Monroe, “The Word Made Flesh: PreachingvidV Sermons,” The Clergy Journal
November/December 2008, pages 12-13.

David Neff, “Meaning-full Translations: Interviewith Eugene Nida, Christianity Todayl1, October 2002, Vol.
46, pages 46-49.

Onesimus Ngundu, “Revelation” in Tokunboh Adeyemaleeds.Africa Bible CommentaryZondervan 2006,
pages, 1534-1579.

Christiane Nord,Translation as a Purposeful Activjtylranslation Theories Explained, Manchester, Uhite
Kingdom, St. Jerome, 2001.

Christiane Nord, “Manipulation and Loyalty in Fuiostal Translation,”Current Writing 2002, vol. 14 no. 2,
pages 32-44.

Christiane Nord, “What Function(s) in Bible Trargda,” ATA Chronicle March 2003, pages 34-38.

Christiane Nord, “Making Otherness Accessible Fiametlity and Skopos in the Translation of New Teawsat
Texts,”META 2005, vol. 50 no. 3, pages 868-880.

Miriam Shlesinger, “Shifts in Cohesion in Simultans Interpreting” InThe Translator1995, vol. 1 No. 2pages
192-214.

Mark L. Strauss, “Understanding Bible Translatiom, The Essential Evangelical Parallel Biblidew York OUP,
2004, pages Xv-xxiv.

Min Sunwoo, “Operationalizing the Translation PuspdSkopos),” EU-High-Level Scientific ConferenceriSs,
Proceedings of MuTra 2007—LSP Translation Scenarios  MuTra.
<http://www.euroconferences.info/proceedings/2008cPedings/2007_Sunwoo_Min.pdfsast accessed: 19
December, 2008.

Barbara Brown Taylor, “Bible CompanionChristian Centuny3, February 2007 2008, Vol. 124 page 35.



Raymond C. Van Leeuwen, “We Really do Need Anoibte Translation,"Christianity Today October 2001,
Vol. 46 no. 13, pages 28-35.

Daniel B. Wallace, “The Textual Basis of New TestamTranslation,” inThe Essential Evangelical Parallel
Bible, New York OUP, 2004, pages XXv-Xxxii.

G. J. Wenham, “Review of Ryken, Leland, The WordGxdd in English: Criteria for Excellence in Bible
Translation,”Journal for the Study of the Old Testam20®3, vol. 27 no. 5, pages 77-78.

Malcolm Williams, “The Assessment of Professionahislation Quality: Creating Credibility out of Giw”
TTR: traduction, terminologie, rédactiph989, vol. 2 no. 2, pages 13-33.

Chunshen Zhu, “Ut Once More: The Sentence as tlyeRgactional Unit of Translation META 1999, vol. 44,
no. 3, p. 429-447.

Bible Translations and Preface Citations

Scripture quotations marked “KJV” are taken frone tHoly Bible Authorised King James Version, 1769itas
appeared in “e-Sword—The Sword of the Lord with Electronic Edge” version 7.9.8, © 2000-2008 Rick
Meyers.

Preface citations and Scripture quotations markédJV” are taken from the preface and text of thevN€ng
James Version © 1982, by Thomas Nelson Inc., ag dppeared iMhe Essential Evangelical Parallel Bible,
New York OUP, 2004.

Preface citations and Scripture quotations marke8V” are taken from the preface and text of theli&hg
Standard Version © 2001, by Crossway Bibles, ag #ppeared imhe Essential Evangelical Parallel Bible,
New York OUP, 2004.

Preface citations and Scripture quotations markédT™ are taken from the preface and text of the Nawing
Translation © 1996, 2004 by Tyndale House Publishémc., as it appeared ifhe Essential Evangelical
Parallel Bible,New York OUP, 2004.

Preface citations and Scripture quotations marked™or “Peterson” are taken from the preface and t& The
Message© 2003 by Eugene H. Peterson, as it appeardthénEssential Evangelical Parallel Bibew York
OUP, 2004.

Jonathan Downie(as of 2009)s a professional interpreter and translator, witresearch
interest in the use of interpreting and translationChristian ministry. His company, Integrity
Languages, aims to provide interpreting and traiosisservices for Christian organizations as wsll a
advice and training on best practice in these atéass married to Helen, a graduate of Internation
Christian College in Glasgow, Scotland.

ThePneuma Revievg a quarterly printed journal of ministry resows@nd theology for
Pentecostal/charismatic ministries and leaddtp://www.pneumafoundation.org/intro_pr.jsp




