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ABSTRACT 

Biblical interpretation among Church of England laity was assessed by 
questionnaire. Eleven churches took part in the final survey: 1800 
questionnaires were distributed and 404 returned. Subjects read the healing 
story in Mark 9: 14-29 and then responded to questions on the passage, 
their attitudes to the bible and healing prayer. Liken scales assessed 
attitudes to the bible, morality, religious exclusivity and supernatural 
healing. Personality was assessed according to the Myers-Briggs typology 
using the Keirsey Temperament Sorter. 

Subjects from Evangelical churches had more conservative attitudes than 
those in Anglo-catholic or Broad churches. Attitudes were related to 
education level and the perceiving personality function, and were clustered 
according to level of conservatism and charismatic belief. 

Literal interpretation of the passage declined with age. Literal interpretation 
of biblical events declined with education level, but not among Evangelicals. 
Respondents preferred interpretations that matched their preferred 
perceiving or judging personality functions. Those who preferred intuition 
and feeling were also most likely to identify with characters in the story. 
Perception of horizon separation was related to familiarity with the passage, 
and preference for interpretative horizon was related to attitudes, judging 
personality function and education level. There was little evidence of strong 
community effects on interpretation. Dependence on others for 
interpretation was greater among women, negatively correlated with 
education level and positively correlated with age and personality 
preferences for sensing and feeling. 

Findings are discussed in relation to the roles of the individual, the Holy 
Spirit and the community in shaping interpretation, and to problems of 
evaluating interpretations in the church. Factors external to the text are 
important in generating meaning, but are sometimes less valuable in 
deciding between interpretations. Church and academy are fundamentally 
different worlds of discourse that overlap: the difference needs to be 
recognized, accepted and respected. 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I would like to thank the many people who took part in the pilot trials and 
final survey. I have maintained the anonymity of churches, but this should 

not detract from the considerable sacrifice that many people made in 

distributing, completing and returning questionnaires. I am particularly 

grateful to incumbents and Parochial Church Councils who co-operated so 
fully with the objectives of the study. 

John Nolland, my supervisor at Trinity, has been a patient and wise 

counsellor through the long process of developing the ideas, creating the 

questionnaire and writing the thesis. His incisive questioning and clear 

understanding of the key issues kept me from wandering too far off the 

track. Leslie Francis became my external supervisor after the second pilot 

study, and gave much needed advice on the theoretical background and 
practical difficulties of measuring attitudes and beliefs. 

The staff at Trinity has always been most helpful and encouraging, and I 

would especially like to thank Su Brown in the library, Andrew Lucas in 

administration, Hazel Trapnell in the post-graduate office, and the all the 

secretarial and reception staff. 

The study was part-funded by the Whitefield Institute and the Bible Society, 

and I gratefully acknowledge their support and encouragement. Trinity also 

allowed me a small bursary to cover the costs of the SPSS program. 

The people of Middleton Cheney and Chacombe parish churches kindly 

agreed to let me have a study-day a week. I may not have always taken it, 

but that was not for lack of their support. They and the Peterborough 

diocese allowed me sabbatical leave in 2001, which was crucial in seeing the 

project through. 

All of the above would have come to nought without the loving support of 

my family. My wife Elizabeth kept me going at several moments when I had 

thoughts of giving up. This thesis is dedicated to her: once was bad enough, 
but a double 'PhT' (Putting Hubby Through) is well above and beyond the 

call of duty! 

V 



AUTHOR'S DECLARATION 

I declare that the work in this dissertation was carried out in accordance 
with the regulations of Trinity College and the University of Bristol. The work 
is original except where indicated by reference to other work in the text and 

no part of the dissertation has been submitted for any other degree. 

Any views expressed in the dissertation are those of the author and in no 

way represent the views of Trinity College or the University of Bristol. 

The dissertation has not been presented to any other university for 

examination either in the United Kingdom or overseas. 

SIGNED: 
G 

. vJ DATE: 2 O3 

VII 



CONTENTS 

ABSTRACT 
-iii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS v 
AUTHOR'S DECLARATION VII 

CONTENTS 
-ý_ 

ix 

LIST OF TABLES 
_xiii 

LIST OF FIGURES xvi 
FOREWORD xvii 
PART ONE: INTRODUCTION 

ý__ ýý 
1 

Chapter 1: General Introduction 
Church and academy: separate worlds of discourse?. 

3 

3 

Academic versus popular interest in the bible 
__ ------ ----- -__ 

4 

Secular versus confessional interest in the bible 
------ -_ 

5 

Academic biblical interpretation 7 

The historical-critical paradigm _ ý__ý_ ----8 
The literary-critical paradigm 11 

The philosophical paradigm _M --___-__ 
14 

The ideological paradigm 17 
The theological paradigm w ----20 

Issues raised by academic paradigms of biblical interpretation_____. 25 
The historical-critical paradigm: history versus story -_---- ----- 

25 
The literary-critical paradigm: meaning beyond the text --------- 

26 
The philosophical paradigm: recognizing interpretative horizons_- 28 
The theological paradigm: deciding between interpretations 

------- 
28 

PART TWO: THE EMPRICAL INVESTIGATION 
- w_ý --31 

Chapter 2: Introduction to the survey ý_ ýýý _ 
33 

General methods 35 
The final questionnaire _____ 

35 

The final sample -----37 
How representative was the final sample?? ___________________ 

40 

Conclusion on the sample -ý ý_ýý ---46 
Confounded variables- 

Chapter 3: Attitudes to the bible and healing 51 

Introduction __ 
51 

Attitudes and beliefs 
__53 

Personality type ------------------------------------------------- 
55 

The Myers-Briggs typology ----------------- 57 

Methods _ 



Measuring attitudes to the bible and other beliefs60 

Attitudes to healing and the practice of healing prayer ------- -___ 
62 

Bible reading strategies and background information 65 

Measuring personality scores ---------- --------- 
66 

Results 

Attitudes to the bible 
- ------ 

67 

Morality and exclusivity--__ý__ -- 
69 

Healing 
--------------------------------------------------------- 

71 

Charismatic belief and practice 78 

Summarizing attitudes by factor analysis__________________ 80 
Discussion 89 

Factors shaping attitudes ---- ----------------- 
89 

Attitudes and practice of healing prayer ---- ----- 
91 

Conclusions- _ 92 

Chapter 4: Literalism 

Methods 

93 

93 

Literalism and historicity 
---- ---93 

Attitudes to healing in relation to literal interpretation 
----- -----95 

Results 
-95 

Literalism 
--------- 

95 

Experience of healing prayer and interpretation of the passage- 105 

Discussion __ __ý ---106 
Chapter 5: Personality and interpretation 111 

The Myers-Briggs type indicator and religious preferences________ 111 

Methods 
--112 

Measuring personality __--__--------- ------------------------ 
112 

Measuring interpretative preferences _ý ý_ý_- 
114 

Results__" __ 
ý_ý_-_-- 

118 
Frequency of functions, types and temperaments 

_ý___ý------- 
118 

Personality and interpretative choices 120 
Other factors influencing interpretative choices --124 
Interpretation and dominant type ----- -_ 

127 

Discussion ------127 
Attitudes and personality ----- ------------------- ______-------- 

127 

Personality and interpretative choices 129 

Chapter 6: Horizon separation and preference- 133 

Methods 134 

X 



Results _ý 
Identifying with characters in the story ----- -- - ----- 

136 

Horizon separation and application ______- ____ 
138 

Horizon preference ______ ____----------- ___------ 
140 

Discussion 143 

Horizon separation and application --- ---------- 
143 

Horizon preference - -----145 
Bridging the gap------------------------------------------------ 146 

Chapter 7: Interpretative communities and the individual__ 147 

Methods 148 

Results__ -150 
Variance by tradition and congregation ------------------------- 

150 

Independent effects of church membership __M ___- 
154 

Sense of belonging 155 

Dependency on others for interpretation- __ . -----157 
Discussion 

- _rý ý_ 
162 

Community effects on interpretation 
____ý_M ------ _M ------ 

162 

Other external sources for interpretation 
---------- 

164 

The guidance of the Holy Spirit 165 

Chapter 8: Summary of the empirical results___ý_ . -------167 
PART 3: THEOLOGICAL RESPONSE 

Chapter 9: The Individual 

The individual in historical- and literary-critical studies 

171 

173 

173 

The individual in postmodern biblical interpretation- 
_ 

178 

Valuing the individual in academic biblical interpretation 
__ -182 

Valuing the individual in the church ----184 
Chapter 10: The Holy Spirit 191 

Post-reformation understanding of the Spirit and the bible-------191 

Issues in Pentecostal and Charismatic hermeneutics 194 

The nature of illumination and the role of charismatic experience_ 196 

The relationship between original and novel meaning ___- 
198 

The relationship between illumination and discernment 
---------- 

199 

The Holy Spirit and bible reading by lay people _____- 
200 

Valuing the Spirit in biblical interpretation __________ 
201 

Chapter 11: The Community . -___205 
Stanley Fish and interpretative communities ------205 
The communal interpretation of scripture in the church 209 

xi 



The influence of community on interpretation in this study 212 

Valuing the community in biblical interpretation _ 
215 

Chapter 12: Evaluating interpretations in church and academy M_ 
219 

Acknowledging diversity in church congregations_---219 
Evaluation of interpretations in church congregations -221 

Validation by evidence of the work of the Holy Spirit 224 

Validation by evidence of the character of interpreters----------- 228 

Validation by Christian congregations 230 

Biblical interpretation in the church: neither Fish nor Fowl 232 

Biblical interpretation in the church and the academy 234 

APPENDIX 1: DEVELOPMENT OF The QUESTIONNAIRE 243 

Initial interviews 243 

Results 244 

Conclusions 
- 

The first questionnaire pilot 246 

Results------ 
----------------------- ------ýý------- 

247 

The second questionnaire pilot 248 

Results--------------------------------------------------------- 249 

Conclusions 250 

The third questionnaire pilot--- _ ------251 
Results 254 

APPENDIX 2: STATISTICAL TERMS AND METHODS 
--259 

Glossary of terms and symbols 259 

General statistical methods __ 
260 

The normal distribution____________ý_ý 
M --_ 260 

Association between categorical variables ----260 
Correlation of variables" _ - -----262 
Testing the significance of differences between means 262 

Analysis of variance and GLM 
------ _ý___ý ----262 

Interpreting graphs" 267 

Grouping variables by factor analysis 268 

Reliability of attitude scales 269 

REFERENCES CITED IN THE TEXT 
__--_ ýý___- - 

271 

XII 



LIST OF TABLES 

Page 
Table 2.1. Details of churches participating in the study. 39 
Table 2.2. Number of questionnaires sent and returned. 40 
Table 2.3a. Return rates by gender for those on electoral rolls. 41 
Table 2.3b. Return rates for 47 couples where both received a questionnaire, but only 

one partner returned it. 42 
Table 2.4. Age profile of churches sampled in this study, by tradition. 42 
Table 2.5. Bible reading frequencies among respondents in this study, by church 

tradition. 46 
Table 2.6. Self-designation of church tradition in relation to tradition assigned by 

incumbents or a priori by the investigator. 48 
Table 3.1. Questions in Part 2 of the final questionnaire. 61 
Table 3.2. Likert scales used to assess attitudes to supernatural healing. 63 
Table 3.3. Questions used to assess experience of healing prayer. 64 
Table 3.4. Questions in Part 4 of the final questionnaire. 65 
Table 3.5. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with BIBLEscore as the 

dependent variable, church tradition as a factors and education level, and 
KTS SENSING score as covariates. 67 

Table 3.6. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with Mowºurv score as the 
dependent variable, church tradition as a factor and age and KTS SENSING 
score as covariates. 69 

Table 3.7. Analysis of variance using General Linear Model with ExcLusivmr score as the 
dependent variable, church tradition as a factor and age and KTS SENSING 
score as covariates. 71 

Table 3.8. Experience of various aspects of healing prayer among respondents from the 
different church traditions. 72 

Table 3.9. Encounter with healing through prayer and non-recovery after prayer among 
respondents from the different church traditions. 72 

Table 3.10. Proportion of respondents who prayed for healing for themselves or for 
others in relation to experience of miraculous healing. 73 

Table 3.11. Proportion of respondents who prayed for healing in house groups or in 
special healing groups. 74 

Table 3.12. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model With SUPERNATURAL score as 
the dependent variable, church tradition, encountered claim of healing and 
encountered healing as factors and age, PRaYSCOREand KTS THINKING score 
as covariates. 75 

Table 3.13. Mean (±1S. E. ) scores for the HoursP scale by self-designated church tradition. 78 
Table 3.14. Mean (±1 S. E. ) scores for various scales in those people who designated their 

church as Charismatic, compared with others in the same church. 80 
Table 3.15. Rotated component matrix for the factor analysis of attitude scales. 81 
Table 3.16. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with the CONSERVATIVE 

factor score as the dependent variable, church tradition as a factor and 
education level, KTS SENSING score and PRAYSCORE as covariates. 82 

Table 3.17. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with the CHARISMATIC factor 
score as the dependent variable, church tradition as a factor and age, KTS 
FEEUNG score and PRAYSCORE as covariates. 82 

Table 3.18. Mean CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC factor scores for people in Evangelical 
churches (categorized by incumbents) in relation to how they labelled their 
church. 87 

Table 3.19. Mean CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC factor scores for people in Anglo-catholic 
or Broad churches (categorized by incumbents) in relation to how they 
labelled their church. 87 

xiii 



Table 4.1. Likert scales used to measure biblical literalism. 94 

Table 4.2. Summary of analysis of variance of uTEwºusM scale using a General Linear 
Model procedure with factors and covariates. 96 

Table 4.3. Summary of analysis of variance of EvENrs scale using a General Linear Model 
procedure with factors and covariates. 98 

Table 4.4. Differences among respondents who trusted what the bible said about the 
boy's illness, but felt he either had epilepsy and was not possessed by an 
evil spirit, or vice versa. 100 

Table 4.5. Differences in education level between those who'discerned' parables from 
events and those who did not. 101 

Table 4.6. Mean scores for individual items in the EVENTS and PARABLE scales. 103 
Table 4.7. Proportion of respondents who answered 'Probably happened' or'Definitely 

happened' to individual items in the EVENTS and PARABLE scales. 104 

Table 4.8. Involvement in healing prayer in relation to encounter with 'failed' prayer for 
healing. 105 

Table 5.1. Interpretative items used to assess preferences for personality functions. 114 
Table 5.2. Validation of the interpretative choices based on Myers-Briggs personality 

functions. 117 
Table 5.3. Frequency of preferred functions among men and women as determined by 

the Keirsey Temperament Sorter (KTS). 118 

Table 5.4. Frequency of dominant personality type among the sample population 
compared with other published data. 119 

Table 5.5. Pearson correlation coefficients for relationships of interpretative choices 
scores (using all items and only validated items) and Keirsey Temperament 
Sorter scores. 120 

Table 5.6. Associations between preferred functions determined from KTS scores and 
preferred type of interpretative item. 123 

Table 5.7. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with the number of 
validated sensing choices as the dependent variable, CONSERVATIVE and 
CHARISMATIC factor scores and KTS SENSING score as covariates. 124 

Table 5.8. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with the number of 
validated feeling choices as the dependent variable, CONSERVATIVE factor 
score and KTS FEELING score as covariates. 124 

Table 5.9. Percent of respondents of a given dominant personality type that chose 
interpretative statements of given type. 127 

Table 6.1. Questions measuring familiarity with the passage and horizon. 134 
Table 6.2. Familiarity with the passage by church tradition. 136 

Table 6.3. Proportion of respondents identifying with various characters in the passage. 137 

Table 6.4. Proportion of respondents able or unable to identify with characters in the 
passage. 137 

Table 6.5. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with HORIZONSEP as the 
dependent variable, HEARDB as a factor and CONSERVA11VE and cii isMAnc 
scores as covariates. 138 

Table 6.6. Mean (±1 S. E. ) number of choices for Author, Text or Reader horizons based 
on eight forced-choice questions. 140 

Table 6.7. Summary of analysis of variance of horizon scores on various independent 
variables, using a General Linear Model procedure. 140 

Table 7.1. Items on the DEPEND scale. 148 

Table 7.2. Mean (z), variance (sl) and range (Ra) of the BIBLE, SUPERNATURAL, UTERAusM and 
EVENTS scales within six congregations. 154 

Table 7.3. Relationship between sense of belonging to a church and frequency of 
disagreeing with the teaching received. 155 

Table 7.4. Relationship between sense of belonging to achurch and frequency of church 
attendance. 155 

Table 7.5. Actual membership of a tradition in relation to membership predicted from a 
discriminant function analysis of scales measuring biblicism. 156 

xiv 



Table 7.6. Proportion of respondents who disagreed at least occasionally with the 
teaching in their church in relation to marginality of their attitudes to the 
bible within their tradition. 156 

Table 7.7. Analysis of variance using a General Unear Model with DEPEND score as the 
dependent variable, gender as a factor and CONSERVATIVE score, education 
level, age and KTS SENSING and FEEUNG scores as covariates. 157 

Table 7.8. Levels of trust among lay people in the Church of England for bishops, 
General Synod and theologians. 161 

Table 7.9. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with DIRECT score as the 
dependent variable, and education level, BIBLE, SUPERNATURAL, bible reading 
frequency and HOLYSP as covariates. 162 

Table A1.1. Gospel passages used during initial interviews. 244 
Table A1.2. Churches sampled during initial interviews 1995-1996. 244 
Table A1.3. Outline of the first pilot questionnaire. 246 
Table A1.4. Summary of replies from churches in the first pilot study. 247 
Table A1.5. Scales selected from first pilot study to be included in the second. 247 
Table A1.6. Summary of replies from churches in the second pilot study. 249 
Table A1.7. Scales used in the second pilot questionnaire. 249 
Table A1.8. Summary of replies from churches in the third pilot study. 254 
Table A1.9. Scales used in the third pilot questionnaire. 255 
Table A2.1. Proportion of respondents who prayed for healing for themselves in relation 

to experience of miraculous healing. 261 
Table A2.2. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with BIBLE score as the 

dependent variable, church tradition as a factor and education level, and 
KTS SENSING score as covariates. 264 

xv 



LIST OF FIGURES 

Page 
Figure I. J. Bipolar model of published material on biblical studies. 4 
Figure 2.1. Age profiles for this study compared with figures for the English Church 43 

Attendance Survey 1998. 
Figure 2.2. Education level by church tradition. 43 
Figure 2.3. Church attendance for this study compared with figures for the English 45 

Church Attendance Survey 1998. 
Figure 2.4. Attendance by church tradition in this study. 45 
Figure 2.5. Mean education levels (scored 0-4) in relation to age and gender. 48 
Figure 3.1. BIBLE scores in relation KTS SENSING score and education level by church 68 

tradition. 
Figure 3.2. MoRAU1Y scores in relation education level and age by church tradition. 70 
Figure 3.3. SUPERNATURAL healing scores in relation to age, KTS THINKING score and 76 

PRAYSCORE. 

Figure 3.4. HOLYSP score in relation to age for Charismatics and others. 79 
Figure 3.5. Mean CONSERVATIVE factor score in relation to education level, KTS SENSING score 83 

and PRAYSCORE by church tradition. 
Figure 3.6. Mean CHARISMATIC factor score in relation to age, KTS FEELING score and 85 

PRAYSCORE by church tradition. 
Figure 3.7. Mean CONSERVATIVE factor score in relation to previous experience of Anglo- 88 

catholic or Broad churches by current church tradition. 
Figure 3.8. Mean CHARISMATIC factor score in relation to previous experience of 88 

Charismatic churches by current self-labelled church tradition. 
Figure 4.1. uTERAUSM scores in relation age by church tradition. 97 
Figure 4.2. EVENTS scores in relation education by church tradition. 99 
Figure 5.1. Mean number of validated interpretative items chosen in relation to the KTS 121 

score for that function. 
Figure 5.2. Mean number of validated interpretative items chosen in relation to 125 

CONSERVATIVE or CHARISMATIC factor scores. 

Figure 6.1. Horizon separation scores in relation to CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC factor 139 

scores and whether or not the person had heard the story before. 
Figure 6.2. Horizon scores in relation KTS THINKING score by education level. 141 
Figure 7.1. Frequency histograms of the distribution of the BIBLE and SUPERNATURAL scales 152 

by church tradition. 
Figure 7.2. Frequency histograms of the distribution of the BIBLE scales within two 153 

congregations of each church tradition. 
Figure 7.3. DEPEND scores in relation to level of education and age by gender. 158 

Figure 12.1 Bipolar model of Christian belief and epistemology in the church and 239 
academy. 

Figure A2.1. Example of a normally distributed score (uTERAUSM). 260 
Figure A2.2. BIBLE scores in relation education level by church tradition. 267 

xvi 



FOREWORD 

This thesis crosses several boundaries that reflect journeys I have made and 
continue to make. I entered the world of academic discourse by studying 

zoology at university, and continued in that world through a doctoral 

dissertation in ornithology and work as a research scientist. At the same 
time I was also a committed Christian and belonged to several church 

congregations. I was called to ministry in the Church of England in 1989, 

and now find myself incumbent of two parishes in the Peterborough 
diocese. Much of my time is spent with ordinary people for whom the 

academy is a world that they neither understand nor care to get to know. 

For some, what little they have heard makes them reluctant to want to hear 

more. I started this thesis when I was a curate, and had to learn a new 
language of discourse as I grappled with the obscure worlds of academic 
biblical hermeneutics and social sciences. So my world now spans expert 
and lay, science and humanities, church and academy. 

In this study I have tried to explore how lay churchgoers understand the 
bible. By definition that means working with people who, for the most part, 
are not part of the academy. Their experience, values and beliefs do not 
always sit well with the world of scholars, yet I have assessed them using 
the methods of the academy. I have also submitted the results of this 

scrutiny to assessment by those trained and recognized by the academy. To 
listen and respect the voice of Christian lay people in this context is, in 

some sense, to saw away at the branch on which I sit- wherever I choose to 

sit. That is the nature of the project. 

The other boundary I cross is between theology and science. This thesis 

comes under the Faculty of Arts, but it uses the empirical methods of the 

social sciences such as attitude scaling and statistical analysis. I have tried 

to bridge the gap by describing in an appendix the statistical methods I 

employed. I am not a statistician, and my attempts may seem inadequate to 
deal with what are sometimes sophisticated techniques. I hope they are 

enough to enable someone without knowledge of statistics to interpret my 
findings in a sensible manner. Further details of the techniques can be 

found in most textbooks on statistics for the social sciences. 
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PART ONE: INTRODUCTION 

Chapter 1 introduces the subject of biblical interpretation from the 

perspective of the academy. Biblical hermeneutics has been a rapidly 

expanding and changing field over the last thirty years or so: new ideas and 

techniques abound and there are ever more different `readings' of scripture. 

just how much all this activity has impacted on lay people is not known for 

sure, but most would suspect rather little. Nonetheless, it is important to 

map out the different academic approaches to the bible in order to uncover 
issues that might be relevant to lay people. 



CHAPTER 1: GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

The central subject of this thesis is the way that Christian lay-people interpret 

the bible. ' It seems widely understood that laity are mostly unaware of the 

work of academic biblical scholars (Clines 1997: 88, Davies 1995: 19), despite 

the burgeoning of material related to biblical hermeneutics coming from 

universities and theological colleges. The nature of the debate about biblical 

interpretation in the academy is very different from that found in churches, 

though the two worlds overlap to some extent. There are lay Christians who 

are academics in other fields of study and there are committed Christians 

working in biblical studies departments. Does the material on biblical 

interpretation generated by academics have any consequence for ordinary 
bible readers and, if not, what does influence the way that they read the bible? 

This chapter investigates briefly the relationship of the two worlds and the 

current state of biblical studies in the academy. This overview generates 

questions that partly shape my empirical investigation of lay interpretation. 

Church and academy: separate worlds of discourse? 

Published material on biblical interpretation covers a wide range of stances 

and styles. There are many possible ways of classifying such writing: one 
framework (Figure 1.1) is a bi-polar model based on `arena of discourse' 

(popular or academic) and `religious stance' (secular or confessional). 2 The 
latter distinction is difficult to define precisely, but is broadly between 

people who believe in the existence of God and those who do not. This 

distinction coincides approximately, but not precisely, with the boundaries 

of Christian (or)ewish) belief. I shall call 'secular interpretation' that which 

assumes no role for God in the creation or interpretation of the bible, and 

use `confessing interpretation' for that which does assume such a role, 

albeit sometimes indirect. ' 

I Chambers dictionary defines 'lay' as: 'pertaining to the people; not clerical; non- 
professional'. I shall use the term 'lay' synonymously with 'ordinary' to refer to readers (or 
church attendees) who have no serious training or expertise in academic theology. 
2 Bray (1996) refers to different 'worlds of discourse'. In his case these are 'academic 
scholarship', 'social and political' and 'conservative evangelicalism'. I would probably include 
all these as part of the academic world. My scheme thus extends the boundaries of his to 
include'lay' interpreters. Both schemes imply that there are different communities that read 
the bible and that individuals tend to write and communicate within a particular world. 

Davies (1995) suggests a similar division, using the terms 'biblical studies' for secular 
interpretation and 'scripture' for a theological, confessional approach to interpretation. While 
I think I am using the same categories, I shall use terms which, although less succinct, are 
possibly less confusing. 

3 



Figure 1.1. Bipolar model of published material on biblical studies. 

Popular 

No academic credence 

Academic material made accessible 

Secular -Hostile-Sympathetic Liberal -Conservative - Confessional 

Introductory textbooks 

Seminal works and research papers 
I 

Academic 

Academic versus popular interest in the bible 

An obvious division within published material is between that circulated 
among scholars and that intended for `people in the pew'. The latter has, by 
definition, received far less attention from scholars (beyond a limited 

amount of speculation and a few basic studies, e. g. Clines 1997), and the 

majority of scholarly activity has remained within its own arena of discourse. 

Even books about the `Bible and the Church', which should interest lay 

people, are usually produced in styles familiar only to academics' 

There is no clear-cut line between academic and popular publishing, though 

the bulk of material tends to lie at either end of the scale. Scholars working 
in the field of biblical studies occasionally write popular works (e. g. D. 

Brown 1995, M. J. Brown 2000, Fee & Stuart 1993). Similarly, a few people 

who specialize in mass communication have attempted to relate something 

e. g. Bartholomew et a! (2000), Braaten & Jenson (1996), Carson (1984), Dyck (1997). 
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of academic scholarship to ordinary people (e. g. Jenkins 1994, Redhead & 
Gumley 1987). Nonetheless, for most people the gap is wide: a comparison 

of the relevant literature available in a high-street book shop, or even a 
Christian book shop, and that which is found under `biblical studies' in the 
libraries of universities or theological colleges is sufficient to highlight the 
difference. 

Secular versus confessional interest in the bible 

A second polarity exists between those who have a secular worldview and 
those who believe in the existence of God. In the `popular' world, there is a 
small but growing market for books that seek to explain the bible from a 
non-religious stance (e. g. Fox 1991). They sometimes achieve certain 
notoriety, and may have some influence on lay Christians. Nonetheless, they 

are not widely read in most church circles, and the overwhelming majority of 
popular literature on the bible has come from a strongly confessional 
stance. Some of the writers of such material are committed Christians 

working in academia who seek to make their work available to lay 
Christians. ' 

The distinction between `secular' and `confessing' scholars has been well 
noted and commented upon (Bray 1996: 14-43, Davies 1995, Morgan 
19886: 16, Thiselton 1992: 4-8, Watson 1994: 7-11). In some popular 
imaginations, the rise of secular biblical scholarship has contributed to the 
decline of the church, with all academic scholarship being lumped together 

as basically secular and unfaithful. This is far from the truth, but it is 
difficult to quantify the relative proportions of secular and confessing 
scholars engaged in biblical interpretation. One reason for this is that most 
confessing scholars work according to academic rules, where the faith of the 
investigator is supposed to be irrelevant. Although the secular approach is 

most often associated with the historical-critical method, this is not 

s Davies 1995: 20 suggests this tends to muddy the waters by implying that academic ability 
equates with authority in pastoral matters and questions of Christian belief. He calls this a 
'mischievous impression'. 
"Biblical Interpretation' in the Oxford Bible Series. Morgan is a New Testament scholar and 
he is largely responsible for the essential character of the book and its underlying coherence. 
Barton provided material for the Old Testament in some chapters. For convenience, I have 
written as if Morgan is the sole author. 

5 



necessarily the case: academics of varying religious faith are found in all 
areas of the biblical hermeneutical enterprise. 

This bipolar model illustrates the obvious fact that academic or popular 

work can be written from a secular or confessional stance. Within these 
broad categories, a confessional stance might range from liberal to 

conservative, while a secular stance might range from being sympathetic to 

the notion of the existence of God, to being openly hostile to such an idea. 
The model might also encompass the range of readership, from work that is 
intended solely for academics specializing in a particular field of 
hermeneutics, to work which has little or no link with any academic material 
(e. g. bible study guides intended for home groups or daily bible reading 

notes for personal use). Somewhere in the middle, and not always easy to 
distinguish, would be basic textbooks intended as simple introductions to 
those in an academic sphere (e. g. undergraduates at a theological college), 

and works that make the results of academic discourse available to people 

who have no academic connections. 

This model is likely to be correlated with a writer's understanding of the 
bible and the community in which they work. In general, people with a 
secular worldview will interpret the bible as a totally human creation 

reflecting only human attitudes and ideas, while those with a confessional 
stance will see it as containing, in some form, a revelation of God. Yet even 

within the confessional stance, there can be a wide range of understanding 

on what exactly it means to call the bible the `Word of God'. Attitudes to the 
bible are sometimes stated explicitly in the introduction to a work (e. g. Fox 

1991, Bray 1996), but usually have to be inferred from the work itself. The 

location of writers can vary from secular university departments, through 

theological colleges to those working in churches or with itinerant preaching 

ministries. 

In most cases there is probably a strong correlation between a writer's 

community and the material that they produce. Popular works stressing the 
inerrancy, authority and sufficiency of scripture tend to come from people in 
`bible-believing' churches writing for lay people, while works that interpret 

the bible as any other piece of ancient writing are most likely to arise from 

secular scholars in universities. However, there are always exceptions to the 
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rule and writers, as well as readers, do not always conform to the ideas of 

those around them. 

Academic biblical interpretation 

An overview of biblical interpretation as it is currently practised in academic 

circles is not a central part of this thesis, but it is an important precursor to 

what follows. I will review the approaches to biblical interpretation in 

academia in order to highlight some issues that might be relevant to bible 

reading by lay people. The quantity of material ruled out the possibility of 

using primary sources as the only means of creating an overview. Instead I 
have concentrated on the work of writers who have produced summaries of 
particular aspects of biblical interpretation within the last twenty years or 

so. I used primary sources mainly in those areas that impinge directly on the 

rest of this study. 

Academic biblical interpretation in the latter half of the twentieth century 
saw the spawning of hermeneutical methods that had arisen some decades 
earlier in secular literary studies (Morgan 1988: 216, Spencer 1980, Watson 
1994: 79). The new ideas were picked up by academics who were committed 
Christians, and by academic departments with an openly confessional 
stance. In theory this gave church circles access to such ideas, though any 
migration, if it has happened at all, has been sporadic and poorly 
documented. 

This rise of a multitude of hermeneutical methods in biblical studies has 
followed a contorted and many-branched path. One of the fundamental 

changes was the toppling of the virtual monopoly of historical-critical 

studies (Bray 1996: 461, Clines 1997: 11-17, Kaiser & Silva 1994: 229, Tate 

1997). For some, this marked the virtual death of the historical-critical 

method (Maier 1977, Segovia 1995a: 1, Wink 1973), but others have argued 

strongly that such obituaries are premature (Bray 1996: 490, Morgan 1988). 

Far from a smooth transition from one hermeneutical approach to the other, 
the reality has been the proliferation of methods that stem from a variety of 
literary, philosophical and theological backgrounds. Some of these 

approaches have withered quickly, while the rest grow beside each other, 

competing for attention in the same crowded field. 
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One way of understanding the change is to focus on the process of 

communication. At its simplest, the sender of a message (the author) 

encodes that message in a text, to which a reader responds': 

Author -+ Text -* Reader 

This three-fold model roughly corresponds to the different emphases of 
hermeneutical methods: historical, literary and reader-centred (Tate 1997). 
Such a typology, although useful in many instances, fails to embrace all the 
issues that have arisen in the discipline. The complexity of the field is 
heightened by a certain amount of confusion in terminology .3I have divided 
biblical interpretation as currently practised in academic circles into five 
basic paradigms, or approaches. ' I shall not attempt to describe the 

methods in detail, but will mention issues that arise from the relationship 
between the academic and popular worlds of discourse. 

The historical-critical paradigm 
The methods and assumptions associated with historical-critical 

interpretation of the bible have been well described elsewhere (Bray 1996, 
Harrisville & Sundberg 1995, Krentz 1975). The field is often subdivided 
into, or linked to, more recent methods derived from the social sciences 
(Morgan 1988, Segovia 1995a, Tate 1997). Although the latter tend to focus 

on the sociological or ideological world portrayed in the text, they share 
with 'classic' historical-critical studies a focus on the world behind the text 

as the source of meaning. 

The rise of the historical-critical approach to the bible in the nineteenth 
century has been seen as a development of Enlightenment thinking (Bray 

1996: 225, Harrisville & Sundberg 1995: 2). Although the initial response of 
the churches was hostile this did little to stem the tide and the historical- 

critical approach became the dominant paradigm throughout the academic 

'Osborne (1991: 366) uses this model when discussing issues of meaning. 
$ For example, historical-critical analysis is sometimes referred to as literary criticism (which 
it is, in so far as the main source is the biblical text), while reader-centred criticism is 
sometimes used almost synonymously with literary criticism. 
'These divisions are based largely (but not entirely) on my reading of summaries written by 
academics who hold a confessional stance, and therefore fall mainly into the 
academic/confessional sector of my bipolar-polar model. 
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world of biblical studies during the first half of the twentieth century. This 

monopoly has now ended but it is premature to argue that historical 

approaches are a thing of the past (Bray 1996: 490, Keck 1980). The general 

growth in academia and the ever-increasing output of all kinds of biblical 

studies probably means that, in absolute terms, there may be more people 

engaged in historical-critical study than fifty years ago. 

A second reason why historical-critical study continues to be important is 

that it is now a dominant paradigm in some church circles. A clear example 

of this is the report of the Pontifical Biblical Commission (PBC), published in 

199310. The Roman Catholic Church was initially hostile to the rise of the 
historical-critical method and only embraced such scholarship after the 
Second World War, and particularly after the Second Vatican Council in 

1965. The PBC report reflects the generally accepting attitude of current 
Catholic scholars to historical criticism and their open, but cautious, attitude 
to other 'scientific' methods of interpretation. 

Ironically, the real venom is reserved for `fundamentalist interpretation', 

which is singled out for special attack. 
[Fundamentalism] accepts the literal reality of an ancient, out of-date 
cosmology simply because it is found expressed in the Bible... The 
fundamentalist approach is dangerous, for it is attractive to people who look 
to the Bible for ready answers to the problems of life. It can deceive these 
people, offering them interpretations that are pious but illusory... Without 
saying as much in so many words, fundamentalism actually invites people to 
a kind of intellectual suicide. It injects into life a false certitude, for it 
unwittingly confuses the divine substance of the biblical message with what 
are in fact its human limitations. (Houlden 1995: 45-46) 

These criticisms of fundamentalism made by the PBC are reminiscent of 

attacks of the Catholic church by historical-critical scholars some years 
earlier, " and show how much the Roman Catholic church embraced 
historical-critical thinking in the last half of the twentieth century. 

`° The report is reproduced and reviewed in Houlden (1995), and page numbers refer to this 
source. 
" Barr (1973: 105), in a book critical of fundamentalism writes 'the official Roman Catholic 
position has for a long time had remarkable similarities to the fundamentalist position'. 
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The influence of historical-critical thinking is by no means confined to 
Catholic scholarship: it is also evident in popular and scholarly writings of 
Evangelicals12. The concern with history among Evangelical scholars seems 
to have a variety of motivations: 

1. Understanding what the text meant is seen as a precursor to correct 
understanding of what the text means. Application must be closely tied to 
what the text may have meant when originally written (Fowl 1998: 185). 

2. There is an underlying theological understanding that God's revelation 
comes through history, which gives a privileged position to the historical 

context (e. g. Kaiser & Silva 1994: 240). Some scholars saw attention to 
history as an important weapon against docetism (e. g. Käsemann 1967, 

quoted by Fowl 1998: 185). 

3. Faced with the growth in literary methods that deny the importance of the 
author, there has been a growing counter-movement stressing the 
importance of authorial intent as the correct locus of meaning. As Thiselton 
(1992: 13) points out, there has been a strong reliance on the earlier writing 
of E. D. Hirsch, 13 a key proponent of the priority of authorial intent. Writers 

who draw on Hirsch include E. E. Johnson (1990) and Osborne (1991). 
Insofar as historical-critical analysis seeks to understand what the author 
meant, it has a high priority among some Evangelical scholars. 

The use of historical-critical methods by confessing scholars is not without 
its tensions, and these surface most noticeably as the writer moves towards 
the conservative end of the belief scale and the popular end of the 
readership scale. It is here that issues of historicity arise. Rudolf Bultmann's 

motivation for demythologizing the New Testament was to allow the 

miraculous stories to have relevance to 'modern men and women' (Bultmann 
1972). His approach has been superseded in academic circles, where the 

12 Examples of recent textbooks, or more 'popular' books that advocate (in part at least) 
historical-critical methods include Fee & Stuart (1993), Ferguson (1986), Osborne (1991) and 
Tate (1997). In, addition many commentaries or bible-study guides from Evangelical 
publishers draw on historical-critical insights. 
" Notably Hirsch (1967). 
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historicity of the bible not a central issue 14. The object of study is the faith 

and worldview of the people who produced the text. But when scholars with 

a conservative confessional stance write for a popular audience they may 

need to be sensitive to the basic question of whether events are `history' or 
`story'. ' S 

The application of historical-critical thinking to biblical interpretation raises 

important questions of historicity for many lay people. While these 

questions may have been left behind in secular academic circles (where 

'supernatural' events are usually treated as fictional stories), academics with 

a confessional stance must wrestle with deciding which biblical events can 
be demythologized and which must remain rooted in some historical event. 
Such a struggle might be seen as a tension between academic respectability 

on the one hand and acceptance in `bible-believing' community on the 

other. But this is to equate the lay community with an uncritical acceptance 

of biblical history. One issue that the present study needs to address is the 

contour of `history' and `story' among lay people. 

The literary-critical paradigm 

The impact of secular literary theory on biblical interpretation has been 

mixed. In some areas there has been a fruitful growth of new insights, while 

14 Hartlich (1980: 7-8) typifies this view: 'Anyone, therefore, who treats the apparently 
historical statements of the miracle-stories in the gospels as assertions of fact is taking them 
out of the functional context that exegesis shows them to have had and exposes them to the 
rigour of the modern concept of objective fact... This misinterpretation surrenders these 
statements to a process of criticism from which they are bound to emerge the losers'. 
15 Something of the spectrum of approach is evident in comparing Evangelical writers with 
different audiences in mind. Goldingay (1994: 69) wrestles with this problem in a section 
dealing with 'The place of "Fiction" in a Historical Story'. Writing as an Evangelical scholar to a 
largely academic readership, he has little hesitation in regarding Genesis 1-2 as 'not history 
in the sense we normally give that word'. Regarding the stories about the empty tomb, he is 
more guarded. After describing W. Marxen's view that the empty tomb stories arose by 
inference when the first disciples sawJesus alive, Goldingay says: 'In my view the stories are 
closer to factuality than that... but this is not to imply that in principle scripture cannot 
contain stories that are "fictional" yet true in the sense that they give us accurate insight into 
the actual Jesus'. 
Travis (1994: 15), another Evangelical scholar, is equally ambivalent about the historical 
aspects of Genesis 1-2 when writing a bible study guide for lay people. He shifts the focus 
away from the issue of historicity, without actually saying that the creation story is not 
history: 'People often argue about how the Genesis story is to be squared with modern 
science and the theory of evolution. But Genesis 1 is not about how the world was made, but 
about God's intention in making the world. It is not in competition with science' (author's 
italics). 
McCartney & Clayton (1994: 212) write from a more conservative position to'students and 
thoughtful lay people'. They are more forthright in asserting that 'Theological History', as 
they call it, describes events that really happened: '... the fall of Adam in Genesis 3 is of 
religious significance precisely because it actually happened in real space and time'. 
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other modes of literary analysis appear to have led to blind alleys. Literary 

approaches to interpretation are highly varied, and the only common theme 

is that they seek meaning in places other than the historical horizon of the 

author. In particular there is a division between methods that focus on the 

text, and those that focus on the reader. 

Text-centred approaches 
Overviews of the rise of literary analysis of the bible often refer to the 

secular movements that began to change the approach to literature in 

academic circles during the early to mid-twentieth century, and were then 

applied to the bible". The early movements such as `new criticism' and 

structuralism tended to stress the autonomy of the text as a locus of 

meaning. The reactions to these methods in biblical studies has been mixed. 
For those who saw the bible as the unique and authoritative word of God, 

the idea of focusing on the final form of the text must have seemed an 

attractive alternative to secular historical-critical study (McKnight 1985: xi- 

xix, Morgan 1988: 252). In practice, the results of such literary analysis have 

been less than enthusiastically received outside a small band of devotees. " 

The main criticism of structuralist approaches has been that the results were 

either banal or too obscure to be of much use. 

Perhaps the most successful applications of literary technique to biblical 

studies have been in the analyses of genre and narrative. Goldingay (1994, 

1995) makes it clear that different types of writings in scripture must be 

analysed in different ways, and this is a widely accepted (e. g. Ferguson 

1986: 92, Osborne 1991, Tate 1997). The notion of genre has penetrated 
into some popular works (e. g. Fee & Stuart 1993, McCartney & Clayton 

1994), and is one way in which literary considerations are being brought 

before a lay audience. 

Textbooks and research papers on narrative criticism abound with technical 

terms and notions that a lay reader might find hard to grasp. Nonetheless, 

" See McKnight (1985), Thiselton (1992: 471-79) and Watson (1996). Morgan (1988: 138) 
sees this process as fuelled by the shift in the centre of biblical studies from German 
theology departments, with institutional relationships to churches, to the secular 
departments of religion in American universities. The influence of Derrida and 
deconstructionalist thinking has been more evident in American biblical studies than 
elsewhere. 
17 Bray (1996: 488), M. Davies (1990), Kaiser & Silva (1994: 240), Thiselton (1992: 493). 
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the way that lay people read stories may allow them to appropriate the same 
meaning as an `expert', but without the long self-conscious detour through 

academic narrative analysis. A question then arises as to whether this original 

naivete is any better or worse than the `second naivete' of the scholar'$. 

Reader-centred approaches 
Those literary approaches that stress the autonomy of the text from author 

or reader were already being superseded in secular fields when they were 
first introduced into biblical studies (Moore 1989, Thiselton 1992: 50). Once 

the focus of meaning shifted from the author, it could not stay solely with 
the text for long". When the structural network of the text was recognized 

as a set of reading conventions, the role of the reader became the dominant 

concern of literary critics (Thiselton 1992: 495). In some circles, literary 

criticism seems to be almost synonymous with reader-centred criticism (e. g. 
McKnight 1985,1988). 

Interest in the way in which readers find (or create) meaning has come from 

several independent sources20: structuralism was itself a source because it 

generated a line of theoretical thinking that inevitably led to a greater 
recognition of the role of the reader (Thiselton 1992: 499). The seminal work 

of Wolfgang Iser (1978) explored the way that readers `actualize' the 

meanings that are potential in the text. This interaction involves both text 

and reader, but the more radical reader-response theories downplay the role 
of the text almost to the point of exclusion. Some writers have stressed the 
importance of individual, psychological factors in this process (e. g. Holland 

1973,1975a), while others have stressed the role of the community in 

shaping the way that individuals interpret texts. 

Stanley Fish (1980,1989) has done more than most to spur thinking about 
interpretative communities. Fish has no particular interest in biblical studies, 
but his ideas have caused some stir among biblical interpreters because 

they impute an exclusive role to the community in determining what is an 

" See Thiselton (1992: 358-72) for a discussion of naivete in the work of Paul Ricouer. 
Morgan (1988: 269): 'A text has no life of its own'. Clines (1997: 15) relates a incident when 

Edward Greenstein, aJewish scholar, opened the text of the Hebrew bible before his students 
and said 'Today we are simply going to listen to the text. Today, we shall hear what it has to 
say'. The ensuing silence spoke for itself. 
20 See Thiselton (1992: 495-539). 
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acceptable meaning of a text, or even what constitutes a text in the first 

place. His collection of essays 'Is There a Text in this Class? 'traces the 
development of his thinking over a ten-year period to 1980. He begins with 
an attack on literary formalism (i. e. the notion that the structure of a text 

contains its meaning), but comes to believe that there is no `halfway house' 

on the anti-formalist road. Once the reader is given some control of meaning 
the text loses all claim to independence. His final position is to merge text 

and reader through the notion of `interpretive communities'. ', Fish's later 

work `Doing What Comes Naturally' (1989) expands and refines this 

position and broadens it from anti-formalism to `anti-foundationalism', an 
attack on any notion that truth is an absolute, verifiable position. 

Fish's ideas arose from his context as a literary critic in academic circles, 
and it is not clear if they apply there, let alone anywhere else22. What he has 
done is to draw attention to the way in which a reader can, consciously or 
otherwise, approach a text with a set of community values or strategies that 
determine how a text is perceived, what counts as evidence for a 
proposition and what aspects of the text are considered important. The 

notion that the community shapes and controls an individual's appropriation 
of a text must have some relevance to biblical interpretation in churches 
(Morgan 1988: 257, Noble 1994: 420). 

The philosophical paradigm 

The long monopoly of historical criticism could only be ended if literary critics 
could justify the whole basis of their approach to texts. The early proponents 
of historical criticism were generally unconcerned or unaware of the sorts of 
hermeneutical issues that preoccupied the literary critics who followed them 
(Segovia 1995a, b; Thiselton 1992: 471). The rise of literary criticism saw a 

_' 1 shall use the English form 'interpretative'. For a fuller discussion of Fish's notion of 
interpretative community, see Chapter 11. 
"Fish's ideas have been countered by a number of writers concerned specifically with 
interpreting the bible. Thiselton (1992: 541-50) draws on Wittgenstein to argue for the 
possibility that meaning can be understood and shared between communities. Noble (1994, 
1995) systematically considers the examples Fish used to argue his case, and shows that they 
do not support the notion that all texts could be interpreted in an infinite variety of ways. 
These two attacks on Fish's ideas are thorough and well argued. Fish's theoretical basis for 
extreme contextual I sation of knowledge and interpretative practice seems to be 
unconvincing. What is more, Fish does not give us any way of actually analysing texts (see 
Fish 1989: 315-41), his arguments are apparently based on empirical observations of what 
readers do In practice, not what they ought to do. He gives no way of judging between a true 
or false interpretation because he dismisses the reality of these categories: there are simply 
different interpretations that vie for attention (Fish 1989: 14-25). 
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parallel rise in discussion about the philosophy of hermeneutics. This interest 

in the theory of method links the literary-critical paradigm with hermeneutical 

ideas traced to Schleiermacher, who is credited with the concept of the 

`hermeneutical circle' (Thiselton 1992: 204-09). 

Anthony Thiselton is one of the foremost writers who have tried to apply 

philosophical understanding of hermeneutics to biblical Interpretation. His 

early work 'The Two Horizons'(1980) examined the implications of works by 

Heidegger, Bultmann, Gadamer and Wittgenstein. The main issue of concern 

was the fact that the exegete, no less than the text, stands in a given 
historical context and tradition. The aim of interpretation must be to 

recognize, understand and bring together the 'two horizons' of text and 

reader (Thiselton 1980: 10-17). This notion of interpretative horizons has 

had a major impact on academic biblical interpretation because it cautions 

against any naive assumptions about the ability of modern readers to fully 

understand ancient authors. 

Thiselton's later book, 'New Horizons in Hermeneutics' (1992), is probably 
the most comprehensive overview of this area in recent years. His insights 

into the developments of the hermeneutical theory help to give some shape 

to a highly complex field. Thiselton traces recent developments to the work 

of Hans-Georg Gadamer23, whose influence has been to spawn development 

of his ideas and counter-reaction to them. He likens Gadamer to an 
intersection, from which several different inter-connected roads emerge 
(1992: 11-16): 

1. Metacritical developments stem from Gadamer's emphasis on practical 

wisdom, rather than theoretical reason. He stressed that rational methods of 
interpretation can become detached from any real context and therefore too 

generalized to guide historically-rooted interpreters. Names associated with 
this line of development include Habermas, Apel, Pannenberg and possibly 
Ricoeur. 

2. Socio-pragmatic hermeneutics take Gadamer's notion of the context- 

relative actualisation of texts and argue for a radical reader-orientated 

23 Notably Wahrheit und Methode, published in 1960 and translated to English in 1975. 
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approach. They are associated mainly with American writers such as Rorty 

and Fish. 

3. Socio-critical hermeneutics are also aware of the context of interpretation, 
but argue that the forces shaping a given interpretation can include social 
interests that are ethically unacceptable and must be unmasked. Habermas 

and Apel are both writers who draw on metacritical arguments to break out 

of the localized, self-contained ethics of the socio-pragmatists. A similar 

unmasking at a more psychological level is seen in the work of Paul Ricoeur 

and others, who draw on Freudian theory in a `hermeneutic of suspicion'. 

4. A return to traditional approaches is a fourth direction that Thiselton 
discerns, notably in those who draw on the work of E. D. Hirsch, such as 
Johnson (1990). Thiselton himself has some sympathy with this approach, 
but he uses the work of Wittgenstein to produce a more sophisticated and 

compelling argument for retaining some notion of author-centred 
hermeneutics. 

These developments from, or reactions against, Gadamer's theories have 
interacted with other independent movements in the field of biblical 
Interpretation. Among these are the evolution and bifurcation of liberation 

hermeneutics into black and feminist hermeneutics and the impact of 
literary theory (discussed under the `ideological paradigm' below). 

Thiselton's arguments are too complex to be easily summarized, but his 

work shows another way in which the field of biblical interpretation has 

been approached. His assumption from the outset is that those who use the 
bible in the university and those who use it in the church should share a 

common concern (1992: 4). His perspective is very much from the university, 

using theory as springboard to guide and evaluate various ways in which the 
bible might be interpreted in a 'pastoral' setting. Thus major changes in 

biblical interpretation are interpreted as developments in hermeneutical 

theory: great thinkers feature as the prime movers. The link with pastoral 

theology (1992: 556-620) is seen as an attempt to link the two horizons of 

the biblical text and the particular reader. Pastoral theology is concerned 

with individuals in particular settings, and it is into these setting that the 
bible must be interpreted. 
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The ideological paradigm 

I use the term `ideological' to describe interpretation that springs from a 

particular social context, where issues of power and control are a key part of 
the process. Included here are those who interpret the bible from a 
liberationist or feminist perspective, as well as radically context-centred 
interpretations (e. g. Segovia & Tolbert 1995a, b). Superficially, such context- 

relative interpretation is similar to some areas of reader-response criticism, 

which I have discussed under the literary paradigm. The important 

distinction lies in the origins of this paradigm, which has more to do with 

social politics that literary analysis. This is a case of convergence: two 

groups from different backgrounds focussing on the same interpretative 

issues. There is no common method under this paradigm, which draws on 

critical tools ranging from historical-critical to radical reader-response, but 

interpretations are deliberately context-specific, rather than universal. The 

early roots were in Marxist ideology, raising questions of whose ends are 

served by particular interpretations of texts, and leading to the notion of 
`hermeneutical suspicion'. More recently, postmodernist ideology has 

become popular, leading to a radical pluralism and a stress on `social 

location' as a key factor in controlling biblical interpretation. 24 

The underlying approach of interpreters in this paradigm is summarized by 

Fernando Segovia in his introduction to a volume entitled 'Reading from this 
Place'(Segovia & Tolbert 1995a), which reflects the influence of more radical 

reader-orientated approaches in the United States. Segovia sees the changes 
in biblical criticism since the 1970s as a massive shift with far-reaching 

consequences. He has little hesitation in proclaiming the demise of the 
historical-critical method, which he sees in broad retreat in the last quarter 

of the century (p. 1). In seeking to introduce his own particular stance, 
Segovia recognizes three 'paradigms or umbrella models of interpretation' 

each of which includes a variety of interpretative methods held together by 

common underlying values and assumptions. These are `Historical', 

"Yee (1995: 118) neatly demonstrates the interplay of these ideas in her concluding 
paragraph, in which she addresses the need for a critical framework for biblical exegesis: 
'This theoretical framework must be able to bridge the fissures among the author ...., the 
autonomous text, and the specific reader, all three in their historical specificities of gender, 
race, class, and religion. "Meaning" and "truth" in the biblical text involve a dynamic interplay 
among these three, with power as the pivotal variable. "Meaning" and "truth" must be 
critically analyzed to determine the answer to the question: Whose meaning and whose 
truth? ' (my italics). 
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`Literary' and `Cultural Criticism'. 25 Although he welcomes the latter two as 
`profoundly liberating', breaking the stranglehold of historical criticism, he 
is still critical of all three paradigms. All of them give a pedagogical role to 
the expert interpreter, with the expectation that there are 'right' ways to 
read a text and these ways must be learnt from the `right' people. He 
dismisses the notion that any of these paradigms operate with any scientific 
objectivity: all are based on highly theological positions, even those that use 
`secular' methods26. Literary criticism, as it developed into reader-response 
criticism, allowed more varied readings, but these were ultimately subject to 
constraints imposed by the text. Even the focus on the reader assumed a 
`faceless', sophisticated reader whose job was primarily to activate the 
meaning of the text. 

Segovia's complaint against these three paradigms is that they ignore the 
`flesh-and-blood reader', as he puts it. Having surveyed the models of 'the 

past' he looks forward to the newly emerging fourth paradigm, `Cultural 
Studies', In which the 'historical, formalist and hermeneutical questions and 
concerns become closely interrelated and interdependent' (p. 28). For 
Segovia, what is needed is a much fuller appreciation of the historical and 
socio-cultural context of the reader. Though a praiseworthy goal, the notion 
of the impartial and objective end-reader is naive and dangerous, implying 

as it does the scientific soundness and ideological neutrality of the 
interpretations offered by the critics. 

It is here that Segovia's underlying ideological perspective emerges. The old 
methods, he claims, arose in Europe and have remained, on either side of 
the North Atlantic, thoroughly Eurocentric. The claim for universality was 
inherently colonialist and imperialistic: the interpretations of readers and 
critics on the margins were sacrificed for the `true' interpretations of those 

who moved within the established critical traditions. This status quo began 

to unravel as the literary and cultural critics of the 1970s asked questions 
about the role of the reader. It was given added impetus by the growth of 

2S Segovia uses the term 'Cultural Criticism' to refer to the sociological-historical approach. 
He sees this as having arisen in parallel with the literary approach as 'replacements' of the 
old historical-critical paradigm. 
" Segovia argues that even the assumption that biblical interpretation can be radically 
divorced from theology is, itself, a highly theological position. 
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theologies arising from outside academic disciplines (e. g. liberation 

theologies). The new paradigm is heavily influenced by postmodern 
thinking, with its `ironic realisation that all is construction, and that one has 

no choice but to engage in such construction' (p. 31). For Segovia, such 

culturally relative interpretations reject the notion of any `master narrative', 

and are the inevitable consequences of a postcolonial Christian world and a 

postcolonial biblical criticism. 

Segovia's views, although not exhaustive of those who interpret under an 
ideological paradigm, do highlight some of the key emphases of such an 

approach. The underlying drive is a reaction against oppression (in this case 
the hegemony of Western theological thought). The other paradigms are 

criticized for their futile striving after 'objective' results, the notion of a 
`correct' reading of a text and the priority they give to experts, rather than 

the ordinary reader. 

Such criticism implies that ideological interpretation does put the bible in 

the hands of the people. But this is not necessarily so. For example, in the 

early days of the liberation theology movement, much was made of the way 
in which 'base communities' studied the bible and heard God's promise of 
liberation27. But there is some doubt as to whether liberation theology in the 

Latin American context was truly a movement of the poor, as opposed to the 
influence of middle-class intellectuals based in universities (Segundo 

1990). 28 In the same way, some of the material written from a feminist 

perspective uses historical- or literary-critical methods that are not 

accessible to the ordinary reader (e. g. Fiorenza 1983, Trible 1984). 

The use of academic methods and jargon by ideological interpreters isolates 

them from most lay people. Their underlying assumptions are driven by 

ideology that may, ironically, have little mass appeal. Notwithstanding these 

27 See Hennelly (1990) for some key works. 
21 Segundo cites the experience of Leonardo Boff, who spent half the year in university and 
half in base communities. Despite his efforts, the ordinary people insisted on believing 
salvation was won on the cross and lies in the future. Boff felt the need to educate them to 
understand salvation as a present, political reality, yet they were strangely resistant to the 
imposition of this 'liberating' idea. The modest success of liberation movements in Latin 
America compared with the growth of Pentecostal churches suggests care is needed in always 
assuming that liberationist approaches to biblical interpretation demonstrate the way that 
ordinary people approach the bible. 
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criticisms, ideological interpretations have been highly influential in raising 
the question of how interpretation is related to context. These issues are in 

sharpest focus where exegesis is used to maintain a position of power and 

authority, but they are present whenever the bible is interpreted in a church 

community. 

The theological paradigm 
In so far as all interpreters take some stance with respect to God, all 
interpretations are in some sense `theological', even those that exclude the 

notion that the bible is the `Word of God' (Segovia 1995: 12)29. However, the 

various biblical theology movements of the twentieth century have all tried 

consciously to bridge the gap between secular academic biblical studies and 

the needs of the confessional community. 30 Biblical theology as a discipline 

is not wedded to a particular hermeneutical method, and has a long and 

complex history. This history had a number of false starts during the 

twentieth century that all attracted their critics (see Childs 1979, Froehlich 

1985, Morgan 1990). 

Theological interpretation implies a confessing stance, but such a stance 
does not of itself define this paradigm. The distinctive features of 

theological interpretation are that it seeks to interpret the bible as the word 

of God in a way that is consistent with a reasoned and rational 

understanding of the world (Morgan 1988: 35, Fowl 1998). As such, 

theologians seek to integrate knowledge gained about God from a text with 
knowledge gained from other sources. These sources may include other 
biblical texts, the action of the Holy Spirit, the tradition of the Church and 

general revelation beyond the text. 

Within this paradigm, there are different ways of integrating the bible with a 

wider understanding of God. Morgan (1988), while wary of some recent 

trends in hermeneutics, recognizes that a literary frame of reference offers 

some possibilities for making religious talk of God intelligible in a secular 

culture (p. 219). He sees reader-response analysis as vindicating 

_° Davies 1995: 48 would dispute this. He sees non-confessional discourse as fundamentally 
different from a confessional approach to biblical study. 
'° Robert Morgan writing on 'Biblical Theology' in Coggins and Houlden (1990): '... the label 
[of Biblical Theology] has... often indicated a religiously motivated protest against the 
abstractions and compromises of academic theology'. 
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theologians' long held belief that pre-understanding is a vital factor in any 
interpretation. As a theologian, Morgan is not adverse to Stanley Fish's idea 

that interpretative communities control meaning: 

The Christian Church is (among other things) a community which agrees to 
read certain writings on the assumption that the God of whom these speak is 
the same reality that it knows in the experience of its members. Morgan 
(1988: 257) 

This is a clear expression of the way that the theological paradigm is open 
to the idea of God `speaking' through the experiences of life, as well as the 
biblical text. 

Watson (1994) has also restated the importance of allowing external realities 
to control the interpretation of scripture. His `theological hermeneutics' rest 

on three basic principles: 
1. Access to the reality of Jesus is textually mediated, but the reality of Jesus 

is not totally constructed by the text. Jesus is not merely a character in 

the text, but a reality about which the text speaks. Watson, in accepting a 

reality beyond the text, implies that this reality is also accessible by other 

means. 
2. Working with the final, canonical form of the text does not render it 

immune from criticism. Such criticism may come from within the text 
itself, or from the world beyond the text. 

3. Insights from the secular world can assist the Christian community's 

understanding of scripture. 

Each of these principles is built on the notion that knowledge of God is 

available outside the confines of the bible, and that this knowledge should 

shape the way that texts are understood. Theology has always been suspect 

among some biblical interpreters because of the tendency to impose a pre- 
defined framework on the text. The fear is that this will prevent the text 
from `speaking for itself'. The modern proponents of theological 
interpretation are aware of this, but are also aware that no text ever speaks 
for itself. There is a growing openness, perhaps spurred by postmodern 
thinking, to accept that the reality of God mediated beyond the text can 
interact with the text to bring out from it the word of God for a religious 
community. 
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Stephen Fowl (1998) addresses the use of extra-textual criteria to control 
the interpretation of texts, suggesting that the idea of `meaning' is 

unhelpful because it can never be clearly defined. Fowl prefers to 

concentrate on the different interpretative aims or interests that concern the 

reader. Within any arena of interest or context there is an interaction 

between the biblical text and the particular theological, moral, political or 

ecciesial concerns of the interpreters. These must be accepted and 

scrutinized, with a strong emphasis on the ethical vigilance of the readers. 
Fowl's work (to which I return in more detail in Chapter 12) places a heavy 

emphasis on using the nature of interpreters (individual or collective) as a 

guide to judging the acceptability of their interpretations. 

Given that every interpretation is related to some reality beyond the text, 

what are the significant factors that affect interpretation in lay Christian 

communities? The holy grail of an `objective' interpretation, central to so 

much scholarly enterprise, may not even be recognized by lay people, let 

alone accepted as a valid criterion. Rationality may not be a plumb line 

against which interpretations are assessed. " If this is so, what criteria are 
appropriate to congregations trying to discern the word of God in scripture? 
I shall discuss this in my concluding chapter. 

Within the previous four paradigms there are biblical scholars with a 

confessing stance and those who operate with an entirely secular worldview. 
Scholars who interpret the bible from a theological perspective are, by 

definition, operating with some sort of confessional stance, and this makes 
the theological paradigm distinct from the others because the whole 

approach is predicated on the existence of God. Some might see the 
difference as of little consequence because what a scholar believes about 
God has no bearing on their academic credence. Others would disagree and 

see a clear fault-line that keeps the two sides well apart. 

" Morgan (1988: 36) recognises this: 'There is in fact, then, afurther division in the religious 
camp between those who read the Bible rationally (but with religious aims) and those who 
read it irrationally. Rather than scold the latter, theologians should consider (a)where this 
matters and where it does not, and (b)what elements of truth or justified protest are 
contained in it'. 
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The debate was intensified by Watson (1994) and Davies (1995). Watson 

(1994: 7-11) makes a claim for the right, if not necessity, of a theological 

study of the bible in academic circles such as university departments. He 

argues that the use of the bible by the church is its primary hermeneutical 

context, and the church needs the help of critical studies. So universities 

must allow critical study from both secular and confessional stances. The 

idea that external, community interests have no role in academic discourse 

is a myth, and the church has the same right as any other group to use 

academia to test its ideas and practices. 32 Davies accuses Watson of seeking 

to banish non-confessional study of the bible from academic discourse 

(Davies 1995: 44), and, in counter to this, suggests confessional discourse 

should be excluded from universities (p. 52). 

The tone of both works is, in parts, the wounded response of a battered 

minority fighting for a rightful place in the academy. Davies (1995: 27) uses 

terminology borrowed from social anthropology to describe the two forms 

of discourse. He considers non-confessional biblical studies to be etic in 

nature: that is, examination from 'outside'. The detachment of this 

approach is vital for any academic discipline because it allows independent 

critical evaluation. Theological, confessional study he classes as emic, 

arguing that some criticisms are automatically ruled out by the nature of the 
discourse. Theological pre judgements define the limits of criticism, so that 

some opinions or ideas are non-negotiable truths that are not up for critical 

evaluation by 'outsiders'. As such, confessional studies are exclusive, unlike 

their secular counterparts, and have no real place in universities (p. 52). In 

counter, Watson portrays the practitioners of secular biblical studies as 

wrongly believing that they have an objectivity that makes their approach 

academically superior to those who come from a confessional stance. He 

calls this the 'myth of salvation through secularity' (Watson 1994: 9). 

Ethical arguments are also brought to bear, though they can be argued both 

ways. Davies (1995: 52) believes that, since taxpayers fund university 
departments, confessional studies should have no part of such work if they 

'-, '... the current Christian discourse and praxis should be exposed to critical testing in order 
to determine whether it is a truthful and appropriate expression of the church's vocation 
within the world. ' Watson (1994: 8) 

23 



advance Christian interests at the expense of the academy. Yet even he sees 

problems in this line of argument since most `secular' departments of 
biblical studies rely heavily on confessionally committed students. Without 

them, biblical studies would be a minor subset of Near Eastern studies. If it 

comes to serving the needs of the tax-paying society, it is far from clear that 

secular biblical studies can justify their existence. 33 

These questions about the place of the theological paradigm in academic 
biblical interpretation are mirrored by questions about the value of academic 
biblical studies to the church. Lay Christians looking to the academy for help 

with biblical interpretation will find a very wide range of opinions, including 

no opinion at all. Clines (1997) wrestles with the question of what the 

academy should be doing for the church. His best suggestion is that 

academics should remind the church of its history of interpretation. 
Somewhere in this history is likely to be an interpretation that can be 

tailored to suit the current needs of a particular confessing community. Such 
`client-centred, re-cycled interpretation' may well be, as Clines has it, 
'fashionable, driven by the market place and ecologically sound' (p. 93), but 

is not likely to impress people who believe God addresses them personally 

with absolute truths through the bible. In the end, Clines declines to come 
to any meaningful conclusion: in true postmodern, academic style he leaves 

all possibilities open. If the academy itself is unsure of what exactly it 

should be doing, for whom, and why, it is hardly surprising that people 

outside the discourse rarely see any value or relevance in what it produces. 

I shall be investigating the attitudes and practices of lay people interpreting 

the bible. Although I will not empirically investigate biblical scholars in this 

way, it seems worthwhile reflecting on the relationship between academy 

and church in the light of my findings. So I shall return to this issue at the 

end of my final chapter. 

"This view seems heightened to me by the results of Davies' application of his non- 
confessional approach to biblical study. In the second half of his book he interprets various 
Old Testament passages, seeking to strip away the 'prejudice' of emic, confessional 
viewpoints. What emerges most clearly in every case is exactly the sort of interpretation you 
might expect from a secular academic from Western Europe at the end of the twentieth 
century. The picture of the biblical writers that emerge is sophisticated, cynical, and generally 
atheistic. Davies himself seems to recognise this (p. 140). This raises the ethical question of 
whether society wishes to employ academics to stare into the well of history and simply give 
us a detailed description of their own reflection. Is this any more ethically justified than 
confessional studies that try to express Christian ideas in the academic arena? 
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Issues raised by academic paradigms of biblical interpretation 

The foregoing overview has raised a number of issues from academic 
biblical interpretation that may be of particular relevance to biblical 

interpretation among lay people. To shape my investigation sole/yfrom this 

perspective would be to privilege theory in a way that runs counter to my 

original objectives. I deliberately began this study by looking at what lay 

people think about the bible and what they do with it. The factors I selected 
for investigation arose out of an interaction of the initial results of pilot 

studies on lay people with the sorts of issues mentioned above. These 

issues are not so much bridges between the academy and the church as 

aspects of interpretation that might or might not be relevant to lay people. 

My investigation of lay people examined issues that stemmed from four of 
the five academic paradigms mentioned earlier: 

The historical-critical paradigm: history versus stor 4 

For lay people, the chief issue raised by the historical-critical paradigm is the 

historicity of biblical events. Bultmann's assumption was that 'modern man' 

could not believe that supernatural events could take place that were 
beyond the understanding of science. This assumption may be true for 

secular academic circles and, indeed, for many people in Western society 

today. But is it true for lay people in churches? Might it be that people who 
belong to churches are precisely that sub-set of the population who do 

believe that miracles are possible, and who therefore have no use for 

interpretation that reduces them to didactic fiction? On the other hand, 

there may be many church people who find the bible miracles too hard to 

believe as history, but have no other means to interpret them. 

Within the Church of England there is likely to be wide range of opinion on 

what parts of the bible are history, and what are story. Some people hold a 

near fundamentalist belief that all bible stories must have really happened, 

while others deny the historicity of even such central events as the 

resurrection. Teachers of biblical interpretation in churches need to be 

"I shall use the term 'history' to refer to events that actually happened, and 'story' for 
fictional accounts that do not describe things that actually happened. The two are not distinct 
because an event may be elaborated in story with fictional and non-fictional elements. 
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aware of how lay people view history and story in the bible, and what factors 

affect the stand a person is likely to have. Part of this study will be to 

explore the level of sophistication among lay people in grappling with issues 

of history and story. 

The healing miracles are interesting texts with which to investigate this 

aspect of belief: they stand between the sagas of the Old Testament, which 
many might recognize as story, and the central miracles in the life of Jesus 
(conception, resurrection, ascension), which the majority of lay church goers 
would want to maintain as historic fact. Healing miracles, or at least claims 
of healing, are part of our present day society, and many Christians assume 
that God does intervene supernaturally to heal sickness (e. g. East 1977, 
MacNutt 1974, Shlemon et al 1978, Urquhart 1986, Wagner 1988, Wimber & 
Springer 1986). Yet those same Christians are also likely to experience the 
tension of praying for healing and not seeing it happen. Part of this study 
will be to investigate how individuals interpret biblical healing stories in the 
light of their church background, beliefs about the bible and personal 
experience of healing. To tease out all the contours of such intricate and 
subtle relationships would be a difficult task, and the best that can be 
hoped for is to map out what is largely uncharted territory. 

The literary-critical paradigm: meaning beyond the text 

I have shown earlier that a major question raised by literary studies is the 

extent to which meaning resides in the text or in the reader. The growing 

popularity of reader-response approaches in academic circles is largely built 

on hermeneutical theory rather than empirical observation. An obvious line 

of approach for this study would be to try and assess what factors, if any, 

shape the way that ordinary readers interpret texts. I shall examine various 
interpretative practices in relation to a number of `independent variables';, 
that lie outside the text and which fall into three main areas: 

Individuals. It hardly needs empirical evidence to prove that individuals read 
texts in different ways. The empirical investigation will examine a number of 
factors that differ between individuals (e. g. gender, personality, education, 

" Independent variables are those that directly affect others. I cannot always prove cause and 
effect in this sort of study, so strictly these are associated variables. 
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age, and attitudes) and try and relate these to how people interpret the 
bible. In the theological response I shall examine the notion of the individual 
in critical studies and ask what my results say about recognizing and valuing 
the individual in biblical hermeneutics. 

The Holy Spirit Secular academic scholarship has no place for the notion of 
the Holy Spirit being involved in interpretation. Among confessing scholars, 
the Holy Spirit is sometimes assigned a `supportive role' in helping the 

scholarly enterprise (Fuller 1978, Thiselton 1980). The academic lodestone 
is rationality and, until very recently, spiritually inspired interpretations 
(such as allegory) were assigned to the pre-critical dustbin of history. But the 

rise of postmodernity has led to an increasing tendency to examine criteria 

other than logic or rationality for deciding on truth. Related to this is a 
developing interest in the role of the Holy Spirit in interpreting, as well as 
inspiring, scripture. 

The role of the Spirit in interpretation is not a major part of this study, but I 

will make some attempt to assess people's experience in this area. Is this an 
invisible, background influence, or are there specific times when individuals 

are aware that God is speaking to them in way that is different from ordinary 

reading? 

Community. The work of Stanley Fish, mentioned earlier, has provoked 
intense debate because it appears to strip the text of any significant role in 

controlling meaning. Fish based much of his argument on anecdotes and 
assumptions that have never been tested. While his underlying epistemology 
defies empirical testing36, it should at least be possible to look for links 

between the way people interpret the bible and the community to which they 
belong. 

Church congregations are communities within which the bible is interpreted. 
They may be `tight' communities, with high expectations about uniformity in 

interpretation, or they may be `loose' communities, in which there is little 

influence on the way individuals interpret the bible. In addition, the 

prominence of bible reading may vary: from congregations where it is 

16 1 discuss this more fully in Chapter 11. 
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central to faith, to those where it is on the periphery. A possible working 
hypothesis is that congregations that are tightly knit in their beliefs or 

authority structures have a narrower range of interpretation from a given 

piece of writing than congregations where beliefs about scripture and 

authority are less well defined. Testing such a hypothesis is not, strictly, a 

test of Fish's theory of interpretation because his theory cannot be easily 

refuted by empirical evidence. Rather it picks up his idea that interpretation 

may be influenced by community values, and seeks to find evidence that 

this is so. 

The philosophical paradigm: recognizing interpretative horizons 

The notion of interpretative horizons arose from philosophical consideration 

of how texts can communicate meaning across time and cultures. Whether 

the horizon of the writer, text or reader is given prominence, nearly all 

scholars recognize the separateness of these horizons and the difficulty of 
bridging between them. Some have abandoned any notion of bringing the 
horizons together, choosing instead to explore either historical issues, 

without saying what their findings mean for Christians today, or reader- 

centred interpretations that ignore the intent or worldview of the original 

producers of the texts. Such positions tend to come more from secular than 

confessing academics, though even the latter are sometimes reluctant to 

make the passage speak in the present. 

Whether this is true of lay Christians is another matter. The growing 
influence of historical-critical ideas on church circles mentioned earlier 

suggests some lay people may well be aware of the distinction between 

what a text meant and what it means. But this has not really been tested. 

One part of this study will be to see if lay people are aware of the separation 

of the two horizons and if they have a preference for interpretations in one 

or the other. 

The theological paradigm: deciding between interpretations 

In postmodern thinking there are no `correct' interpretations, only 

competing interpretations that vie for the right to be called (for a time at 

least) the `true' interpretation (Fish 1980: 16). Rhetoric is the criteria for 

truth: the most persuasive interpreters will win the day. This, more than 

anything else, puts anti-foundationalists like Fish at odds with confessing 

scholars who believe that God reveals absolute truth through the agency of 
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the biblical text. Many academics with a confessional stance insist that the 

texts can and do challenge communities from beyond themselves: the 
biblical text is an entity that is separate from any community of readers (e. g. 
Thiselton 1992: 549). Nonetheless, what reader-centred critics have rightly 
insisted is that extra-textual factors inevitably, and strongly, shape 
interpretation. Christians cannot pretend this is not so: the very diversity of 
interpretations of the same texts is ample evidence to support this notion. 
The question is whether these extra-textual factors are simply factors that 
help create meaning, or whether they can help congregations discriminate 

between interpretations. 

The issue of a meta-critical judgement on what is a right or wrong 
interpretation has been widely discussed (see Davies 1995, Fowl 1998, 

Thiselton 1992: 313-43, Vanhoozer 1998, Watson 1994). The bible itself 

suggests that written texts are inadequate by themselves- the letter is dead 

without the Spirit (2 Cor 3: 4-6)- but what does this mean in practice? In 

particular, to what extent are extra-textual factors important in validating 
biblical interpretations in churches? As well as examining the role of extra- 
textual factors in generating meaning from the bible, I shall also discuss 

their possible role in evaluating competing interpretations. 

In the second part of this thesis I present the empirical evidence that 
describes the way that lay people interpret and understand the bible, and 

some factors that affect this. In the third part I will discuss the theological 

implications of these findings, concluding with an assessment of the 

relationship between bible reading in the academy and the church. 
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PART TWO: THE EMPRICAL INVESTIGATION 

Chapters 2-8 describe the sample I used in my study and the results of 

various analyses of the data. I began the empirical study at the same time as 
I was reviewing trends in academic biblical interpretation, and the study 

evolved as an interaction between issues arising from the academic 
literature and the results of various pilot studies on church lay people. The 

pilot studies are described in Appendix 1, and the main statistical 

techniques in Appendix 2. 

Before dealing with the main results, I examine the properties of my final 

sample in order to demonstrate that, while it was not an entirely random 

sample of Church of England members, it did span a wide range of 

traditions, ages and education levels. This was sufficient for an analytical 
study (i. e. one that looks for associations between variables), but it means 
my results cannot easily be used to predict what proportions of churchgoers 
have this or that interpretative habits. 

The remaining chapters explore various aspects of interpretation. In each 

case I have introduced the field by reference to relevant work, described the 

methods and results and then briefly discussed the results. This discussion is 

deliberately limited to the immediate implications of the results. I reserve a 
fuller discussion of the theological implications until Part Three. 
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CHAPTER 2: INTRODUCTION TO THE SURVEY 

This study began with a seemingly simple question: 'How do ordinary 
Christians interpret the bible? ' It might be imagined that alongside the 

material generated by the academic world on the subject of biblical 

interpretation would be some understanding of what most Christians think 

of the bible, what they do with it and what they will not do with it. In fact, 

the opposite seems to be the case: 

... it is very surprising that no one seems to be very interested in the public of 
Bible buyers and Bible readers. I can find no studies at all of what people in 
this country think about the Bible, how they understand it, what they think of 
its truth or otherwise, if and how they use it. Clines (1997: 55) 

Research on how people read and interpret any texts is scarce and this is no 
less true for the bible. Where this has been attempted, it tends to rely on 

generalizations and case studies. Cedric Johnson's (1983) book 'The 

Psychology of Biblical Interpretation' is a wide-ranging examination of the 

subject by a clinical psychologist that explores relationships between 

psychological theory and the bible, but there is a complete absence of 

quantitative evidence. Similarly, Cranmer & Eck (1994) raise the issue of 

readers interacting with the bible in the context of psychological therapy 
but, again, their suggestions are not supported by any evidence. 

Empirical evidence on biblical interpretation varies in its subject and quality. 
Bartkowski (1996) moved the study of Evangelicals and the bible beyond 

simple categorizations by examining the way that conservative Protestant 

writers used the bible to arrive at positions on the submission of wives to 

their husbands and on child discipline. He concluded that general 

presuppositions about scripture shaped the interpretation of particular 
biblical passages. For example, the divergent views on corporal punishment 

espoused by Ross Campbell (1989,1992) and James Dobson (1970,1978, 

1987), both writing primarily to conservative Evangelicals, are each 

supported by bible texts that are interpreted in different ways. Bartkowski 

explains this by the way each author brings his overall view of scripture to 
bear on the particular problem at hand. This, he says, is the hermeneutical 

circle in action, and it explains such divergent interpretations more readily 
than an examination of specific beliefs about inerrancy or literalism. 

There have been several attempts to explain how people come to 

understand religious language (reviewed by Francis 1979), and this 
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impinges on how they might understand texts. Hermans (1988) examined 
the way in which religious language (specifically parables and similes) can 
be understood metaphorically among adolescents. He tested a teaching 
framework designed to increase reflective understanding of parables on 
high school teenagers in The Netherlands. There was a small but significant 
increase in the ability of students to recognize the referents of religious 

metaphors, which the author saw as a necessary condition for achieving the 
`second naivete' suggested by Paul Ricoeur. 

The growing interest in the relationship between spirituality and personality 
has led to suggestions that personality might influence biblical 

interpretation (see Chapter 5 for a fuller discussion). To my knowledge, only 
one study has investigated this empirically and this was based on a 
university campus in the United States (Bassett et al 1993). Although 

undergraduates provide a uniform and `captive' survey sample, it is also a 
very limited one. Results from such studies may have little bearing on 
churchgoers or those who regularly use the bible as part of their religious 
life. Surveys in Britain (Clines 1997, Fisher et al 1992, Harrison 1983) have 

indicated that bible reading is rare in non-churchgoers and that, even within 
churches, by no means everyone regularly reads the bible. While it would be 
interesting to know what people who never normally read the bible make of 
it, my focus was entirely with churchgoers, and mainly with those who read 
the bible regularly. 

The question of what factors influence the way that lay people interpret the 
bible is too broad to be answered in a single study. The bible encompasses 
a wide range of writing, and it is likely that both the way people interpret 

and the factors that influence them vary with genre. I therefore narrowed the 
focus of the study to a particular type of scripture, to particular aspects of 
interpretation and to a limited set of factors that might shape interpretation. 

Although hermeneutical theories abound, there was little a priori study to 
Indicate which factors might be significant for lay people. So I started by 

talking with lay Christians in a non-directive fashion, and allowed their 

concerns to determine which aspects were investigated. From these 

interviews I built up a series of questions to measure attitudes, beliefs, bible 

reading habits and background information. These were put into a 
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questionnaire booklet that was refined and tested in three pilot trials before 

distribution to 1800 people in eleven churches. (See Appendix 1 for details 

of the pilot trials. ) 

I narrowed the area of scripture to gospel healing stories, and used the 
healing of the boy with an unclean spirit in Mk 9: 14-29 for the final 

questionnaire. This story raises issues about miracles, historicity and 
literalism, as well as questions of how it might apply to the life of the 

reader. Most people in churches have some experience of praying for those 

who are ill (prayers that may or may not result in healing) and the 
interpretation of this story might be shaped by such experience. 

General methods 

Dependent variables relating to biblical interpretation and independent 

(explanatory or predictor) variables are described in the relevant chapters. in 

this section I describe in general terms the analyses used, and the 

properties of the sample used in the final analysis. Appendix 2 gives a 

glossary of terms and an explanation of the most commonly used statistical 

methods, tables and graphs. 

The final questionnaire 

The passage was from Mk 9: 14-29 in the New Revised Standard version. 
There were no chapter or verse markings included and nothing to indicate 

where in the gospels it came from. This was done to remove interpretative 

cues other than those in the text itself. The text was slightly amended in the 
first verse because the passage was removed from its immediate context. 
Thus `they' was replaced by `Jesus, Peter, dames and hohn' and the first 

reference to `him' in verse 15 was replaced by 'Jesus'. 

Determination and analysis of scales and scores 
Several different sorts of questions appeared in the questionnaire: 

1. Forced choice. A question was followed by two or more answers and 
the respondent was asked to tick only one. 

2. Multiple response. As for forced choice, but respondents could tick 

more than one answer. Multiple response questions were sometimes 

summed to give a score and sometimes separated into individual 
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items with a Yes/No response (e. g. previous churches attended, 

which could have more than one church tradition identified). 

3. Likert scales. These consisted of a short statement to which a 
response was invited that ranged from `strongly agree' to `strongly 

disagree' on a five-point scale. This is a widely used technique for 

measuring attitudes and beliefs (Oppenheim 1992): statements that 

measure the same attitude are referred to as `items' on a particular 
`scale'. The items in the Likert scales were presented in a random 

order within a section, which might contain items from several scales. 

Attitude scales developed in the pilot investigations were tested with the 
final sample using a combination of factor and reliability analysis (see 

Appendix 2 for an explanation of these techniques). Reliability is a measure 
of the consistency of scales in measuring the supposed attitude, and is 

assessed by Cronbach's alpha coefficient (Cronbach 1951). Most scales in 

the final questionnaire had a>0.8, which is normally considered sufficient 

to justify grouping items together (Bryman & Cramer 2001: 63). In a few 

cases, alpha values were slightly less than this, so these scales need to be 

treated with some caution because they may not have referred to a single, 

easily defined construct37. Some scale items measuring aspects that were of 
particular interest were scored and analysed separately. However, these 

single-item scores were not the result of rigorously developed attitude 

scales and any conclusions drawn from them are necessarily tentative. 

Scores were treated as ordinal or interval scales: in ordinal scales, 
individuals are ranked by their scores, but the intervals between scores are 

not necessarily meaningful. The scores produced from Likert scales were 

assumed to be interval scales where the distance between scores reflected 
differences in the direction and strength of a particular attitude. Education 

level was scored from 0 to 4, depending on the highest qualifications 

obtained and was not, strictly, an interval scale. However it seemed justified 

to assume that a higher score represented at least greater exposure to 

"A 'construct' is the attitude or belief or idea that the scale is seeking to quantify. 
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education, and I treated it as an interval scale38. Items such as church 

tradition and gender were categorical variables with discrete levels, so they 

were treated differently in statistical analysis. Data were entered onto 

computer and analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) for Windows version 10.1 (SPSS Inc., Bryman & Cramer 2001). 

The final sample 

it was difficult to find churches that were willing to take part in the survey. 
The length of the questionnaire required considerable commitment from 

participants, and some incumbents or Parochial Church Councils (PCCs) 

decided this was too much to ask of their congregations. In some cases this 

was because the incumbent was new to the post, while other churches felt 

they were too busy to burden their members with something new. One or 

two conservative Evangelical churches declined without giving any reason, 

perhaps because they found the questions or subject matter threatening. 

I initially approached Area Deans of large towns in the south Midlands that 

contained a variety of Anglican churches and asked if their deanery would 
be willing to participate in the project. After failing to get any positive 

response from five deaneries, I began to approach the incumbents of 

churches within a 50-mile radius of Oxford. In addition, I had some 

response to an appeal made through the Bible Society magazine 
`Transmission, as well as some personal contacts among clergy. For 

churches where I had no contact, I approached people at deanery and 
diocesan level that had knowledge of local churches and found out which, in 

their opinion, could be classed as Evangelical, Anglo-catholic or Broad 

church39. I then wrote to the incumbents of churches from a variety of 

traditions and asked if they and their PCCs were willing to allow their 

congregations to take part in the study. I continued this approach until I had 

sufficient churches across a range of traditions. 

'" I also performed test analyses treating education levels as categories, rather than a scale, 
and the results were similar. 
"These categories are not always easy to define precisely. In particular there is no 
homogeneity within churches that do not fall into the Evangelical or Anglo-catholic groups. 
On the questionnaire I used the terms 'Middle of the Road' and 'Traditional Anglican' to 
identify such churches, as these were terms that lay people used. In this report I have termed 
this group 'Broad church' in order to be roughly compatible with the 1998 English Church 
Attendance Survey (Brierley 2000). 
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Where possible, I obtained names and addresses of those on the electoral 

roll and sent personally addressed letters to each member, along with a 

stamped return envelope. Incumbents were also asked to have some 

questionnaires kept in church for those who attended services but were not 

on the electoral roll. Questionnaires for electoral roll members were initially 

distributed after services in church: those not collected after 2-3 weeks were 

posted to the home address. Some churches indicated that they were 

unwilling to have electoral roll members approached directly, or that the roll 

was not a proper reflection of the congregation as a whole. In these cases 

questionnaires were distributed from church and people were asked to take 

one and return it by post. Questionnaires sent to electoral roll members 

were given a unique code number (written in the top right hand corner of 

the front page) which allowed returns be compared with distribution, at 
least with respect to gender. 

Details of the participating churches and the number of questionnaires sent 
to each are given in Tables 2.1 & 2.2. Church names are replaced with site 

codes because participating churches were promised anonymity. In all, 1818 

questionnaires were sent to eleven different churches in eight benefices. Of 

these churches, four allowed me to send to members of the electoral roll, 

and 912 (50%) of all questionnaires were distributed in this way. 

A total of 404 (22%) of questionnaires were returned: a similar return rate to 

the third pilot study and lower than returns from earlier pilots, when the 

questionnaire was shorter (see Appendix 1). The return rate for those on 

electoral rolls was higher than for those distributed generally (28% versus 

16%), though the latter included an unknown, but possibly high, proportion 

of questionnaires that were never taken from church in the first place. 
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Table 2.1. Details of churches participating in the study. 
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An lo- Centre of large university Highly eclectic SE 
ACI 1 catholic 

110 town with many other from town and HCC 
churches. beyond. 

Anglo- Only Anglican church in Mainly from 
AC2 2 

catholic 
190 small town of 5600, with within parish. HCC 

small village of 320. 

Anglo- Parish of 9000 in large town Mainly from 
AC3 1 catholic 

115 with four other Anglican within town. HCC 
churches 
Only parish church in a town Almost entirely HCC 

8C1 1 Broad 108 of 21000. In team ministry from within town. HCT 
with surrounding villages. FS 
Long-standing church plant Mostly from 

BC2 2 Broad (78)41 in school linked to large nearby estate and FS 
town-centre church. Mother within the town. IA 
church in town centre. 
Only parish church in a 

BC3 I Broad 242 rapidly growing town of 
9000. 

Almost entirely 
from within town. HCC 

FS 

Part of team of six Mainly from HCC 
EV1 1 Evangelical 452 congregations in large town. within town but FS 

some beyond. IA 
Two churches In large town Mainly from HCC 

EV2 2 Evangelical >500 with other Anglican within town but FS 
churches. some beyond. MP EP 

IA 

The return rate from electoral roll members was higher (28%, n= 912) 

compared with non electoral roll members in the same churches (12%, n= 

355) and other churches (19%, n= 551). Electoral roll members may have 

been more committed than others, though this would not explain the lower 

return rate in other churches where the general distribution must have 

included members of the electoral roll. It seemed the personal letters 

addressed to electoral roll members both ensured that they received a 

questionnaire and were more likely to elicit a response than a general letter 

addressed to the whole church. If I had sent the same number of 

questionnaires without targeting the electoral rolls, I would have expected 

'° FS= Family Service; HCC- Holy Communion Contemporary language; HCT- Holy 
Communion Traditional Language; IA= Informal Adult; MP/EP Morning/Evening Prayer; 
SE=Sung Eucharist. 
41 Membership list supplied by the curate. 
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about 114 fewer replies than I actually received. Had all churches sent to 

their electoral rolls, I would have expected an additional 50 replies. 

Table 2.2. Number of questionnaires sent and returned. 
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ACI Mar 2000 110 44% 70 10% 55 31% 
AC2 Mar 2001 0 100 35% 35 35% 
AC3 Feb 2001 0 100 9% 9 9% 
BCl Nov1999 108 20% 50 14% 29 18% 
BC2 Feb 2001 0 76 22% 17 22% 
BC3 Mar 2001 242 24% 85 4% 62 19% 
EVl Jan 2001 452 29% 150 17% 156 26% 
EV2 Jan 2001 0 275 15% 41 15% 

ALL 912 28% 906 16% 404 22% 

How representative was the final sample? 

This study was not a survey as such, and was not intended to quantify bible- 

reading habits across the whole church. It is useful, however, to know if the 

range of people I sampled covered the sort of people found across most of 
the Church of England and how my sample might have differed from the 

church at large. Two factors made it impossible to obtain a random sample: 

the self-selection of churches and the self-selection of those willing to return 

a questionnaire. 

The Church of England has a wide variety of churches, and even the most 

careful survey would be unlikely to sample the full range. I tried to include 

churches from three main categories: Anglo-catholic, Broad church and 
Evangelical. There was some Indication that churches of a particular 

tradition (especially conservative Evangelical) may have refused to take part 
because to the nature of the subject. Even so, two Evangelical churches were 

sampled and it was clear that these congregations contained people of 
highly conservative views. I tried to counter any possible bias by deliberately 

stratifying the sample to include churches whose style of worship and 
history probably reflects the range of Anglican churches in England. 
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It was difficult to avoid a strong element of self-selection in those who 

returned questionnaires. The size of the booklet meant only those willing to 
devote at least 30 minutes (and some reported much longer) to completing 
it were in the sample. In addition, any who could not read or who were 

uncomfortable with reading were unlikely to respond. 42 I examined my 

sample by gender, age, education level, church attendance and bible 

reading habit, and compared these where possible with data collected from 

the Church of England at large. 

Gender 

The overall sex ratio of the returned sample was heavily biased to women 
(62.5%, n= 400), remarkably similar to all the other pilot studies (Appendix 

1) and to the most recent figures for the Anglican Church at large (61% 

women, from table 4.9.1 in Brierley 1999). The return rates for men and 

women on electoral roll lists were identical (Table 2.3a), and where both 
husband and wife were each sent a questionnaire, there was an equal 

probability of either sex returning it (Table 2.3b). These results strongly 
suggest that the returned sample accurately reflected the ratio of men to 

women in the sample churches, and that the overall gender ratio in my 
churches reflected the Church of England at large. 

Table 2.3a. Return rates by gender f or those on electoral rolls. 
Men Women 

Benefice Number sent % Returned Number sent %R eturned 
AC1 42 52% 67 37% 
BC1 34 18% 74 24% 
BC3 83 18% 159 26% 
EV1 173 28% 279 28% 
ALL 332 28% 579 28% 

421 did receive one reply from a blind person, filled in by a friend. 

41 



Table 2.3b. Return rates for 47 couples where both 
received a questionnaire, but only one partner returned it. 
See Appendix 2 for an explanation of the x2 statistic used to test the 
significance of associations between categorical variables. 

Benefice Husband only Wife only 
ACI 
BC1 
BC2 
EV1 

4 1 
3 3 
6 9 
7 14 

ALL 20(43%) 27 (57%) 
x2= 1.04, d. f. =1, NS 

Age 

The age distribution of participants varied significantly between the 

churches, mainly reflecting the younger age profile in the two Evangelical 

churches (Table 2.4). 

Table 2.4. Age ro file of churches sampled in this study, by tradition. 
Percentage of respondents in each age category: 

Tradition n 1Os-20s 30s-40s 50s-60s 70s+ 
AC 98 6% 16% 53% 24% 
BC 107 2% 34% 33% 32% 
EV 196 7% 42% 40% 10% 

x2 = 40.22, d. f. = 6, p< 0.001 

There were no accurate data on age distributions in any of the sampled 

churches, but in most cases the pattern seemed to reflect age distributions 

indicated by incumbents. The age distribution of my sample was roughly 

similar to that found in the 1998 English Church Attendance Survey for 

Anglican churches (Figure 2.1 & Brierley 2000: 117). 43 My sample contained 

more middle-aged people (30-64), and fewer in other age categories, than 

the national average. This was true across the traditions, even when 

compared with national figures broken down by church tradition (though the 
latter were not entirely Anglican). So although my sample may have been 

reasonably representative of the churches that participated, care would be 

needed in apply the results to the whole church, especially if there are 
strong age effects. 

" Direct comparison was difficult because the age categories used were different in each 
study and it was necessary to rework both data sets to achieve better comparability. I 
calculated actual numbers in each of the national survey categories and recalculated 
percentages after excluding under 1 5s from the sample. I then matched my decades as 
nearly as possible to the divisions in the national figures. 
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Figure 2.1. Age profiles for this study compared with figures for the English 
Church Attendance Survey 1998. 
(National figures are taken from Brierley (2000, table 31) and recalculated to exclude the 
youngest age group. ) 
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Education 

The level of education achieved by participants varied enormously, from 

those who had no qualifications at all to those who had post-graduate 
degrees or diplomas (Figure 2.2). 

Figure 2.2. Highest education level by church tradition. 
Bars represent the percentage of the total number of respondents within each tradition. 
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Overall, some 56% of respondents were educated to degree level or beyond, 

which is higher than in the population at large (24%°"). There was a full 

range of education levels in each tradition, but respondents from the 

Evangelical and Anglo-catholic churches had higher education levels, on 

average, than those from the Broad churches (X2= 35.3, d. f. = 8, p< 0.001). 

This was related to the locations of some churches: one Anglo-catholic 

church was in a university town and drew heavily on the university 

population, while one of the Evangelical churches was near to a large 

scientific establishment where a number of the respondents worked in 

research. Again, it was not possible to tell if my sample reflected the 

education level of the congregations from which they were drawn, but it is 

probable that there was a selection for those with more education. There are 

no national figures for the education levels of those attending Anglican 

churches, but it seems likely that my sample was weighted towards those 

with high levels of education. Even so, a third had no more than the 

equivalent of `O' levels or School Certificate, so the replies were not 

exclusively from the well educated. 

Church background and church attendance 
This survey drew heavily on committed churchgoers: 81 % said they attended 

church services at least weekly on average. This compares with 46% for 

Anglican churches in the English Church Attendance Survey (Brierley 

2000: 80). As might be expected, my study under-represented people who 

attended church a few times a year (Figure 2.3). This trend was apparent 

across all traditions, though the Broad churches had a significantly higher 

proportion of respondents that attended church less than once a week 
(Figure 2.4). 

" This figure was released on the website of the Department of Education and Skills on 22 
February 2001 and refers to adults of both sexes of working age (16-64). 
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Figure 2.3. Church attendance for this study compared with figures for the 
English Church Attendance Survey 1998. 
National figures taken from Brierley (2000, table 22). 
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The majority (77%) of 399 respondents had been attending their church for 

over 5 years; 20% had been coming from 1-5 years and only 3% had started 

coming in the last year. These proportions did not vary significantly across 

the traditions. Of 404 respondents, 337 (83%) had worshipped previously in 

other churches. 

Figure 2.4. Attendance by church tradition in this study. 
Bars represent the percentage of total number of respondents within each tradition. 
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Bible reading 
As might be expected, the survey drew heavily on those who read the bible 

regularly. Over 50% of my sample read at least weekly, more than the 12% 

reported from the general English population in the 1980s (Harrison 1983). 
The latter study also reported a lower frequency of reading in the Church of 
England, with only 8% of 727 respondents claiming to read the bible at least 

weekly. Those from Evangelical churches in my sample were more likely to 

read the bible frequently than those from other traditions (Table 2.5). What 

was more surprising was that all three traditions included people who 
responded to the survey despite the fact that they read the bible a few times 

a year at most. 

Table 2.5. Bible reading frequencies among respondents in this study, by 
church tradition. 

Anglo-catholic Broad church Evangelical All 
n=92 109 199 400 

Hardly ever 23% 26% 7% 16% 
Few times a year 30% 28% 14% 22% 

At least weekly, 47% 46% 79% 63% 
x2 = 47.2, d. f. = 4, p< 0.001 

Conclusion on the sample 
It seems likely then, that the 404 responses in this study represent a cross- 
section of the Church of England, but one drawn mainly from middle-aged 
people who attend services and read the bible more frequently than the rest 
of their congregations or the Anglican church at large. Respondents were 
probably more highly educated than most others in their congregations, and 
certainly more than the English population as a whole. 

These findings were as expected from the nature of the survey: both in 

terms of the style of the questionnaire and the way church members were 

surveyed. It is important, therefore, to bear in mind that the results cannot 
be applied to the Church of England in crude proportional terms. This would 

underestimate those people who attend infrequently and have little contact 

with the bible. That said, a wide range of traditions were sampled and, 

within each tradition, respondents were drawn from a broad range of ages, 

educational backgrounds and church commitment. So the range of views 
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sampled is probably representative of the Anglican church as a whole. This 

was the most important consideration for this kind of analytical study. 45 

Confounded variables 

This was not a balanced-design experiment46, and some variables were 
inevitably confounded with one another. Confounded variables are those 

that are interrelated, so that it is difficult to separate the effect of one 

variable from another. In some cases this represented genuine relationships 
between variables, in others it was mainly due to differences between the 

types of churches sampled in each tradition. 

Gender 

The ratio of the sexes was similar in the different traditions in my sample. 
Myers-Briggs personality type is partly related to gender because men are 

more likely than women to prefer thinking over feeling (see Chapter 3 and 
Bayne 1997: 39). The level of education was also related to gender, with men 
having a higher overall score than women in all age categories (Figure 2.5). 

Other variables such as church tradition, attendance, frequency of bible 

reading, attitude to the bible and age showed no significant differences 

between the sexes. 

Age and education 
There was a strong inverse correlation between average age and education 
level (Figure 2.5). The exceptions to the trend were teenagers, who had not 

yet reached their adult education level. The trend was present in all church 

traditions and in men and women, though men had high education levels, 

on average than women. The influence of the two factors could be separated 

using an analysis of variance and some trends could be checked by testing 

within the age range of 30s-50s, where there was little variation in education 
levels with age. 

45 An analytical study looks for associations between variables: in this case what things might 
cause variations in biblical interpretation. A survey study would measure the frequency of 
different biblical interpretations across the whole church. An analytical study must ensure 
that the full range of variation is included in the sample; a survey study must ensure that the 
frequencies in the sample accurately represent those in the population as a whole. 
" i. e. one in which the number of people in each group (church, gender, education level etc. ) 
is the same. 

47 

ý1NNERsnY 



Figure 2.5. Mean47 education levels (scored 0-4) in relation to age and gender. 
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When asked to describe their church tradition, 71% of the 404 respondents 

assigned their church to the category chosen by their incumbent (Table 2.6). 

Table 2.6. Self-designation of church tradition in relation to tradition 
assigned by incumbents or a priori b y the investigator. 
Reported as percentage of column totals. 

Tradition from incumbent: 
Tradition 

according to Anglo- Broad 
respondent catholic church Evang elical n 

Anglo-catholic 95% 16% 0% 106 
Broad church 4% 77% 24% 137 

Evangelical 1% 6% 56% 120 
Charismatic 0% 0% 18% 36 

Other 0% 1% 2% 5 
Alin = 94 109 201 404 

The discrepancies arose mainly in the Broad churches, where 16% described 

their church as Anglo-catholic and 6% as Evangelical, and the Evangelical 

churches, where 24% described their church as Broad church and 18% as 
Charismatic. These differences may have arisen for several reasons. 

" Error bars on graphs are ±1 Standard Error (S. E. ) of the mean. See Appendix 2 for detailed 
explanation of interpreting this and similar graphs. 
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" In some cases, respondents may have had little experience of other 

Anglican churches, and tended to assume that their church was 

traditional Anglican. This was unlikely to have had a major effect, 
because at least 80% of respondents indicated that they had 

worshipped at some time in their past in a different church. Where 

people had previously worshipped at another church, 35% (n = 337) 

had been only at churches of the same tradition they were now in, 

54% only at churches of a different tradition and 11% at both. 

" In other cases, it appeared that people labelled their church according 

to their own inclination. The Evangelical churches sampled included 

charismatic elements in their worship and teaching, and those that 
described their church as Charismatic were probably people who 

responded to this element of their church. 

I have mainly classified respondents according to the a priori definitions 

based on the incumbent's assessment or external information. This uses a 
three-fold grouping. The results were virtually identical to any analysis 
based on self-assessment, apart from one important respect. Scores on 

nearly all the scales were higher (i. e. more `conservative') for those who 
labelled their church as Charismatic compared with those who described it 

as Evangelical. 

Using church tradition to compare those in Anglo-catholic, Broad and 
Evangelical churches was complicated because the characteristics of the 

sample from these different groups showed some important differences. In 

particular, Evangelicals were younger, on average, than those from the other 

two traditions, and those from Broad churches had lower average education 
levels than the rest. In addition, Anglo-catholics appeared generally to have 

more liberal views than other traditions. This was partly because the largest 

number of replies in this tradition was from a church in a university town 

that may have attracted people with more liberal views. However, most of 

the other Anglo-catholic churches I sampled in my pilot studies also had 

more liberal attitudes, so this might be a genuine trend among Anglo- 

catholic congregations at large. More work on a wide variety of 

congregations would be needed to confirm this idea. 
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These confounding factors had to be taken into account when traditions 

were compared. Fortunately, the statistical techniques I used (see Appendix 

2) catered for imbalanced designs such as my sample, and allowed the 

effects of tradition to be measured independently of other factors such as 

age, gender and education level. 
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CHAPTER 3: ATTITUDES TO THE BIBLE AND HEALING 

Introduction 

Where there has been interest in what people believe about the bible, it has 

often been in order to use such attitudes to define particular religious or 

political groups. The mobilization of the political right in the United States 

in the 1980s led to a spate of research on right-wing, fundamentalist 

Christianity Oelen 1989a), some of which used questionnaires to 
discriminate between different Protestant groups. Denominational affiliation 

and doctrinal belief have both been used as criteria for identifying 

evangelical and fundamentalist Christians, though they can give different 

results Wilcox (1986). 

There is conflicting evidence on how much doctrinal beliefs about the bible 

can satisfactorily discriminate between various Protestant denominations. 
Ammerman (1982) suggested that belief about the creation story 
discriminates between fundamentalists and other evangelicals, though this 

may be too narrow a focus (Dixon et al 1992). Smidt (1989) reviewed the 

questions used in various American surveys of Christian belief, and found 

that the exact phrasing of questions about the bible has important 

consequences for interpreting the results. Questions about infallibility, 

inerrancy, inspiration and literalism might not clearly differentiate between 

Evangelicals and other Protestants unless they were combined with other 
items about Christian belief and evangelism practice. Jelen (1989b) found 

that a large sample of white Protestants answered questions about literalism 

and inerrancy in the same way, and the distinction between the two 

positions was lost on most respondents. However, a telephone survey of 
271 African Americans in Washington D. C. suggested that the difference 

between a literalist and inerrant view of the bible was indeed a recognized 
and meaningful distinction, at least among this group of lay people Oelen et 

al 1990). 

This field of research used belief about the bible as a means to identifying 

Evangelical socio-political groupings, rather than an end in itself. It added 
little to our understanding of bible reading habits of lay people. There have 

been some attempts in Britain to quantify the use of the bible and attitudes 

to the bible, either in the population at large or among committed 

churchgoers. In a survey for the Bible Society, Harrison (1983) used the 
Gallop organization to sample over one thousand people across England. 



Included in the survey were questions about attitudes to the bible, God and 
the church. Attitudes to the bible were assessed using a Thurstone-type 

scale called the `Attitudes to the Bible Scale' or ABS (Hartberg 1980). This 

survey found that while 60% of respondents owned a bible, 70% never, or 
hardly ever, read it and only 12% read it weekly or more. Use of the bible 

was higher among churchgoers but, even here, around a third never read 
the bible and almost half of weekly attendees read the bible less than once a 
week. Despite this low use of the bible, the ABS indicated a generally 

positive attitude towards it, even among those who never attended church. 
There was a difference between the sexes in that women (especially those 

over 35) were more likely to own a bible, more likely to use it and had a 
more positive attitude towards it. Perhaps the most striking difference at the 
time was between those under 25 and older groups- the younger generation 
were less likely to read the bible or attend church, and had a less positive 
attitude to both. 

Fisher et al (1992) examined bible-reading habits and attitudes to the bible 

among 445 lay people from an Anglican diocese in northern England. The 

sample was mainly committed attendees, yet over half read the bible less 

than once a month, over 60% never used any reading aid or commentary, 

and a large proportion found it hard to articulate what they felt about the 
bible. 

David Clines sought to redress the lack of information by sending out his 

`Bible in the Modern World' class students on to the streets of Sheffield with 

questionnaires they had devised themselves. They asked the general 

population what they knew about the bible, how often they used it and what 
they thought about it (Clines 1997: chapter 3). The results of around 400 

Interviews indicated a surprising (at least to professor Clines) knowledge 

about the bible ('a basic knowledge of the Bible in more than half the 

interviewees. ' p. 63) and positive attitude to it (around 40% felt the bible 

was `true'). Over 90% had read the bible at some time in their lives, but less 

than a third had read it within the last month. 

How Christians interpret these results depends largely on what 

presuppositions they have about their society and their church. On the one 
hand, it could be argued (as does Clines) that the bible has a surprisingly 
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high profile in what is effectively a secular, post-Christian society. 

Alternatively, those who see the bible as central to Christian life might be 

depressed at how few churchgoers read it regularly or know what to make of 

it. The picture in Britain seems to be one of generally low use or detailed 

knowledge of the bible, but a generally high regard for it. Use of the bible is 

higher among churchgoers, but by no means universal. Many Christians 

seem able to maintain their faith without ever having to read the bible for 

themselves. 

There is clearly more scope for more work on what people who go to church 
believe about the bible, and how this relates to other religious beliefs and 
factors such as church background, gender, age and education. This chapter 

examines attitudes to the bible and to prayer for healing, which will form 

the backdrop against which particular interpretative practices will be 

assessed. 

Attitudes and beliefs 

An attitude is 'a disposition to respond favourably or unfavourably to an 

object, person, institution or event' (Ajzen 1988: 4). Attitudes are similar to 

personality traits in that both are theoretical constructs that refer to 

underlying dispositions but, unlike traits, they are evaluative and directed at 

particular objects or targets (Ajzen 1988: 7). The relationship of attitudes to 
beliefs is complex: for some, beliefs `fuel' attitudes (e. g. Oppenhiem 

1992: 175), for others beliefs are specific, cognitive manifestations of an 

underlying attitude (Ajzen 1988: 5). A person's attitude to the bible could 

thus shape, or be shaped by, what they believe about it. I have followed the 

former view and used specific beliefs about the bible to try and quantify the 

underlying attitude to it. Other manifestations of attitudes are concerned 

with affective responses (i. e. feelings towards the object) and conative 

responses (i. e. behavioural intentions or actions). 

I measured attitudes using summated Likert scales (Liken 1932, Moser & 

Kalton1971, Oppenheim 1992) based on statements referring to beliefs 

about the bible and other aspects of Christian faith. Attitudes to the bible 

are likely to be related to attitudes to other aspects of religion, so I also 

measured attitudes to moral behaviour, religious exclusivity and miraculous 
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healing. My aim was to determine how far a person's interpretation of a 

particular passage could be predicted from their underlying attitudes. 

A number of scales for measuring Christian belief have been developed (e. g. 
Francis 1984 and references therein, Fullerton & Hunsberger 1982, 

Hunsberger 1989). Scales developed for use with the general population are 

not necessarily useful when applied to churchgoers because too many items 

become `saturated' (i. e. all respondents agree or disagree in the same 
direction). This makes it difficult to distinguish significant variations in 

attitudes between different types of belief. My sample population was 
almost entirely Christian believers, and the most relevant polarity was likely 

to be between conservative and liberal religious belief. 

Francis (1984) pointed out that many conventional scales of Christian belief 

tend to be clear about defining conservative attitudes but confuse liberal 

belief with unbelief. Although he attempted to define separate scales for 

belief, unbelief, conservative and liberal belief, in practice these items fell 

into a single construct, which he called his `belief scale. His other scales 

measured uncertainty in belief, and whether belief or unbelief was held in a 
dogmatic or open-minded way (Rokeach 1960). When these scales were 

applied to ordinands and trainees in a secular teacher-training college, he 

found no difference in belief scores between ordinands from conservative or 
liberal colleges, but both groups had higher scores than the trainee 

teachers. However, liberal college students were less dogmatic about their 
beliefs than were other ordinands, but more dogmatic in rejecting the ideas 

of unbelievers. This implied a more `open-minded' attitude to the idea of 

other people having different beliefs, but a more dogmatic rejection of those 

beliefs themselves. 

The items used on Francis' scales referred to a range of beliefs about God 

and revelation. I needed to develop more specific scales that would probe in 

depth particular attitudes to the bible. I did not intend using the scales on 

non-Christians, so this allowed me to define more clearly a difference 

between conservative and liberal Christian belief. 

Based on the sorts of responses I found in the pilot studies, I took 

conservative beliefs to include: 
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1. The bible is the inspired word of God, authoritative to the life of 
believers, which contains sufficient and exclusive truth for salvation. 
It gives a true account of events as recorded. Passages have a 
meaning that is universally true and clearly evident, especially to 
those who have faith. 

2. Rejection of divorce, homosexuality, sex before marriage and 

abortion, as right ways to behave. 
3. Rejection of other religions as giving access to God or salvation. 
4. Belief in miraculous healing as a direct action of God, and in the 

efficacy of healing prayer. 

I took liberal beliefs to include: 

1. The bible is inspired truth about God, important in the life of 
believers, but not necessarily authoritative in all matters. It contains a 
mixture of literal and symbolic truth and some human errors. What 
the bible means may depend on who is reading it. Its truth stands 
alongside truth about God from other religions. 

2. Acceptance of divorce, homosexuality, sex before marriage and 

possibly abortion as desirable, unavoidable or morally neutral 
behaviours. 

3. Acceptance of the validity of other belief systems, especially other 
religions. 

4. Scepticism about divine intervention in healing, but belief in the 

positive value of prayer for the believer. 

Clearly these positions are by no means distinct, and people might hold 

more or less conservative attitudes on different subjects. I therefore used 

separate scales for different subjects, each of which had a high score for 

conservative belief and a low score for liberal belief. 

Personality type 

Personality may shape attitudes to the bible and religion. A number of 
different personality models have been used in pastoral work or research 

with Christian groups. These included the Enneagram (Empereur 1997, Metz 

& Burchill 1987, Riso 1999, Zuercher 1992), Eysenck's dimensional model 
(Francis & Thomas 1997 and references therein) and the Myers-Briggs Type 

Indicator, MBTI, (Baab 1998, Bunker 1991, Francis 1997 & 2001, Francis & 
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Atkins 2000, Francis & Jones 1997,1998, Goldsmith & Wharton 1993, 

Keating 1987, Michael & Norrisey 1991). The idea that personality might 
influence biblical interpretation comes in the context of this wider interest in 

personality models and religious life. 

The Enneagram, although gaining in popularity among lay Christians, is 

somewhat obscure in origin and not rooted in any clearly defined 

psychological theory. It uses categories that are said to relate to basic 

personality types. Understanding of these types is the key to individual self- 

understanding, and it is mainly in this context that the Enneagram has been 

used in church settings. 

The models developed by Hans Eysenck, in contrast, were formulated after 
empirical study of large samples that led to the development of particular 

constructs (Francis 2001). Eysenck's dimensional model has been used 

either in its original two-dimensional form, the Eysenck Personality Inventory 

or EPI (Eysenck & Eysenck 1964), or the later three-dimensional Eysenck 

Personality Questionnaire or EPQ (Eysenck & Eysenck 1975, Eysenck et al 
1985). The latter has scales for extraversion-introversion, neuroticism- 

stability and psychoticism (tough-mindedness-tender-mindedness), and has 

been widely applied to samples of Christian lay people and ministers. 

The EPQ has been used to compare characteristics of particular 
denominations (e. g. Francis & Kay 1995, Louden & Francis 1999, Robbins et 

a/ 1997, Robbins et a12001) or to look at personality in relation to religious 

preferences within denominations (e. g. Francis 1996, Francis & Astley 1996, 

Francis & Thomas 1996 & 1997, Robbins et a/ 1999). The results (reviewed 

by Francis 2001) suggest that, in general, there is little relationship between 

religion and either extraversion or neuroticism, but a negative relationship 

with psychoticism. Some male clergy may show characteristics usually 

associated with women and vice versa (Francis 1991 & 1992, Robbins et al 

1997, Robbins et a! 2001), though this is not always so (Francis & Thomas 

1996). Charismatic expression is associated with stability and/or 

extraversion (Francis & Kay 1995, Francis & Thomas 1997, Robbins et al 

1999). The use of the Eysenck model of personality in Christian circles has 

clearly demonstrated the important role of personality in shaping how faith 

is likely to be expressed. 
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Costa & McCrae (1985) proposed a five-dimensional model of personality 
(the `Big Five' model) which shares the Eysenck dimensions of extraversion 

and neuroticism, but has three others termed `Openness', `Agreeableness' 

and 'Conscientiousness'. This model has begun to generate research in 

relation to religion, especially in North America (e. g. Beck 1999, Kosek 

1999, Taylor & MacDonald 1999). Whether these five dimensions add 

anything of significance beyond the more parsimonious EPQ remains to be 

seen. 

The Myers-Briggs typology" 

The Myers-Briggs model of personality is based upon ideas first put forward 

by Carl Jung (1971), who identified various functions and processes of 
behaviour such as perception and judgement. Myers and Briggs used this 

theory to undergird their own observations of the way that people relate to 

the world and the way they perceive and judge information. These subjective 

observations were used to define four polarities within personality: 

Extraversion/Introversion (EI). This relates to the way that people orientate 
to the outer or inner world. Introverts prefer to concentrate on the inner 

world of ideas: they are energized by reflection and tend to value solitude 

more than being with people. Extraverts are energized by the outer world of 

relationship and objects: they tend to prefer action or discussion to 

reflection or solitude. Unlike introverts, they do much of their learning by 

interaction with others. 

Sensing/iNtuition'9 (SN). The perceiving function refers to the way that 

people acquire information. Those who prefer sensing look at specific parts 

and pieces, rather than patterns and relationships. They have an eye for 

detail or practical application and value routine. Intuitives prefer ideas to 
facts: they enjoy linking information into bigger patterns of challenge and 

possibility. They are curious about why things are the way they are, so they 

will question rather than accept at face value. Whereas sensers are 

`$ For more detailed summaries of this typology, see Briggs-Myers & Myers (1980), Goldsmith 
& Wharton (1993) and Francis (1997). For review and critique, see Bayne (1997), Francis 
(2001) and Leech (1996). 

49 iNtuition is sometimes written in this way to distinguish it from Introversion. 
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comfortable with the familiar things in the present, intuitives thrive on new 
information and the imagined possibilities of the future. 

Thinking/Feeling (FT). Information received needs to be assessed, and this is 

the role of the judging function. Thinking types prefer to reach decisions by 

objective, logical analysis and tend to make impartial judgements based on 

careful analysis and the application of principles. They have a strong sense 

of fairness, are often firm and tough-minded to others or themselves, and 
they may appear sceptical. Those with a developed feeling function make 

subjective decisions based on personal values and standards. They have a 

strong sense of empathy with other people, and will work for harmony, even 

at the expense of fairness. Feelers find it easier to judge a situation from 

within, rather than taking a more distant, detached view. 

Judging/Perceiving UP). This process refers to a person's basic attitude or 

stance to the outside world: how they deal with life and the challenges it 

creates. Judging refers to those who prefer an orderly, planned lifestyle 

where decisions are made carefully and in advance of deadlines. Once a 
decision is reached, or a plan made, judgers can be reluctant to change their 

minds or alter their schedules. Perceiving types, on the other hand, have a 

more flexible approach to life: they make open-ended decisions that may 

change with circumstances. Schedules are guidelines rather than tramlines, 

and lists of things to do are mainly to review possibilities rather than create 
deadlines. 

A key concept in the Myers-Briggs typology is that of preference: within any 
function individuals may prefer one orientation to the other, but this does 

not mean that this is the only way they can operate. Many introverts, for 

example, function well in social situations where they interact with others or 

are in the limelight. The difference is that whereas this activity is energizing 
for a true extravert, it is draining for the introvert. 

The four functions or processes combine to give the personality type (e. g. 
INTJ, ESFP etc. ). This typology has been widely used in commerce and within 
Christian circles to help people to gain insight into their preferred way of 
functioning. It is normally assessed by a combination of questionnaire and 

group work in one or more workshop sessions led by a trained and 
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registered practitioner. This has the advantage of avoiding mistyping, but it 

is a time consuming and expensive processes. 

Considering how widely it is used, the Myers-Briggs model has been 

relatively poorly tested for validity and reliability (Bayne 1997, Francis 2001). 

Bayne (1997: 14) claims a high reliability of around 0.8, though it is not clear 

on what this is based. Francis, after reviewing a variety of evidence, 
concluded that, while the MBTI may be relatively unreliable as an indicator of 

type, it Is more reliable when used to measure traits by scoring individuals 

along the four functions. This might be because defining type uses arbitrary 

cut-off points on scores and those near the cut-off point may easily fall one 

way then the other in successive tests. 

The MBTI does not lend itself to an extensive survey where questionnaires 

are distributed by post. The Keirsey Temperament Sorter (KTS) is a shorter 

questionnaire, based on the same typology, but designed to be self- 

administered (Keirsey and Bates 1978). It assesses people on similar 
dimensions to the MBTI, though the authors use the results to define four 

main personality types or temperaments. Temperament theory can be seen 

as a simpler way of interpreting MBTI scores or as a separate theory, 

measured with the same questionnaire and supported indirectly by much of 

the research on the MBTI (Bayne 1997: 54). 

The temperament sorter is widely used, and has been employed in research 

into personality and religion (e. g. Jones and Francis 1999), but there is 

currently no independent evidence relating KTS scores to results from the 

MBTI. However, for my study there was little alternative for measuring 

personality traits in such an extensive sample. Personality typing is often 

misunderstood and abused. It is by no means an exact science, and results 
from any instrument need to be interpreted with care and alongside other 

evidence (Bayne 1997: 19). Including the KTS with this study was intended to 

be an initial look at the possibility that the typology it employs could have 

some association with attitudes to the bible and biblical interpretation. 

59 



Methods 

Measuring attitudes to the bible and other beliefs 

Part 2 of the questionnaire was entirely Likert questions belonging to 

various attitude scales (Table 3.1). The BIBLE scale (12 items, high score = 
conservative attitude to the bible) contained a variety of items related to the 

truth, inerrancy and authority of the bible. This scale was mixed with items 

from two short scales that measured how dogmatically conservative or 
liberal views were held (DCON: 5 items, high score = dogmatic conservative 

attitudes; DLIB: 5 Items, high score = dogmatic liberal attitudes). 
Conservative and liberal attitudes were also assessed with respect to 

MORALITY (6 items, high score= conservative attitude to marriage, sexuality 

and abortion) and religious EXCLUSIVITY (6 items, high score= exclusive 

attitude to Christian faith). 
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Table 3.1. Questions in Part 2 of the final questionnaire. 
a- Cronbach's coefficient of reliability. Values over 0.8 indicate an internally reliable scale (see 
Appendix 2). 
Liken DirectionSO Itemss' 
Scale 
BIBLE A The bible contains truth, but it isn't always true. 

a=0.91 A Some parts of the bible are more true than others. 
A Christians can learn about God from other faiths. 
A The people who wrote the bible created stories to explain things they 

didn't understand. 
A Science shows that some things in the bible cannot have happened. 
A The bible contains some human errors. 
DI have never found the bible to be wrong about anything. 
D Once you start doubting bits of the bible you end up doubting it all. 
D You can't pick and choose which bits of the bible to believe. 
D The bible is the final authority in all matters of faith and conduct. 
D If the bible says something happened, then I believe that it did. 
DI use the bible as the only reliable guide for life. 

DCON D Muslims are totally and utterly wrong about God. 

a= 0.75 D Clergy who do not follow bible teaching should be sacked. 
D Clergy who do not preach from the bible have no right to preach. 
D Bible-believing Christians are the only true Christians. 
D Liberal bible teaching is the work of the devil. 

DUB A Only an idiot would interpret all bible stories literally. 

a= 0.74 A It's stupid to think we can ever know exactly what the bible means. 
A It's absurd to follow everything the bible teaches. 
A Only bigots believe that Christianity is the sole way to God. 
A People who believe the bible is literally true are narrow-minded bigots. 

MORALITY A There is no shame in divorce where a marriage has failed. 

a=0.83 AI see nothing wrong with couples having sex before marriage. 
D it is wrong for couples to live together before they are married. 
D Homosexuality is wrong. 
D Abortion is wrong. 
D Divorce is wrong. 

ExcLustvm A All religions lead people to God. 

a= 0.85 A The idea of Hell was invented to scare people into faith. 
A You don't have to be a Christian to go to heaven. 
DI pray for Muslims to be converted to the Christian faith. 
D Belief in Jesus is the only way to heaven. 
D Christianity is the only true religion. 

S0 A= Ascending Strongly Agree= 1, Strongly Disagree-5; 
D= Descending Strongly Agree=5, Strongly Disagree=1. 

Items across the scales were in random order in the actual questionnaire. 
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Attitudes to healing and the practice of healing prayer 

Part 3 of the questionnaire was about healing. The first three pages 
contained four imaginary `scenarios', followed by Likert statements that 

related to each: 
1. Imagine that you meet someone who says that, after being prayed for at 
their local church, God healed them of a cancer that doctors said was 
incurable. What do you think about these statements? 

2. Imagine someone who is seriously ill goes to a Spiritualist (or NON- 
CHRISTIAN Faith Healer) and comes away claiming to be cured. What would 
you think about these statements? 

3. Some Christians claim that they can dowhatJesus did and heal the sick by 
prayer. What do you think about these statements? 

4. Imagine someone is seriously ill. They have been prayed for, but show no 
signs of recovery. What do you think about these statements? 

In each case, people were asked if they had encountered this situation 
before. 

The SUPERNATURAL scale (13 items, high score= positive belief in supernatural 
healing) was based on responses in all four scenarios. Although it covered 

several different aspects of miraculous healing (e. g. divine intervention, 

alternative explanations, miracles today) they aligned along a single factor 

after a factor analysis (McKennell 1970) and had a high reliability 

coefficient S2. The other three scales measured attitudes to particular aspects 

of healing: EXCLHEAL (6 items, high score = miraculous healing is exclusively 
Christian) explored the relationship of Christian healing prayer to claims of 
healing in other religions, while SOVEREIGNTY (5 items, high score = absolute 

sovereignty of God over healing) related to the perceived ability of God to 
heal in all circumstances. The HUMHEAL scale (6 items, high score= humans 

important in the process) was probably not a single construct, but all the 

items related to the role of humans in aiding (through faith) or blocking 

(through lack of faith or sin) supernatural healing. 

" See Appendix 2 for an explanation of factor and reliability analysis. 
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Table 3.2. Likert scales used to assess attitudes to supernatural healing. 
See Table 3.1 for exp lanation. 

Likert Scale Direction Items 

EXCLHEAL A God's healing comes through many different channels. 
a-0.67 A Other religions can bring about healing through prayer. 

D Non-Christian 'Faith-healing' is dangerous and should be avoided. 
D They have probably been tricked into believing they are better. 
D God would never heal people through Spiritualists. 
D Their 'healing' was by evil forces that will ultimately do them harm. 

HUMHEAL D Our prayers can bring about this kind of healing. 

a-0.62 D Those praying might have lacked sufficient faith. 
D They should find help from someone with a special healing ministry. 
D The person may need to confess their sin before they can be healed. 
D Christians are often imperfect channels for God's healing power. 
D Perhaps they didn't really believe they could be cured by prayer. 

SOVEREIGNTY A God would not intervene and change the natural laws of the universe. 

a-0.87 A Even God cannot always change the natural course of things. 
D God can certainly heal people like that if he wants to. 
D God could heal them if he chose to. 
D 

SUPERNATURAL A 

a=0.91 A 
A 
A 

God can heal anyone he wants to. 
The prayer was incidental: they would have got better anyway. 
There must be another explanation. 
The cancer will probably return. 
The person has convinced themselves they are cured, but they may not 
be. 

A There are natural healing processes which science doesn't understand. 
A Prayer can channel the natural healing power of our minds or spirits. 
AI don't believe such miracles happen today. 
A We don't need miracles today because of modern medicine. 
D They were almost certainly cured by God. 
D There is clear evidence that God miraculously heals people today. 
D Such healing would be more common today if people had more faith. 
D Miracles do happen today where people pray with faith. 
D God can heal anyone he wants to. 

Part 3b enquired into the experience of praying for healing, either for self or 
for others. Questions asked about the extent of involvement and the 

perceived outcome of such prayers (Table 3.3). The HEALSELF and HEALOTH 

scores measured how positively respondents viewed the outcome of prayer 

for themselves or for others respectively. 
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Table 3.3. Questions used to assess experience of healing prayer. 
SCORE TO ANSWERS 

Question 1 2 3 4 
Have you prayed FOR Yes No YOURSELF to be healed? 

Have other people PRAYED FOR Yes No YOU to be healed? 

What sort of illnesses? Minor Major Life threatening 
HEALSELF* 

Did such prayer: 
have a positive effect? Never Don't know Sometimes Always 

help you to cope? Never Don't know Sometimes Always 
cure your illness? Never Don't know Sometimes Always 

result in some sort of spiritual 
healing? Never Don't know Sometimes Always 

remain unanswered by God? Always Sometimes Don't know Never 
harm you? Always Sometimes Don't know Never 

Have you prayed for people Yes No 
who are sick? 
PRAYSCORE 

I pray on my 
I join in the I am part of 

If YES, please indicate 
own for prayers for I pray in a a group that 

circumstances people that I the sick at small group 
has a 

know who church 
during for people specific 

healing 
are sick or 
troubled Sunday who are sick ministry of 

services prayer 
If you have prayed for others, 
what sort of illness? Minor Major Life threatening 

if you pray on your own for 
* 

Pray that God Pray that God they are people who are sick do you: Express your would ease would very ill pray concern for 
God and ask 

their 
suffering and remove the , that they 

that His will help them to illness and might find 
be done cope with the make them in healing 

problem well again death 

HEALOTH* 
Did such prayer: 

have a positive effect Never Don't know Sometimes Always 
helped them to cope Never Don't know Sometimes Always 

cured their illness Never Don't know Sometimes Always 
result in some sort of Never Don't know Sometimes Always 

spiritual healing 
remained unanswered by God Always Sometimes Don't know Never 

harm the person Always Sometimes Don't know Never 

Indicates multiple-choice answers where the scores are cumulative. 
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Bible reading strategies and background information 

Part 4 of the questionnaire covered of variety of topics related to the 

respondent and their church. Most questions were recorded as the answer 

given, apart from those in Table 3.4, which were coded as indicated. 

Table 3.4. Questions in Part 4 of the final questionnaire. 

Score to answers 
Question 12345 

un average, nur ^'ýW Once a Once a Once a More than 
often do you attend a times a month fortnight week once a week 
SERVICE IN CHURCH? year 

Are ou involved in o Home m Teaching 
f the following? * an y groups or e adult ho Leading 

children bible groups or church in church study bible services groups groups studies 

HOLYSP 
Do you speak in 
tongues? 

Do you give words of 
prophecy.. 
Does God direct you 
through pictures, 
visions or dreams? 
Do you lay hands on 
people when you pray 
for them sometimes? 

I don't Used to 
know what Never but not Occasionally Frequently 
this means now l1 

11 

Please indicate the School Degree or level of education you none) (none) Certificate, 
' ' A'Levels ' higher Postgraduate 

have had. Levels 0 diploma oma GCSEs 

Have you ever had 
any training on the No Yes 
bible or theology? 

How often do you I only ever 
normally read the hear it A few times bible? read at 

church / a year / Once a Once a More than 
I hardly Once a fortnight week once a week 

ever read month 
it myself 

If you read the bible Work Use daily Open 
do you. through it bible Use 

and read 
Look up Go to 

book by y commentaries what is subjects that favourite 
book (which (which ones)? there interest you passages 

ones)? 

Have you ever felt I don't Used to 
God speak to you 
directly through the 

know 
what this Never but not Occasionally Frequently 

bible? means now 

* Indicates multiple-choice answers where the scores are cumulative. 
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Church tradition. Respondents were asked to place their church into one of 
the following categories: 

'Middle of the road' Anglican or Traditional Anglican" 
High Church or Anglo-catholic 
Evangelical or Conservative Evangelical 

Charismatic or Charismatic Evangelical 

None of these, I would say: 

In addition, they were also asked if they had previously worshipped regularly 
at other churches in the above categories. 
Age and gender. Age was measured to the nearest decade. 

Charismatic practice This was assessed by summing four items on tongues, 

prophecy, dreams and laying on hands to give the HOLYSP score. An item on the 
baptism of the Holy Spirit was discarded because it was clear that many 
respondents treated this as water baptism. 

Measuring personality scores 
The published version of the Keirsey Temperament Sorter (© Keirsey 1995) 

was stapled to the inside of the questionnaire. It included the front page of 
the sorter, but the scoring columns were removed for reasons of space, and 
to prevent respondents scoring their own sheets. The answers were scored 

as per the directions on the sorter. This gave four sets of complementary 
scores where a high value in one meant a low value in the others': 
KTS EXTRAVERSION - KTS INTROVERSION maximum score 10 
KTS SENSING - KTS INTUITION maximum score 20 
KTS FEELING - KTS THINKING maximum score 20 
KTS JUDGING - KTS PERCEIVING maximum score 20 

These scores were used as continuous variables (covariates) in analysis. 

To investigate the factors affecting various scales, I used a General Linear 
Model (GLM)SS that initially included church tradition and gender as factors 

and education level, age and KTS scores as covariates. Depending on the 
initial results, church tradition was recoded to combine those traditions 

where results were not significantly different (e. g. Evangelicals compared to 

the other two traditions). 

Corresponding to 'Broad church' in this report. 
" it was only necessary to use one score as an independent variable in analysis because they 
were complimentary e. g. KTS SENSING - 20 - KTS imurnoN and KTS FEELING = 20 - KTSTHINKING. 
" See Appendix 2 for a description and explanation of this kind of analysis. 
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Results 

Attitudes to the bible 

As expected, the BIBLE scale score was strongly related to church tradition, 

with people from Evangelical churches scoring much higher than those from 

other churches (Table 3.5). 

Table 3.5. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model With BIBLE score 
as the dependent variable, church tradition as a factors and education level, 
and KTS SENSING score as cavariates. 
see Appendix 2 for an explanation of the items in this and similar tables. 

Type 111 Sum Source ý___ __ F. Mean Square FP 
4 2550.2 39.4 0.000 Corrected Model 10200.6 

Church tradition 8480.6 2 4240.3 65.5 0.000 
Education level 303.6 1 303.6 4.7 0.031 

KTS SENSING 325.3 1 325.3 5.0 0.025 

Error 24972.4 386 64.7 
Corrected Total 35172.9 390 

R2 = 0.29 (Adjusted R2 = 0.28) 

There were no relationships with age or gender in the data as a whole or 

within traditions. The best predictor besides church tradition was the KTS 

SENSING personality score, closely followed by education level. 

The association between the KTS SENSING score and the e1BLE scale was most 

obvious in the Evangelical churches and not apparent in Broad churches 
(Figure 3.1 a). The trend in Anglo-catholic churches was influenced by the 

low number of people with the highest category of SENSING score. 

KTS SENSING scores were inversely correlated with education level (see 

Chapter 5), but there seemed to be an independent effect of education 
beyond personality, most noticeably in Anglo-catholic churches. The 

apparent decline in BIBLE scores with education level in Evangelical churches 
(Figure 3.1 b) was not statistically significant. Results from Broad churches 

were less clear: generally they were similar to Anglo-catholic churches, apart 
from people with higher degrees, which were more similar to Evangelicals. 

This might reflect the greater range of bible attitudes found in Broad 

churches, which made results more prone to variations due to small sample 

sizes. 
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Figure 3.1. BIBLE scores in relation KTS SENSING score and education level by 

church tradition. 
(a) KTS SENSING score 
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Morality and exclusivity 
The scores on the MORALITY and EXCLUSIVITY scales were correlated with the 

BIBLE scale (r= 0.58 and r= 0.73, n= 400, p< 0.001), both overall and within 

traditions. People with conservative attitudes to the bible had conservative 

moral attitudes and rejected religious pluralism. Apart from the BIBLE score, 

the best predictors of MORALITY scores were church tradition, age and KTS 

SENSING score (Table 3.6), with more conservative attitudes among older 

people and those with a sensing rather than intuitive personality type. 

Table 3.6. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model With MORALITY score 
as the dependent variable, church tradition as a factor and age and KTS SENSING 
score as covariates. 

Source Type IU Sum Squares d.. Mean Square FP 
Corrected Model 998.7 4 249.7 16.7 0.000 

Church tradition 741.7 2 370.9 24.9 0.000 
Age 155.5 1 155.5 10.4 0.001 

KTS SENSING 66.8 1 66.8 4.5 0.035 

Error 5819.3 390 14.9 
Corrected Total 6817.9 394 

RI = 0.15 (Adjusted R' = 0.14) 

The effects of age and KTS sensing score on MORALITY scores were apparent 

only in Anglo-catholic and Broad churches (Figure 3.2). Moral attitudes in 

Evangelical churches were uniformly conservative. The liberalization of 

attitudes to marriage and sexuality among younger people accords with 

general trends across churches and society as a whole. This change seems 

to be resisted among those attending Evangelical churches. The more 

conservative views on the bible or morality among those with high KTS 

SENSING scores confirms other work that has shown that this personality type 

is associated with traditional religious values (Francis and Ross 1997, 

Francis & Jones 1998). 
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Figure 3.2. MORALITY scores in relation education level and age by church 
tradition. 
(a) Age 
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The results for the EXCLUSIVITY scale were similar to the morality scale in that 

the two main predictors were age and KTS SENSING scores (Table 3.7). The 

trend was for a decline in exclusivity with age, which was statistically 

significant in Evangelical churches but not the rest. The positive correlation 

with KTS SENSING scores was weak in the overall data and not statistically 

significant in either Evangelicals or other traditions when treated separately. 

Table 3.7. Analysis of variance using General Linear Model With EXCLUSIVITY 
score as the dependent variable, church tradition as a factor and age and 
KTS SENSING score as covariates. 

Type III Sum 

Corrected 

Church 

KTS 

3225.1 
f. Mean 
4 

FP 
806.3 47.7 0.000 

2426.5 2 1213.3 71.8 0.000 
89.0 1 89.0 5.3 0.022 
74.0 1 74.0 4.4 0.037 

6590.5 390 16.9 
9815.6 394 

R2 = 0.33 (Adjusted R2 = 0.32) 

Thus in Anglo-catholic and Broad churches, younger people tended to have 

more liberal moral attitudes, but similar attitudes to exclusivity compared 

with older people. In Evangelical churches there was some evidence of 

greater pluralism among older people, but no relationship with personality 

scores. Evangelicals, as might be expected, seem to maintain conservative 

views on the bible, morality and exclusivity across a range of ages and 

educational backgrounds. In other churches, more highly educated people 
have more liberal views, apart from the more conservative attitudes to 

morality among older people. 

Healing 

Experience of healing and practice of healing prayer 

At the end of each healing `scenario', respondents were asked to indicate if 

they had encountered this situation before. Of 404 respondents, 36% had 

encountered someone claiming to have been healed by prayer, with slightly 
fewer (29%) having seen or experienced miraculous healing. Presumably 

some people might encounter the claim, but not accept it as proof. Rather 
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more (47%) claimed to have encountered non-healing after prayer, but only 
13% had dealt with claims of healing by Spiritualists. In each case, 
Evangelicals had higher levels of experience than the other two traditions 

(Table 3.8). 

Table 3.8. Experience of various aspects of healing prayer among 
ra_snnndpnts from the different church traditions. 

Have you encountered this Anglo- Broad 

situation before7 catholic church Evangelical All 
n= 94 109 201 404 

People claiming to be Yes 32% 24% 35% 36% 
healed through No 68% 76% 55% 64% 

prayer 
People claiming to be Yes 13% 6% 17% 13% 

healed through No 87% 94% 83% 87% 
Spiritualists 

Seen or experienced Yes 18% 14% 42% 29% 
miraculous healing No 82% 86% 58% 71% 

Non-recovery after Yes 38% 28% 61% 47% 
prayer No 62% 72% 39% 53% 

The majority (83%, n= 117) of those who experienced miraculous healing 

had also experienced the non-recovery of other people who had been prayed 
for. Around 32% (n= 287) of those who had not experienced miraculous 
healing had also experienced non-recovery after prayer. The majority of this 

latter group were from Anglo-catholic or Broad churches, while the majority 

of those experiencing both miraculous healing and non-recovery were 
Evangelicals (Table 3.9). Experience of healing prayer was thus higher in 

Evangelical churches than in others, but in all churches very few people 

claimed that healing prayer had always been successful. 

Table 3.9. Encounter with healing through prayer and non-recovery after 
nraver amona respondents from the different church traditions. 

Have you encountered healing Anglo- Broad 
through prayer and/or non- catholic church Evangelical All 

recovery after prayer? n= 94 109 201 404 
Neither 56% 64% 35% 48% 

Only non-recovery 26% 22% 22% 23% 
Only healing 5% 7% 4% 5% 

Both 13% 6% 39% 24% 
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How did these experiences relate to the practice of healing prayer? Overall, 

86% (n= 401) of respondents prayed for healing for themselves and 80% had 

had other people pray for them. In both cases, those who had experienced 

miraculous healing were more likely to have received prayer than those who 
had not (Table 3.10). These trends held only in Evangelical churches when 

traditions were treated separately. Praying for others was very frequent, and 

only eight people said they did not; none of these had seen or experienced 

miraculous healing. 

Table 3.10. Proportion of respondents who prayed for healing for themselves or 
for others in relation to experience of miraculous healing. 

Have you seen or experienced 
healing through prayer? 

Yes No 
Have you prayed for yourself to be healed? n= 117 284 

Yes 96% 81% 
No 4% 19% 

x2= 13.9, d. f =1, p<0.001 

Have you seen or experienced 
healing through prayer? 

Have other people prayed for you to be Yes No 
healed? n= 117 283 

Yes 92% 74% 
No 8% 26% 

x2=16.6, d. f =1, p<0.001 

Have you seen or experienced 
healing through prayer? 
Yes No 

Do you pray for others to be healed? n= 117 276 
Yes 100% 97% 
No 0% 3% 

x2= 3.4, d. f. =1, NS' 
('Test may be unreliable because the expected frequency is <5 in more than 25% of the table cells. ) 

Offering healing prayer in church was virtually universal among 

respondents. Praying in other contexts such as house groups was less 

frequent overall, but always significantly more frequent in Evangelical 

churches than the rest (Table 3.11). 
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Table 3.11. Proportion of respondents who prayed for healing in 
house groups or in special healing groups. 

Pray in a house group 
Yes 
No 

Church tradition 
Evangelical Others 

n= 198 195 
51% 21% 
49% 79% 

Part of a healing team 
Yes 
No 

= 38.5, d. f. =1, p< 0.001 
Church tradition 

Evangelical Others 
n= 198 195 

8% 3% 
92% 97% 

x2= 5.9, d. f. =1, p< 0.015 

When they did pray for others, people from churches of different traditions 
were equally likely to express their concern to God, pray for an easing of 

suffering or to pray that those very ill might find healing in death. However, 

Evangelicals were more likely than others to directly ask that God would 

remove the illness and make the person well again. 

Encountering non-recovery after prayer did not seem to affect the frequency 

of prayer in any of these categories; in fact people who had experienced 

non-recovery of others were more likely to pray for themselves or have 

others pray for them. This probably reflects the fact that people with little 

experience of healing prayer would not be aware of whether prayers 

succeeded or not. Many people may never have encountered non-recovery 
because they were not directly involved in praying for healing. Whatever the 

cause, the willingness to engage in prayer for healing did not seem to be 
directly affected by a personal encounter with `failed' prayer. 

Negative or positive experience of healing prayer was not related to whether 

people prayed for major or life-threatening illness, but there was an 

association with praying for minor illness for self and for others. Those who 
had experienced miraculous healing were much more likely to pray for 

minor ailments than those who not (x2= 8.0, d. f =1, p< 0.005). 

Attitudes to supernatural healing. The SUPERNATURAL and SOVEREIGNTY scales 

were analysed using a GLM which initially included church tradition, gender 
and experience of healing as factors and age, education level, healing prayer 
level (PRAYSCORE) and KTS scores as covariates. Independent variables were 
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removed from the analysis until only those that were statistically significant 

remained (Table 3.12). 

Table 3.12. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with 
SUPERNATURAL score as the dependent variable, church tradition, encountered 
claim of healing and encountered healing as factors and age, PRAYSCORE and 
KTS THINKING score as covariates. 

Type 111 Sum of Mean 

Corrected 

Church tradi 
Encounter claim 

6601.7 7 

583.6 2 

134.2 1 

FP 
943.1 31.9 0.000 

291.8 9.9 0.000 

134.2 4.5 0.034 

Encountered miraculous 
healing 1141.8 1 1141.8 38.6 0.000 

Age 155.6 1 155.6 5.3 0.022 
PRAYSCOR 614.8 1 614.8 20.8 0.000 

KTS THINKIN G 268.4 1 268.4 9.1 0.003 

Error 11158.2 377 29.6 
Corrected Total 17759.9 384 

R2 = 0.37 (Adjusted R2= 0.36) 

Belief in supernatural healing was higher among Evangelicals than the other 

two traditions, and in all traditions there was some variation with age 
(Figure 3.3a). The pattern was roughly similar between the traditions, and 

seemed to imply greater belief for supernatural healing among the 30-50s 

than the rest of the sample (though samples for younger people were too 

small to be sure about this). There was a strong negative correlation with 
KTS THINKING score among Anglo-catholic and Broad churches, but not 

Evangelicals (Figure 3.3b). 

Encounter with claims of miraculous healing and with miraculous healing 

itself also had strong positive, independent relationship to the SUPERNATURAL 

scores, as did PRAYSCORE, which measured the extent to which people were 

involved in healing prayer (Figure 3.3c). The results for the SOVEREIGNTY scale 

were similar (as expected as the two were closely correlated), though in this 

case the decline in score with age was more consistent and pronounced. 
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Figure 3.3. SUPERNATURAL healing scores in relation to age, KTS THINKING score 
and PRAYSCORE. 
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Figure 3.3 (con. ). SUPERNATURAL healing scores in relation to age, KTS THINKING 

score and PRAYSCORE. 

(c) Healing prayer activity (P24YsCORE) 
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In summary, attitudes to healing were generally related to attitudes to the 

bible, and varied between Evangelicals and other traditions. Those in 

Evangelical churches had a more positive attitude to the idea of supernatural 
healing, were more likely to ascribe to the sovereignty of God in being able 

to heal, and were less positive towards the idea of healing coming through 

other channels. In any one tradition, older people tended to have a less 

strong belief in the reality of supernatural healing or the sovereignty of God 

than younger ones. The effect of personality was most apparent among 
Anglo-catholic and Broad churches, where those who preferred thinking over 
feeling in the judging function tended to have less positive attitudes to 

supernatural healing, and where those who preferred sensing to intuition in 

the perceiving function tended to be more sceptical about healing via other 

channels. 
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Charismatic belief and practice 
None of the incumbents of the churches I sampled identified their church as 
simply `Charismatic', but the Evangelical churches had elements of 

charismatic practice and teaching. When asked to describe their church, 36 

people in the Evangelical churches responded with `Charismatic or 
Charismatic Evangelical'; none in the other traditions did so (see Table 2.6). 

Scores for the HOLYSP scale, which was based on charismatic practice, were 
highest for those people who categorized their church as Charismatic, and 
lowest for those who described it as Anglo-catholic (Table 3.13). 

Nonetheless, there was considerable overlap, and elements of charismatic 

practice were found in all traditions even if, perhaps, they would not be 

labelled as such by the practitioners. 

Table 3.13. Mean (± 1 S. E. ) scores for the HOLYSP scale by self- 
designated church tradition. 

Anglo-catholic Broad church Evangelical Charismatic 

n= 105 136 120 36 
8.9±0.2 9.3±0.2 10.6±0.2 12.9±0.5 

Scores for the HOLYSP scale were not related to gender, education levels or 
KTS scores, but showed a consistent decline with age across the various 

church traditions (Figure 3.4). Values for Charismatics, however, as well as 
being generally higher also showed no significant decline with age. The 

relationship with age in non-Charismatics appeared to suggest increasing 

average score until the 30s with a steady decline thereafter, though the 

results for the younger age groups were based on rather small samples. 
This trend may reflect the relatively recent rise of the Charismatic movement 
in the Church of England, though it would not explain low scores for the 

younger age groups. Perhaps charismatic experience is something that 

takes time to encounter and so charismatic practice tends to more prevalent 
in the 30s-50s. 
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Figure 3.4. HOLYSP score in relation to age for Charismatics and others. 
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When compared with other people in their churches (i. e. Evangelicals), 

Charismatics scored significantly higher on virtually all the scales associated 

with general attitudes to the bible, religious exclusivity and healing (Table 

3.14). The MORALITY and HEALSELF scores were higher, but the difference was 

not statistically significant. 

This implies that people who described their church as charismatic not only 

tended to be more charismatic, but were also more conservative in their 

attitudes to the bible and more positive in their beliefs about healing prayer. 

A few people in the Charismatic group had low scores for these scales; they 

may have been people who, although not charismatic themselves, felt that 

most of their church was. 
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Table 3.14. Mean (±1S. E. ) scores for various scales in those people who 
designated their church as Charismatic, compared with others in the 
same church. 
All respondents were from churches designated a priori as Evangelical by their 
incumbent. Differences were tested using a student's t-test for independent samples. 

Charismatic Other Significance 
Evangelicals Evangelicals of difference 

n=36 n=160 P 

HOLYSP score 12.9±0.5 10.5±0.2 0.001 

BIBLE score 43.7±1.6 39.5±0.7 0.008 

MORALITY score 18.3±0.7 17.4±0.3 NS 

EXCLUSIVITY score 25.4±0.7 22.7±0.3 0.001 

SUPERNATURAL SCOre 47.3±1.0 43.7±0.5 0.002 

SOVEREIGNTY score 22.6±0.4 21.2±0.3 0.023 

HUMHEAL score 21.3±0.6 19.9±0.2 0.010 

HEALEXCL score 20.3±0.7 18.8±0.3 0.034 

HE4LSELF score 19.6±0.5 18.7±0.2 NS 

HEALOTH score 17.9±0.2 16.9±0.2 0.017 

Summarizing attitudes by factor analysiss6 

Several attitude scales were correlated with each other, so I used statistical 

techniques to look for more fundamental, underlying attitudes that might 

explain the way people interpreted the bible. I selected a variety of variables 
that measured attitudes to the bible, morality, healing and charismatic 

practice, and grouped them using a principle components extraction with a 

varimax rotations' Initial statistics indicated that these variables were highly 

suited to a factor analysis, 18 and the results indicated two main groupings or 
factors (Table 3.15). Factor 1 was most closely associated with the BIBLE, 

DCON, DLIB, EVENTS, MORALITY, EXCLUSIVITY and EXCLHEAL scales and seemed to be 

a measure of CONSERVATISM. Factor 2, related most closely to the 

SUPERNATURAL, HOLYSP, SOVEREIGNTY, DIRECT and HUMHEAL scores and to two 

items that measured whether or not people felt the Holy Spirit interpreted 

the bible directly to them. This factor seemed to be a measure of 

CHARISMATIC ATTITUDES. 

See Appendix 2 for an overview of factor analysis. 
The varimax rotation is designed to make the clearest separation of the factors identified 

by the principle components analysis (Norusis 1994: 65). 
s' The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was 0.924 and Bartlett's Test of 
Sphericity gave a x'- 3012, d. f. -66, Pc 0.0001. Both these values indicate that the 
correlations between the selected variables made for a valid factor analysis (Norusis 1994: 52) 
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Table 3.15. Rotated component matrix for the factor analysis of 
attitude scales. 
High loading values indicate that a scale is closely associated with that factor. 
Values in bold type show which scales were related most closely with each factor. 

Loading value on Loading value on 
Factor 1 Factor 2 

Scale (Conservative) (Charism 
BIBLE 0.76 0.46 
DCON 0.78 0.28 

DLI B -0.59 -0.41 
EVENTS59 0.63 0.57 

MORALITY 0.61 0.40 
EXCLUSIVITY 0.71 0.53 

EXCLHEAL 0.79 0.04 
SUPERNATURAL 0.32 0.84 

HOLYSP 0.31 0.62 
SOVEREIGNTY 0.31 0.78 

DIRECT60 0.41 0.67 
HUMHEAL 0.10 0.64 

The analysis allowed scores for both factors to be calculated for each 

individual, producing measures of conservative and charismatic attitudes, 

with high scores indicating a conservative rather than liberal attitude and a 

positive rather than negative attitude to charismatic phenomena. These two 

factors scores, CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC, summarized the two main 

attitudes that seemed to lie behind the religious beliefs and attitudes 
measured in this survey. 

To examine what shaped these underlying attitudes I entered the factor 

scores into an analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with church 

tradition, gender, age, education levels, the KTS scores and PRAYSCORE as 

explanatory variables. The CONSERVATIVE factor was most closely related to 

education, KTS SENSING score and PRAYSCORE (Table 3.16), while the 

CHARISMATIC factor was most closely related to church tradition, age, KTS 

FEELING score and PRAYSCORE (Table 3.17). 

" For a description of the EVENTS scale, see Chapter 4. 
'° For a description of the DIRECT scale, see Chapter 7. 
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Table 3.16. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with the 
CONSERVATIVE factor score as the dependent variable, church tradition as a 
actor and education level, KTS SENSING score and PRAYSCORE as covariates. 

Type Ill Sum of 
Source Squares d.. Mean Square F P 

Corrected Model 139.5 5 27.9 43.0 0.000 

Church tradition 63.9 2 31.9 49.2 0.000 
Education level 9.3 1 9.3 14.4 0.000 

KTS SENSING score 12.0 1 12.0 18.4 0.000 
Pr. 4YSCOR 8.2 1 8.2 12.7 0.000 

Erro 242.1 373 0.7 
Corrected Total 381.6 378 

R2 = 0.37 (Adjusted R-= 0.36) 

Table 3.17. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with the 
CHARISMATIC factor score as the dependent variable, church tradition as a 
factor and age, KTS FEELING score and PRAYSCORE as covariates. 

Type III Sum of 
Source Squares d.. Mean Square F P 

Corrected Model 81.1 4 20.3 25.8 0.000 

Church tradition 
(Evangelical vs. others) 10.6 1 10.6 13.5 0.000 

Age 8.1 1 8.1 10.3 0.001 
KTS FEELING score 3.5 1 3.5 4.4 0.037 

PRAYSCORE 31.5 1 31.5 40.1 0.000 

Error 293.7 374 0.8 
Corrected Total 374.8 378 

R2 = 0.22 (Adjusted R2 = 0.21) 

Conservative attitudes declined with education levels in both Evangelical and 
Anglo-catholic churches, but showed little change in Broad churches (Figure 

3.5a). The higher conservative scores in Evangelical churches was as 

expected, but the decline with education levels was not. It was less 

pronounced than in Anglo-catholic churches, but still statistically significant. 

The increase in CONSERVATIVE score with KTS SENSING score was slight, but 

apparent across the three traditions (Figure 3.5b). The relationship to 

PRAYSCORE was markedly different between traditions: the CONSERVATIVE score 

increasing with prayer activity in Evangelical churches, but remaining 

unchanged, or even declining among Anglo-catholics (Figure 3.5c). 
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Figure 3.5. Mean CONSERVATIVE factor score in relation to education level, KTS 
SENSING score and PRAYSCORE by church tradition. 
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Figure 3.5 (con. ). Mean CONSERVATIVE factor score in relation to education 
level, KTS SENSING score and PRAYSCORE by church tradition. 
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With the CHARISMATIC score, there was a slight decline with age in Evangelical 

and Anglo-catholic churches, but little obvious change in Broad churches 
(Figure 3.6a). The increase with KTS FEELING score was most apparent in 

Anglo-catholic and Broad churches, and less marked in Evangelical churches, 

where CHARISMATIC scores were high anyway (Figure 3.6b). In all traditions 

there was a marked increase in CHARISMATIC scores with prayer activity 
(Figure 3.6c). Attitudes were thus correlated with how actively a person was 
involved in prayer for healing. Those who were part of a specific healing 

team had more conservative or charismatic attitudes than those who either 

prayed for healing in a bible study group or who joined in the prayers at 

church or prayed alone. However, I could not tell from this relationship 

whether underlying attitudes were shaped by prayer activity or vice versa. 
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Figure 3.6. Mean CHARISMATIC factor score in relation to age, KTS FEELING 
score and PRAYSCORE by church tradition. 
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Figure 3.6 (con. ). Mean CHARISMATIC factor score in relation to age, KTS 
FEELING score and PRAYSCORE by church tradition. 
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The idea that these two factor scales were valid measures of a person's 
basic stance is supported by the link with the way people labelled their 

church tradition. Within Evangelical churches, people who self-labelled their 

church as `Charismatic' had higher CHARISMATIC factor scores, but similar 

CONSERVATIVE factor scores, to those in the same churches who labelled their 

church as `Evangelical' or `Broad church' (Table 3.18). Within Anglo-catholic 

and Broad churches, those who self-labelled their church as `Anglo-catholic' 

had lower CONSERVATIVE factor scores, but similar CHARISMATIC factor scores, 

to those who labelled their church as `Broad church' or `Evangelical' (Table 

3.19). Thus those who labelled their church as `Charismatic' had higher 

scores on the relevant scale (CHARISMATIC) but not the other (CONSERVATIVE). 

There was an equivalent result among those who self-labelled their church 
as Anglo-catholic. Anglo-catholicism was associated with more liberal 

attitudes in my sample, and those who identified their church as `Anglo- 

catholic' had lower (i. e. more liberal) CONSERVATIVE scores but not CHARISMATIC 

scores. Again, scores on the relevant factor scale seemed to correspond to a 

person's perception of the tradition of their church. 
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Table 3.18. Mean CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC factor scores for people in 

Evangelical churches (categorized by incumbents) in relation to how they 
labelled their church. 
Those who labelled their church as 'Charismatic' had significantly higher CHARISMATIC but not 
CONSERVATIVE scores. 

Mean (±l S. E. ) 

Self-labelled tradition: CONSERVATIVE 
n score tp 

Evangelical or Broad church 110 0.42 ±0.08 1.03 NS 
Charismatic 36 0.62 ±0.18 

CHARISMATIC 
score 

Evangelical or Broad church 110 0.19 ±0.01 3.48 0.001 
Charismatic 36 0.78 ±0.15 

Table 3.19. Mean CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC factor scores for people in 
Anglo-catholic or Broad churches (categorized by incumbents) in relation to 
how they labelled their church. 
Those who labelled their church as 'Anglo-catholic ' had significantly lower CONSERVATIVE but 
not CHARISMATIC scores. 

Mean (±1 S. E. ) 
CONSERVATIVE 

Self-labelled tradition: n score tP 
Broad church or Evangelical 94 -0.23 ±0.09 3.49 0.001 

Anglo-catholic 103 -0.67 ±0.09 

CHARISMATIC score 
Broad church or Evangelical 94 -0.44 ±0.12 1.88 NS 

Anglo-catholic 103 -0.17 ±0.10 

This does not indicate if the church that people attended shaped their 

attitudes, or if they chose to attend churches where other people shared the 

same attitudes. To try and separate these possibilities, I examined the factor 

scores of people with respect to their previous experience of church. If 

previous experience influenced underlying attitudes, scores for the two 

factors might vary between those who had worshipped in a different 

tradition and those who had not. For the CONSERVATIVE factor, I examined the 

scores of those who had previously been in an Anglo-catholic or Broad 

church with those who had not. Scores were no different from the rest of the 

congregation for those currently in Anglo-catholic or Broad churches, but 

were significantly lower for those who now belonged to Evangelical churches 
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(Figure 3.7). Similarly, for the CHARISMATIC factor, those who had previously 
been in a Charismatic church had higher CHARISMATIC factor scores than 

those who had not. This difference was apparent among those who labelled 

their current church as Anglo-catholic, Broad churches or Evangelical, but 

not among self-labelled Charismatics (Figure 3.8). 

Figure 3.7. Mean CONSERVATIVE factor score in relation to previous experience 
of Anglo-catholic or Broad churches by current church tradition. 
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Figure 3.8. Mean CHARISM47X factor score in relation to previous experience 
of Charismatic churches by current self-labelled church tradition. 
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Discussion 

Factors shaping attitudes 

Attitudes to the bible and miraculous healing seemed to be shaped by 

underlying, broader-based constructs relating to a conservative/liberal axis 

and a charismatic/non-charismatic axis. Conservatism expressed itself in 

conservative attitudes to the bible and moral issues, combined with 

exclusive attitudes to the Christian faith as a means of salvation and 
Christian prayer as the only valid means to miraculous healing. Charismatic 

attitude expressed itself in a positive attitude to supernatural healing, a 

strong belief in the sovereignty of God over healing, more frequent 

charismatic practice and a belief that God interprets scripture directly to the 

reader. 

The factor analysis used statistical methods that forced the two factors to be 

unrelated to each other. In reality there was a general tendency for those in 

Evangelical churches to have both higher CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC 

scores than those in the other traditions. However, a number of people with 
lower CONSERVATIVE scores had relatively high CHARISMATIC scores and 

charismatic belief is not invariably associated with conservative 

evangelicalism. 

Both of these underlying attitudes varied significantly between traditions, 

but I could not tell for certain if this was because the traditions shaped 

attitudes or because people with particular attitudes selected churches of a 

particular tradition. The analysis of previous church affiliation seemed to 

suggest that a person's experience remained important when they changed 

tradition. Those in Evangelical churches who had previously come from 

Anglo-catholic or Broad churches (where attitudes would be more liberal 

according to these findings) had lower conservative scores that those who 
had not been exposed to these other traditions. Similarly, CHARISMATIC scores 

were higher among those who had previously been in Charismatic churches 

compared with those who had not. This begs the question of whether 

previous churches were chosen by respondents for their conservative or 

charismatic stance other whether respondent's attitudes were shaped earlier 

in life by these churches. Either way, my results indicate that people's 

underlying attitudes show some resistance to being shaped by the church 
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they attend. The relationship of biblical interpretation to the community 

attitudes will be returned to in Chapter 7. 

Conservatism was highest among those who preferred sensing to intuition 
for their perceiving function as measured by the KTS. Francis & Jones (1998) 
had similar results, though they also identified a weaker relationship 
between a preference for thinking and more conservative attitudes. They 

attributed the sensing relationship to the established view that sensing 
types prefer convention, and the thinking relationship to the idea that 

thinking types would find conservative views more logically coherent. The 
lack of a relationship between THINKING score and CONSERVATIVE score in my 
study may have been because of the different way I measured conservatism, 

or because I allowed for the effect of education and church tradition. 

People with high CHARISMATIC scores tended to prefer feeling to thinking 

within the judging function, the opposite finding to Francis and Jones 

(1997). Their scale of charismatic experience relied heavily on questions 

about being `born again', which were different from the items that I used. 
Charismatics are often accused of using `heart' rather than 'head' (Stibbe 

1998) and perhaps the association with KTS FEELING score was to be 

expected. I shall defer a fuller discussion of personality and attitudes until 
Chapter S. 

Conservatism tended to decline with education, even allowing for the fact 

that education levels were lower in those with higher KTS SENSING scores. The 

trend was present in Anglo-catholic and Evangelical churches, but not in 

Broad churches. This difference may have been due to sample size in the 
Broad churches, where there were comparatively few people with 

postgraduate degrees. The decline in conservatism with education level in 

Evangelicals is in contrast to particular aspects of biblical interpretation such 

as literalism, which resist any effect of education (see Chapter 4). It seems 

most likely that the decline I observed was caused by education weakening 

conservative attitudes, but I could not rule out the possibility that people 

with less conservative attitudes were more likely to achieve higher education 
levels than others. Similarly, the decline in charismatic attitudes with age 

may not represent a cause-effect relationship. The charismatic movement is 

relatively recent in the Church of England, so older generations may not 
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have been exposed to charismatic practice at times in their lives when 

underlying attitudes are shaped. More work is needed to explain this 

relationship, which seems unlikely to be a chance effect. 

Attitudes and practice of healing prayer 

Attitudes may have shaped activity in healing prayer. This idea relates to the 

notion of `worldview', which was popularised in the 1980s in the `Signs and 
Wonders' movement associated with John Wimber. He saw a clear link 

between the secularism of Western societies and the difficulties that some 
Christians have in praying for healing: 

So, many Christians caught in the web of Western Secularism... have a 
formidable barrier to cross before they can pray for the sick. That barrier is 
the belief or suspicion that supernatural healing is impossible today. 
(Wimber & Springer 1986: 30) 

Wimber's contention that belief about supernatural healing can affect 

whether or not people pray for healing is largely supported by my results. 
The healing prayer activity score was positively correlated with both the 

CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC factor scores and with specific belief about 

supernatural healing. Negative experience of praying for healing did not 

seem to influence whether or not people prayed for healing, but the nature 

and subjects for healing were strongly related to underlying attitudes. It 

seemed that joining the healing prayers at church is a passive activity that 

churchgoers participate in, regardless of their views about the supernatural. 
Healing prayer is only likely to become a specific part of personal prayer, or 

a group activity, among those who have a stronger belief in supernatural 
healing and more conservative attitudes to the bible. 
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Conclusions 

Biblical conservatism is related to moral conservatism and belief in the 

exclusivity of Christianity. It is also related to some extent to attitudes to 

supernatural healing and charismatic phenomena, though this may be an 
indirect relationship. Attitudes vary predictably across church traditions, but 

within some traditions may be influenced by age, personality preferences 

and education. In general, Evangelicals (or Charismatics) are more resistant 
to these effects than are people in other traditions. Exposure to a particular 
tradition can continue to shape attitudes even if a person moves to a church 
of a different tradition. 
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CHAPTER 4: LITERALISM 

The historicity of the bible is not at the forefront of the academic 
hermeneutical debate. Those battles may have raged in the nineteenth 

century, but even Evangelical scholars today are inclined to lay the issue 

aside in pursuit of other arguments (see Chapter 1). But this is not so for 

many lay people. It was clear from my initial interviews and subsequent pilot 

studies that for many lay people a great deal hangs on whether events 
described in the bible actually happened or not. A certain suspicion, if not 
hostility, surrounds the use of terms such as `story', `myth' and `legend'. 

The notions of literalism or inerrancy have been key questions raised in 

previous studies of lay people and the bible (see Chapter 3), so these 

variables were included in this study. 

Many different experiences might shape attitudes to the bible, but in this 

study I was mainly interested in how experience of healing prayer might 
influence the way in which a healing story was interpreted. In particular, 

were people who took a literal view of the story those who had experienced 

successful healing prayer themselves? Would people who had prayed 

unsuccessfully for healing be less likely to interpret the story as a literal 

event? Or are people's interpretations of the bible unconnected to their 

experience of life? I therefore asked not only about attitudes to healing and 

the bible, but also whether people had prayed for healing and, if so, what 

the outcome had been. 

Methods 

Literalism and historicity 

In Part 1 of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to read the set 

passage from Mark 9 about a boy healed by Jesus. They were then given 

Likert items based on what they had just read. The LITERAUSM scale (9 items, 

higher score= more literal interpretation of the passage) was based on what 

respondents believed about the boy's illness and the basis for the story 
(Table 4.1). 
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Table 4.1. Likert scales used to measure biblical literalism. 
aa Cronbach's alpha for reliability analysis (see Appendix 2). 
Scale name Direction" Items 
LITERALISM A The boy had epilepsy. 
a=0.87 A Jesus' calming presence stopped the epileptic fit. 

A The fit stopped by coincidence when Jesus touched the boy. 
A This story was made up by the followers of Jesus. 
A Something like this happened, but it was not a'miracle'. 
D The boy was possessed by an evil spirit. 
DI trust what the bible says about the boy's illness. 
D Jesus healed the boy by casting out a spirit. 
D This is an accurate account of what actually happened. 

EVENTS D David killed a giant called Goliath. 
a= 0.92 D Jonah was in the belly of a fish (or whale) for three days. 

D Jesus' mother was a virgin when she conceived Jesus. 
D Adam and Eve lived in a garden called Eden. 
D Jesus raised Lazarus from the dead. 
D Noah built an ark and filled it with animals. 
D Jesus fed 5000 people with two fish and five loaves. 
D Joshua destroyed the walls of Jericho. 
D Jesus turned water into wine. 
D Moses went to Pharaoh and threatened terrible plagues. 

PARABLES D The story of the prodigal son who left home and later returned. 
a= 0.95 D The story of the Samaritan who helped a man attacked by robbers. 

D The story of the farmer who scattered seed as he sowed. 
D The story of the ten virgins who waited for the bridegroom. 
D The story of the enemies who sowed weeds in a farmer's field. 
D The story of the unforgiving servant who was released from his debt. 

I used the EVENTS and PARABLE scales to measure literalism with respect to a 

range of familiar biblical passages. These scales contained short items with 

a choice of responses: 'Definitely happened', 'Probably happened', 'Not 

certain', 'Probably a story' or 'Definitely a story'. The ten EVENTS scale items 

were drawn from both testaments while the PARABLE scale consisted of six 

parables of Jesus. The latter were randomly mixed with items in the EVENTS 

scale and covered by the same instructions: `Say if you think that a 

particular bible event actually happened, or whether you think it's a 
fictional story. This was deliberately ambiguous when applied to parables 
because an answer could be made at two levels: 'yes', the events in the story 

actually happened or 'yes', Jesus definitely told this story. Pilot studies 

showed that some people responded 'Definitely happened' to all items, 

s' A- ascending, so that Strongly Agree scores 1 and Strongly Disagree scores 5. D 
descending, with opposite scoring to A. 
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irrespective of the contents. I wanted to identify this group without alerting 

them to the ambiguity in asking if a parable `actually happened'. The 

compromise was to introduce parables with 'The story of .. 
'. 

Attitudes to healing in relation to literal interpretation 

I used attitude scales and measures of healing prayer to assess the effects 

of attitudes and experience on biblical interpretation. These were compared 

with the measures of literalism to see if people with a more literal 

interpretation of the passage were people who had had experience of 

miraculous healing. Where possible, the CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC factor 

scores (see Chapter 3) were used as summary independent variables 

However, the CONSERVATIVE score was, by definition, correlated with the 

EVENTS scale62 and could not therefore be used as an independent variable in 

analyses involving the EVENTS scale. Other scales related to 

conservative/liberal attitudes were used instead. 

Results 

Literalism 

The LITERALISM scale arising from the passage was positively correlated with 

the EVENTS scale (r= 0.73, n= 404, p< 0.001), showing that attitudes to an 

individual passage are reflected in those for a broader cross-section of the 

bible. 

To examine the contribution of attitudes and experience to interpretation, 

used a GLM procedure with LITERALISM score as the independent variable and 

a variety of other scales or factors as predictor variables (Table 4.2). This 

analysis was repeated for the EVENTS scale, but using a slightly different set 

of predictor variables in the initial model in order to avoid using the 

CONSERVATIVE factor score (Table 4.3). 

62 EVENTS was one of the variables used in the factor analysis that created the conservative 
factor scale, see Chapter 3, Table 3.15. 
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Table 4.2. Summary of analysis of variance of LITERALISM scale 
using a General Linear Model with factors and covariates. 
All the independent variables were entered into the analysis and tested for the 
significance of their effect on the dependent variable. They were then removed 
stepwise until only significant predictors remained in the final model. P= 
Probabilitythat the effect on the dependent variable was due to chance. NS= Not 
Significant. For an explanation of the GLM procedure, see Appendix 2. 

Independent variables 
Dependent 

variable 
LITERALISM score 

Scale item entered into GLM: Type P 
Church tradition 0.011 

Gender NS 
Encountered healing claim? ö NS 

Encountered healing by other faiths? NS 
Encountered miraculous healing? NS 

Encountered non-healing? NS 
Age 0.000 

Education level 0.025 
CoNSERvATivE factor 0.000 

CHARISMATIC factor 0.000 
KTS Sensing score NS 

KTS Thinking score NS 
Attitude to healing prayer for self ü NS 

Attitude to healing prayer for others NS 
Involvement in healing prayer NS 

R2 for final model: 0.71 

LITERALISM scores were positively correlated with the CONSERVATIVE and 

CHARISMATIC factor scores, and were higher among Evangelicals than in other 

churches. The effect of age was unexpected, but similar in all traditions, 

with a peak in LITERAUSM scores among the 30s age group (Figure 4.1). The 

relationship with education levels was tenuous and not apparent in the raw 

data: it seemed unlikely that education level had a significant effect on how 

literally people interpreted the passage. General attitudes to the bible and to 

charismatic phenomena seemed to have the most significant influence. 
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Figure 4.1. L RALISM scores in relation age by church tradition. 
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Table 4.3. Summary of analysis of variance of EVENTS scale using a 
General Linear Model with factors and covariates. 
For explanation, see Table 4.2. 

variables 

Scale item entered into GLM: Tvpe 
Church tradition 0.006 

Gender ,A0.035 Encountered healing claim? ö NS 
Encountered healing by other faiths? NS 

Encountered miraculous healing? NS 
Encountered non-healin ? 0.042 

Age 
Education level 

BIBLE score 
MoRAtm score 

Exaustvrry score 4A DOGMATIC CONSERVATIVE Score 
DOGMATIC LIBERAL Score 

CHARISMATIC factor 

KTS Sensing score 
KTS Thinking score 

Attitude to healing prayer for self 
Attitude to healing prayer for others 

Involvement in healing prayer 

Dependent variable 
EVENTS score 

P 

NS 
0.000 
0.000 
0.000 
0.021 
0.044 
0.001 
0.000 

NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 
NS 

R2 for final model: 0.70 

The EVENTS scale was strongly positively correlated with CHARISMATIC factor 

score, suggesting that positive attitude to the supernatural was associated 

with literal interpretation of biblical events in general. The CONSERVATIVE 
factor was confounded with the EVENTS score and could not be used as a 

predictor variable. However there were highly significant correlations with 

the other variables such as the BIBLE and MORALITY scales that measured the 

strength of conservative attitudes. This suggests that basic 

conservative/liberal attitudes have a strong influence on whether a person 

categorizes a biblical event as 'history' or `story'. 

In Anglo-catholic and Broad churches, the EVENTS score declined with 
increasing levels of education (Figure 4.2), but this was not so for 

Evangelical churches, where scores remained high at all education levels. 
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Figure 4.2. EVENTS scores in relation education by church tradition. 
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What was wrong with the boy? 

In the test passage from Mark 9, a young boy is healed when Jesus 

commands a spirit to leave him. The symptoms of epilepsy are clearly 

described, though the word is not used and the passage describes the illness 

as due to an `evil' spirit 63 The first two items in the questionnaire were: 'The 

boy had epilepsy' and 'The boy was possessed by an evil spirit'. Where 

people gave a directional response to both statements, 49% agreed the boy 

had epilepsy, 27% agreed he was possessed, 22% agreed with both and 2% 

disagreed with both (n = 226). 

In 179 cases people also gave a directional response to the third item: `/ 

trust what the bible says about the boy's illness'. Those that agreed were, 

unsurprisingly, more likely to also agree that he was possessed compared 

with those that did not trust what the bible said (x2= 37.6, d. f = 1, p< 

0.001). However, 53 people (3096) trusted what the bible said, but disagreed 

63 The NRSV text renders d aOdpTW in Mk 9: 25 as 'unclean' rather than 'evil', but the evil 
intent is evident. 
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that the boy was possessed by an evil spirit. This might be simple logical 

inconsistency due to error or lack of care in answering the question. 
However, this seems unlikely because very few people who distrusted what 
the bible said about the boy also agreed that he was possessed. The two 

most likely explanations are: 
1. That some people might trust what the bible says in general terms, 

even though in this particular case they disagreed with the biblical 

diagnosis. 
2. That a person's perception of epilepsy overrides the biblical 

explanation, so that the disparity goes unnoticed: what they read is 

an account of epilepsy, not an account of possession by a spirit. 

Among people that trusted what the bible said about the boy, those that 

said he had epilepsy and was not possessed were more likely to come from 

Anglo-catholic or Broad churches (Table 4.4). People in Evangelical churches 
may see the issue in straightforward terms: the bible says he was 
possessed, so that is what was wrong with him. Others may focus on the 
description of illness and feed their modern-day understanding of epilepsy 
back into the text without any awareness of contradiction. 

Table 4.4. Differences among respondents who trusted what the bible 
said about the boy's illness, but felt he either had epilepsy and was not 
possessed by an evil spirit, or vice versa. 

Tradition: 
Anglo- catholic 

Broad church 

The boy had epilepsy The boy was possessed 
n= 51 61 
37% 7% 
37% 16% 
26% 77% 

X-'= 31.1 d. f. =2 p<0.001 

Event, story and parable 
It was apparent from the results that many people were able to distinguish 

the PARABLE scale items from the rest and there was no correlation between 

scores for the two scales (r= -0.035, d. f. =403, NS). When the PARABLE score 

was adjusted to the same value as the EVENTS scale (i. e. maximum score = 
50): over 75% of respondents had lower scores for the PARABLE scale (i. e. they 
were less likely to believe that parables actually happened than other events 
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in the bible). Nonetheless, around 22% of respondents had higher scores for 

PARABLES than EVENTS (i. e. parables more likely to have happened). 

Presumably, they were people who treated the PARABLE questions as meaning 
`did Jesus tell this story'. 

Among those who had high EVENTS scores (i. e. who believed most of the 

events definitely happened), some had very low PARABLE scores implying they 

were `discerners' who distinguished clearly between an event and a story 
told. Another (smaller) group had high scores for both scales, often because 

they marked all items as `Definitely happened'. These double high scores 

may have arisen because people did not even read the items: when asked if 

something in the bible happened, they automatically said it did. I segregated 

these two groups according to the following criteria: 
DISCERNING: EVENTS score >39 and adjusted PARABLE score <1 1, n= 61. 

NON-DISCERNING: EVENTS score >39 and adjusted PARABLE score >39, n= 54. 

Both these groups had a high level of literalism, but discerners did not apply 

this to parables. The main difference between these two categories was the 
level of education, with discerners being more likely to be educated to the 
degree level than the rest (Table 4.5). 

Table 4.5. Differences in education level between those who 
`discerned' parables from events and those who did not. 

Education level: 
Up to A levels 

Degree or higher 

Event discernment 
NON-DISCERNING DISCERNING 

n=52 61 
73% 25% 
27% 75% 

x2= 26.5 d. f. =1 p<0.001 

This trend held within traditions and between the sexes. Among those with 
degrees, there was no difference between those who had some training in 

theology and those who did not. Among the non-degree holders, there were 

only three people who had had some theological training. They were all 
discerners, a significantly higher proportion than the untrained, but 

numbers were too low to tell if this was a genuine trend. It would seem to 

make sense because it implies that any education at degree level or above 

might increase discernment between event and story, and theological 

training for those without degrees may also increase this faculty. 
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What criteria might respondents have applied when they decided between 

event and story? I investigated this by scoring the EVENTS scale items 

individually and by calculating the frequency of positive responses (i. e. 
`Definitely' or 'Probably' happened). Scores and counts were then arranged 
in descending order to show which items were most likely to be rated as 

events rather than fictional stories. Using two methods gave slightly 
different results because scores were more sensitive to shades of belief (i. e. 
the difference between certainty and uncertainty). Proportions that agreed 

an event happened are given because they are intuitively easier to interpret. 

As expected, scores for the six parables were lowest, but they were not 

uniform (Table 4.6). Even when people recognized these were stories, they 

appeared to rate them according to their perceived likelihood of having 

happened. The three highest scoring parables (The prodigal son, the good 
Samaritan and the farmer sowing seed) were probably the most well known, 

and perhaps ones that people today could more readily imagine happening. 

The other three were based on events that might seem more far-fetched and 

where the cultural gap between text and reader is larger. Rebellious 

teenagers and muggings are part of our world, but sowing weeds in a 
farmer's field today would make no difference in the face of modern 
herbicides. Similarly, the parable of the bridegroom would have made 

perfect sense in first-century Palestine, because it was based on popular 

wedding customs of the time, but these sound strange to modern ears. 

Scores for the EVENTS items were segregated into Old and New Testament, 

with the exception of the Feeding of the 5000, which rated a lower score 
than David and Goliath or Moses and Pharaoh. The highest scoring item was 

about the conception of Jesus. 
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Table 4.6. Mean scores for individual items in the EVENTS and PARABLE scales. 
Each item scored 1 (Definitely Story) to 5 (Definitely Happened). 
Bold type: EVENTS scale, New Testament items 
italic type: EVENTS scale, Old Testament items 
Plain type: PARABLES scale. 

Item Mean score 

Jesus' mother was a virgin when she conceived Jesus. 4.4 

Jesus raised Lazarus from the dead. 4.3 

Jesus turned water into wine. 4.2 

David killed a giant called Goliath. 4.1 

Moses went to Pharaoh and threatened terrible plagues. 4.1 

Jesus fed 5000 people with two fish and five loaves. 4.0 

Joshua destroyed the walls of Jericho. 3.9 

Noah built an ark and filled it with animals. 3.5 

Adam and Eve lived in a garden called Eden. 3.2 

Jonah was in the belly of a fish (or whale) for three days. 3.1 

The story of the prodigal son who left home and later returned. 2.9 

The story of the Samaritan who helped a man attacked by robbers. 2.9 

The story of the farmer who scattered seed as he sowed. 2.6 

The story of the unforgiving servant released from his debt. 2.4 

The story of the enemies who sowed weeds in a farmer's field. 2.4 

The story of the ten virgins who waited for the bridegroom. 2.3 

The order of items was less clear when arranged according to the proportion 

that agreed they happened (Table 4.7). Evangelicals were much more likely 

to respond positively to items on the EVENTS scale, but more discerning of 

parables than were other traditions. 
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Table 4.7. Proportion of respondents who answered `Probably happened' 
`Definitely happened' to individual items in the EVENTS and PARABLE scales. 
Typeface as per Table 4.6 

or 

All Anglo- Broad Evangelical 
catholic church 

Item n= 404 94 109 201 
Jesus raised Lazarus from the dead. 83% 72% 76% 93% 
David killed a giant called Goliath. 83% 73% 76% 92% 
Jesus' mother was a virgin when 
she conceived Jesus. 81% 68% 73% 93% 

Jesus turned water into wine. 801% 65% 72% 92% 
Moses went to Pharaoh and 
threatened terrible plagues. 79% 62% 67% 93% 

Jesus fed 5000 people with two fish 
and five loaves. 74% 52% 62% 90% 

Joshua destroyed the walls of Jericho. 73% 58% 66% 83% 
Noah built an ark and filled it with 
animals. 57%6 32% 49% 74% 

Adam and Eve lived in a garden called 
Eden. 47% 21% 45% 61% 

The story of the Samaritan who 
helped a man attacked by robbers. 46% 46% 62% 38% 

The story of the prodigal son who left 
home and later returned. 45% 51% 56% 37% 

Jonah was in the belly of a fish (or 
whale) for three days. 41% 16% 34% 57% 

The story of the farmer who scattered 
seed as he sowed. 35% 43% 44% 26% 

The story of the unforgiving servant 
who was released from his debt. 30'/ 36% 38% 23% 

The story of the enemies who sowed 
weeds in a farmer's field. 24% 28% 32% 18% 

The story of the ten virgins who 
waited for the bridegroom. 21% 21% 28% 17% 

So the order for deciding on the historicity of events seemed to be: 

" Crucial events in the life of Jesus that point to key doctrines. 

" Miracles associated with Jesus. 

" Old Testament events that appear to be history. 

" Old Testament events that seem too improbable to be history. 

" Passages that are stories but have parallels in life today. 

" Passages that are stories and are unlikely to happen in everyday life 

today. 

104 



ý. -ýý- 

Experience of healing prayer and interpretation of the passage 

Variables that measured experience or practice of healing prayer had 

relatively little effect on either the LITERAUSM or EVENTS scales. The only 

significant predictor was in the case of the EVENTS scale, where those who 

had encountered non-healing after prayer had slightly higher scores than 

those who had not. This effect remained after allowing for other variables 

(see Table 4.3) and was probably because the people who reported `failed' 

prayer were those most actively involved in the healing ministry (Table 4.8). 

Table 4.8. Involvement in healing prayer in relation to encounter 
with 'failed' prayer for healing. 

Have you encountered non- 
recovery after prayer for healing? 

No YES 
Involvement in healing prayer n n= 205 188 

Pray alone 38 76% 24% 
Join prayers in church 211 59% 41% 

Pray in group 110 40% 60% 
Pray in healing team 23 30% 70% 
Lay hands on people 11 0% 100% 

x2 = 36.0 d. f. =4 p< 0.000 

Although some of the variables relating to experience of healing prayer were 

correlated with the LITERALISM scale, they were also correlated with the 

CHARISMATIC factor scale, and they did not add significantly to the model if 

the latter variable was included. This suggests that attitudes to healing 

prayer had more influence over the literal interpretation of the passage than 

did experience of healing prayer. In particular, there was no suggestion that 

people who had encountered `failed' prayer were less likely to interpret the 

healing story literally. 
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Discussion 

The extent to which the passage was interpreted literally depended on a 

number of factors. Conservative attitudes and positive attitudes to 

supernatural healing both had independent and positive effects, while 
Evangelicals had higher scores than the other traditions, notwithstanding 

their CONSERVATIVE or CHARISMATIC scores. 

The decline in LTERAUSM scores after the age of around 30-40 was marked 

and unexpected (see Figure 4.1). It was independent of education levels and 

present in all traditions. There were too few respondents under 30 to be 

certain if scores were really lower in this age group. The same trend was 

present in the EVENTS scale, but only among those from Evangelical churches 

where it was not quite statistically significant. So although there is some 
indication that the age effect may relate to more general views on biblical 

literalism, more work is needed to explain this trend. If it is a real effect, it 

may be because views on literalism change with age, or because they are 
fixed early in life according to the prevailing attitudes in society or church. If 

the latter were true, the older people in my sample must have had their 

views fixed at a time when attitudes to biblical literalism were more liberal 

than they are today. This seems unlikely because views on biblical literalism 

in the Church of England are probably more liberal now than they were 20- 

30 years ago. 

Taken individually, both attitudes to, and experience of, healing were 

related to biblical interpretation. However, the two were linked because 

people who claimed to have personal experience of miraculous healing, or 

who were heavily involved in the healing ministry, had higher attitude scores 

than those who did not. This was also true for those who had experienced 
`failed' prayer, probably because those who are active in the healing 

ministry are more likely to encounter both successful and unsuccessful 
healing than those who never pray with others for healing. 

could not tell from my results whether experience shapes attitudes or vice 

versa, and it might be difficult to disentangle the two in this area. The New 

Testament reminds us that people can interpret the same healing event in 

very different ways (e. g. Mt 12: 24), and this is no less likely to happen 

today. Objective evidence for the miraculous healing is hard to find, and 
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even where it does exist, some people will more readily ascribe the event to 

a miracle than will others. Nonetheless, some people in my initial interviews 

described encounters with healing where their initial scepticism was 

changed by what they witnessed. So miracles may be events that are both 

shaped by faith and create faith. 

My results indicated that attitudes had a stronger effect on literalism than 

did experience. Quantifying attitudes and experience is fraught with 
difficulty, so it is dangerous to build too much on statistical models that use 

measures of both as independent variables. The attitude scales may have 

been better related to literalism than the experience scales because they 

were better instruments, rather than because attitudes were more important 

than experience. Nonetheless, one of the best predictors of how literally a 
healing story was interpreted was how positively a person regarded the 

notion of miraculous healing in general. The other significant predictor was 

attitude to the bible, so it seems likely that interpretation is shaped more 
directly by attitudes than by experience. 

The extent and nature of literalism may vary between church traditions. 

There were higher levels of literalism among people from Evangelical 

churches irrespective of their age or general attitudes to the supernatural. 

Evangelicals were also more resistant to the effects of education on their 

wider views of literalism (as measured by the EVENTS scale) than were people 

in other traditions. But this greater propensity to affirm the historicity of 
biblical stories was not indiscriminate: among those who had high scores on 

the EVENTS scale, Evangelicals were more likely than others to discriminate 

between event and parable. Evangelical belief about historicity may stem 
from a particular belief about scripture that is not related to the likelihood 

of events happening on rational or experiential grounds. For some 

Evangelicals, events happened because they are described as events in the 

bible, not because logic or experience shows they could have happened. 

Such people make a clear distinction between passages that are described 

as stories (or parables) and those that are not: the former need not have 

actually happened, the latter must have. This might be different from 

literalism in other traditions, which seemed more influenced by education 

levels. This implies that biblical literalism in the Church of England may not 

be a single, uniform belief system related simply to an Evangelical ideology. 
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There may also be a more `indiscriminate literalism' among non-Evangelicals 

with little formal education. 

The boundary between historical event and fictional story seem to depend 

partly on the `plausibility' of the story and partly on what doctrinal positions 

may be at stake. The very fact that most people drew distinctions between 

the stories listed implies they would not believe something happen simply 
because it was in the bible. Judgements are not necessarily made on the 

grounds of how probable or improbable a story might be as history on 
rational grounds. Virgin birth is logically no more likely than someone 

surviving inside a fish for three days, but the former was thought to have 
happened by 81% of my sample compared with only 41% for the account of 
Jonah. 

Implausible accounts may be understood as story provided they do not limit 

the ability of God to intervene in the world or threaten a wider 
understanding of the nature of God (especially the nature of Jesus). My list 

of test items was carefully chosen to include only those that might have 

elicited a varied response among churchgoers. In pilot studies, everyone 
believed Items based on the crucifixion or resurrection had definitely 

happened. Healing stories lie at the margins because, while they point to the 

extraordinariness of Jesus, they are not unique to him and do not carry the 
'doctrinal weight' of the incarnation, crucifixion or resurrection. 

The beliefs about the healing of the boy were nuanced and indicate the way 
in which modern and ancient woridviews can collide. The text describes a 
patient with epilepsy, but ascribes the malady to an unclean or evil spirit. In 

our society, epilepsy is understood in physical or psychological terms and 
there is strong pressure against any association of this illness with spiritual 

possession. Less than half the sample agreed that the boy had an evil spirit, 

and just under a third were sure he did not. Only 16% (n = 404) were sure 
that the boy did not have epilepsy, so most people were presumably using 
their own knowledge to explain what was wrong with the boy, rather than 

rely on the biblical diagnosis. 

Around a quarter of respondents believed that the boy was possessed by a 
spirit and suffered epilepsy, possibly because they saw the possession as 
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causing the same symptoms as epilepsy in this case. Where people stayed 

with the biblical view of boy's problem, they were most likely to be active 

members of an Evangelical church. Most people (68% n= 404) accepted that 

the healing was a miracle and very few agreed that the fit could have 

stopped by coincidence. The majority (62%) believed that Jesus healed the 

boy by casting out the spirit, and this included some who disagreed that the 

boy was possessed. 

These findings point to the fact that people bring both their wider 

experience and their underlying beliefs to bear on a biblical text. Some, 

especially people from Evangelical churches, stay close to the biblical 

account, though they may explain what is happening using modern medical 

terms. Others interpret what is happening according to those terms and 

reject the biblical explanation. This may be evidence that wider experience 

in life shapes the way that texts are understood. In one or two cases in the 

final and pilot studies I heard from people who either suffered from epilepsy 

themselves, or were close to someone who did. They wrote open replies that 

expressed their concern that bible stories such as the one I used were 

unhelpful because they linked epilepsy with demonic possession. Such 

people invariably interpreted the story as the healing of an epileptic, not the 

casting out of a spirit. This aspect could be explored in more detail by 

comparing responses to the questionnaire among epileptics with a control 

group. 
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CHAPTER 5: PERSONALITY AND INTERPRETATION 

The Myers-Briggs type indicator and religious preferences 

The theory behind the Myers-Briggs personality model has been described in 

Chapter 3. The MBTI is widely used in Christian circles, though it is not 

without its critics (Leech 1996). Most of the emphasis on the application of 
Myers-Briggs typology to religious life has been on spirituality and prayer 

patterns (e. g. Duncan 1993, Fowke 1997, Goldsmith & Wharton 1993, 

Johnson 1995). There is growing empirical evidence relating type or 

preferences to religious affiliation or roles. Work in North America (reviewed 

by Francis 2001) suggests that religious professionals seem to prefer feeling 

to thinking and judging to perceiving, and that Catholics tend to prefer 

sensing to intuition, but vice versa for Protestants. A recent study of male 

clergy in the Church of Wales reported preferences for introversion over 

extraversion, sensing over intuition, feeling over thinking and judging over 

perceiving (Francis et al 2001). 

Among lay people, personality type is related to basic religious stance: those 

with a preference for sensing and thinking being more conservative than 

those who prefer intuition and feeling (Francis & Jones 1998). In addition, 

preferences for particular types of prayer may be related to personality type: 

SJs appear to rate structured prayer more highly than do NFs (Ware et a! 
1989). Intuitives may be more likely than sensing types to blur the 
distinction between the sacred and secular (Ross et al 1996). This may 

explain why sensing types show greater preference for traditional aspects of 
Christianity such as personal prayer and church attendance (Francis & Ross 

1997). Charismatic experience may also be related to type, being more 
likely among those who prefer thinking to feeling in the judging function 

(Francis & Jones 1997), though my results in Chapter 3 seem to contradict 

this. 

The growing interest in the relation of the spiritual life to personality has 

raised the question of whether personality might be related to interpretation 

of the bible. Francis (1997) and Francis & Atkins (2000) produced short 

`homilies' on lectionary readings from the gospels of Mark and Luke that 

were based on known preferences in the Myers-Briggs perceiving and 

judging processes (S/N, and F/T). For every reading there were four 
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alternatives, each designed to suit people with a particular preferred 
function. The style of each interpretation was based on the generally 

understood characteristics of personality types, but this was not a test of 
the theory, and there was no evidence to show if each type would indeed 

prefer the corresponding interpretation. 

There is some evidence to support this contention from among a rather 
limited sample of college students in the USA. Bassett et al (1993) looked 

for preferred interpretations against the MBTI and a measure of problem 

solving styles. Four passages were given from New Testament epistles, and 
the choice of interpretation styles was `Thinking' or `Feeling' (as defined by 

Myers-Briggs) and `Collaborative', `Deferring' or `Independent', which related 
to their problem-solving typology. The mixing of two personality models 

makes the results difficult to interpret; nonetheless there was some support 
for a link between personality type and choice of interpretation. This was 

most obvious among those classed as feeling types on the MBTI, who 

showed a clear preference for the `feeling' type of interpretations. The 

results for those who preferring the thinking function were less clear cut 
because they had higher preference scores for `independent' and `feeling' 

type interpretations than for `thinking' type interpretations. 

In view of this previous work on personality and scripture, I used the Myers- 

Briggs typology to classify respondents according to their preferred function 

and then compared this to interpretative choices based on the passage from 

Mark 9 in my questionnaire. I used personality theory to produce scales that 

measured preference for particular types of interpretation and related these 

to personality as measured by the Keirsey Temperament Sorter (KTS), an 

alternative to the MBTI. 

Methods 

Measuring personality 

I used the Keirsey Temperament Sorter to score people on the four functions 

of the Myers-Briggs typology (see Chapter 3). Respondents were classified in 

each function according as either Introvert (I) or Extrovert (E), Sensing (S) or 
iNtuitive (N), Feeling (F) or Thinking (T) and judging (J) or Perceiving (P) 

depending on which one of the pair had the highest score. Respondents 
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with equal scores could not be classified on that function and the data were 
set to missing. 

To calculate the dominant function, I used the method outlined by Bayne 

(1997: 50). The dominant function is said to indicate a person's overall 

preferred mode of operating, and is drawn from either the sensing or 
judging process (i. e. either SN or TF). The JP score indicates which of these 

processes is used to run the outside world: in Js this is the judging process 
(either T or F), in Ps it is the sensing process (S or N). This makes sense 
because the JP polarity measures the expression of judging versus sensing. 
But whereas extroverts are assumed to use the dominant function to run 

their outside world, introverts use it to run their interior world. 

Thus for Judgers (J) the exterior process is T or F and the interior S or N. 

In Extroverts (E), the dominant function is the exterior process i. e. T or F. 

In Introverts (I), the dominant function is the interior process i. e. S or N. 

For Perceivers (P) the exterior process is S or N and the interior T or F. 

In Extroverts (E), the dominant function is the exterior process i. e. S or N. 

In Introverts (I), the dominant function is the interior process i. e. T or F. 

My main interest was in the sensing and judging processes. As well as 
dominant type, respondents could also be typed according to these two 

processes, giving four possible combinations: SF, ST, NF and NT. I also 

calculated temperament types (SP, SJ, NT and NO as suggested by Keirsey 

and Bates (1978). 

Using function scores rather than categories 

Using personality test scores (as opposed to categories) is potentially 

misleading, but can be useful in research (see Bayne 1997: 90 for a 
discussion of this issue with respect to the MBTI). Francis (2001) argues that 

scores may be more reliable than using categories to calculate types. 

therefore examined the KTS results in two ways: first using the scores in a 

regression analysis and then using them to determine dominant functions 

and type as suggested by the instructions on the KTS (referred as 'KTS 

criteria'). Scores were probably a better method for testing relationships 

between personality and interpretation, but I included categories to make 

my results more directly comparable with other studies. 
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Measuring interpretative preferences 

The development of the test items in the pilot studies is described in 

Appendix 1. The items in the final questionnaire consisted of five forced- 

choice pairs for each of the perceiving (SN) and judging (FT) functions, and a 
forced-choice question with one longer item relating to each function (Table 

5.1). Choices for each function were summed (including the last question) to 

give a possible score for each function of 0-6. The last item could be 

assigned to any function but, apart from this, the S and N scores and F and 
T scores were directly inversely correlated. 

Table S. 1. Interpretative items used to assess preferences for personality 

Question T 
name y Forced choices P 

e 
PERSN N Perhaps religious faith is often a mixture of belief and doubt. 
Interpretative S I can picture the scene clearly as the father cries out 'I believe; help my 
choices by unbelief! ' 

i ng sens 
personality 

S I can picture the boy writhing on the ground, dust and foam sticking to 
function N 

his face. 
Why does the boy start to writhe on the ground when he is brought to 
Jesus? 

N Jesus takes the boy by the hand and brings him to life: a metaphor for 
resurrection? 

S With simple authority, Jesus commands the deaf and mute spirit to leave 
and never enter the boy again. 

S The disciples were inspired to pray with faith: the pathway to future 
success. 

N The disciples learnt through the down-to-earth experience of failure. 

S This story is a vivid account of a healing that speaks for itself. 
N This story raises questions about the nature of sickness and the power 

of prayer. 

PERFT T This is evidence that the disciples were already trying to heal the sick. 
Interpretative The disciples felt ashamed that they couldn't meet the father's cry for 

choices by F help. 
d ging ju 

personality 
T it seems unfair to blame the father for doubting when the disciples had 

just failed to heal his son. function F I can feel the deep love of the father for his son. 

F You can feel the awe that struck those who witnessed this miracle. 
T There is no direct evidence to show how the onlookers reacted to these 

events. 

T The evidence suggests that the boy had epilepsy; though what matters is 
how it was perceived at the time. 

F I feel sympathy for the boy, who must have been very frightened. 

F This is a story about people who feel hope, doubt, fear and love. 
T This story is evidence that unbelief and lack of prayer can lead to a 

failure to heal. 
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Table 5.1 (con. ). Interpretative items used to assess preferences for 

PERALL S Imagine you are watching this scene. There is a noisy, heated 
Interpretative argument that the disciples seem to be losing. When Jesus arrives 

choices by everything is suddenly quiet. When the boy is brought to Jesus, 

sensing and 
the spirit makes him writhe on the ground, foaming at the mouth 
and sending up clouds of dust. The crowd is running to see what 

judging is happening but Jesus remains calm as he addresses the unclean 
personality spirit: 'Come out of him and never enter again'. A scream fills the 
functions air, then the boy lies so still that he seems dead. For a moment 

the silence is penetrating. Then gasps fill the air as Jesus lifts him 
up and shows that he is healed. Learn through the experience of 
the disciples: pray and have faith, even if you fail at first. 

It's easy to identity with the characters in this story. You can 
sense the anxiety and frustration of the disciples when they can't 
help the desperate father by healing his son. Jesus is 
understandably angry at their lack of faith, yet he wants to 
encourage them to succeed. In private his anger subsides as he 
helps them to understand why they failed. We all share the 
agonized cry of the father: 'I believe, help my unbelief. As we 
sympathize with father, we learn not to be critical of those whose 
faith is weak. Jesus has a deep compassion for the plight of the 
boy, and liberates him to new life though his supernatural power. 

This story raises all sorts of intriguing questions and possibilities. 
The failure of the disciples is swept aside by the awesome 
presence of Jesus. Did he really expect them to succeed, or was 
their failure part of God's plan? Can we understand our failures 
as possibly being part of God's plan? The father wants to believe 
in Jesus, but the failure of the disciples makes him doubt. Or 
perhaps faith is always a mixture of belief and doubt. Something 
makesJesus respond to the desperate child before him: was it the 
father's mustard-seed of faith or the need to demonstrate what 
real faith can do? Even if we believe in Jesus, do we have faith to 
overcome evil through prayer? 

This story appears to be straightforward, though a closer look 
shows that scripture must be read carefully and thoughtfully: (a) 
Jesus seems to heal the boy immediately, without prayer, yet tells 
his disciples that only prayer can drive out such spirits. This 
seems illogical, butJesus' whole life was prayerful, so perhaps he 
did not need a special prayer. (b) Jesus' anger at the father seems 
a bit unfair when the father has good reason to doubt. Perhaps he 
was trying to goad the father into expressing what faith he had. 
(c) Jesus' last remark seems to imply there are different kinds of 
evil spirit. This story is evidence thatJesus had an extraordinary 
and deep understanding of people and the spiritual world. 
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Validation of the test items in scales PERFr, PERSN and PERALL 

The items in these scales were modified slightly from those used in the third 

pilot trial. I validated the final items post priori by sending a short 

questionnaire to 30 people known to have some expertise in the theory and 

application of the MBTI''. The questionnaires gave the passage, listed each 
item used in the scales and asked respondents to indicate which type they 

thought the item would appeal to most. Results for the 21 respondents are 

shown in Table 5.2. 

They were mainly MBTI practitioners who had attended spirituality workshops. 
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Table 5.2. Validation of the interpretative choices based on Myers-Briggs 
personality functions. 
n- number of experts (out of 21) that assigned the option to the intended function. 
Questions marked with an asterisk were excluded from the validated items. 
Question 
number Sensing option n iNtuition option n 
PERSN01 I can picture the scene 17 Perhaps religious faith is 16 

clearly as the father cries often a mixture of belief 
out `I believe; help my and doubt. 
unbelief! ' 

PERSN02* I can picture the boy 18 Why does the boy start to 6 
writhing on the ground, writhe on the ground... 
with dust and foam 
sticking to his face. 

PERSN03 With simple authority, Jesus 15 Jesus takes the boy by the 19 
commands the deaf and hand and brings him back 
mute spirit to leave and to life. A metaphor for 
never enter the boy again. resurrection? 

PERSN04 The disciples learnt 15 The disciples were inspired 19 
through the down-to-earth to pray with faith: the 
experience of failure. pathway to future success. 

PERSN05 This story is a vivid account 18 This story raises questions 12 
of a healing that speaks for about the nature of 
itself. sickness and the power of 

prayer. 

Feeling option Thinking option 
PERFTO 1* The disciples felt ashamed 21 This is evidence that the 8 

that they couldn't meet the disciples were already 
father's cry for help. trying to heal the sick. 

PERFT02* I can feel the deep love of 21 It seems unfair to blame the 7 
the father for his son. father for doubting when 

the disciples had just failed 
to heal his son. 

PERFT03 You can feel the awe that 
struck those who witnessed 
this miracle. 

PERFT04 I feel sympathy for the boy, 
who must have been very 
frightened. 

PERFTO5 This is a story about people 
who feel hope, doubt, fear 
and love. 

16 There is no direct evidence 18 
to show how the onlookers 
reacted to these events. 

21 The evidence suggests that 17 
the boy had epilepsy.. 

13 This story is evidence that 16 
unbelief and lack of prayer 
can lead to a failure to heal. 

Sensing iNtuition Feeling Thinking 
PERALL 21 21 21 21 

All 21 experts correctly assigned the longer items in PERALL. Most of them 

correctly assigned the shorter items, though in a few cases less than half 

chose the intended function. In the analyses that follow, `validated items' 

refers to scores that exclude questions PERSN02, PERFrO1 and PERFT02. 

Excluding them resulted in only slight change to the preference scores for 

each respondent, and I have indicated where appropriate any significant 
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differences between using all items and using only validated items in the 

scale scores. 

Results 

Frequency of functions, types and temperaments 

Preferred functions were assigned using the KTS criteria, with ties classed as 
missing data (Table 5.3). 

Table 5.3. Frequency of preferred functions among men and 
women as determined by the Keirsev Temperament Sorter (KTS). 
Criteria on scores Function Men Women All 

n= 124 212 336 
>5 Extrovert 55% 58% 57% 
<5 Introvert 45% 42% 43% 

n= 142 239 381 
>10 Sensing 82% 83% 82% 
<10 Intuition 18% 17% 18% 

n= 137 234 371 
>10 Feeling 53% 83% 72% 
<10 Thinking 47% 17% 28% 

n= 144 239 383 
>10 judging 94% 93% 93% 
<10 Perceiving 6% 7% 7% 

Significantly more men than women had thinking rather than feeling as their 

preferred judging function (Table 5.3, x2 = 39.2 & 37.0, d. f. =1, p< 0.001). 

There were no significant differences between the sexes in the other 
functions. There was heavy bias to judging over perceiving and sensing over 
intuition in both sexes. 

Dominant types could be assigned to 312 people and Keirsey Temperament 

types to 376 (Table 5.4). As expected, men were more likely to have 

thinking, and less likely to have feeling, as their dominant type compared to 

women (x2= 14.3, d. f. =3 p<0.001). 
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Table 5.4. Frequency of dominant personality type among the sample 

Dominant type 
n Sensing Mutition Feeling Thinking 

Men 147 38% 12% 33% 17% 
Women 247 43% 9% 42% 6% 

All 312 37% 8% 43% 12% 

USA general 31% 26% 27% 27% 
population" 

UK male" 47% 6% 32% 15% 

UK churchgoers 67 315 33% 20% 32% 15% 
Temperaments 

n SP Si NT NF 
Men 141 6% 77% 6% 11% 

Women 232 3% 79% 9% 17% 
All 376 4% 78% 3% 15% 

USA general 22% 44% 16% 18% 
population 

UK male 33% 52% 8% 6% 

UK church oers 315 13% 42% 13% 32% 

There are few data for the frequency of dominant type either in the UK 

population at large or among Christian congregations. Comparison with a 

sample from the USA and male public sector workers in the UK (Bayne 1997) 

suggested more dominant F and fewer T or N, a trend that might be 

expected for those associated with a religious group. My results agree with 

a sample of churchgoers assessed using the MBTI (Francis &Jones 1998) in 

that sensing and feeling were more frequent than the other two types. 

However the differences in my sample were more extreme. The same was 

true for the temperaments, with Si being the most frequent in both studies 
but accounting for 78% of my sample compared with 42% of theirs. 

s: Calculated from Bayne (1997), Table 3.2. 
Calculated from Bayne (1997), Table 3.4. 

61 Francis and Jones (1998), Table 1. 
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Personality and interpretative choices 
For both the overall and validated scores there was a significant positive 
correlation between the numbers of S-type interpretative items chosen and 
the KTS SENSING score (Table 5.5, Figure 5.1)68. There was no such 

relationship between the number of S-type items and the KTS FEELING score. 
For the judging function, there was a significant correlation between the 

number of F-type items and the KTS FEELING score, but not between the F- 

type items and KTS SENSING score. Respondents seemed to choose 
interpretations of the passage that matched their preferred sensing or 
judging function as determined by the KTS. 

Table 5.5. Pearson correlation coefficients for 
relationships of interpretative choices scores (using all 
items and only validated items) and Keirsey Temperament 
Sorter scores. 
*** -p< 0.001, ** -p< 0.01, NS = Not Significant. d. f. = 395. 

Interpretative 
choice score KTS score 

Sensing Sensing 
iNtuitive iNtuitive 

Feeling Sensing 

Feeling Feeling 
Thinking Thinking 

Sensing Feeling 

Validated 
All items items 

r r 
0.22 0.21 
0.17 ** 0.16 ** 
0.01 NS 1 0.02 NS 

0.16 ** 0.14 ** 
0.16 ** 0.20 ** 
0.06 NS 0.02 NS 

" For N-type items there would, by definition be a similar result when compared with N-type 
KTS scores since the KTS N score is the reciprocal of the S score. The interpretative choices S 
score was not entirely reciprocal to the N score because it included the four-item choice 
result, which might increase the score of one type independently of the other. 

120 



Figure 5.1. Mean number of validated interpretative items chosen in relation 
to the KTS score for that function. 
The x-axis has been grouped to give roughly similar numbers in each category. 
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Figure 5.1 (con. ). Mean number of validated interpretative items chosen in 
relation to the KTS score for that function. 
The x-axis has been grouped to give roughly similar numbers in each category. 
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These results held when respondents were classified into preferred type 

using KTS criteria. Interpretative-choice scores were also categorized using a 

simple majority between number of S-type and N-type items or the number 

of F-type and T-type items. Equal scores were assumed to show no 

preference, and were treated as missing values. 

Using the KTS criteria, there were significant associations between preferred 
functions and the preferred interpretative type when all items were included, 

but these associations were not quite statistically significant for the FT 

function when only validated items were used (Table 5.6). These results 

confirmed the correlations and further suggested that using types derived 

from the KTS criteria would detect associations between personality and 

interpretative preferences. 

Table 5.6. Associations between preferred functions determined from KTS 
scores and preferred type of interpretative item. 

_For 
(a) all items in the questionnaire and (b) only those validated by independent experts. 

(a) 
All interpretative items KTS preferred function 

SN 
n= 273 59 

Preferred type 
s 64% 48% 
N 36% 52% 

2=5 .4 ,P <0 .05 5 

KTS preferred function 
FT 

n= 232 95 

Preferred type F 67% 52% 
T 33% 48% 

x2=6.6, p<0.01 
(b) 
Validated 
interpretative items KTS preferred function 

SN 
n= 276 n= 51 

Preferred type 
Sl 58% 33% 
N 42% 67% 

xZ=10.2, p<0.01 

KTS preferred function 
FT 

n= 228 n= 92 

Preferred type 
F 61% 51% 
T 39% 49% 

xr = Z. 9, NS (p< 0.09) 
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Other factors influencing interpretative choices 
The Revalues for the regressions in the scores analysis were low, suggesting 
the instruments used were not very reliable, there were other factors 

influencing the choice of interpretative items, or both. I tested this using a 
GLM that included church tradition and gender as factors and age, education 
level, CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC scores and the relevant KTS score as 

covariates. Independent variables used were the number of validated 
sensing or feeling interpretative items chosen for each type. 

Table 5.7. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with the 
number of validated sensing choices as the dependent variable, CONSERVATIVE 
and CHARISMATIC factor scores and KTS SENSING score as covariates. 

Source Type III Sum 

Corrected 
uares d. f. Mean Square FP 
129.3 3 43.1 39.9 0.000 

KTS SENSING score 9.0 1 9.0 8.4 0.004 
coNsmvA VE score 57.7 1 57.7 53.4 0.000 

CHARISMATIC score 42.9 1 42.9 39.8 0.000 

Error 408.3 378 1.1 
Corrected Total 537.6 381 

R2= 0.24 (Adjusted R2= 0.23) 

Table 5.8. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with the 
number of validated feeling choices as the dependent variable, CONSERVATIVE 
factor score and KTS FEELING score as covariates. 

Source Type 111 Sum of 
Squares d.. Mean Square FP 

Corrected Model 15.8 2 7.5 8.9 0.000 

KTS FEELING score 6.4 1 6.4 7.6 0.006 
CONSERVATIVE score 8.5 1 8.5 10.0 0.002 

Error 323.0 379 0.9 
Corrected Total 337.0 381 

R2 = 0.05 (Adjusted R' = 0.04) 

The KTS scores remained significantly correlated with interpretative choices, 
but in addition sensing choices were significantly positively correlated with 
both the CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC factor scores (Table 5.7, Figure 5.2 a 
& b). For feeling choices there was a significant positive correlation with the 

CONSERVATIVE score and a similar, but not quite statistically significant, trend 

with the CHARISMATIC Score (Table 5.8, Figure 5.2 c& d). 
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Figure 5.2. Mean number of validated interpretative items chosen in relation 
to CONSERVATIVE or CHARISMATIC factor scores. 
The x-axis has been grouped to give roughly similar numbers in each category. 
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Figure 5.2 (con. ). Mean number of validated interpretative items chosen in 
relation to CONSERVATIVE or CHARISMATIC factor scores. 
The x-axis has been grouped to give roughly similar numbers in each category. 
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It seemed that those most likely to choose sensing-type interpretations of 

the passage had preferred sensing function in their personality, conservative 

attitudes to the bible and positive attitudes to charismatic phenomena. 
Those most likely to choose feeling-type interpretations were preferred 
feeling types who had conservative attitudes. 

interpretation and dominant type 

To test for association between dominant personality type and preferred 
interpretation, I used the answers to the four-type question (item PERALL in 

Table 5.1). There was no evidence that those with a given dominant type 

were more likely to choose the relevant interpretation (Table 5.9). 

Table 5.9. Percent of respondents of a given dominant personality 
type that chose interpretative statements of _given 

type. 
_ Dominant 

personality 
type from 

the KTS: Percent choosing longer statement of type: 
Sensing Intuition Feeling Thinkin n 

Sensing 26% 26% 24% 25% 161 
Intuition 12% 29% 19% 41% 42 

Feeling 30% 23% 24% 23% 151 
Thinking , 31% 33% 23% 12% 39 

it appeared that factors other than personality may have over-ridden choices 

in this item because those that chose the sensing-type interpretation had 

significantly higher CONSERVATIVE factor scores than those who chose other 

options, while those who chose the intuitive-type interpretation had 

significantly lower CHARISMATIC factor scores than the rest. 

Discussion 

Attitudes and personality69 

Conservative attitudes to the bible and moral belief were associated with 
high KTS SENSING scores and low levels of education, but unrelated to KTS 

THINKING scores. Francis & Jones (1998) found a similar trend with sensing 

scores on the MBTI, but also found that those with higher thinking scores 

were more conservative than those with high feeling scores. In my data, 

"This section draws on material from Chapter 3. 
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education level (which was positively correlated with THINKING scores) 

seemed to have an overriding effect on conservative values: those with 
degrees tended to be less conservative than those who had none, 
irrespective of their church tradition. Although those with low SENSING scores 
(i. e. intuitives) had higher levels of education, the effects of SENSING score 

and education level remained even after controlling for the other. 

Francis & Jones (1998) used a 10-item scale to measure conservative belief 

that included items on the bible along with one on healing prayer. In my 
factor analysis, I separated out conservative attitudes to the bible or 

morality from attitudes to supernatural healing and charismatic practice. 
This may explain why there was no correlation between conservative 

attitudes and the KTS FEELING or THINKING scales in my data. 

The association between sensing and conservatism may arise because 

sensing types prefer convention (Francis & Jones 1998). Among churchgoers 
in general, traditional belief may be the established way of understanding 
the bible. Liberal views may be more prevalent among those who have a 

natural tendency to question the accepted view and experiment with `new' 

ideas. Although Evangelicals had much higher conservative scores than 

others, the trend held even in these churches, suggesting that belonging to 

a particular tradition in the Anglican church does not always totally override 

the effects of personality on belief. 

The positive correlation of KTS FEELING scores and the CHARISMATIC factor 

scores was the opposite of that found by Francis & Jones (1997). Again, the 
difference may relate to the instruments used to measure charismatic 
attitudes. Their 5-item index had one item that referred to speaking in 

tongues, and the rest related in some way to being `born again'. This was 
different from my scale of charismatic practice, which drew on tongues, 

prophecy, visions and healing. This HOLYSP scale (see Table 3.4) was not by 

itself related to any of the KTS scores, but it was when combined with other 

scales relating to supernatural healing to produce the CHARISMATIC factor 

score. This suggests that the contours of charismatic and conservative belief 

need to be carefully defined because, although they are broadly related 
(Charismatics tend to be conservative), they may be shaped by different 

personality functions. The effect of the judging function (FT) on charismatic 
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belief was not apparent among Evangelicals (Figure 3.6b). CHARISMATIC scores 

were uniformly high and this might be a case where personality preference 

can be masked by the much stronger influences of other factors. 

The notion that those who prefer feeling to thinking in making judgements 

may have higher charismatic scores would seem to make sense if 

charismatic belief is driven by an experiential relationship with God that is 

not amenable to cognitive analysis. Logical analysis is unlikely to adequately 

explain charismatic phenomena: which, as a popular expression has it `are 

better felt than telt'. Charismatics may determine the veracity or morality of 

a given proposition mainly on whether It `feels right', rather than whether it 

can be logically demonstrated as correct (see Stibbe 1998, who refers to 
`emotional intelligence'). This capacity is likely to be important in discerning 

the moving of the Holy Spirit in worship and during healing prayer. 

Personality and interpretative choices 

Analysis of KTS scores and analysis using the KTS classifications based on 

those scores gave similar results: in both cases there were significant 

associations between personality function and the choices of interpretative 

passages. For the scores, the coefficients of determination (RI were low, 

which was probably because the instruments used were not very sensitive 

and because personality functions were not the only factors that influenced 

interpretative choices. People who had conservative views of the bible were 

more likely to choose S-type over N- type, and F-type over T-type, items. In 

addition, those with high CHARISMATIC factor scores were more likely to 

choose S- than N- type items. 

The S-type items focussed on the story itself, being largely confined to 
bringing out sensory aspects of the passage and stressing the `down to 

earth' nature of the events. Such descriptions are likely to appeal to people 

with a literal view of the bible, irrespective of their personality. Furthermore, 

the N-type items included questions that people with a more literal view of 

the bible may prefer to avoid. However, the fact that the KTS scores were 

correlated with S-type choices in a multivariate analysis shows that 

personality can exert an influence independently of beliefs about the bible. 
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With the FT function, there was no relationship to the CHARISMATIC scale, but 

there was a negative correlation between the number of T-type choices (and 

positive correlation with F-type choices) and the CONSERVATIVE scale. It is not 
obvious why those with more conservative attitudes should have preferred 
feeling-type items, but perhaps they were avoiding the thinking-type items 

that might have appeared sceptical. It was difficult to create items that 

totally avoided such a bias because a slightly detached, analytical approach 
invariably gives some sense of suspended belief. I tried to counter this by 

including elements that suggested a positive, if analytical, stance (e. g. in 

item 11 d: `Clearly, Jesus has an extraordinary and deep understanding of 
people and the spiritual world. 9. Again, the evidence is that, while people 
did respond to some extent to this aspect of the contents of the items, they 

were also independently influenced by their judging personality function. 

Using the KTS criteria to decide function preferences and dominant type 

yielded less clear results. In my sample there was a strong preponderance of 
Ss over Ns, Fs over Ts and is over Ps. This is in line with other studies of 

personality types among churchgoers (Francis & Jones 1998). More work is 

needed on the KTS sorter itself to validate it against other personality test 
instruments (especially the MBTI- Bayne 1997), and possibly to ensure that it 
is appropriate for church congregations. Some of the items measuring the 
FT function matched stances such as `impartial versus `compassionate' and 
`tough-minded versus `tender-hearted where the thinking option would 

probably be less acceptable in a church context compared with, say, a 
business environment. 

Using the KTS preferences for the perceiving and judging functions did 

result in significant associations with preferred choices of my interpretative 

items. However, this did not carry through when overall dominant functions 

were calculated by standard methods. Whether this is because dominant 

function does not affect interpretative choice requires more investigation. 

Calculating personality type and dominant type relies on a number of 

arbitrary decisions and untested assumptions. My results seem to support 
Bayne (1997) and Francis (2001) who suggest that using scores for 

functions, rather than categorizing to type, may be more useful, especially 
in research. 
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Overall, the results confirm the suggestion that personality considerations 

should play some part in the life of the church (Francis 1997,2001). In 

particular, those who teach the bible, or produce bible study guides, need to 

be aware that different personality types might respond to different aspects 

of interpretation, even though personality is one of several factors that 

influence the way that people interpret the bible. Personality might 

predispose people to a particular style of interpretation, but this might also 

affect the content of what is considered relevant, interesting or `true' about 

a passage. Other factors such as basic beliefs, education and church 

tradition also play a role. It should be possible to produce material with 

either a conservative or liberal stance that is sensitive to different 

personality types, so that people do not feel that personality style is being 

used as a `Trojan horse' to impart contents that oppose their deeply held 

beliefs. 

This study was intended as a widespread investigation that examined the 

role of personality alongside several other factors that might influence 

biblical interpretation. The results suggest this aspect of church life 

warrants closer investigation. Future studies could take a more focussed 

approach, possibly by giving longer and more varied scriptural texts or 

interpretative statements, and more accurate personality tests, to smaller 

groups of people. It would also be useful to investigate more fully the 

relationship between style and content: future tests using this technique 

could present items in which the two aspects have been deliberately varied 

independently of each other. 
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CHAPTER 6: HORIZON SEPARATION AND PREFERENCE 

The notion of different interpretative horizons is widely used in 

hermeneutical theory, though what it means can vary from one writer to 

another (Thiselton 1980,1992: 44). Generally, it refers to differences 

between the world of the biblical author and the world of the modern 

reader. Our standpoint as modern-day readers limits our vision: we cannot 

easily place ourselves into the author's world, especially if the text was 

written long ago in a different culture. Interpretation is the art of trying to 

bring these horizons together while recognizing their essential differences. 

The change in the focus of academic biblical interpretation from author to 

text and reader (see Chapter 1) highlights the different aspects of these 

horizons. Historical criticism is concerned with how the text reflects the 

world and objectives of authors. Literary criticism recognizes that although 

texts are shaped by authors, they also have a dynamic of their own. The 

world of a text may be different from that of the author (as it must have 

been for the gospel writers) and a text is able to communicate 

independently of the person who wrote or shaped it. Reader-orientated 

criticism, and the various reactions to it, stress that meaning arises as an 

interaction between a text and reader: the presuppositions and interests of 

readers, ignored or shunned by the scholars of modernity, are welcomed 

and embraced by a new generation wanting to celebrate diversity and 

locality (see Segovia 1995a, 1995b). 

Biblical scholars are well aware of these horizons, but what of lay people? Do 

they recognize the distinctive horizons of the author, the text and their own 

`situatedness'? Is the bible immediate and relevant to their life, or is it 

strange and distant, apparently referring to a completely different world? 

One of the aims of this study was to see if lay people are aware of the 

difference in horizons between the biblical world and their world. Related to 

this was the extent to which readers believe a passage might apply today, 

either generally or in their own life. It is likely, but not inevitable, that 

people who see little separation of horizons will more readily apply a 

passage than those who see the passage as relating to a different time and 

culture. 
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A second aspect was whether people preferred interpretations in one horizon 

to another. Does a passage show us something about the person who wrote it, 

should it be taken as a timeless text, or is it mainly saying something about our 

world today? These things are not mutually exclusive, but given a choice, do 

people opt for one horizon over the others and, if so, why? 

Methods 

The variables used to measure aspects of horizon (Table 6.1) were 

HORIZONSEP (7 items, higher scores = greater perceived gap in horizons) and 

HORIZONPREF (the preferred horizon in 8 forced-choice questions with the 

option of Author, Text or Reader). Preference was calculated from the 
individual scores for each horizon, which could vary from 0 to 8 and which 

were not independent of each other. A particular horizon was taken as being 

preferred if it was chosen five or more times. The APPLICATION scale (7 items, 
higher scores = greater application) measured the degree to which 

respondents saw the passage as having application and relevance. 

Table 6.1. Questions measuring familiarity with the passage and horizon. 
a- Cronbach's alpha for reliability analysis. 

Question Forced choices 
HEARDB Have you heard this story before? Yes/ No / Don't know 

INSTORY If you are able to imagine yourself as Jesus 
part of this story, who would you be? One of the disciples 

The boy 
The boy's father 
I can't imagine myself in the story 

Likert scales Direction'° Items 
HORIZSEP A This story is self-explanatory. 

a= 0.72 A This is a straightforward account of a miraculous healing. 
D I find this story hard to relate to my life. 
D I cannot imagine this happening today. 
D We can never know what was wrong with the boy. 
D This story has several aspects that are very hard to understand. 
D This story shows how differently people thought in those days. 

APPLICATION A A story that has no relevance to my life. 

a=0.81 A A story that has no direct application in society today. 
D An event from which we can learn something. 
D A story from the life of Jesus that shows who he was. 
D God speaking to me through the bible. 
D God teaching me to pray and act with faith. 
D A story that teaches me how to bring healing to others. 

7° A- ascending, so that Strongly Agree scores 1 and Strongly Disagree scores S. D- 
descending, with opposite scoring to A. 
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Table 6.1 (continued). 

Question 
name 5 Forced choices (Horizon") 

Z 
This story shows... 

HORIZPREF 
Horizon 
preference 

Why the disciples were not always able to heal people. (T) 
Why people are not always healed when we pray for them today. (R) 
The writer's fellow Christians could not always heal people. (A) 

2 The writer believed that Jesus was able to perform miracles. (A) 
Jesus was renowned in his lifetime as a powerful worker of miracles. (T) 
Jesus performs miracles today. (R) 

3 God encourages us today when our faith is weak. (R) 
Jesus encouraged the father's weak faith. Cr) 
The writer encouraged his readers to have faith in Jesus. (A) 

4 Jesus overcame the people's fear of evil. (T) 
The writer was trying to dispel the fear of evil in the early church. (A) 
Through Jesus, we need not fear evil today. (R) 

5 Jesus was sometimes angry with the faithless people he met. (T) 
The writer wanted to denounce his faithless generation. (A) 
God is sometimes angry at our lack of faith today. (R) 

6 The writer believed that prayer could exorcize demons. (A) 
Prayer is vital for a successful healing ministry today. (R) 
Jesus believed that his disciples must pray if they were to heal. (T) 

7 The mind of the original writer. (A). 
The attitude of Jesus to his generation. M 
What it means to be a faithful disciple today. (R) 

8 The compassion Jesus had for the sick and demon-possessed. (T) 
That we should have compassion for the needy people we meet. (R) 
The writer had compassion for the sick and demon-possessed. (A) 

Respondents were also asked if they had heard the story before and, if they 

could imagine themselves in the story, which character(s) they would be. 

These two questions were included to see if familiarity with the passage 

would reduce the perceived gap between horizons and if the ability to 

`connect' with the passage by imagining yourself in it is related to 

personality type. 

" A=Author; T=Text; R= Reader 
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Results 

The majority (87%, n= 376) of respondents had definitely read or heard the 

story before. The proportion varied slightly, but significantly, between the 

church traditions and was highest in Evangelical churches and lowest in 

Broad churches (Table 6.2). 

Table 6.2. Familiarity with the passag e by church tradition. 
Anglo- Broad 

Have you heard catholic church Evangelical All 
this story before? n= 92 100 184 376 

Yes 88% 81% 93% 87% 
No 1% 10% 4% 5% 

Not sure 11% 9% 3% 7% 

x2= 16.2, d. f. = 4, p<0.003 

Familiarity with the passage had a significant effect on the HORIZONSEP and 
APPLICATION scores, even after allowing for the effects of church tradition and 
the BIBLE scale (see Table 6.5). Although relatively few people in my sample 
had either not heard the story before, or weren't sure if they had, they had 

significantly higher scores for horizon separation and lower scores for 

application than the rest. (HORIZONSEP: Heard: z=19.1, n= 333; Not heard: 

22.6, n= 43. t=7.0, p<0.001. APPLICATION: Heard: 28.4, n= 262; Not 
heard: 25.3, n= 33, t=5.1, p<0.001. ) 

Identifying with characters in the story 

Some 65% (n = 398) of respondents identified with a character in the story 
(Table 6.3), mainly the disciples (32%) or the father of the sick child (26%). A 

few wrote `crowd' on the sheet, though this was not given as an option 
because earlier pilots had shown this tended to be the overwhelming 

response if it was offered. Those who could not imagine themselves in the 

story had a significantly higher score for HORIZONSEP than those who could 
(z= 20.4, n= 140 versus z= 18.9, n= 258, t=3.07, p< 0.01). 
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Table 6.3. Proportion of respondents identifying with various 
characters in the passage. 

if you were able to imagine yourself as Percentage of replies 
part of this story, who would you be? n= 398 

Jesus 2% 
The boy 3% 

One of the disciples 32% 
The boy's father 26% 

(Crowdr 2% 
º can't imaaine myself in the story 35% 

Identification with a character in the story was related to the dominant 

personality type (see Chapter 5), with thinking types being less likely, and 

intuitive types more likely, to identify with one of the characters than any of 

the other types (Table 6.4a). This implies that those who preferred both N 

over S and T over F (i. e. 'NFs') would be most likely to identify with 

characters, and ST least likely, and this was indeed the case (Table 6.4b). 

Table 6.4. Proportion of respondents able or unable to identify with 
characters in the passage. 
Are you able to 
imagine yourself in 
this story? 

Yes 
No 

(a) Dominant function from KTS 
Sensing Intuition Feeling Thinking All 

-n=115 
23 135 36 309 

65% 83% 67% 44% 65% 
35% 17% 33% 56% 35% 

x2=9.9 , d. f. =3, p<0.02 
(b) Perceiving and judging functions from KTS 

ST SF NT NF All 
n=90 203 12 54 359 

Yes 54% 68% 58% 78% 66% 
No 46% 32% 42% 22% 34% 

x2= 9.6, d. f. =3, p<0.05 

There was also a significant relationship with gender (a higher proportion of 

males could not imagine themselves in the story), something that might be 

expected because most dominant thinkers were male (64%, n= 36). The 

difference between the sexes was less apparent when dominant functions 

were examined separately, and disappeared altogether within STs, SFs, NTs 

And NFs, suggesting it was mainly an effect of personality function rather 

than of gender. 

71 This option was not available on the questionnaire. 
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This result indicates that those who prefer to make decisions by thinking 

rather than feeling may take a more analytical approach to a text such as 
this, and may find it more difficult to `imagine themselves into the text'. The 

high proportion of dominant intuitives who imagined themselves in the 

story shows that this function may be more important than sensing or 
feeling in allowing someone to approach scripture in this way. 

Horizon separation and application 

Overall, there was a significant inverse relationship between the scores for 

HORIZONSEP and APPLICATION (r= -0.56, n= 320, p< 0.001), so that people who 
discerned a wide gap between the passage and their life today were less 
likely to agree with statements that implied the story had direct application 
to their life. This trend was true within church traditions, even though 
Evangelicals had significantly lower scores for HORIZONSEP and higher scores 
for APPLICATION than the other two groups. 

Factors affecting the degree of horizon separation were investigated with an 
analysis of variance using a GLM with HORIZONSEP as the dependent variable, 

church tradition, gender and HEARDB as factors and CONSERVATIVE and 
CHARISMATIC scores, KTS scores, age and education level as covariates. The 

variation in HORIZONSEP scores was unrelated to education level, gender or 

age, but was strongly inversely correlated with the scores on the 

CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC scales (Table 6.5). However, these scales had 

relatively little effect among those who had not heard the story before, for 

whom horizon separation scores were consistently high (Figure 6.1). 

Table 6.5. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with HoRIzoNsEP 
as the dependent variable, HEARDS as a factor and CONSERVATIVE and 
CHARISMATIC scores as covariates. 

Source Type 111 Sum of d. f. Mean Square FP Squares 
Corrected Model 3002.2 3 1000.7 81.2 0.000 

CONSERVATIVE score 1043.8 1 1043.8 84.7 0.000 
CHARISMATIC score 1593.9 1 1593.9 129.3 0.000 

HEARD BEFORE? 48.9 1 48.9 4.0 0.047 

Erro 4463.1 362 12.3 
Corrected Total 7465.3 365 

R-'= 0.40 (Adjusted R2 =0 . 40) 
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Figure 6.1. Horizon separation scores in relation to CONSERVATIVE and 
CHARISMATIC factor scores and whether or not the person had heard the story 
before. 
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Horizon preference 

When asked to choose between horizons in eight questions, most of 400 

respondents showed a stronger preference for the Reader (z = 3.2 choices) 

or the Text (z = 3.6) rather than the Author (z = 1.3). Evangelicals in 

particular had significantly lower scores for the Author horizon, and higher 

scores in the Text horizon, than the other two traditions (Table 6.6). 

Table 6.6. Mean (+ lS E) number of choices for Author, Text or 
Reader horizons based on eight forced-choice questions. 
F values for one-way ANOVAtested for difference between church traditions using 
2 and 397 d. f See Appendix 2 for a description of this statistical method. 

Number of choices for: 
Church tradition: n Author Text Reader 
Anglo-catholic 93 
Broad church 108 

Evangelical 199 

1.7±0.2 3.4±0.2 2.9±0.3 
1.4±0.2 

1.0±0.1 
3.1±0.2 
3.8±0.2 

3.4±0.2 

3.2±0.2 

F2,397 = 8.98 F2,397 = 4.08 F2,397 = 1.40 

p< 0.00 1 p< 0.02 NS 

The propensity to select a particular horizon depended on several different 

factors, which interacted with each other in some cases. These relationships 

were investigated using a GLM procedure, which initially included a wide 
variety of variables: church tradition, gender, age, education level, KTS 

scores and the CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC factor scores. Of these, the best 

predictors of the three horizon scores were conservative and charismatic 
belief, KTS THINKING score and education level. The exact importance of each 

varied with each horizon (Table 6.7). 

Table 6.7. Summary of analysis of variance of horizon scores on various 
independent variables, using a General Linear Modelling procedure. 
NS- Not Significantly related. 

Probability that relationship is due to chance 
Horizon 

Independent variable: Author Text Reader 
KTS THINKING score 0.051 NS 0.001 

KTS JUDGING score NS NS 0.037 
Education level 0.000 0.001 NS 

CONSERVATIVE score 0.000 NS 0.000 

CHARISMATIC score 0.000 NS 0.000 
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Author Horizon: high scores were associated with low scores on the 

CONSERVATIVE and CHARISMATIC scales, high education levels and high KTS 

THINKING scores. Author scores were highest for Anglo-catholics and lowest 

for Evangelicals, but these differences could be accounted for by differences 

in conservative and charismatic belief, and there was no independent effect 

of church tradition as such. 

Text Horizon: There were no differences between church traditions, or any 

significant effects of KTS scores on the Text horizon score. High scores for 

this horizon were, however, associated with high levels of education. 

Reader Horizon: Results for this horizon could be predicted to some extent 
from the other two because the scores were not independent (high Author 

and Text scores would necessarily imply a low Reader score). There was no 

significant difference between church traditions, but high Reader scores 

were associated with low KTS THINKING score, low levels of education and 
high charismatic belief. There was a weakly significant effect of KTS JUDGING 

scores, apparently because those with the lowest scores had slightly lower 

scores for the Reader horizon. 

Although KTS ThINKING scores were higher among those with higher levels of 

education, the two factors exerted independent effects on the choice of the 

Author or Reader horizon (Figure 6.2). 

Figure 6.2. Horizon scores in relation KTS THINKING score by education level. 
(a) Author horizon. 
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Figure 6.2 (con. ). Horizon scores in relation KTS THINKING score by education level. 

(b) Text horizon. 
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Recognizing the Author horizon was thus unusual, and more likely among 

those who had higher education levels, who preferred to make judgements 

based on thinking rather than feeling and who had low CONSERVATIVE and 

CHARISMATIC scores. Higher levels of education, but not personality 

preferences, led to greater preference for the Text horizon, while preference 

for the Reader horizon was highest among preferred feeling types (and 

possibly judging types), those with lower levels of education and those with 

high CHARISMATIC scores. It seemed that the judging (FT) function might 

influence the choice between Author and Reader horizons, while education 

may influence the choice between Reader horizon and the other two. Among 

Evangelicals, there was a greater tendency to opt for the Reader or Text 

horizons over the Author horizon, compared with people from more Anglo- 

catholic churches. 

Discussion 

Horizon separation and application 

The people in this study varied in their perceptions of the gap between the 

horizon of the passage and that of the present day. For some the healing of 

the boy was an event that related directly to our world today: there was 

nothing `foreign' or inexplicable about the story and it was something that 

might well happen in our society. Others could not imagine the story 

happening and it served to highlight the differences between two cultures 

widely separated in time and space. The majority view lay somewhere 

between, either because people were unsure what to make of this story, or 

because they recognized a gap in some aspects and not in others. 

The best predictors for horizon separation were the CONSERVATIVE and 

CHARISMATIC scales, so that those people who saw little gap between horizons 

tended to be those who had a more conservative attitude to the bible, a 

positive attitude to supernatural healing and who interpreted the bible 

passage literally. This is what would be expected, but it is the first time a 

link has been demonstrated between a person's general attitude and how 

they perceive the horizon gap in a particular text. Although the scales were 

related to other factors such as church tradition or level of education, the 

latter did not have independent effects on the perception of separation. This 

suggests that the degree of `otherness' or `strangeness' perceived in a 
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biblical healing story depends on a person's basic stance to the bible and to 

miracles in particular. 

Horizon separation was also directly related to whether or not the story was 

seen as having some relevance or application for today. This relevance 

might have been as a model for healing today (49% of 404 replies) or a more 

general lesson in how to pray and act in faith (72%). Almost everyone (91%) 

understood the passage to be `a story from the life of Jesus that showed 

who he was', though far fewer (6696) agreed that it was a story 'used by the 

author to make a point about Jesus'. These latter two responses are 
interesting in that the identity of Jesus (as Messiah or the Son of God) is 

never explicitly mentioned in the passage, even though this is a theme of 
Mark's gospel. Perhaps this is an example of the 'hermeneutical circle' in 

action, in that issues from the wider biblical context are brought to bear 

(consciously or unconsciously) on a particular passage in order to determine 

its significance or meaning. 

Familiarity was also a factor that influenced separation, as might be 

expected. Although relatively few people in my sample had not heard or 

read the passage before, they had consistently higher scores for separation. 
Taken with the above result, this suggests that people may be more likely to 

apply passages to their everyday life if they are more frequently encountered 
in lectionaries or bible studies. It may take time for people to find ways of 
interpreting unfamiliar passages and they may be helped by sermons or 

teaching that illustrates how such passages can be applied. 

Issues of application were linked with the choice of preferred horizon, 

because many of the options in the `reader' horizon were about what the 

passage might mean today. However, APPLICATION scores were similar among 

those who preferred the Text and Reader horizons, so it seems unlikely that 

people chose the Reader horizon simply because it applied the text more 

directly than the other two. 
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Horizon preference 

Three factors independently influenced the preference for horizons. 

1. Higher education levels tended to lead to greater choice of the Author or 

Text horizons over the Reader horizon. Perhaps one effect of education is to 

give a greater sense of `objectivity', and therefore to lead the interpretative 

horizon away from the reader. By the same token, those who have not 

reached higher levels of education may primarily read a text in order to 

know what it means for them, and historical or literary questions may seem 

irrelevant. 

2. People with higher THINKING scores on the KTS were more likely to choose 

the Author horizon over the Reader horizon. This was independent of 

education level, though it may be related to the same sense of detachment 

and objectivity. Nonetheless, it indicated that formal education alone is not 

a sufficient guide to a person's likely horizon of interest: some who have 

few education qualifications might be predisposed by their personality to 

view the bible more as a window to the life of the author than a direct guide 

to the present day reader. 

3. Those with high CONSERVATIVE or CHARISMATIC scores tended to avoid the 

Author horizon, while those with high CHARISMATIC scores tended to prefer 

the Reader horizon. The effect of belief on preference for the Author 

horizon needs to be seen in context of the relatively low number of 

respondents who showed a definite horizon preference and the low 

preferences for the Author horizon overall. Nonetheless, Evangelicals were 

significantly less likely than others to prefer the Author horizon, and only 3 

of 142 did so. The situation was slightly false because respondents were 

forced to make a choice: many might want to include consideration of the 

author alongside the text and its meaning for the reader. Nonetheless, this 

`avoidance' of the Author horizon by even well educated people with 

conservative views might indicate a particular sensitivity. Discussion of the 

author (historical) horizon has often been associated with the rise of liberal 

Protestant theology, and this may make conservatives wary of 

interpretations that are centred on the life and world of the author. 

The positive relationship between Reader horizon score and charismatic 

belief was probably because of the high application content of statements 

associated with the present day. Those who have positive attitudes to the 
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existence and practice of supernatural healing and other charismatic 

phenomena are likely to prefer interpretations of the story that apply to 

today's world. 

Bridging the gap 

One way of bridging the `horizon gap' might be to identify with a character 
in the story: this partly ties behind the meditative exercises of Ignatius of 
Loyola that have become popular in some Anglican church circles in recent 

years (e. g. Huggett 1986,1989,1990, de Mello 1984). In these exercises, 
the reader imagines that he or she is one of the characters in a bible story, 

and then examines how they feel, what is said to them and what they might 

want to say in response. The main benefit of such biblical meditation is for 

the life of the believer, so whether or not their imaginings are `true' to the 
biblical horizon is largely irrelevant. But the ability to engage with scripture 
in this way depends, to some extent, on being able to merge the two 
horizons. In my sample, people who found it hard to identify with a 

character in the story tended to have higher scores on the horizon 

separation scale. 

The bridging of the horizon gap in this way is related to personality type: 

over 80% of dominant intuitives were able to identify with a character, 

compared with less than half of dominant thinking types. This makes sense 
because the intuitive function is associated with the ability to make 

connections between ideas and to imagine possibilities, rather than to deal 

solely with present realities. The thinking function might predispose readers 
to approach the passage in an analytical fashion that works against 
identifying with the characters. Bridging by relating to characters might 

require the ability to empathize with others than comes more naturally to 
dominant feeling types. So those that find this sort of exercise easiest are 
NFs, and those that find it most difficult are STs. 

These results are a useful reminder that people will react differently to 

meditative exercises that attempt to place them in the `biblical horizon'. The 

Myers-Briggs typology seems to offer an explanation of why this is so, and 

might perhaps be useful in helping people to understand why they do or do 

not respond to certain methods of bible reading. 
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CHAPTER 7: INTERPRETATIVE COMMUNITIES AND THE INDIVIDUAL 

The idea that people interpret texts according to the norms of their social 

group has received widespread attention in hermeneutical circles through 

the writings of Stanley Fish (1980,1989), as well as some backing from 

people writing specifically about churches (Ammerman 1987, Boone 1989). 

The Church of England embraces a wide range of congregations that vary in 

their styles, the beliefs of their members and teaching they receive from 

their leaders. It would be surprising if there were not some correspondence 

between these different church traditions and the way that members 

interpret the bible. The question is, how close is this correspondence and 

can people interpret outside the norms of their community? 

If churches function as tight interpretative communities, there should be a 

narrower range of attitudes to the bible and interpretative practice within 

congregations than between them. Furthermore, those churches that have a 

distinct and strongly expressed tradition should have narrower ranges of 

belief than those that have less distinct tradition, or that draw congregations 

on the basis of geographic location rather than tradition-based affiliation. 

Within a congregation, those who see themselves as `outsiders' might have 

more disparate views and interpretative practices than those who are at the 

centre of congregational life. 

If interpretative communities exert an influence on biblical interpretation 

beyond individual choice, there ought to significant effects from belonging 

to a particular tradition or congregation that remain even after individual 

traits have been taken into account. Individual attitudes are clearly linked to 

church tradition, either because people choose churches that suit their 

beliefs, or because churches shape fundamental attitudes. In this study I 

have tried to measure key attitudes that might relate to biblical 

interpretation. One way of testing the influence of interpretative 

communities would be to use multivariate analysis to exclude the effects of 

Individual liberal-conservative attitudes and see if church tradition per se 

still has some influence on how people interpret the bible. 

The Church of England is a useful denomination in which to test these ideas 

because it has both eclectic and parish-based congregations that share the 
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same basic denominational tradition (though they may vary widely in their 

worship styles). I examined congregations from Anglo-catholic, Evangelical 

and Broad-church traditions. In general, the former two groups were more 

eclectic congregations than the Broad-churches, though all bar one had its 

own geographic parish. 

The opposite of dependence on the community for finding meaning in the 
bible might be a strong self-reliance, or a direct reliance on hearing God 

`speak'. If God does communicate directly with people, the role of the Holy 

Spirit must be crucial, and it is perhaps no coincidence that a growth in 

concern with readers in academic circles has also sparked a growing debate 

among `confessional' scholars about the role of the Holy Spirit in 

interpreting scripture (see Chapter 10). 

Presumably nearly all churchgoers hold a confessional stance to the bible, 

but what does this mean in practice? In particular, do they read the bible to 
find out about God, or does God, in some way, speak to them directly 

through the bible? It was clear from my initial interviews that church people 

varied in what they believed about this: some had a strong sense of God 

speaking to them when they read the bible, while others had no idea what 
this meant. 

Methods 

Development of the final questionnaire is described in Appendix 1. As well 

as measuring attitudes to the bible in general, Part 2 of the questionnaire 

also contained items that examined attitudes to external sources that might 

guide the interpretation of the bible. The DEPEND scale (6 items, high score= 
high dependency on others) related to whether respondents depended on 

other people for help when interpreting the bible (Table 7.1). Three of these 

items were distinct in that they asked about trust placed in bishops, 

theologians or the General Synod to decide matters of faith. 

Table 7.1. Items On the DEPEND scale. 
DEPEND I trust bishops to decide controversial issues of faith. 

Cronbach's I rely on bible study notes to help me interpret the bible. 

a- 0.74. I trust the General Synod to decide controversial issues of faith. 
Studying the bible in groups is better than reading it alone. 
I need other people to help me interpret the bible. 
I trust trained theologians to decide controversial issues of faith. 
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Respondents were also asked in Part 4 if God had ever spoken to then 

directly through the bible (see Table 3.4), and scores for this question were 

added to two Likert items (`God uses the words of the bible to communicate 

directly with people' and `The Holy Spirit interprets the bible directly to me) 

to make the DIRECT score. 

To examine the effects of community and individual attitudes on biblical 

interpretation, I used scales measuring liberal-conservative attitudes to the 

bible and biblical literalism (see Chapters 3-6). 1 looked for any effect of 

community in three ways: 
1. By comparing the variability of these scales in different congregations. 

The variability should be lower in congregations where the community 

restricts the interpretative strategies of its members. I used a statistical 

measure of the variability of the BIBLE, LITERALISM, EVENTS and SUPERNATURAL 

scores in each congregation to indicate the spread of opinion. 

2. Using an analysis of variance to identify specific effects of belonging to a 

congregation. I knew from previous analysis that individual attitudes and 

personality affect the way that people interpret the bible. Analysis of 

variance can control for these and test if there was any effect of belonging 

to a congregation that could not be explained by individual differences in Its 

members. The `congregation' effect might be related to church tradition 

rather than simply due to membership of a particular congregation. 

Unfortunately I was unable to test this fully because I did not have sufficient 

congregations within each of the traditions I sampled. Instead I limited 

analysis to two congregations in each tradition that had reasonable samples 

and used them to test if the effect of tradition was mainly one of 

`churchmanship' or because someone belonged to a particular 

congregation. 

3. I used a discriminant function analysis to predict membership of tradition 

according to scales related to biblicism. Discriminant function analysis is a 

type of factor analysis (see Appendix 2) in that it uses a variety of scales to 

produce a smaller number of variables called `functions' (similar to factors 

in a factor analysis). These functions are used to identify membership of 

predetermined groups; in this case the three church traditions Anglo- 
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catholic, Broad church and Evangelical. The procedure predicts the 

membership of each person based solely on the scores of the scales. This 

can then be compared to actual membership, which will identify those 

people whose views on the bible or interpretative practice makes them 

marginal within their congregations (e. g. people in Evangelical churches who 
have scale scores more like the majority of people in Anglo-catholic 

churches). 

I Used the BIBLE, DLIB, DCON, LITERALISM, EVENTS, and HORIZONSEP Scales (Chapters 

3,4 & 6) to produce two discriminant functions that correctly predicted the 

membership of 64% of the sample. Those correctly identified to their 

tradition (`centre) were then compared with those whose scores put them in 

a different tradition (`margin), using their self-reported church attendance, 

perception of belonging and agreement with teaching. 

Two items in the questionnaire were designed to identify people who might 
have felt on the fringe of their churches. The first had three items about the 

sense of belonging: 

I feel entirely at home in my church. 
occasionally feel out of place in my church. 

I feel I don't really belong in my church. 

The second had four items about the teaching in their church: 
I never disagree. 
I occasionally disagree. 
I often disagree. 
I don't pay much attention. 

These items were recoded into those who felt entirely at home versus others 
and those who never disagreed versus others. 

Results 

Variance by tradition and congregation 

The distributions of scores for the BIBLE and urERAUSM scales across the 

traditions were much as might be expected: Anglo-catholics at the low end, 
Evangelicals at the other and Broad churches in the middle (Figure 7.1). But 

there was considerable spread (variance) in each tradition, with no clear 

separation. So it seemed that, at least in my sample, churches of each 
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tradition were not segregated into people of uniform belief. This pattern was 

repeated across other measures of belief, though the exact distributions 

varied between scales. A similar pattern was apparent in variability of the 

BIBLE scale within particular congregations (Figure 7.2). 

The variance of each scale differed significantly between the six churches 

(Table 7.2) and between churches of the same tradition73. The variances of 

these scales were not correlated with the sample size of each church, so 

those with fewer respondents were not necessarily drawing on a smaller 

range of opinions. Attitudes and interpretations of some congregations were 

more homogenous than in others, but this was not necessarily related to 

tradition. Apart from one Broad church (BC1), which had an unusually wide 

range of attitudes, the range of scales was not consistently related to 

tradition or congregation. Although one Evangelical church (EV1) had the 

lowest range in 3 out of the 4 scales, the other Evangelical church was more 
broadly based. 

" Variance is a statistical measure of how values are distributed around the mean. It is the 
square of the standard deviation and usually symbolised by $'. The Levene Test is used to 
test if variances are equal: it is equivalent to the F statistic used in an ANOVA and has similar 
degrees of freedom. (see Appendix 2 for details of standard deviation, F and ANOVA). 

151 



Figure 7.1. Frequency histograms of the distribution of the BIBLE and 
SUPERNATURAL scales by church tradition. 
Bars represent the percentage of total number of respondents within each tradition. 
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Figure 7.2. Frequency histograms of the distribution of the BIBLE scales 
within two congregations of each church tradition. 
Bars represent the percentage of total number of respondents within each congregation. 
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Table 7.2. Mean (2), variance (s2) and range (Ra) of the BIBLE, SUPERNATURAL, 
LITERALISM and EVENTS scales within six congregations. 
The Levene statistic tests for the homogeneity of variances between the six churches. In each 
variable, vari ance was si niticant ! ditterent between churches. 

BIBLE SUPERNATU RAL LITERAL EVENTS 

n x s2 Ra R s2 Ra z s2 Ra R sz Ra 

AC1 55 26.8 29.7 26 38.4 41.1 28 28.4 34.4 28 30.9 79.3 33 

AC2 30 30.8 59.4 29 39.7 28.6 21 29.4 21.6 21 34.5 40.5 28 

BC1 29 34.1 119.2 44 39.9 83.0 38 29.5 70.9 29 37.0 103.1 38 

BC2 61 31.6 43.4 33 38.1 31.1 25 28.1 23.1 24 34.4 57.2 33 

EVI 41 41.9 55.0 32 46.7 21.4 16 37.7 32.5 20 45.8 18.1 14 

EV2 156 39.7 80.0 40 43.7 41.4 29 35.3 29.9 23 42.1 50.9 30 

Levene 6.3 3.0 5.4 7 5 
statistic . 

d. f. 5,363 5,362 5,367 5,367 

P 0.000 10.013 1 1 10.000 1 1 0.000 

Independent effects of church membership 

The HORIZONSEP, UTERAUSM and EVENTS interpretation scores varied between 

churches in different traditions (see Chapters 4& 6). The latter two scales 

were related to biblical literalism, and in both cases church tradition had an 

effect that was independent of individual attitudes, age or education level 

(see Table 4.2). This was not so for horizon separation, where scores were 

explained mainly by individual attitudes (see Table 6.5). To see if 

membership of a particular church could explain some variation in these 

scores, I replaced TRADITION with CONGREGATION as a factor in a similar 

analysis of variance using a General Linear Model. This restricted analysis to 

the six churches in Table 7.2 that had sufficient sample sizes. For the 

HORIZONSEP and UTERAUSM scales, congregation membership per se had no 
independent effect after allowing for other variables. In the case of the 

EVENTS scale, there was a small independent effect. Variations in 

interpretation between churches seemed to be due to the attitudes of 
individuals within the churches rather than `congregational' interpretative 

strategies. In the case of biblical literalism, however, there is evidence that 

people who belong to churches in the Evangelical tradition will interpret the 
bible more literally than those who have similar conservative or charismatic 

attitudes but belong to a church in the Anglo-catholic or Broad-church 

traditions. 
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Sense of belonging 

Most respondents were committed church members who felt entirely at 
home and never disagreed with what they were taught. Disagreeing with the 
teaching was likely to make people feel less at home (Table 7.3), though a 
large minority (42% of 398) occasionally or often disagreed with the 

teaching they heard, but still felt entirely at home. Those who felt entirely at 
home were more frequent attendees (Table 7.4) but, again, 33% of 330 

people who attended at least weekly, occasionally felt out of place or felt 

they didn't really belong. So the churches in my sample seemed to embrace 
a number of people who occasionally didn't feel at home and occasionally 
didn't agree with what they were being taught. 

Table 7.3. Relationship between sense of belonging to a church and 
frequency of disagreeing with the teaching received. 

Do you ever disagree with the teaching? 
Often or 

Do you feel you belong at Never Occasionally 
n 

your church? 
inattentive 

Entirely at home 35% 64% 1%--f 256 
Occasionally out of place 10% 85% 5% 124 

Don't really belong 17% 56% 28% 18 
x2 = 66.5 d. f=6 p< 0.001 

Table 7.4. Relationship between sense of belonging to a church and 
frequency of church attendance. 

Do you feel you belong at 
your church? 

Entirely at home 

Attendance at church services 
Less than At least 

once a once a week week 
13% 87% 1 255 

n 

Occasionally out of place 22% 78% I 124 
Don't really belong 39% 61% 18 

x2 = 10.4 d. f. =2 p< 0.006 

Is a sense of belonging or not belonging linked with whether or not 
individuals have similar attitudes or interpretative practices to the rest of 
their church congregation? Overall, 36% (n =368) of respondents had a 
predicted membership from the discriminant function analysis that was 
different from their actual membership (Table 7.5). Of these, 47 were 
predicted to belong to a more conservative tradition, and 86 to a more 
liberal tradition. 
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Table 7.5. Actual membership of a tradition in relation to membership 
predicted from a discriminant function analysis of scales measuring 
biblicism. 
Clear plain text= those classified as 'centre', shaded bold= those classified as 'margin' and 
more liberal than actual membership, shaded italic- 'margin', and more conservative. 

Membership from discriminant 
function analysis 

Anglo- Broad Evangelical All Actual membership: catholic church 
Anglo-catholic 
Broad church 

All 

54 18 
31 41 
22 33 
107 92 

Location within 

Comparing the centre and margin groups, there was no difference in 

reported sense of belonging, either overall or within church traditions. There 

was also no difference overall in reported disagreeing with teaching (Table 

7.6). However, among Anglo-catholics the centre group were more likely to 
disagree than the margin (80% versus 4596) while among Evangelicals it was 
the margin group that was more likely to disagree than the centre (90% 

versus 72%). 

Table 7.6. Proportion of respondents who disagreed at least occasionally 
with the teaching in their church in relation to marginality of their 
attitudes to the bible within their tradition. 

Church tradition 

Anglo-catholic: 
Never disagree 

Occasionally disagree 

Centre Margin 
n= 53 28 
19% 54% 
81% 46% 

x2= 10.3, d. f =1, p<0.001 

Broad church: 
Never disagree 

Occasionally disagree 

Location within tradition 
Margin 

n= 39 43 

11 83 
18 90 

140 195 
169 368 

33% 26% 
67% 74% 

Evangelical: 
Never disagree 

Occasionally disagree 

=0.6, d. f. =1. NS 

Location within tradition 
Centre Margin 
n= 139 52 

27% 10% 
73% 90% 

x'= 6.4, d. f. =1, p< 0.05 
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Overall, the margin group were less likely to attend at least weekly (74%, n= 
130, versus 86%, n= 238, x2= 8.0, d. f. =1, p< 0.01), but this was due 

entirely to the trend in Broad churches. 

Dependency on others for interpretation 

Scores for DEPEND scale were similar across church traditions, but varied with 
gender, age, education levels and personality (Table 7.7). 

Table 7.7. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with DEPEND 
score as the dependent variable, gender as a factor and cONSERvATnvE score, 
education level, age and KTS SENSING and FEELING scores as covariates. 

Source Type III Sum of Squares d.. Mean Square F p 
Corrected Model 1089.0 6 181.5 16.0 0.000 

Gender 67.5 1 67.5 5.9 0.015 
CONSERVATIVE SCOre 80.4 1 80.4 7.1 0.008 

Age 70.6 1 70.6 6.2 0.013 
Education level 174.1 1 174.1 15.3 0.000 

KTS SENSING score 101.6 1 101.6 9.0 0.003 
KTS FEELING score 165.8 1 165.8 14.6 0.000 

Error 4281.1 377 11.4 
Corrected Total 5370.1 383 

R2 = 0.20 (Adjusted R2 = 0.19) 

Men were less dependent on others than were women. There was a strong 
inverse relationship with education levels (Figure 7.3a) and a less distinct, 

but statistically significant, positive relationship with age (Figure 7.3b). it 

seemed that dependence on others declined with each level of education, 
but the age effect was mainly an increasing dependence on others for 

people over the age of 50. People with high personality SENSING or FEELING 

scores were more dependent on others than those with high INTUITIVE or 
THINKING scores (Figure 7.3 c& d). Although the GLM Identified the 

CONSERVATIVE factor score as a significant predictor of dependence on others, 
the results were equivocal and difficult to interpret (Figure 7.3e). There was 
no significant relationship between the DEPEND and CONSERVATIVE scores 

either within sexes for the overall data. If there was a genuine relationship it 

may have been different between the sexes: women showed increasing 

dependence with more conservative attitudes, apart from those with the 

most conservative scores. In men there wa"s a suggestion that those with 
above average conservative scores may have been less dependent than 

others. 

157 



Figure 7.3. DEPEND scores in relation to level of education and age by gender. 
(a) Education 
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Figure 7.3 (con. ). DEPEND scores in relation to KTS personality scores by 

gender. 
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Figure 7.3 (con. ). DEPEND scores in relation to conservative factor score by 

gender. 
(e) CONSERVATIVE score 
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Level of conservative belief 

The three items on trust revealed a generally independent attitude for most 

people when it came to reliance on the `establishment' to decide matters of 
faith. Answers were recoded into a three-level scale and comparisons made 

across the church traditions for each item (Table 7.8). This question was 

about `controversial matters of faith' rather than directly about interpreting 

the bible because this phrasing elicited a better response in pilot studies. 
Most members of the Church of England engage with the establishment view 

only when there are controversies about matters of faith. Implicit in how 

these various bodies decide such issues is their understanding and 
interpretation of the bible. 

The low proportion of people who trust either bishops, synods or trained 

theologians is, perhaps, depressing for those who value the importance of 
the institutional church, but it also points to a high degree of independent 

thought among a wide range of lay people. Levels of trust were lowest 

overall for General Synod (1896), but only slightly higher for bishops (20%) 

and theologians (24%). Evangelicals were less trustful than the other two 
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traditions when it came to bishops and theologians, and as distrustful as 
Anglo-catholics when it came to the General Synod. 

Table 7.8. Levels of trust among lay people in the Church of England for 
bishops, General Synod and theolo ians. 

Anglo- Broad 
trust bishops to decide catholic church Evangelical All 

controversial issues of faith n= 92 109 199 400 
Trust 27% 28% 13% 20% 

Unsure 28% 27% 28% 28% 
Distrust 45% 45% 60% 52% 

x2= 16.0 d. f. = 4, p< 0.01 

Anglo- Broad 
I trust General Synod to decide catholic church Evangelical All 

controversial issues of faith n= 92 109 199 400 
Trust 15% 28% 13% 18% 

Unsure 24% 29% 33% 30% 
Distrust 61% 43% 54% 53% 

x2= 1 3.7d. f. =4, p<0.01 

I trust trained theologians to Anglo- Broad 
decide controversial issues of catholic church Evangelical All 

faith n= 92 109 199 400 
Trust 30% 34% 15% 24% 

Unsure 22% 28% 30% 28% 
Distrust 46% 39% 55% 48% 

x2= 17.7d. f =4, p<0.001 

The extent to which respondents felt God spoke directly to them through 
the bible was examined with GLM that used the DIRECT score as the 
independent variable and a wide variety of factors and covariates. Factors 
such as church tradition, gender, age and personality were less important 

predictors than an individual's attitudes and beliefs (Table 7.9). People who 
were most likely to believe in direct guidance were those who had 

experienced higher education, read the bible frequently, had conservative 
attitudes to the bible, positive attitudes to supernatural healing and a high 
score for Charismatic activity. The DIRECT scale was not correlated with the 
DEPEND scale, suggesting that a sense of God speaking directly through the 
bible does not preclude dependency of other sources to aid interpretation of 
the bible. 
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Table 7.9. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model with DIRECT score 
as the dependent variable, and education level, BIBLE, SUPERNATURAL, bible 
reading frequency and HoLYSP as covariates. 

Source l Type III Sum of Squares d. f Mean Square FP 
Corrected Modell 1035.0 5 207.0 89.9 0.000 

Education level 11.4 1 11.4 4.9 0.027 
BIBLE score 96.7 1 96.7 42.0 0.00p 

Bible frequency 41.4 1 41.4 18.0 0.000 
SUPERNATURAL score 68.0 1 68.0 29.5 0.000 

HOLYSP score 43.4 1 43.4 18.9 0.000 

Error 886.6 385 2.3 
Corrected Total 1921.5 390 

R2 = 0. 54 (Adjusted R2= 0.53) 

Discussion 

Community effects on interpretation 

The churches in my sample could be segregated by differences in the way 
most people interpreted the bible. For example, those in Evangelical 

churches were more likely to interpret the passage literally than those in 
Anglo-catholic churches and those in Broad churches mostly fell somewhere 
between the two. However, this was only a general tendency, and there was 
considerable overlap between churches of different traditions. This implies 
that the congregations in my sample did not function as `tight' 
interpretative communities that controlled or limited the interpretative 

strategies of their members. The spread of interpretative practice reflected a 
similar spread in attitudes to the bible. Even churches with a distinct 

tradition managed to include some people whose attitudes were more liberal 

or more conservative than the rest of the congregation. 

A large majority of my respondents felt at home in their church, even if they 

occasionally disagreed with the teaching. This could be a sampling effect, 
because I was more likely to get returns from regular attendees and they 
were less likely to feel out of place or disagree with their teachers than were 
those who came infrequently. There was no suggestion that any sense of not 
belonging was linked to having marginal attitudes to the bible or 
interpretative strategies. Disagreeing with teaching was not consistently 
related to being marginal: the marginal group was less likely to disagree 

with teaching than were the centre group in Anglo-catholic churches, but the 
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opposite was true among Evangelicals and there was no difference in Broad 
churches. Perhaps those who were more liberal relative to their tradition 
were generally more likely to question any teaching. Being marginal within 
the tradition did result in lower attendance in Broad churches, but not the 
others. Overall there was little to indicate that people whose views on the 
bible or interpretative practice differed from others in their church felt 
threatened or marginalized. 

It would be interesting to repeat this study in congregations where beliefs, 

attitudes and biblical interpretation are prescribed more tightly than they 
are in the Church of England. Membership of the Church of England is 
difficult to define because some people who are on electoral rolls rarely 
attend and some who attend services are not on any church roll. This 

contrasts with some other denominations where membership is through 
believer's baptism, and requires a public declaration of faith. Such 

congregations are likely to have a much narrower range of attitudes and 
probably exert a more direct influence on how members interpret the bible. 
The difficulty with extending the study to such congregations is that they 
are, almost by definition, unlikely to want to take part in a study that implies 
that there may be different ways of interpreting scripture. 

In my congregations, individual attitudes played a major role in shaping how 
people interpreted the bible. Such attitudes were shaped by a person's 
personality and their experience (especially their educational experience) 
and seemed somewhat resistant to change by influence of the congregation 
with which they worshipped. This is evidenced by the results in Chapter 3 
(Figures 3.7 & 3.8), where those people who had changed traditions had 

attitudes that were nearer their old tradition than the one they were 
currently in. However, there was some evidence of a `tradition' effect that 
was over and above an individual's personal attitudes, particularly when it 
came to literalism. Among Evangelical churches literalism is an important 
issue for lay people whereas those in other traditions may see it as either 
irrelevant or a positive hindrance for interpreting a passage. 

Overall, the evidence for a communal influence on biblical interpretation in 
this study was mixed. The strong differences between churches of different 
traditions would, on the face of it, suggest a strong community effect, but 
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this may largely be because `birds of a feather flock together'. When 

individual attitudes are taken into account, there may have been a small 

residual effect, but it was not sufficient in my churches to produce 

congregations who interpreted entirely according to an accepted norm. 

More work is needed to test this by examining more thoroughly those who , 

rarely attend Anglican churches and by repeating this study in churches that 

have a more tightly defined membership. 

other external sources for interpretation 

The congregation was not the only `external' source for guiding biblical 

interpretation. Other sources included the wider church, published bible 

study guides and the direct guidance of the Holy Spirit. My results suggest 

that the extent to which a person will rely on other human agencies depends 

on a wide variety of factors. Women are more likely to rely on others than 

are men, and this may relate to a basic disposition towards greater co- 

operation. 

Sensing and feeling personality types are more likely to draw on external 

help than are those who prefer intuition and thinking. There was no 

evidence that extroverts were more likely to use others than were introverts, 

probably because using an external source does not necessarily entail direct 

interaction with others. Using a bible study guide can be a solitary or a 

group activity. Those who prefer feeling to thinking may value interacting 

with the values and ideas of other people in order to help gain a sense of 

the `right' interpretation. Those who use cognition to reach decisions may 

prefer to rely on their own internal sense of logic. 

This last point may explain the negative relation between the DEPEND score 

and education level. This was not simply because those who preferred 

thinking over feeling in their judging personality function were more likely 

to go into higher education: education had an effect independently of KTS 

THINKING scores. Education may give people both the tools and the 

confidence to make their own decisions on how to interpret the bible. 

The effect of age was difficult to explain without further information. It 

might be expected that older people might have greater experience and 

confidence in bible study and therefore be more likely to rely on their own 
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judgment. On the other hand, older people may have greater respect for the 
institutions of the church, and therefore be more likely to defer to experts 

on those in authority. 

This study was able to identify several influences on the dependence or 

otherwise on external sources for biblical interpretation, suggesting that 

this field may be worth closer investigation. The scale itself could be 

expanded to separate out sources of institutional authority from peer 

groups or bible study material. This might identify more clearly the 

particular influences of gender, age, education and personality. 

The guidance of the Holy Spirit 

Reliance on other people was not linked to whether people sensed the direct 

guidance of the Holy Spirit when reading the bible. Indeed, this was more 

common, not less, among those with higher levels of education. As might be 

expected, it was more likely among those with conservative attitudes to the 
bible or positive attitudes to supernatural healing and charismatic gifts. It 

was also more likely among frequent bible readers, which might have been 

because frequent reading made it more likely that someone would 

experience the phenomena, and/or because those that experienced the 

phenomena were encouraged to read more frequently. 

This study did not pursue the nature of direct guidance, but earlier pilot 
interviews suggested a variety of different experiences are encompassed by 

this term. For some it was a strong sense of the presence of God and being 

addressed directly through the words being read. For others it was 

awareness that the words being read had a direct and personal application 

to their lives, so that familiar words `leapt out at them from the page'. Yet 

others described a less dramatic, but nonetheless powerful, appreciation of 
particular words from the bible. The common thread seemed to be that 

these were particular instances, distinct for normal reading, which involved 

a direct application of scripture to the life of the reader. This might be a 
difficult, but fruitful area for more detailed investigation. 
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CHAPTER 8: SUMMARY OF THE EMPIRICAL RESULTS 

In some ways, the conclusions of this study might seem obvious. Variation 

in the way people interpret the bible is a given fact that needs no 
justification. The whole edifice of theology and biblical studies is predicated 

on the fact that different people reading the same scripture can come up 

with different responses. These differences may be latent in the passage, 
but that still begs the question of why people attend to different aspects of 
the same text. The answer must lie in the readers and their world. What is 

surprising is that it has taken so long for scholars to attend to this reality. 

This study investigated a relatively narrow range of interpretative strategies 

among a relatively narrow group of Christians. Nonetheless it is clear that a 
wide range of factors seems to influence the way that lay people interpret 

the bible. These include: 

Attitudes. The various attitude scales I used could be summarized 

into two main factors relating to a conservative/liberal polarity and a 
charismatic/non-charismatic polarity. These two sets of attitudes 

were related to a wide range of interpretative strategies. Those with 

conservative and charismatic attitudes were more likely to choose 
literal interpretations, more likely to choose sensing or feeling-type 

interpretative statements and less likely to attend to the author 
horizon than people with liberal or non-charismatic attitudes. 

" Education. People with little formal education were more likely to 
interpret literally the set passage and other bible events than were 

those who had gained higher educational qualifications. Education 

was also related to horizon preference, but not to horizon separation: 

those with high levels of education were most likely to prefer the 
Author horizon. 

Age. It was difficult to tell if the age effects I observed were genuinely 
due to the ageing process, or a reflection of differences in outlook 
between generations that happened to have experienced different 

influences in their formative years. Either way, older people were less 
likely than younger ones to interpret the set passage (but not wider 
biblical events) literally. 
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" Personality. The main test was in some ways artificial because the 
`interpretations' were deliberately designed to match the various 

personality preferences in the Myers-Briggs typology. However, these 

interpretative statements focussed on different aspects of the same 

text, and could well represent different views on what was most 
important about the passage. The evidence was that some people 

attended more closely to those aspects of the text that aligned with 

their preferred personality functions. Furthermore, personality was 

shown to affect other aspects of interpretation such as the preferred 
horizon of interest and the ability to bridge between horizons. 

Other factors that I examined seemed to have less influence on how the set 

passage was interpreted: 

" Gender. On the whole, gender had rather little effect on biblical 

interpretation in my sample. Women were more likely than men to 
interpret biblical events literally but there was no effect on horizon 

separation or preference. Women were more likely than men to rely 

on other people to help them with interpretation. Gender may have 

influenced other factors, such as personality preferences, which were 

more directly related to interpretative strategies. 

" Experience. Education might be seen as a specific example of 

experience shaping interpretation. I assessed experience mainly in 

terms of practice of healing prayer or encounter with supernatural 
healing. These sorts of experiences seemed to have little influence on 

shaping attitudes to, or beliefs about, supernatural healing in the 
bible. So there was little evidence of a direct link between experience 

of these matters and biblical interpretation. Instead, attitudes and 
beliefs probably shape both practice of healing prayer and 
interpretative strategies. 

" Church tradition. There were clear and significant differences 

between people who worshipped in churches of different traditions. 

In general, those in Evangelical churches were more conservative than 

those in Anglo-catholic churches, with Broad churches lying 

somewhere between. However, personal attitudes were usually better 

at predicting interpretative strategies than tradition as such. In the 

case of literalism of the set passage or wider events, church tradition 
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did seem to have an independent effect, but this was not usually 

apparent at the congregational level. Congregations in my sample did 

not seem to exert a direct influence on the interpretative strategies of 
their members: this was usually an indirect effect caused by people of 
similar attitudes choosing to worship together. 

As far as I am aware, this is the first systematic study that has attempted to 

quantify these various effects among lay Christians. Much more work needs 
to be done to refine questions and improve the instruments used to probe 
those questions. However, the results so far suggest this could be a very 
worthwhile field for empirical theology. 
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PART 3: THEOLOGICAL RESPONSE 

I have discussed some of the implications of the empirical results under the 

relevant chapters. In the remainder of this thesis I shall bring these results 

together under a common theme by discussing what it means theologically 

to talk of meaning beyond the text. It is important to stress from the outset 

that I am not arguing (as do some such as Stanley Fish) that the text exerts 

no control on meaning. Indeed, I think it can and should exercise crucial 

control over meaning. However, it was not the aim of this study to test this 

and my results do not throw light on this question one way or the other. 
What they do show is that the way that ordinary readers interpret the bible is 

influenced to some degree by factors outside the text. The theological task 
is to reflect on this possibility: in particular, does this point to `error' in 

interpreting the bible, or might these external Influences actually be part of 
the whole process by which God communicates to human beings? It is to 

this question that I turn in the final part of this thesis. 

I have grouped the factors beyond the text that shape biblical interpretation 

into those associated with individuals (e. g. gender, personality, education); 

those relating to the illumination of the Holy Spirit and those associated 

with community. I shall discuss these in turn, with a focus on the role of 

each in generating meaning by interaction with the text. The link to the 

empirical evidence is stronger for individuals and community than it is for 

the Holy Spirit. I have included discussion of the latter because it seems to 

me that it is an important area of theological debate and because my results 
do suggest that it is an area of empirical study that could be usefully 
followed up. 

In the final chapter I will explore the extent to which such factors could help 

churches decide the validity of biblical interpretations. This is a slightly 
different question from whether external factors might generate meaning, 

and brings into the discussion other criteria used to evaluate interpretations. 

It is here that there may be a key difference between biblical interpretation in 

the academy and in the church. I shall conclude by discussing the criteria 
that each arena of discourse uses in deciding between interpretations, and in 

particular the role of rationality and reason. 

171 



Each of the remaining chapters could easily be expanded into a thesis in 

itself. To avoid this, I have had to specify my aims quite narrowly, and 

engage with only a limited range of debate. Choosing such material is 

inevitably somewhat arbitrary, but I have in each case tried to select those 

authors or areas of discussion that are most closely related to the specific 
issue of how meaning is generated and evaluated by factors beyond the text 
in the lives of ordinary bible readers. 
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t CHAPTER 9: THE INDIVIDUAL 

My results have demonstrated that differences between individuals can 

account for some variations in the way they interpret texts. Personality 

preferences can cause people to attend to particular aspects of a passage. 
Education can make people less likely to interpret the bible literally. These 

influences should not be overplayed: both can be overridden by underlying 

attitudes to the bible, and individual experience of the miraculous had less 

effect on the interpretation of healing stories than might have been 

expected. Nonetheless, the trends were significant and it is not 

unreasonable to assume some causal relationship. 

In many ways the results were not surprising: would not everyone expect 
different people to interpret texts differently? What is surprising is that so 

much scholarly activity associated with the biblical text has either pretended 

that this does not happen or has failed to wrestle with its implications. In 

Chapter 1I discussed in general terms the move from traditional historical 

and literary biblical studies to the more recent reader-response approach 

associated with postmodernism. I shall now explore this in more detail with 

specific reference to how the role of individual differences between readers 
has been understood. In the light of these discussions I shall ask what it 

might mean for the academy and the church to value the role of individual 

differences in generating meaning from the bible. 

The individual in historical- and literary-critical studies 

The Reformation principle of solo scriptura could be seen as a move away 
from the influence of the church community in deciding upon the correct 

interpretation of scripture and a swing towards individualism. However this 

was far from the case in the mainstream movement, which upheld the 

importance of the corporate judgement of the church (McGrath 1990, Muller 

1998, Thiselton 1992: 143). Although the importance of an individual, 

personal encounter with scripture was present In the hermeneutics of Calvin 

(Bray 1996: 201) and individual decision making was central to some groups 

such as the Anabaptists (McGrath 1990), the rise of individualism in biblical 

interpretation seems mainly to have been associated with modernity: 
The rationalism of Descartes typically signals the transition to the modern 
era. He evolves a system of rationalism by placing the individual thinking self 
at the centre of thought, and submitting everything else to methodological 
doubt. This has coloured two centuries of method in biblical interpretation. 
(Thiselton 1992: 143) 

173 



According to Thiselton, the individualism associated with modernity can be 

traced through writers such as Schleiermacher, Heidegger and Bultmann. 

The hermeneutical goal is couched in terms of the understanding and 

authentic existence of individuals. This is apparent in the writings of 
Heidegger (Thiselton 1980: 200) and in the way that Bultmann developed his 
hermeneutic around existentialism. Bultmann was often accused of reducing 
talk about God to talk about humans (theology to anthropology), but 

Thiselton (1980: 224) points out that this was because he saw the 
impossibility, or even sinfulness, of talking `about' God in objective terms. 
Talk of God can only take place with reference to the concrete existential 

position of a particular, individual speaker. 

Alongside this emphasis on individual understanding was a preoccupation 

with the pre-understanding, or Vorverständnis of the interpreter. For 

Schleiermacher this was evident in the notion of the hermeneutical circle, 

which has two slightly different meanings. The first focuses on the fact that 
the interpreter comes to a text with his or her own questions, but the text 
itself shapes these questions and raises new ones. The second concerns the 
impossibility of understanding a text without reference to the wider context 
In which it occurs. Paragraphs and sentences are understood by the 
individual words in them, but the words themselves are understood only 
because they are used in certain ways within the wider text. Thus readers 
can only understand a text if they have some common ground with it, and 
this common ground must be brought to the text by the readers 
themselves. 

For Schleiermacher, the art of hermeneutics lay in the ability of the reader to 

re-create the thought patterns, understanding or psychological world of the 

author. This requires knowledge of the person behind the text and a 

creative act of `divination'. The ability to do this must relate to the reader's 

own ability and experience, and this emphasis on the subjectivity and self- 

understanding of the reader brought considerable criticism (Thiselton 

1980: 107). Hermeneutics that began with a focus on the interpretative 

processes and the human subject were seen by some as leading inevitably 

to relativism in biblical interpretation (Thiselton 1992: 63). On the positive 

side, it took seriously the experience and ability of interpreters. 
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1ý. 
t IIjýý, 

Iý Bultmann, perhaps more than any other twentieth-century theologian, is 

remembered for his discussions about pre-understanding. In an essay 
written in 195774, Buitmann upholds the need for exegesis without 
`prejudice', in the sense that it must not presume the outcome before It 

starts. However, he affirms that there is no such thing as presuppositionless 

exegesis: '... every exegete is determined by his or her own individuality, in 

the sense of special biases and habits, gifts and his weaknesses... ' 
(Bultmann 1985: 146). 

Having identified such influences, however, Buitmann is inclined to dismiss 

them as of `no significance in principle' because the good exegete should 

eliminate such factors: 
Individuality in this sense is the very thing the exegete ought to eliminate by 
self-education, by learning to listen with the kind of hearing that is interested 
in nothing other than the subject matter of the text. Indeed, exegesis as the 
interpretation of historical texts is a part of the science of history. (p. 146) 

Buhmann stands within the school of historical criticism that sees this 

method as a crucial presupposition for proper interpretation. He shares with 
his contemporaries a positive view of the objectivity of historical research. 
The task of historical research is to translate texts: to make them intelligible 

to each generation. Objectivity might be defined as that characteristic of 
information that allows it to be transferred unaltered between people. 
Rational and logical analysis of empirical evidence available in the bible or 

other historical texts was the chief method of ensuring the necessary 

objectivity. 

If Bultmann called for individual presuppositions to be laid aside in the task 
of interpretation, he nonetheless recognized that meaning comes as the text 

relates to the life of the interpreter: 
Only someone who lives in a state and in a society can understand the 
political and social phenomena of the past and their history, just as only 
someone who has a relation to music can understand a text having to do 
with music, and so on. (p. 149) 

Buitmann seems to distinguish between individual presuppositions about a 
text, which need to be laid aside, and individual experience or 
`situatedness', which are important if the text is to have any meaningful 
relationship to the reader. It is here that Bultmann draws on his 

existentialism: the genuine life-relation to the text occurs when the subject 

11 1 'Ist voraussetzungslose Exegese möglich? ' reproduced in Buitmann (1985: 145-153). 
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matter `also concerns us and is a problem for us'. This is how history comes 
'alive': an encounter with history that grows out of one's own historicity. 

As a theological interpreter, Buitmann brings together both the `objective' 

method of historical criticism and an individual, existential encounter with 
the text. As such, he is ambiguous towards the role of the individual in 
biblical interpretation. On the one hand, individual experience was seen as a 
hindrance to proper exegesis if it relied on special biases, habits, gifts and 
weaknesses. Historical criticism, the product of modernity, sought to de- 

personalize truth and make it independent of the observer. On the other 
hand, a genuine relation to the text was one that centred on the personal 
concerns of the exegete: one that raised questions about his or her 

existence. Historical criticism for Bultmann was put to service in making the 

underlying principles or truths of scripture accessible to `modern' people 
who live in a demythologized world (Bultmann 1972). The results of such an 
exercise would be a personal and individual encounter with the God 

revealed when the text was Interpreted in an objective, Impersonal manner. 

The assumption that biblical interpretation must be removed from any `bias' 

inherent in the reader continued to underpin the literary-critical studies that 

arose in biblical studies in the 1970s. Although literary approaches were 
more conscious of hermeneutical issues than historical ones, they shared 
the notion that meaning could be extracted from the text independently of 
the reader (Segovia 1995a: 17). For example, the structures and devices in 

the text were there to act upon the reader to create meaning. Competent 

readers will recognize, or at least respond to, these devices and so read the 
text `correctly'. 

The notion of intertextuality used in literary-critical studies has close 

parallels to the pre-understanding used in traditional hermeneutics 

(Thiselton 1992: 497). Jonathan Culler (1975) argued that texts could only be 

understood in terms of a wider body of texts within the same discourse. The 
difficulty in objectifying this intertextuality is in trying to determine just 

which texts are relevant or necessary for a `proper' understanding of the 

text in hand (Thiselton 1992: 498). This inevitably focuses attention on the 
individual reader and their previous experience of texts: different readers 

will come to a text with a unique background in the discourse. This 
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background will shape the way each reader interacts with the text, 

producing the possibility of different readings of the text. 

The recognition that a reader's competence depends on their reading 

experience led inexorably to the rise of reader-response criticism. This was 

less a formal method of interpreting texts than a recognition that all 

interpretations depend to some degree on the reader. Not the implied or 

competent reader, but the real `flesh and blood' reader. Almost invariably 

this has meant the real academic reader, for this was, and largely remains, a 

critical discourse within the world of universities and theological colleges. 

One avenue of this discourse focused on the individual reader rather than 

the community of readers, and has led to psychological or psychoanalytical 

approaches to reading (Thiselton 1992: 530). The link between individuality 

and psychology In the interpretation of texts has largely been due to the 

influence of Freud; with interpreters either seeking to explain how texts 

operate or how different readers interpret the same text. In secular literary 

studies, Norman Holland (1973,1975a, b) used psychoanalytical theory to 

explain the different ways in which five readers interpreted the same book. 

Wright (1982) points out that Holland's view of reading as an act of re- 

creating identity by the reader tended to shift focus entirely to the reader, 

away from the text. 

This psychological approach has also been applied in a limited way to 

biblical studies. The focus has often been in psychoanalysis of biblical 

characters or writers, though there is some speculative work on the 

psychology of interpreters (Johnson 1983: 43-65, Kille 2001). Paul Ricouer 

(1970) also drew on Freud, both to unmask the way that interpreters project 

their own wishes and purposes onto texts and to examine the way that 

symbol and narrative create meaning for the reader (Thiselton 1992: 26). His 

reflections on Freud have had widespread influence on notions of 
hermeneutical suspicion (Thiselton 1992: 344-50). 

Psychological models that focus on the individual reader without recourse to 

Freud include the work of Wolfgan Iser (1978) and Umberto Eco (1981, 

1984). Both these writers contend that readers fill out, or actualize, meaning 

that may be more or less latent in the text (Thiselton 1992: 515-29). The text 
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limits and guides the reader in ways that depend both on the nature of the 

text and the background of the reader. Some `open' texts may by their very 

nature generate multiple meanings, whereas others may pull the reader 

along pre-determined paths to produce specific effects (Thiselton 

1992: 527). Some readers may be more competent than others in actualizing 

meanings inherent in the text, though it is unlikely that a given reader will 

ever share completely the code used by the author to create the text. 

Literary-critical theories such as those of Iser and Eco postulated that both 

text and reader control meaning, and this emphasized the background and 

experience of individual readers. It is this emphasis that has been picked up 
in postmodern approaches to reading. 

The individual in postmodern biblical interpretation 

Postmodernity is difficult to define, though a consistent theme is the local, 

contextual and individual in contrast to the meta-narrative that imposes 

universality and objectivity. For some Christian writers, this emphasis on the 
individualistic and subjective can be a double-edged sword. Weston (1999), 

writing about subjectivism and apologetics from an Evangelical perspective, 
illustrates this tension: 

We have counselled against those methods which ultimately constitute a sell- 
out to the subjective assumptions of postmodernity on the one hand. But on 
the other, we have begun to explore the possible pitfalls inherent in a 
reaction against such an emphasis. For while Evangelicals will want to 
maintain the objective truthfulness of its faith-claims, an over-reaction 
against the subjectivism of postmodernity may lead us into the dangers of 
those styles of apologetic which attach a false Cartesian objectivity to our 
defence of the gospel. (Weston 1999: 185) 

There is a parallel here to the current debate within hermeneutics between 

the notions of objective and subjective interpretations of texts. 

Postmodern thought recognizes and embraces the subjectivity and 
individuality that is inherent in all attempts to interpret texts. Adam (1995) 

captures something of this when he writes of readers creating a `bricolage' 

from various materials at hand: 
The interpretative bricoleurmay simply appropriate what she likes from the 
discourses at hand and fashion from them a context from which generates 
the interpretive-version that suits her interests. (Adam 1995: 64) 

This points to a key notion, emphasized by Morgan (1988: 5-15), that 

readers shape interpretations because they approach texts with a particular 

set of interests or aims. Thus a layperson may read the bible for different 

reasons than a scholar, and this will shape the resulting interpretation. 
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Postmodernity recognizes the validity of these different aims and allows 
them to exist alongside each other without either of them needing to claim 
the high ground of absolute truth. 

If different readers approach texts with different aims, they also approach 

with different skills and experiences. Whereas Buitmann would seek to 

eliminate these individual differences, Adam sees them as foundational in 

producing creative readings. Having explained how one scholar, Stephen 

Moore, expertly crosses discourse boundaries to produce new readings of 
Mark and Luke, he turns his attention to `ordinary' readers: 

.. virtually all such readers are equipped to undertake their own sorts of 
transgressive readings. The countless gifts that readers bring to biblical 
interpretation from various other spheres- domestic life, artistic expression, 
political activity- provide materials from which they can bricol-ate their own 
transgressive readings. These readings will usually not resemble classroom 
exegetical or homiletical exercises, but (once again) that is not their point. 
(Adam 1995: 69) 

Although the importance of individual aims, experience and gifting have 

been recognized as valuable in some postmodern approaches to biblical 

interpretation, they have not been studied in any detail. Where individuality 

has been recognized, this is often described in social terms. Segovia 

(1998: 155) posits two polarities that arise when discussing `real' readers: 

one is concerned with the identity of the reader, the other with the reaction 

of the reader. In the former polarity, the reader can be approached as an 
individual subject or as a social subject, depending on whether attention is 

given to psychological influences that shape readers or their social position 

and roles. Reaction to the text may vary from compliance to resistance 
depending on the basic posture adopted by the reader to the text and its 

claims as an ideological construct. 

The rise of what Segovia (1995a & b) has termed `cultural studies' has been 
largely concerned with the social location of the individual, rather than 

psychological influences. The two are not always distinct because people are 
likely to be shaped by the unique combinations of social and psychological 
influences to which they are exposed. Nonetheless, there has been an 
important division in hermeneutical theory between the Individual and 
community, a distinction that might be roughly exemplified by contrasting 
Freud and Marx. On the whole, recent biblical Interpreters have tended to 

concentrate on the ways in which socially-constructed ideologies have 

influenced the way the bible is understood, rather than attending to 
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individual psychological factors. The two volumes edited by Segovia and 
Tolbert (1995a & b) contain examples of the focus on social location as it 

affects academic readers. The articles demonstrate the way that feminist 

and liberation theologies have made some biblical interpreters aware of how 

background and experience shape reading. 75 

The reluctance of most postmodern approaches to engage with the 
`psychological' rather than `social' individual may stem from the general 

observation that there are not as many interpretations as there are 
interpreters. If the focus of meaning is moved away from the text, how do 

individuals, who are all unique, share any common understanding of a text? 
Shared social locations, (white/black, male/female, North/South etc. ) may 
enable common understanding and thus avoid the spectre of unlimited 
interpretations. It is, of course, equally possible that interpretations are 
shared between individuals because texts do, in fact, contain meaning76. 

Whatever the status of the text, postmodern hermeneutics has tended to 
describe extra-textual Influences in terms of sociological or community 
constructs such as gender, race or class. But these are also linked to 

psychological factors that may not be wholly constructs of society. Gender 

or personality differences, for example, might be innate and not just learnt. 

More recently there have been some attempts by academic scholars to 
interpret texts in the light of their personal, individual experience rather 
than their social location. `Autobiographical criticism' (Staley 1995, 
Anderson & Staley 1995) or 'personal voice criticism' (Kitzberger 1999: 41") 

sees individuals as products of a unique set of experiences rather than 

persons categorized solely by social location. There is strong focus on the 

"A glance at some of the titles of papers in this collection gives an Idea of their awareness of 
social location. For example, Daniel Patte: 'Acknowledging the contextual character of male, 
European-American critical exegesis: an androcritical perspective. '; Vincent Wimbush: 
'Reading texts as reading ourselves: a chapter in the history of African-American biblical 
interpretation. '; Justo Gonzalez: 'Reading from my bicultural place. '; Elaine Wainwright: 'A 
voice from the margin: reading Matthew 15: 21-28 in an Australian feminist key. ' 
"The case for assuming that the text holds or shapes some meaning has been well made 
elsewhere in the face of anti-foundationalist arguments (notably Thiselton 1992: 540-50), and 
I shall not repeat the case here. I follow these authors in recognizing that, while readers have 
an Important role in creating meaning, texts can and do bring meaning from beyond the 
reader to the act of Interpretation. My focus in this thesis has been the factors 'beyond' the 
text that shape and create meaning. 
" Kitzberger uses this term to embrace reader-response criticism, cultural criticism and 
autobiographical criticism, though it seems to me to be a distinct approach under the 
umbrella of reader-response criticism. 
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particular, rather than the general, and an unashamed emphasis on how 

personal life experiences shape interpretation. In theory, such an approach 

might be the closest approach so far of academic biblical interpretation to 

the ordinary reader in the pew. The reality is more complicated. 

This is a new and diverse field, but if the contributions in Kitzberger's 
(1999) collection `The Personal Voice in Biblical Interpretation' are anything 
to go by, it looks like the apotheosis of individualism in biblical studies. As 

one might expect, the papers vary according to the background of the 

writer. Thus Daniel Patte (1999) writes as a biblical scholar who, though 

trained in the ways of modernity has tried to embrace the critical unmasking 

of postmodernism. He struggles to decide which of several possible 
`personal voices' he should bring to bear in his reading of scripture. He 

decides in the end that he can either own his personal reading, based at 
bottom on certain ethical commitments, or choose to abandon it in favour of 

someone else's, based on different personal commitments. 
As I read with others and ponder critically a wide range of personal voice 
interpretations I am free to ask: Which one of these is the Word of God for 
me/us today? (p. 23, author's italics) 

The picture is of the informed, self-aware critic selecting the flavour of the 
day from a shelf in the academic supermarket. Similarly, Fernando Segovia 

(1999) writes of his `conversion' from historical to cultural critic by inserting 

some personal anecdotes into an otherwise fairly uncontroversial account of 

changing attitudes in the academic world. 

These slightly detached essays are in stark contrast to the much more 

personal approach of, say, Jeffrey Staley or Stephen Moore in the same 

volume. Their wrestling with the text is light years from anything likely to be 

understood by, let alone acceptable to, the `ordinary' readers in my sample. 
Moore's (1999) `Revolting Revelations' begins with a summary of various 

parts of his life including drug. taking, Christian conversion, current 

agnosticism/atheism and a previous homosexual affair. From this starting 

point he tackles the book of Revelation in the form of a frank conversation 

with himself that includes explicit sexual material and some four-letter 

words that would probably not go down too well in the average Church of 
England congregation. While some (but by no means all) fellow scholars 

might find his approach interesting, refreshing and entertaining, this 
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method of dealing with scripture seems to have little to do with any attempt 
to understand or to help lay people interpret the bible. 

Between these extremes are articles that would be familiar to some readers 
in church contexts. Maria Co (1999), for example, writes as a Filipino 

steeped in the tradition of Ignatius of Loyola, and her reading of John's 

gospel typically involves the use of the imagination to enter into the world 
of the text. Such a reading, she says, runs counter to her training in doctoral 

studies but clearly reflects her early exposure to texts in the context of 
faith, prayer and contemplation. While this approach may be a radical 
departure for an academic critic, it would raise few eyebrows if adopted in a 
church bible study. 

The rise of postmodernity has led to a growing emphasis on `real' readers in 

academic biblical studies. The current `end game' is an approach that 

embraces the individual, subjective and personal in a fashion that may or 
may not be grasped by ordinary readers outside the academic discourse. On 

the one hand, churchgoers would probably see the admission of personal, 
faith-orientated engagement with scripture by scholars as no big deal: the 
only wonder is that they make such a self-conscious fuss about it. On the 

other hand, the kind of wholly subjective, radical and seemingly self- 
indulgent readings exemplified by some scholars would only confirm a 

widespread distrust of academics. 78 

Valuing the individual in academic biblical interpretation 

Academic biblical interpretation embraces a wide range of attitudes to the 
hermeneutical role of individual experience and predispositions. The 

requirement to ignore or counter the effects of individual dispositions has 

given way in some circles to a joyful embrace of diversity and individuality. 

This is often expressed in terms of the effects of social location, rather than 
individual experience. 

My results point to effects more related closely related to individual 

experience than to social location. Factors such as gender, which is a key 

" In my sample, only 24% of respondents trusted theologians to interpret the bible on 
important matters of faith. 
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variable in social location, seemed to have less influence in my study than 
personality or education. This might be due to the nature of the study 
sample, which was reasonably homogeneous in terms of race and social 
status, and to the choice of test passage, which did not necessarily raise 
issues of race, gender or wealth that have been the focus of much 
Ideologically based criticism. What is more, the significant factors I 
identified could have been indirectly linked to social location because 

personality type might influence choice of profession and high education 
levels are associated with particular social groups. But even allowing for 

this, it seemed that there were differences between individuals in relatively 
homogenous congregations. The sorts of issues raised by ideological critics 
(e. g. oppression by gender, race or economics) did not feature prominently 
in the way that my sample interpreted the passage. 

The heavy bias to social location among postmodern biblical interpreters 

needs to be tempered by some more detailed attention to individual 
differences that are not socially defined. The current subjective approaches 

of academics using autobiographical or personal voice criticism are not 
necessarily the answer to this imbalance. While they allow writers to break 

out of the straitjacket of objectivity, the results can be difficult to relate to 
either academy or church: they lack the rigour required by the former and 
can lack the decency required by the latter. If the effect of the individual on 
biblical interpretation is reduced to wholly subjective and self-indulgent 

autobiographies, the result could be a strong counter-reaction that would 
return hermeneutics to the unrealistic objectivity of modernity. 

The empirical approach used in this study might add significantly to the 

academic debate because it permits a more objective analysis of individual 
(and perhaps subjective) effects on biblical interpretation. The results 
reported here suggest that personality and education would be fruitful areas 
for future study. Developing quantitative instruments to measure individual 
differences is not easy, but i have shown that it can be done and this moves 
the field beyond mere autobiographical anecdote. 

if factors associated with individuals are to be taken seriously, it would be 

useful to know to what extent they are inherited as opposed to shaped by 

experience. Personality preferences in the Myers-Briggs typology are 
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assumed to be innate, but the evidence is weak79. Education level is, by 

definition, an acquired experience, but it could be closely related to an 

underlying academic disposition. Knowing the extent to which individual 

preferences for particular modes of interpreting the bible are innate or 

acquired might affect the way in which the academy teaches biblical studies. 
Learning to interpret the bible might be easier if it goes `with the grain' of 
innate preference, and knowing which life experiences shape interpretation 

might enable them to be reinforced or countered more easily. 

Valuing the individual in the church 

The above paragraph is also true of teaching biblical interpretation in the 

church. But in addition to such pragmatic concerns, Christians are also 

concerned with what it means theologically that individuals of a different 

personality or educational background interpret the bible in different ways. 
Are some people making mistakes? Are they misunderstanding the voice of 
God? Do these differences represent the footprints of sin on a fallen race? Or 

might such diversity reflect the health of the body of Christ? 

In tackling these questions in relation to individuality it is first necessary to 

recognize that the differences in interpretation I observed are real. It would 
be easy to short-circuit the argument by pretending that what we are dealing 

with are simply different emphases, rather than contradictory 
interpretations. However, there is a real and important difference between, 

say, someone who believes that Jesus really did cast out an evil spirit from 

the boy in Mark 9 and those who believe this was a miraculous healing of a 

medical condition or a story entirely created in the mind of the gospel 

writer. I have shown that the way this particular passage is interpreted is 

linked to a person's horizon of interest In terms of application and to their 

practice of praying for healing. These different interpretations (and those of 

other biblical events) reflect contradictory ways of understanding human 

nature, the spiritual world and the activity of God. Many churchgoers 

consider such differences crucial: they divide and define denominations, 

traditions and congregations. We may need in the end to live with the 
diversity, but we cannot pretend that it doesn't exist. 

"Bayne (1997: 10), after reviewing the evidence concludes it is a reasonable working 
hypothesis that the preferences and types are genetic predispositions. ' 
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A second starting point is to recognize the difference between subjectivity 

and individualism. The two are linked to the extent that objectivity implies a 

viewpoint that can be shared by more than one individual. A subjective 

viewpoint, by definition, tends to relate to persons and, post-Descartes, the 
irreducible unit is the individual. However the two are not entirely 

synonymous. The subjective-objective polarity refers to realities being either 
internal or external to the conscious. The individual-collective polarity refers 
to the sharing of reality between individuals. Some expressions of 

postmodernity tend to remove the distinction between both these polarities: 
there is no such thing as objective reality and all knowledge is communally 
based (e. g. Fish 1989). 

It is not my intention to enter this debate, which perhaps lies at the heart of 
the transition between modernity and postmodernity. The point I wish to 

make here is that individualism is not necessarily subjective. An individual 

may deal with subjective experience or objective knowledge or combinations 

of these. The essence of individuality is that which is particular and unique. 
Individuals can and do share beliefs, experiences and attitudes with others 
but the combination in any individual is always unique. Identical twins may 
have very similar lives but they are not completely identical lives. 

This leads to a third starting point, which is to recognize the complexity of 
the relationship between individual experience and collective understanding. 
The 404 people in my sample could be grouped in many different ways. No 

two individuals were likely to have exactly the same scores on all the 

variables I measured and, even if they did, there would be a plethora of 
other, unmeasured, factors where they differed. Nonetheless, there were 
definite groupings of attitude or interpretative scores associated with the 

particular backgrounds of people. Perhaps the clearest were the associations 
of attitudes to the bible with church tradition (more conservative views in 
Evangelical churches) and the less literal Interpretations of those In Broad or 
Anglo-catholic churches who had experienced higher education. An attitude 
is subjective and personal, but it can also be shared collectively. Individuals 

can express ideas, beliefs or attitudes that others can recognize as their 

own. if these things are owned openly then that which is essentially 

subjective can become a collective reality: an agreement that this is what we 
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believe to be true. This collective identity may then in turn shape individual 

experience. 

So what might it mean for the church to attend to the variety of 
interpretative practices that stem from differences between individuals? It is 

often easier to explain such differences as mistakes than to recognize their 

potential for bringing revelation. In the case of education, for example, it 

would be easy for liberal-minded, educated respondents to claim that those 

who interpreted the bible more literally were `wrong' because they were 

uneducated: that is, not in full knowledge of all the facts. Such an argument 
is less convincing when applied to highly educated Evangelicals who also 
interpret more literally. In the same way, Evangelicals could dismiss 

educated liberals as victims of secular society whose minds have been 

blinded by the spirit of the age. Such an assertion is less convincing when 
faced with liberal Anglo-Catholics whose lives are fully dedicated to the 

worship and service of Christ. 

If labelling education, or lack of it, as a `good' or `bad' influence on biblical 

interpretation is problematical, how much more so with personality? If real 
(i. e. contradictory) differences in interpretation were found to be associated 

with personality80, do right and wrong interpretations imply right and wrong 

personality types? There is an analogy here with differences in interpretation 

associated with socially constructed identities. Is an interpretation 

automatically wrong because it comes from a white, male professor of 
theology in a European university? Is it automatically right because it 

originates with oppressed women? While some feminist and liberationist 

writings may seem to imply this is so, most writers in the field of cultural 

studies would maintain that social location per se is not the proper criterion 

on which to judge a reading, if indeed they would make any judgment at all. 

The bible itself suggests that valuing the individual may be an important 

way in which God speaks to his people. The history of Judaism and 

Christianity is a history of individuals shaping the collective understanding 

of God. A historical-critical approach to the texts may consider many of the 

'° In my study there were different emphases associated with personality rather than 
contradictory interpretations. 
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biblical characters as community productions rather than real people, but 

that is not how the story is portrayed and not how it has been received. The 

notion of revelation given to specific individuals who then challenge and 

change the community is so central to the Christian religion that it has been 

almost overlooked. Supremely, of course, this is typified in the person of 

Christ, and the unique revelation through Jesus of Nazareth., " But the idea 

that God speaks through individuals is much wider than this, embracing the 

patriarchal narratives, the prophets and the apostles82. 

The bible interprets this activity as revelation, but this might not preclude 

the possibility of God acting through individuals precisely because they have 

a particular personality or have had particular experiences. In a homogenous 

church community, novel ways of interpreting may be absent because there 

is not enough variation between people. This may enhance unity, but it can 

equally lead to a narrow-mindedness that can stifle new ideas and 

transforming insight. 

However congregations test novel interpretations (and I shall deal with this 

later), it is first necessary to recognize that they arise in part because of the 

differing backgrounds, personalities and attitudes of members. It is 

precisely this uniqueness and individuality that may allow God to break in 

with new ideas and understandings that move people forward. When it 

comes to reading scripture, the very circumstances that bring an individual 

to a particular text at a particular time with a particular background of 

experience may be what release the `Word of God' from the words on the 

page. Education, received perhaps with a different aim, can be brought to 

the service of the congregation because only someone with an educated 
background could read the passage in that particular way. Conversely, it 

may be the lack of education that allows someone to see truths hidden from 

more educated minds (c. f. Lk 10: 21). Some personality types may be 

unusual in church congregations but perhaps the body is incomplete 

" 'it is only when we look at Jesus Christ that we succeed ... in speaking about God in the 
highest; because it Is here that we get to know man in the covenant with this God, in His 
concrete form as this man. ' Barth (1949: 69, my italics) 
82 Peter's vision in Acts 10 is an example of revelation given to an individual that profoundly 
shaped the understanding of the whole community. Paul's insistence in Galatians 1 thatwhat 
he teaches is independent of the Jerusalem community is another example. In each case the 
novel interpretation of the faith was subject to community validation, but it originated In an 
individual. 
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without them. To parody Paul: `if the whole body were preferred feeling 

types, where would the thinking be? ' 

The diversity associated with individuals is an important counter-balance to 
the hegemony of the congregational norm. If the individuality within a 
congregation is never recognized or valued, if members are constantly 

required to conform to the norm of the community, where is the prophetic 
voice? Where is the challenge to change? Where is the small voice of God 

amid the clamour of acceptability? Jesus of Nazareth reinterpreted the 

scriptures of his day so that they were seen in a new light. Certainly such 
revelation was unique, and there is an argument for `closing the book' with 
the apostles. But does this mean that God's modus operandi has so changed 
that no traces of this extraordinary reliance on individuals have been seen 
since? 83 

The variety of interpretation stemming from different individuals gives the 
possibility of hearing God speak in fresh ways to his people. While novelty 
per se is no guarantee of authenticity, no congregation can afford to rule 
out the possibility of finding new directions in familiar passages. Accepting 
the validity of the individual along with the collective consensus, maintains 
the potential for vision and change. This will produce a rich diversity and 
genuinely different readings of texts that could take the reader and/or their 
community in very different directions. Novel individual readings may not, 
by themselves, be valid: there are false prophets with the true ones. But they 

can only be tested if individuals are allowed to express their idiosyncratic 
interpretations. 

Such interpretations, while personal and individual, need not be wholly 
subjective and do not necessarily lead to individualism. In some church 
circles there is a fear of subjectivity, because it creates individualism, and a 
fear of individualism because it leads to subjectivity. I want to suggest that 

neither are necessarily so. To interpret the bible subjectively is to make its 

meaning personal and internal. It may be wrong to always interpret this 

way, but it is not always wrong to do so. Similarly, interpretations that stem 

This issue is raised and widely discussed among Pentecostals (e. g. Smith 1997), and I shall 
return to it in the next chapter. 
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from individual differences are not always subjective and could just as easily 
be objective. The underlying fear of individual or subjective interpretations 

is that they will either reinforce sinful beliefs or practices, or promote an 
isolation that is against the very nature of life in the Body of Christ. They 

may do both of these things, but not merely by virtue of being the result of 
individual experience. What counts is how interpretations are used or 

abused within church congregations. 

To accept individual preferences and experiences as involved in some way in 

God speaking through scripture is to affirm the providence of God In acting 
in both the sacred and profane. The `sacred' act of reading scripture is built 

upon a host of more `profane' foundations that are nonetheless part of the 

revelatory process. The text was first translated, printed and distributed. A 

reader of a given gender arrives at the text with particular personality 

preferences, educational background and life experiences. In addition they 

will have attitudes that may be more or less conservative or charismatic. All 

these things could have been shaped in isolation from the text, but not 

necessarily in isolation from the activity of God. If Christians are going to 

accept, at least in part, the issues raised by postmodern reader-centred 

criticism they will need to do so within a carefully worked out understanding 

of how God influences people beyond the text of scripture, and in particular 
the role of the Holy Spirit in shaping biblical interpretation. It Is to this that I 

shall turn next. 
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CHAPTER 10: THE HOLY SPIRIT 

The role of the Holy Spirit in interpreting the bible is one that is assumed 

more than it has been discussed. Anthony Thiselton points out that: 
In most Christian traditions, a self-consistency is noted between the Holy 
Spirit's inspiration of the biblical texts in their origin and transmission, and 
the Spirit's actualisation of the message of the text in the lives of successive 
generations of readers. (1992: 64) 

However, his own suggestion about the nature of the interpretative role of 

the Holy Spirit is left to a short piece on the very last page. ' One of the key 

variables that predicted biblical interpretation in my study was the 

CHARISMATIC factor score, which was derived from a variety of attitudes to 

supernatural healing and experience of charismatic phenomena. In addition, 

a high proportion of people felt that the Holy Spirit interpreted the bible 

directly to them. This aspect of biblical interpretation was not a major focus 

of my study, but it touches on an area that has profound theological 

significance. If factors beyond the bible might be important in determining 

how it is understood, then the action of the Holy Spirit must warrant some 

space in my discussion. 

I shall briefly outline some approaches from Protestant writers before a 
lengthier discussion on Pentecostal and Charismatic hermeneutics. It Is the 
latter two traditions that have brought the issues into sharpest focus over 

the last few years. I shall use this discussion as a basis for suggesting what 
it might mean for congregations to value and promote the work of the Holy 

Spirit in helping to generate meaning from the bible. 

Post-reformation understanding of the Spirit and the bible 

Vanhoozer (1998: 407) refers to the issue of the Holy Spirit In biblical 

interpretation as a `justly famous problem'. This perhaps stems from the 

Reformation, where Luther and others sought to protect scripture from the 

unbridled interpretations of those claiming personal inspiration by the Holy 

Spirit, be they allegorisers of the Catholic church or fellow `enthusiasts' 

(Thiselton 1992: 188). The solution seemed to be to stress the sufficiency 

and perspicuity of scripture: the plain sense of the bible was clear for all to 

"'But if address to God [in hymns or prayer] can be understood as initiated by the Holy Spirit, 
how much more in the case of address from God? In a co-operative shared work, the Spirit, 
the text and the reader engage in a transforming process, which enlarges horizons and 
creates new horizons. ' (1992: 619, his italics) 
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see. However, this bulwark was soon challenged by controversies between 

parties, both of which upheld this principle (see Trueman 1997 for a 

discussion of this in relation to John Owen's understanding of biblical 

interpretation). Clearly `plain sense' was not something that everybody 

could read directly off the page. 

In fact, there had always been an understanding that the words of the 

biblical text needed to be linked in some way to the action of the Holy Spirit. 

Luther and his followers spoke of the Holy Spirit working through the Word 

(per verbum) whereas the Calvinists preferred to see the operation of the 

Spirit as cum verbo, operating with the Word but distinct from it (Berkhof 

1939). The Lutheran idea was that the power of the Spirit in the Word 

presented the saving Gospel when the bible was read or preached, and this 

could then be accepted or rejected by humans given freewill. The Calvinist 

Reformers preferred to explain the different responses to the Gospel not as 

the result of human choice but whether or not the Word was accompanied 

by the operation of the Holy Spirit in making the Word effective. `The Spirit 

who inspired the biblical writers must also authenticate the biblical message 

for anyone trying to understand it today. ' (Schwöbel 1990: 99). This notion 

was taken up by B. B. Warfield, who argued that although the truth of biblical 

revelation can be tested by rational criteria, the Spirit alone `prepares the 

soul' to receive the text as the authoritative Word of God (Bray 1996: 556). 

The effect of these views was to downplay the direct role of the Spirit in 

illuminating the meaning of the text, and emphasise instead the more 

general role in the life of the believer. This separation almost invariably led 

to a strong emphasis on rational enquiry as the chief method of determining 

the meaning of the text: what effect that meaning had on the individual 

reader resulted from an independent work of the Spirit. This is not to say 

that such a `confessing scholarly' approach ruled out the work of the Spirit 

in interpretation, but it was seen as the general action of salvation in the life 

of the reader, rather than any particular insight about a given passage. 

Fuller (1978: 198), for example, sees the role of the Spirit as overcoming the 

sinful tendencies that prevent the bible from being properly understood: 
'Only God, through the Holy Spirit, overcomes this power of sin, so that we 

are willing to love from the heart what our minds can tell us is reasonable'. 
Fuller rejects the notion of a special revelation or illumination that is not 
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accessible via the rational mind of the Spirit-filled inquirer. He is happier 

with the notion of the Spirit shaping an individual's basic predispositions 

and attitudes, rather than illuminating specific texts. 

The growing interest in pneumatology among theologians in the last thirty 

years (Moltmann 1992: 1) has produced some discussion of the link between 

the Spirit and interpretation, though this has been somewhat sporadic in 

mainstream debate 8S Goldingay (1995: 188) sees the Spirit as Involved in the 

`intellectual work of exegeting the ancient text', that is in working through 

the mind in a general sense. He also suggests a more specific revelation 

about a particular text, `the received spark of insight', and the `charism that 

perceives how the ancient word speaks today'. This latter may be an 

individual or communal gift, as may the final area of the Spirit's action, 

which is to enable the reception of meaning that demands change. 

Vanhoozer (1998) draws heavily on speech-act theory to argue that the work 

of the Spirit is especially concerned with the perlocutionary effect of 

Scripture. This refers to what a particular speech-act aims to achieve in the 

listener or reader. The Spirit, argues Vanhoozer, does this by convicting the 

reader of the divine origin of the biblical locution, by illuminating the 

illocutionary force of Scripture (`we see and hear speech acts for what they 

are- warnings, promises, commands, assertions') and by sanctification, 

which purges of hermeneutic sin and conforms the mind of the reader to the 

interests of the text. 

Both Goldingay and Vanhoozer see the main activity of the Spirit as 

convicting readers of personal sin, the divine origin of the written word and 

the imperative to respond to its message. Such work is not necessarily 

related directly to the act of reading: it mainly concerns the shaping of 

attitudes to the bible that might allow the reader to read through a 

particular lens. For a more sustained discussion of the possibility of the 

Spirit acting directly to interpret a text it is necessary to engage with the 

"The Dictionary of Biblical Interpretation (Coggins & Houlden 1991) has no separate 
category for the Holy Spirit, and most references are about the Inspiration, rather than 
illumination of scripture. A number of recent major works on the Holy Spirit or hermeneutics 
devote little or no space to the interpretative role of the Holy Spirit (e. g. Goldingay 1995, 
Moltmann 1992, Thiselton 1992 and Watson 1994). 
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hermeneutical debate that has developed in Pentecostal and Charismatic 

circles in recent decades. While these have had a somewhat narrow focus, 

they do expose the need to be clear about the difference between the 

general facilitation of the Holy Spirit and the illumination of a text during a 
particular reading. This has implication for an empirical approach to this 

aspect of hermeneutics because a `general' effect of the Spirit might be 

apparent in attitudes to the bible, whereas particular instances of 
illumination may not. 

Issues in Pentecostal and Charismatic hermeneutics 

The debate has been largely among confessing scholars and ministers 
whose chief aim is to decide how the bible should be interpreted in 

churches. A key issue has been the Pentecostal reaction against Evangelical 
hermeneutics, which are accused of being overly influenced by rationalism 
in general and historical-grammatical criticism in particular. More recently, 
postmodern hermeneutics have influenced parts of the Pentecostal 

community whose interpretative practice has consequently broadened and 
evolved over the last fifteen years". Alongside this has been discussion 

among Charismatics about their own hermeneutical method (Cartledge 

1996, Stibbe 1998). 87 

Archer (2001), in a careful investigation of biblical interpretation among the 
first generation of Pentecostals, notes the similarity of their method with 
that practised in the holiness movements of the nineteenth century. The 
`Bible Reading Method' viewed the bible synchronically, and pulled together 

passages or words to create a unified theme. The emphasis was on practical 

application: `letting the bible speak "clearly" and "plainly" for itself and thus 

recovering and practicing the truth that had been lost' (p. 69). Practitioners 

were not unaware of historical or grammatical issues, but would use these 

only if there were difficulties interpreting a passage. 

'6 Some of this debate has been reviewed by Brubaker (1997), Hey (2001) and Parker 
(1996: 24), and this account partly draws on their summaries. 
°' 1 concur with Smith (1997) that the main doctrinal difference between Pentecostals and 
Charismatics (i. e. whether glossia is necessary evidence of baptism with the Holy Spirit) Is not 
particularly relevant in this context and that in terms of hermeneutics the two schools 
essentially agree about the importance of continuing revelation. 
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l<<: ;' This `pre-critical' approach was supplemented by more academically 

sophisticated methods when the Pentecostals had increasing contact with 
mainstream Evangelicalism in the mid twentieth century (Hey 2001). There 

was more reliance on the historical-grammatical methods of scholarly 
Evangelicalism, and this led to tensions within Pentecostalism. Scholars such 

as Gordon Fee were challenged by both the older generation and younger 

graduates of bible colleges, who believed academic methods sapped the 

vitality of the movement (Hey 2001: 212, quoting Sheppard 1994). In the 

early 1990s, there was a further twist as some Pentecostals began to use 
literary or reader-response methods in biblical interpretation. Some, such as 
Arrington (1994) and Cargal (1993), felt the new emphasis on the reader 

was in line with the Pentecostal understanding that the Holy Spirit uses the 

experiences of believers to shape the way that the bible is understood. 
Others, such as Menzies (1994), saw dangers in abandoning authorial intent 

as the anchor of biblical meaning and argued for a more traditional 

Evangelical approach (Brubaker (1997: 41). 

The heart of the debate lies in the relationship of charismatic experience to 

the bible. A typical thoroughgoing Pentecostal position Is that of James 

Smith (1997), who upholds the priority of Spirit-led prophecy and opposes 
the take-over of Pentecostalism by Evangelical philosophy. He argues the 

true canon, or plumb line, of the church is the risen Christ, not scripture. He 
draws on work by Stock (1983), on the implications of literacy, and Farley 
(1982), on the history of texts in Judaism and early Christianity, to argue 
that Christianity took on a view of textuality from Judaism that was 

essentially incompatible with its own nature (Smith 1997: 65). The 

dominance of textuality, finally established in the eleventh century, caused 
the oral to be labelled as `illiterate' and by association irrational. Smith sees 
the dominance of Evangelical hermeneutics in Pentecostalism as leading to 
the subservience of prophecy to scripture, which is fundamentally at odds 
with the nature of Pentecostalism: `A Pentecostal evangelical theology is a 
house divided against itself (p. 59). 

The tension among Pentecostals in America is reflected in the Charismatic 

movement in Britain, as evidenced by the exchange between John Lyons and 
Mark Stibbe in an edition of Anvil. Lyons (1998) attacked the way that Stibbe 

(1995) had used Ezekiel 47 to explain the 'Fourth Wave' movement in 
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Pentecostalism. Lyons sees a hint of anti-intellectualism in this approach, 
but his main concern is that the communal testing of interpretation 

advocated by Stibbe would not be effective in practice. In reply, Stibbe 

(1998) pointed out that much of this criticism was based on the analysis of a 

single chapter in a book intended for the popular Christian market88. In the 

more scholarly rebuff printed in Anvil, he outlines `seven characteristics of 

the charismatic methodology that I normally use' (Stibbe 1998: 182, my 
italics)89. Charismatic readings, he says, are typically: experiential, 

analogical, communal, christological, eschatological, emotional and 

practical. Stibbe's outline includes a number of issues that have been at the 

centre of the debate about the role of the Holy Spirit in biblical 

interpretation, and I shall focus on these in the remainder of this section. 

The nature of illumination and the role of charismatic experience 

Pinnock (1993) notes the absence of any detailed discussion about the role 

of illumination in biblical interpretation. He defines illumination as the way 

the Holy Spirit brings the meaning of classical texts to the `second horizon' 

of the reader, rather than any process of conveying esoteric information 

about the original meaning of the bible. `Illumination is what happens to 

readers who dialogue with the text, in which the Spirit is helping them know 

what to do with it in Christian existence. ' (p. 494) Stibbe discusses this 

issue, but under the heading of the `experiential' nature of charismatic 

reading. 90 By experience, Stibbe is referring to the more general 

phenomenon of prophetic inspiration, which he aligns closely with baptism 

in the Spirit: 
The sudden recollection of Scriptures that exhibit a surprising accord with 
present experience of the Spirit is where charismatics most often begin the 
so-called 'hermeneutical circle'. For this reason, charismatics place a very 
high value on the Spirit-inspired process of recollection and revelation in the 
interpretative event.... Charismatics believe that the prophetic exegesis of 
Scripture can only happen if the person doing the interpretation has been 
baptized in the Holy Spirit. Baptism in the Spirit is the doorway to the 
prophetic generally, and to charismatic or prophetic hermeneutics in 
particular. Stibbe (1998: 183-84) 

"This is interesting in itself as an example of the tensions encountered in operating across 
the popular/academic boundary. 
"Stibbe is not explicit about the meaning of 'normal' in this context, though his stress on 
communal verification of an interpretation suggests that he may be talking about 
interpretation within a church congregation. At the time of writing he was minister of a large 
Charismatic Anglican church. 
'° The work of the Spirit is closely entwined with individual or corporate experience, and the 
two are difficult to distinguish. They may be simply two ways of discussing the same external 
phenomenon, but with different views of its origins. 
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This strong defence for the importance of an interpreter's individual 

experience and personal revelation is also found in other writers. Stronstad 

(1992) says that the spiritual experience of the interpreter may, in a general 

way, enable a deeper appreciation of the charismatic emphases of some 
texts (especially Acts), as well as facilitating the direct illumination of the 

Holy Spirit. 

Some writers make a clearer distinction between illumination and 

experience. Arrington (1994) confines illumination to the work of the Holy 

Spirit that bridges the gap between original author and modern reader. 
Experience is about the faith of the reader: `We cannot deny that anyone 

with sufficient rational facilities and skills can glean truths from Scripture, 

but for Pentecostals real understanding and insight... come as a result of 
faith' (p. 105). Others stress the importance of testimony, and the need for 

Pentecostals to bring their own experience of the Spirit to the bible (e. g. 
Johns & Johns 1992). 

The key issue at stake in this debate is how the Spirit acts on human minds 

and how illumination is related to other forms of knowing. Those who 

accept the charismata of the Spirit must, almost by definition, find room for 

the Spirit in their epistemology (Ervin 1985). Several writers, perhaps in 

reaction to the rationalistic approach of some Evangelicals, stress that 

illumination offers interpretations not available to reason. McLean (1984) 

believes the Holy Spirit reveals both meaning known to the biblical writer 
(but lost through the centuries), and new meaning or `progressive 

revelation', which he describes as a more mature understanding of biblical 

and extra-biblical evidence. Arrington (1994) speaks of a `deeper spiritual 
interpretation' not given by `mere human reason' but seen only `through the 

eyes of faith'. This implies knowledge that is unattainable without particular 
divine action: `The heart of the biblical text remains ambiguous until it is 
illuminated by the Holy Spirit' (p. 105). The exact nature of such knowledge 

is, by definition, difficult to describe in rational terms: Stibbe (1998) talks of 

affective rather than cognitive knowledge and knowing through the `heart 

rather than the head'. 
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This idea has long caused fear and apprehension. Fuller (1978) points out 
that it lay at the root of Origen's use of allegory that was so firmly rejected 
by Luther. Certainly it is open to abuse because readers can claim divine 

warrant for interpretations that may have nothing to do with divine 

inspiration, but this is not sufficient reason to deny the possibility of such 
inspiration. 

The relationship between original and novel meaning 

For some advocates of Pentecostal hermeneutics, the chief work of the Holy 

Spirit is to enable new meaning to come from the biblical text. For Johnson 

(1996) this is an indirect process whereby the Spirit generates events in the 
lives of believers that allows them to re-read familiar scriptures. Others, 

such as Pinnock (1993) and Dorman (1998), draw on the distinction between 

meaning and significance: both are important, but the significance of the 

text for the believer may bear little relationship to the original meaning. 
Significance often has an emphasis on the practical, an important aspect for 

early Pentecostals (Archer 2001), and seen by some current writers as a 
distinguishing feature of the interpretative work of the Spirit (e. g. Pinnock 

1993, Stibbe 1998). 

This emphasis reflects wider trends in postmodern hermeneutics, with the 

call to abandon the anchor of original meaning and allow the text freedom 

to interact with the reader. But whereas postmodern secular approaches talk 

of this as `play' with, perhaps, little hanging on which novel meanings arise, 

this is not so in church circles. There, if the text `speaks' it is to convey the 

message of God, and novel meanings cannot be dismissed lightly. Either 

they are the foolish fancy of misguided believers, or they are indeed God 

communicating through the ancient text. If the former, such musings must 
be exposed for what they are: if the latter, the focus must be on the 

transformation of those addressed. For most who write about Pentecostal 

hermeneutics, the goal of biblical interpretation still remains the application 

of the text in the life of the believer (e. g. Arrington 1994). Novel meanings 

that are intellectual curiosities, to be discussed, admired and shelved, are, 

almost by definition, not the product of spiritual illumination. 

The tension between some Evangelicals and Pentecostals on this issue may 

stem from the Reformation disdain for the allegorical excesses of the 
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medieval church. The historical-critical enterprise, for all its faults, at least 

allowed Evangelicals to affirm with academic respectability that the meaning 

associated with the author is the lodestone by which truth is judged. The 

methods of finding that meaning often became the prerogative of secular 

academia, and this has led to a rejection of those methods by many church 

people. Along with this rejection was a tendency to reject the aim of the 

method (to discover what the bible meant), and this dovetailed with the 
Pentecostal emphasis of the meaning of texts for present day believers. 

A question that perhaps needs to be asked is whether the Holy Spirit might 

not have a role in recovering the original meaning of the text, and whether 
that meaning could not find relevant application to believers today. From a 

secular perspective, the notion of divine intervention is incomprehensible. 

To those who accept the reality of the Holy Spirit operating today, it is 

absurd to rule out any such action: if the Spirit can illuminate novel 

meanings from ancient texts, there is no logical reason to suppose this 

could not happen for original meanings. If the texts were produced by 

people inspired by the Holy Spirit to express their understanding in writing, 
it might be that people today who are inspired by that same Spirit to read 

might be better able to grasp what the original author meant. 

The relationship between illumination and discernment 

Even the most thoroughgoing Pentecostal or Charismatic interpreters accept 
the need to `test the spirits'. The bible often mentions false prophets, and 
the need to separate out the bogus from the genuine has always been a 

pressing need in the church. I shall return to the role of the Holy Spirit in 

discernment in the final chapter. At this stage it is important to note that the 
fear of relying on special illumination for interpreting the bible probably 

stems from a suspicion that such practices will tend to by-pass any real 
testing (e. g. Lyons 1998). This may well happen sometimes in practice, but 

this should not rule out the possibility of spiritual illumination on 
theological grounds. What it points to is the need to clearly distinguish 

illumination from verification, and ensure that both are given due 

recognition when church people read scripture. 
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The Holy Spirit and bible reading by lay people 

Among my sample, the experience of God speaking 'directly through the 
bible' was surprisingly common. Only 5% (n= 400) didn't understand the 

term, while 77% had experienced the phenomenon at least some time in 

their life". The frequency of this experience was closely correlated with 

charismatic activity (as measured by speaking tongues etc. ) and with 

responses to the statement `The Holy Spirit interprets the bible directly to 

me', which strongly suggests that many people believe the Holy Spirit 

enables them to understand the bible. 

I did not have the opportunity to explore exactly what these answers 

referred to, and it may well be more than a single phenomenon. More work 
is needed to follow this up empirically, but my initial interviews suggested it 

included a range of experiences (see Chapter 7). It is, of course, possible to 

explain them without recourse to divine activity. Immediacy may stem from 

unconscious or semi-conscious connections between the text and events in 

the life of the believer. What is crucial in this context is that respondents 
interpreted them as the work of the Holy Spirit. Admittedly this was a 

sample of mostly committed bible readers, but it does indicate that what 
Mark Stibbe refers to as `a burning sense of the relevance of certain 
Scriptures for [this] situation. ' (1998: 183), may be more than the esoteric 

experience of a tiny minority. 

The frequency with which people reported this `direct' interpretation is in 

stark contrast to the much lower reliance they placed on bishops, synods, 

theologians or other people. While this may point to some sinful 
individualism, It should not be dismissed simply as people interpreting the 
bible however they wish. It could arise because people genuinely seeking 

after truth find little help from the church. Stibbe's definition of charismatic 
hermeneutics stemmed partly from a pragmatic review of how biblical 

interpretation worked in his experience. It would be interesting to examine 

what happens In his church (and others like it), using his criteria as a 

" Among those who labelled their church as Evangelical or Charismatic, over 90% reported 
this experience, but it was also common among those in Anglo-catholic (71%) or Broad 
churches (63%). 
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starting point. Further empirical work might indicate the sort of people and 

situations that engender such experiences and may be help in the process 

of discerning genuine work of the Holy Spirit. 

As well as demonstrating the association of `direct' interpretation with 

charismatic experience, this study also confirmed the association of 

charismatic attitudes with practical application of scripture. Analysis of 
horizons (see Chapter 6) showed that people with high CHARISMATIC factor 

scores were more likely than others to prefer the Reader horizon, which 
focussed on how the passage could be applied today. The same was true for 

those with high CONSERVATIVE factors scores, so this was not proof that the 
Holy Spirit per se brings the application or significance of a text to a 
believer. Nonetheless, it does indicate that people who have charismatic 

experience, or positive attitudes to charismatic phenomena, tend to look for 

the application of a bible text, rather than what it might have meant to the 

author. People with liberal or non-charismatic faith also look for present day 

applications, but they are also content with an interpretation that stays in 

the biblical horizon. My test passage was related to healing, and it might be 

interesting to see how application relates to charismatic stance when other 

sorts of passages are read. 

Valuing the Spirit in biblical interpretation 

The role of the Holy Spirit in biblical interpretation has clearly been an issue 

of great debate within the church. In terms of my study the central issue 

might roughly equate to the difference between seeing the Holy Spirit as a 
shaper of general attitudes or the bringing of specific moments of insight. 

Most believers would hold both to be possible, but some would stress one 

over the other. What does it mean for ordinary readers to affirm that the 
Holy Spirit enables them to interpret the bible? 

1. Accepting that some meanings are inaccessible without the action of the 
Holy Spirit. The notion that the Holy Spirit reveals meaning brings into sharp 
focus the difference between biblical interpretation in secular and church 
discourses. Other aspects, such as the role of individuals and communities, 

can form the legitimate subject of secular hermeneutics. But it is hard to see 
how the influence of the Holy Spirit could be a legitimate line of enquiry, 
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unless it was translated into purely psychological terms92. A confessing 

worldview, however, presupposes an active relationship between the divine 

and human, so must admit at least the possibility of genuine revelation from 
beyond the biblical text. This may be no more than revealing meanings 
already latent in the text, through indirect means open to all believers, but it 

still implies that the activity of God can produce meanings in readers that 

are not otherwise accessible. 

This `pneumatological hermeneutic' implies that there is knowledge that is 

not accessible through the application of reason and rationality to the 
biblical text. If so, this raises particular questions for the relationship 
between biblical interpretation in the academy and the church that I shall 
address in the final chapter. Valuing the Holy Spirit's role in the 
interpretations of ordinary readers may mean accepting the possibility that 
some inspired interpretations might fail the test of critical evaluation. 
Ordinary readers need to know that genuine insight is not inevitably linked 

to worldly wisdom, and they should not be afraid to suggest interpretations 

that seem illogical at first glance. 

2. Recognizing the different ways in which the Holy Spirit operates. The 
debate between Evangelicals and Pentecostals over the role of the Spirit has 
largely been about the general versus the particular. A resolution requires a 
broad understanding of how God operates in the world, and leads to a 
discussion of providence and revelation that is beyond the scope of this 

study. What I have shown is that `ordinary' reading is influenced both by 

general attitudes related to charismatic phenomena and particular 
experiences as the text is read. The Spirit can work through many aspects of 
life, and new ways of understanding the text may arise from spiritual 
experiences not directly related to the act of reading. There are examples 
from the New Testament (see Johnson 1996 on Peter's vision in Acts 10) and 
the early church (St Augustine's call to read the bible heard in the singing of 
a small child might be such a case). The charismata of prophecy, 

" Wink (1990) uses Jungian psychology and the different functions of the two halves of the 
brain to explore different ways in which the bible can be studied. The stress is away from the 
rational, logical and analytical function of the left hemisphere, which Wink links to his 
experience of academic bible study, and towards the holistic, imaginative and metaphorical 
function of the right hemisphere. At times Wink implies that the action of the Spirit is most 
likely through 'right-brain' activities, such as when he quotes Paul in 2 Cor 14: 15 I will pray 
with the spirit and I will pray with the mind', but on the whole his approach is largely 
psychological. 
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interpretation of tongues, and wisdom are also examples of knowledge that 

comes separately from the act of reading. Alongside factors that shape 

attitudes are events that suggest a more direct intervention in the act of 

reading. People talk of the text `leaping out' at them or God `really 

speaking' to them through their bible reading. My results suggest that both 

these phenomena are important and they may both be linked. Valuing the 

Holy Spirit in biblical interpretation means recognizing the varied manner in 

which God can shape the way his people read scripture. 

3. Achieving a balance between original and novel meaning. The notion that 

the original intent of the author is not the sole criterion for meaning is now 

a widely held view in academic circles (see Chapter 1). In some church 

circles novel meaning is treated with deep suspicion and authorial intent has 

been the bulwark against flights of fancy. Others have stressed the primacy 

of the Spirit and see the bible mainly as the text that helps interpret the 

contemporary, prophetic voice of God. 

A rounded view of the link between ancient text and present day revelation 

requires firstly that the text must not usurp God. Jesus berated the scribes 

of his time for trying to find God in their scriptures when he was present 

with them in the flesh On 5: 39). If the Spirit is God with his people now, we 

should not push him aside with our scriptures either. On the other hand, we 

should also insist that the work of the Spirit in the lives of believers today 

must lead to a deeper appreciation of scripture, rather than its 

abandonment or relegation. Original or traditional meaning, as well as new 
insights, can be illuminated and inspired by the action of the Spirit. 

4. Recognizing that the same Spirit that inspired the writing of texts can 
also illuminate the reading of the same texts. The postmodern assertion that 

reading is as creative as writing may have something important to say 

here. " If interpreting the bible is the same kind of act as writing it, bridging 

horizons is no longer just the intellectual or affective act of putting 

ourselves in the authors' shoes, but rather requires that readers are as 

responsive to God as were the writers. Faithful readers are linked to the 

"Jane Tompkins (1980: x) introduces a collection of essays on reader-response criticism by 
pointing out that they are linked by the common theme of destroying the concept of the 
objective text. 'What that destruction yields, ultimately, is not a criticism based on the 
concept of the reader, but a way of conceiving texts and readers that reorganizes the 
distinctions between them. Reading and writing join hands, change places, and finally 
become distinguishable only as two names for the same activity. ' 
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original writers because they share relationship with the same God through 

the Holy Spirit. So if encoding meaning in the biblical text was a creative act 
of inspired co-operation between ordinary, fallible human beings and the 
infallible Spirit of God, might the decoding of the text be the same? 

Those who believe the bible writers simply `wrote down what they were told 
by God' might understand the role of the Spirit as `deciphering the code' in 

order that what God spoke then can be spoken now. For others, writing and 
transmitting the text was a more rounded, but equally inspired, process 

whereby the faith and understanding of generations was both expressed, 

and shaped, in the act of producing and recognizing certain writings as 
`scripture'. Reading can be seen in a similar light: not the simple 
deciphering of a code, but the creative act that enables the Holy Spirit to 
direct another generation. Meaning is not simply about what was encoded in 

the text, but also includes the whole realm of co-operation between Spirit 

and fallible humans: the way the text is revered and attended to; its position 

and role in the community and the circumstances in which it is read and 
heard. 

The transformation of the disciples on the Emmaus road began as the risen 
Christ `interpreted' (S&f pµrivEuad") the scriptures (Lk 24: 27). The 

accompanying sensation of `hearts burning within us' describes succinctly 

the spiritual illumination that makes the written words become the `living 

Word'. Experience of God through the Spirit interacts with the act of reading 
(or listening), enabling the familiar text to be understood in a new way that 
is transforming and inspiring. My results suggest that these events are not 

so rare that they are impervious to study and evaluation. Such powerful 

experiences of scripture do not happen every time the bible is read or 
heard, and they must live alongside the more mundane experience of the 

text. But Luke's story should perhaps be a lodestone that points to the sort 

of relationship between written text and the living Christ that is the goal of 
the church today. 

The possibility that the Holy Spirit can reveal meaning in a text does not 

remove the necessity of testing the claims of those who put forward novel 
interpretations. All interpretations must be tested, and I shall also return to 

the issue of validating biblical interpretation in the final chapter. 

"This can also mean 'translate' as in interpreting a foreign language. 
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CHAPTER 11: THE COMMUNITY 

The growth of reader-response criticism outlined in Chapter 1 has raised the 

question of how readers interact with texts to produce meaning. In Chapter 9 

discussed the part that differences between individuals might play in 

generating a variety of readings from the same biblical text. I noted that there 

has been a greater stress on the social location of individuals than on their 

psychological make up or personal experience. I tried to address this by 

stressing individual differences such as personality or educational experience. 
Individual differences do seem to be important, but people rarely read the 

bible in isolation: they are usually part of a congregation or community of 

readers. In this chapter i discuss the extent to which the congregations I 

sampled might have shaped interpretation, and whether congregations in 

general should have a role in helping readers interpret. 

Stanley Fish and interpretative communities 

Any discussion of the influence of community on biblical interpretation must 
begin with reference to the work of Stanley Fish. This is not because he was 

the first to expound the idea95, nor because he has written at length about 
interpretation of the bible per se. It is rather because he has popularised the 

idea in the field of literary studies and his stance is a radical challenge to 
biblical interpreters who maintain the text is the primary source of meaning. 

Two important concepts for Fish are `interpretative community' and 
`interpretative strategy'. These were not originally empirical entities: Fish 

does occasionally cite evidence to back his claims, but this is anecdotal, 

such as the occasion that gave rise to the title of his book `Is there a Text in 
this Class? '16The real origin of these ideas in Fish's writing was the need to 

produce a defence for his assumption that texts exert no independent 
influence on how readers interpret them. In his 1976 essay `Interpreting the 

°S Michaels (1977 and reprinted in Tompkins 1980: 185-200) seems to trace this thinking, at 
least in the American context, to the ideas of C. S. Peirce in the nineteenth century. 

Fish (1980: 303-321). His essay is based around an incident where a student asked the 
teacher of a forthcoming series of lectures in the English Department of John Hopkins 
University'Is there a text in this class? ' The teacher took this to mean 'Is there a set text for 
this series of lectures? ' but what the student meant was 'Will you be taking the stance that a 
text exists as an entity independent of the reader, contra Professor Fish? ' Fish builds on this 
misunderstanding in typical fashion, seeing it as an example of a universal phenomenon, i. e. 
all speech or texts are interpreted as they are received and are therefore inherently 
indeterminate. He cites other examples that are obvious ambiguities, but none that might 
contradict his argument. 
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Variorum'. Fish begins by countering the formalist notion that readers 
interpret by responding to structures in the text. In effect, he argues that 

readers bring structures to the text, rather than vice versa (Fish 1980: 14). 
However, he also recognizes that giving readers such a key role in 

interpretation raises the question as to why meanings can be shared and 

stable between readers, and why an individual reader can change how they 
interpret different texts. Fish gets around this by using the idea of 
interpretative strategies. 

According to Fish, an interpretative strategy is the disposition in a reader to 

perform certain acts of searching and organizing that create the text". 
These dispositions are in turn determined by certain decisions (pre- 

judgments? ) made about what is being read. It is these pre-dispositions, and 
not texts, that determine which formal structures will emerge from a text. 
So the same reader may Interpret differently by using different strategies. It 
is not the texts that are different, but the strategies (Fish 1980: 169). So 

when faced with the obvious rejoinder- `Why will different readers execute 
the same interpretative strategy when faced with the same text? '- Fish posits 
the notion of the interpretative community. These are readers who share the 

same interpretative strategies: that is the same dispositions that determine 

how texts are created during the act of reading. The important thing to note 
here is that the idea of community was originally wholly dependent, for Fish, 

on the prior notion of strategy. Once the idea of community is formed, 

however, it begins to take on a life of its own: in Fish's hands it becomes 

more than a shorthand way of grouping readers who use the same strategy. 

For Fish, the reader is totally bound by the community and cannot stand 

apart from it. 98 The community controls interpretation, and interpretation `is 

the source of texts, facts, authors, and intentions' (Fish 1980: 16). In his 

later writings (1989,1994), Fish moves beyond the discourse of literary 

criticism to a wider philosophical position. His anti-formalism becomes anti- 
foundationalism as he applies his theory of knowledge to all areas of 

" For Fish, texts have no independent existence prior to the act of reading. The reader 
creates the text. 
"'... since the thoughts an individual can think and the mental operations he can perform 
have their source in some or other interpretive community, he is as much a product of that 
community (acting as an extension of it) as the meanings it enables him to produce' (Fish 
1980: 14). 
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political, legal and scientific discourse. All knowledge is governed by the 

strategies by which we recognize, filter and weigh evidence. These 

strategies belong to the discourse of various communities and we cannot 
find a `neutral' space from which to survey different discourses. 99 

Such a radical theory of knowledge requires that communities exert a 

powerful influence on individuals. But what are these `communities' and 
how could we recognize one? On this, Fish is vague at best and 

contradictory at worst. His field is secular literary criticism; at times his 

interpretative community seems to be (a) the institution of academic 
America (1980: 320) (b) the whole enterprise of literary criticism (1980: 356- 

7) (c) the literary institution in which he works (at the time Johns Hopkins 

University) (1980: 343) or even (d) those members of his department that 

share his views on literary criticism (1980: 343). In other places he limits the 

community to those people who share the same interpretative strategy or 

set of strategies (1980: 304). In other words, it is hard to connect any 
interpretative community with a specific social community, and Fish is loath 

to do so. 

Fish's argument is entirely theoretical, and this may explain why he does not 

need to define his communities in any detail. He is also a master rhetorician 

and is quite capable of changing the definition of interpretative community 

to suit his particular purpose. His early writings were criticized because it 

was difficult, according to his initial definition, to see how novel 
interpretations could arise if individuals always interpret according to their 

received community strategy. In counter to this (1989: 141-60), Fish subtly, 
but crucially, expands his definition of interpretative community. Now the 

community is homogenous only in respect to 'some general sense of 

purpose and purview', but is heterogeneous with respect to 'the variety of 

practices it can accommodate' (1989: 149). This implies a single community 

with different interpretative strategies. Fish has made the change in 
definition because he wants to refute the suggestion that communities can 
be changed by external evidence. They can be changed, he argues, but only 
because they already contain the diversity necessary to allow this to happen. 

"'.. there is no such mental space: thinking and the actions that follow from thinking are only 
possible and conceivable within some demarcated field of reference' (Fish 1994: 24). 
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`External' evidence is not external at all: if the community accepts it as 

evidence, the change must have come from within. 

This rhetorical sleight of hand makes Fish's ideas impervious to empirical 
testing. If we examine meanings created by individuals in a pre-defined 

social community (a school of interpretation, academic department or 

church congregation etc. ), Fish could always argue that any `deviant' 

interpretations that arise must be from individuals who are not part of the 

community, rather than the community losing control over interpretation. 

They may belong to the same social community, but they are somehow 
influenced by another interpretative community. If the community is simply 
a semantic handle, a shorthand way of referring to `those people who share 
the same interpretative strategy', it is of little importance. The argument is 

circular: particular strategies are defined by particular meanings, so if the 

community is defined by its strategy, by definition it creates stable and 
limited meanings. 

This is not, I think, what Fish is saying. He sees the community as having a 
real (if hard to define) identity because it must have a real influence on 
individuals. Through the force of teaching, tradition and rhetoric people are 
shaped in how they find meaning from texts (or create texts, as Fish would 
have it). Again, Fish is rather vague about what this means. He uses many 
terms to refer to the process of interpretation: his favourite is interpretative 

strategy, which seems to be synonymous with interpretative 'model' 

(1980: 13), `principles' (1980: 337), `categories' (1980: 336), 'system' 

(1980: 357) and `assumptions' (1980: 356). Like `communities', these are 

general words that could operate at several different levels. Thus an 
interpretative strategy might be a generally academic approach to 
interpreting texts or a particular way in which a given poem is understood. 100 

The uncertainty about the level at which strategy works compounds the 

uncertainly about its relationship to community. Do readers in the same 

community share several different strategies, or does one reader overlap 

t0° In the essay 'What makes an Interpretation Acceptable? ' (1980: 338-55), for example, he 
discusses the different understandings of William Blake's `The Tyger'suggested by Kathleen 
Raine, E. D. Hirsch and others. These seem to be what he calls different interpretative 
strategies. 
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with several different communities? For example, the members of the same 

faculty of English literature might be an interpretative community, but they 

may have different views on how to interpret texts. An individual may 

operate in different modes at different times: sometimes choosing one 

strategy and sometimes another'°'. But if this is so, Fish has so diluted the 

power of the community that he has, in effect, reverted to the supremacy of 

either the individual reader or the text. if readers `switch' communities from 

one text to another, they are clearly not bound at all by any one community 

and it looks suspiciously as if texts themselves (as normally understood) are 

in charge after all. Fish's rhetoric has brought him full circle. 

Fish's ideas have been rejected as having a poor philosophy of language 

(Thiselton 1992: 541-50), being essentially solipsistic (Noble 1994) and 

having flawed epistemology (Noble 1995). These are philosophical 

arguments, and it is not possible to test Fish's ideas for reasons outlined 

above. Nonetheless he has at least raised the issue of just how important 

the community is in shaping interpretation, and how far local congregations 

might function as interpretative communities. Before examining this from a 

theological standpoint, I shall briefly mention some views of the role of 

community in biblical interpretation in the New Testament church, the 

history of biblical interpretation and interpretation in base communities in 

Brazil. 

The communal interpretation of scripture in the church 

In the New Testament, community decision-making by the early church was 

not primarily about interpreting texts. Scripture was, however, an important 

component in helping the community understand the new context of their 

faith. Johnson (1996102) examined in detail the way in which decisions were 

reached in the early church, especially as described in Acts. He argued that 

in the decision making process, the primary theological data were the 

experiences of diverse people and the narrative of those experiences, 

shared in an ever-widening circle'°'. In this process, scripture is reread in the 

'°' This seems to be what Fish is says in some places e. g. 1989: 149. 
'°' This book is a re-working of an earlier work published in 1983 called 'Decision making in 
the Church: A Biblical Model'. 
103 The story of Cornelius' conversion and the Apostolic Council that followed is paradigmatic 
of this process. 
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light of experience, so narrative and scriptural interpretation are 
intertwined: 

The words ofJesus and the Scripture are normative for the believers, but in a 
way that allows new and deeper understanding of them. ... the experience of 
God's activity stimulates the church to reread the Scripture and to discover 
ever new ways in which God maintains continuity with God-self. Johnson 
(1996: 107) 

Here, an experience of individuals (or small groups) that challenges the 

tradition is tested by the wider community, and throws new light on familiar 

texts. This is a different process from, for example, reading Isaiah and using 
it to shape the way Jesus is understood. The biblical data were not primary 
for the early church, and perhaps this is what Barr (1983) meant when he 

pointed out that biblical Christians were not biblical. The bible helped the 

community to interpret the actions of the Holy Spirit. 104 

Gerald Bray (1996) reviews the history of biblical interpretation in terms of 
the different approaches of individuals. These individuals usually gave rise 
to schools of interpretation, or what might be called particular interpretative 

communities10S. Obviously, history is based on what material survives, so 

any historical account of biblical interpretation is likely to privilege the 

surviving writings of known individuals over the more anonymous influence 

of the community. This makes it difficult to judge how far particular 
interpretative practices were ever purely communal in origin. It could be 

argued that different schools arose not through community decisions, but 

as followers disseminated the approach of particular innovative individuals. 

These individuals obviously belong to a particular tradition themselves, but 

they are remembered as those who significantly changed the tradition, and 

set it on a new course that others followed. What is not clear from Bray's 

historical view of biblical interpretation is exactly how new interpretative 

strategies were disseminated and began to shape the way that ordinary 
Christians interpreted their scriptures. There is no scope here to explore 
this question, but it would be interesting to know if such shaping was 

usually the result of maverick individuals rather than the community as a 

whole. 

'°' See Chapter 10 for a discussion of the ideas of James Smith (1997), who pointed out that 
early Christian communities were centred on prophets not scribes: they were people of the 
'Word', rather than people of the 'Book'. 
'' Typical examples might be the Alexandrian school that followed the method of Origen and 
the schools that arose from the writings of Luther and Calvin. 
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From time to time there have been attempts within the church to find ways 

of interpreting the bible that are truly products of community. The `base 

communities' of the early liberation theology movement in Central and 
South America were attempts by academic biblical interpreters to get local 

church congregations to interpret scripture together (see Gottwald and 

Horsley 1993, Hennelly 1990). Carlos Mesters (1980,1991) describes the 

way in which individual, bible and community interacted in base 

communities in Brazil. He recognizes three aspects of what he terms 

`popular interpretation': familiarity comes to people when they read the 

bible in terms of their own lives. The bible acts as a mirror in which they see 
familiar issues and stories. Freedom comes because they read the bible from 

the standpoint of the community's faith that the bible is God's word: they 

read the bible as the community's book, addressing them directly. This 

ability to `own' the bible is a great freedom for those who own very little 

else. Fidelity arises from accepting, in perhaps a rather fundamental and 

uncritical way, that God speaks through the bible and must be obeyed. 

These three aspects correspond approximately to interpretation that is 

related to action for the poor in the community, interpretation in the context 

of the worshipping community and interpretation that focuses on getting to 

know the text itself. Concentration on any one of these, to the exclusion of 

the others leads to dangers. 

Clearly, the community is a central component in such popular 
interpretation, exerting influence through religious, social and political 

channels. `The aim of interpretation is no longer to interpret the Bible, but 

to interpret life with the help of the Bible. ' (Mesters 1991: 103). This seems 

very similar to Johnson's conclusion about the church in Acts. But evaluating 

such an influence is more difficult. Mesters (1991: 105) notes the way that 

many of the poorest people were leaving the base communities and moving 

to Pentecostal churches. Here, he says, the bible is read `in isolation, out of 
the context of the community's106 faith and the service of the people', where 
it becomes `ambivalent and can be manipulated fairly easily'. Presumably he 

is referring to the power of closed, fundamentalist congregations and 
individual pastors to manipulate the uneducated and vulnerable. But there 

may be a similar danger within base communities, which could be just as 

` °° Mester seems to be referring here to the base communities of the Catholic church. 
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manipulative, but with a different emphasis. Releasing interpretation to the 

local congregation in this way is not without its drawbacks. The crucial 

question is how the community can prevent its interpretations from 

becoming self-serving reinforcements of its own norms. 

The influence of community on interpretation in this study 

If we take Fish's original definition of interpretative community, as those 

who share the same interpretative strategy, there is little prospect of using 

church congregations to test his ideas. The notion of community is 

redundant (what matters is strategy), so congregations are only seen as 
interpretative communities if all members happen to share the same 
interpretations. However, if we posit that congregations, as social 

communities which might shape the interpretative strategies of their 

members, then the social community of the congregation might contain one 

or more interpretative communities (sensu Fish). The range of strategies in a 

social community might depend on how tightly the tradition controls what is 

acceptable and the strategies used by an individual might depend on the 

traditions to which they have been exposed. 

It was difficult in my study to test individual congregations as social 
communities because I failed to get all the members of any one 

congregation to complete a questionnaire. So i could not be sure if the 

strategies I observed represented the full range and frequency of strategies 
in the congregation as a whole. What was clear was that certain 
interpretative strategies (especially the degree of literalism) were associated 

with congregations belonging to particular traditions. Tradition was a strong 

predictor of literalism: Evangelical churches had the highest literalism scores 

and Anglo-catholic the lowest, and the widest range of literalism scores was 
in a Broad church congregation. This gave some support for the idea that 

community may be shaping individual interpretative strategies, but these 

results were not as clear-cut as they initially appeared. 

When other factors such as individual differences in attitudes, education 
level and age were included in the analysis, tradition was less important. If 

there was an effect of belonging to a congregation that was independent of 
individual attitudes, it was hard to identify. There was a slight independent 

effect of congregation as a factor on biblical literalism when other variables 
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were allowed for, but this was not so for literalism as applied to the test 

passage, nor to horizon separation. Furthermore, there was no clear 

evidence that people who interpreted differently from the norm of their 

congregation felt more marginalized than those who did not. 

The evidence from those who had changed church tradition was also 

equivocal, and could be interpreted in several ways. The fact that those who 

moved had scores that lay between their previous tradition and the average 
for their present tradition suggests that the new community had failed to 

completely change an individual's strategies. Was this because individuals 

act independently of their congregation, or because previous experience of 

a community continues to exert influence after a person leaves? If the latter 

was true, it must have been because communities shape general attitudes 

and beliefs and these are partly responsible for shaping interpretation. 

Either way, this is evidence of partial, weak effects of community 

membership, rather than an all-embracing and overriding influence. If we 
take congregations as communities, individuals are certainly capable of 
interpreting outside the community norm. So congregations are not 
identical with interpretative communities sensu Fish. 

These results were also supported by the low proportion of people who 
seemed to depend on others for help with interpreting the bible (see 
Chapter 7). Men were generally more independent than women, especially 
those with conservative views, as were those with high thinking or intuitive 

personality scores. In both sexes, less than half the sample trusted bishops, 

synods or theologians to decide on controversial issues of faith. just over 
half the sample agreed that it was better to interpret the bible in groups 
than alone, and nearly three quarters agreed that they relied on other 

people to help them interpret the bible. This suggests that, while people 
may use external sources to guide them, they are not necessarily going to 
agree with what they hear. Obviously, people may be influenced and be 

unaware of it, and more work needs to be done to examine this question. 

One area where predisposition may influence interpretation is the 

perception of miraculous healing. In my sample, the practice of healing 

prayer was not closely related to reported experience of supernatural 
healing. It seemed instead that underlying attitudes Influenced how people 
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prayed, what they prayed for and how they understood the results of such 
prayer. Evidence for or against supernatural healing may have had little 

influence on underlying attitudes because the attitudes themselves shaped 
the way evidence was interpreted. 

Fish might well agree with this, arguing that the 'evidence' is already 
interpreted when it is received. Thus two people witnessing the 'same' event 
might actually see two different things because they interpret it very 
differently. One may see the miraculous hand of God while another sees a 
lucky chance or clever con trick. Miracles are not just acts that create faith, 

they are acts viewed with the eyes of faith. just how much this was a 
community faith, rather than an individual faith was not clear and would 
require more detailed study. On the evidence I had, there was little to prove 
that the community (i. e. the congregation or tradition) directly influenced 

the way individuals interpreted possible acts of miraculous healing. One or 
two people I spoke to in open interviews said just the opposite: that they 
had been sceptical about the possibility of miraculous healing until they, or 
people they had seen, were suddenly healed. This is another area that would 
benefit from more detailed investigation. 

Overall, my results do little to support Fish's contention that community 

rules over text or individual reader. In the communities I studied, individual 

attitudes, personality type and educational experience seemed to be more 
directly affecting interpretative strategies than the community values of 
particular church traditions or congregations. Most individuals are free to 

choose where they worship, and they seem to congregate with others of like 

mind. Where they do disagree, or feel out of place, this is not obviously 

connected to differences in the way they interpret the bible. When they 

move tradition they may move toward the new community norm, but retain 

evidence of their previous tradition's interpretative strategy. 

These results are tentative, and such correlative studies are never going to 

unravel completely the causal relationships between individual attitudes and 

community values. They do, however, suggest that, in the Church of 
England at this time in its history, individual attitudes and beliefs may be 

more important that community values in determining how lay members 
interpret the bible. Church of England congregations may be looser 
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affiliations than the congregations of some other denominations, but it 

would be wrong to make easy assumptions about this. In a study of a 
Pentecostal congregation in America, Parker (1996: 185) found little evidence 
for individuals being overridden by the community when it came to decision- 

making. This finding, in a congregation that might be expected to exert 

more influence over individuals than in the Church of England, suggests that 

it may be unusual for local congregations to directly shape the way that 

individual members interpret the bible. 

Valuing the community in biblical interpretation 

A Christian community needs to both promote bible reading and to shape 
the way in which that reading affects individuals and community life. This 

implies a role in both generating and evaluating particular interpretations of 
the bible. I shall defer the issue of evaluation to the next chapter; in this 

section I shall explore what it might mean for congregations to encourage 

shared reading of scripture. I have stressed the value of allowing individuals 

to generate new meaning within the Christian community: how is this 

related to community functioning? 

if communities consistently police and reject `deviant' interpretations there 
is real danger that they will fail to recognize the prophetic, challenging voice 

of God. Fowl (1998) addresses this question in the second part of his 

chapter `Vigilant communities and virtuous readers. Here he draws on Luke 
11: 34-35, and especially the way that the term aitAouc can mean a 'single- 

mindedness'. The eye must be kept single minded or the whole body will be 

in darkness. This, he suggests is the starting point for communities: a 

single-minded focus on Jesus. This focus needs to be coupled with self- 

awareness by readers of their sinful nature, an awareness that will always 
introduce a `crucial element of provisionality' into interpretative practices. 
For some this might seem a capitulation to the indeterminate meaning of 
scripture, but Fowl sees it as a vigilance that enables the prophetic voice to 
be heard by the community. 

This self-awareness of sin is not for Fowl an introverted, individual piety, but 

rather grows out of the community practices of forgiveness, repentance and 
reconciliation. These are vital processes because they promote the change in 

individuals that can help them to become `virtuous' readers. Fowl uses 
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Donald Davidson's notion of `interpretative charity"07 to indicate the sort of 

virtue he sees as crucial for Christian Interpreters. This is centred on an 

ability to recognize and accept the worthiness and rationality of those with 

whom you may disagree: 
To be a charitable interpreter one must develop dispositions, habits and 
abilities which enable one to show how a sensible person could hold views 
with which one differs without being considered irrational. In other words, 
the charitable interpreter presumes that those who differ hold theirdiffering 
views for good reasons and tries to display what those reasons are or were. 
Fowl (1998: 91) 

Fowl usefully addresses the role of the community in real terms. By 

attending to areas such as repentance, forgiveness and especially tolerance, 
he highlights the need to allow the novel and challenging to enter into the 

community consciousness. The community functions to shape the attitudes 

of individuals, making them more charitable to the views of others while 

accepting the possible flaws in their own interpretations. This sets the tone 

of the interpretative community in terms of how much confidence it gives to 
its members to share insights with others. 

Valuing the community means recognizing that shared congregational 

activity can encourage ordinary readers to read the bible and produce their 

own interpretations. Many people rely on others to help them read and 
interpret the bible. Just over half my sample agreed that reading in groups 

was better than reading alone, and this contrasted with the low proportion 
that trusted the decisions of more distant parts of the institution such as 
bishops or synods. In the churches i sampled it appeared that membership 

of small groups promoted frequent bible reading (see Chapter 7), and this 

might be a key role of the community. 

Home or cell groups are an important part of some congregations, and 

could be the only places in which communal bible study generates new 
insights. It would be interesting to explore the dynamics of bible study 

groups in more detail and identify the factors that promote diversity, 

discussion and positive transformation. In my sample, individuals seemed 

able to interpret with or against others in their congregation, but filling out 

a confidential questionnaire is not the same as disagreeing publicly with 

other lay people or ministers. A high proportion of people admitted that 

'°' First published in 1974 and reprinted in Davidson (1984). 
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they sometimes disagreed with what they were taught, but this may never 
be expressed openly. An important sign of a healthy interpreting community 
is one that can both inspire creative bible reading and deal effectively with 

the tensions such reading will inevitably bring. 

As well as pointing to the positive role of home groups, my findings also 
implied that only a small minority of Church of England members belong to 

such groups. I have suggested that congregations in my sample had 

distinctive modes of biblical interpretation because they were collections of 

people who already shared similar basic attitudes to the bible. This might 
lead to the worst of both worlds with neither maverick individuals nor the 

majority subjecting their interpretation to any meaningful scrutiny: 

mavericks because they will not be listened to and others because their 

views are never likely to be challenged anyway. If this is the case, there is 

something to be said for increasing the role of the community in shaping 
biblical interpretation. A first step would be to promote membership of 

small bible study groups, and for the church at large to investigate the ways 
that such groups can enhance or stifle creative bible reading. 

This requires some attention as to how a small group relates to the wider 
faith community, which is a two-way process. How does the wider 
community guide and encourage smaller groups, and how do such groups 
share insights with the wider church? This will depend both on the degree 

and the nature of links between the small group of readers and the wider 
community of faith. The base communities that were the seedbeds for 
liberation theology were often quite small: the equivalent of home groups or 
small cell churches. Such small groups have the advantage of rooting 
interpretation in the real concerns of everyday people, but they can be 

isolated. In Latin America, the priest/theologians who set up these 

communities acted as a presence of the wider Christian community, 
bringing perspectives that may not otherwise have been visible to the local 

group. Through their interactions with the academy and wider church these 

priests brought the biblical interpretations of the base communities to the 
world-wide church. 

it is the task of those who lead cell groups or churches to bring to the group 
the knowledge and perspective of the wider church. Another source of such 
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information are bible study notes and guides, which are often used by 

individuals or groups-""' In this way the influence of community extends 
beyond the immediate congregation and links them to a wider 
`interpretative community'. it is crucial, therefore, that this influence is not 

overly prescriptive and that it allows the variability of the group and the 

action of the Holy Spirit to bring the text to life. This might mean 

occasionally challenging accepted norms as well as reinforcing them. If 

interpretative practice is controlled mainly by individual attitudes, a key role 

of the congregation is to enable those attitudes to be articulated, 

understood and evaluated. Diversity of personality or backgrounds within a 
church congregation might well promote this activity. Over half the people i 

sampled had some experience of churches from a different tradition, and 
this heterogeneity could give congregations a useful wider perspective when 
it comes to interpreting the bible. 

In conclusion, it seems that while church congregations might, in theory, 

stifle interpretative initiative by prescribing what is acceptable, the main 

problem in practice is that too many churchgoers are too isolated. Those 

not in small groups are less likely to read the bible frequently and are less 

likely to encounter the challenging or transforming Word of God. Communal 

reading does not guarantee such an encounter, but it does open the 

possibility that the natural diversity of temperament and experience within a 
group can generate exciting interactions with the biblical text. The 

interpretations produced by such reading need to be evaluated, and it is 
here that the Interaction of small group with wider congregation becomes 

important. Novel insight can soon produce conflicting interpretations and 
the creative input of group bible study must not prevent the congregation 

achieving a common mind when necessary. If the community has a role in 

encouraging diversity, it also has a role in balancing diversity with truth. It is 

to this subject that I turn next. 

'°" Around 47% of the 404 people in my sample said that they used bible study notes or 
commentaries. 
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CHAPTER 12: EVALUATING INTERPRETATIONS IN CHURCH AND ACADEMY 

Acknowledging diversity in church congregations 

I have shown empirically that lay people interpreting the bible are influenced 

by factors beyond the text itself, and that this might have some validity on 

theological grounds. Valuing the Holy Spirit, the individual and the 

community means accepting such factors as part of the process by which 
God communicates to his people. It does not follow that every interpretation 

is correct, or that life experiences cannot become reinforcements of sinful 

practices (Fowl 1998). It does imply that interpretations of the bible in 

churches could be novel or particular and this could be God addressing a 

group of people in intimate and personal ways. This intimacy is precious, 

and the life-blood of Christian faith: it needs to be guarded and nurtured. 
That requires a balance between allowing interpretations to flourish among 
lay people and enabling them to discern which of these are of God. 

An analogy might be a seedbed. The multiple factors that shape readers will 

combine with the text to generate various understandings when scripture is 

read or heard. These interpretations are like seeds sprouting in fertile soil; 

some are useful, others are weeds. In postmodern perspective the difference 
between these is purely subjective, and depends on the context. Poppies are 
cultivated in gardens but eliminated in cornfields. While this may be true to 

some extent, the church is a community that regards some ideas as 
fundamentally at odds with the nature of God revealed in Jesus Christ. Some 

plants are weeds wherever they grow. The question for the church is how to 

recognize weeds, and what to do with them. 

In the parable of the wheat field (Mt 13: 24-30), the owner leaves the weeds 
to grow alongside the wheat until the final harvest. While this parable is not 
about biblical interpretation, churches might, by analogy, allow any and 
every interpretation of scripture to rest alongside others another without 
trying to evaluate or discourage them. It is not uncommon in some church 
bible-study groups for everyone to share `what the reading means to them', 

and for these interpretations to remain unchallenged even if they seem to be 

at odds with the text or the basic Christian gospel. Although this solves the 
problem of having to find suitable criteria to judge readings (by avoiding it 

altogether), it is seriously at odds with the history and tradition of the 
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church community. From its earliest beginnings, the Christian community 
had to discern the validity of new ideas and decide if they were to become 

the norms of the faith (Johnson 1996: 109). 1 shall work on the premise that 
interpretations should be evaluated, and those considered erroneous should 
be discouraged. 

Whatever the criteria for judging readings, discernment can only be applied 
if different readings are allowed to flourish. Communities that oppress 
individualism and undermine the value of ordinary readers will generate only 
a limited range of readings that conform to the expectations of trained 

professional leaders. Where such leaders have different personalities, 

educational backgrounds and experiences from lay people they could easily 
suppress that which is valuable to their congregations. The relationship 
between clergy and lay people is often about power and influence, where 
specialist knowledge is easily privileged above the intuition of ordinary 

readers (Fee 1991, Lategan 1996). If `wrong' interpretations are rooted out 
too quickly or assiduously, and especially if this remains the prerogative of a 
powerful, theologically trained elite, there is a danger of stifling God's 

creative interaction with his people. The soil will yield little else but a sterile 
monoculture, which may not be a useful crop. 

This study has highlighted the diversity of interpretative practice that exists 
within a denomination and even within single congregations. Such diversity, 

while it may represent some sinful self-indulgence, encourages the active 
participation of lay people in interpreting the bible. This does not remove 
the need for discernment, but it recognizes the fact of diversity and values it 

as a sign of God's activity. In particular, the forces that shape a person's 

perspective of a text (e. g. their personality, education, age, attitudes to the 
bible and the Holy Spirit) can be accepted as valid ways in which the 

seedbed of scripture can produce a variety of seedlings, allowing the text to 
be a fertile source of inspiration generation after generation. 
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Evaluation of interpretations in church congregations 

The interpretations produced within congregations need to be assessed and 

evaluated. Discernment is not a straightforward activity Oohnson 1996, 

Parker 1996) and there is no simple key that is free from potential 

problems. The issue of what criteria the church should use to decide 

between readings is a huge subject, upon which a great deal has been 

written. 109 My particular focus has been to start from the opposite end from 

most writers: i. e. an empirical look at ordinary readers, rather than a 

theological look hermeneutics. So I shall confine myself to reflecting mainly 

on factors that arise from this study, rather than trying to enter the whole of 

the current debate. My particular focus has been to explore factors external 

to texts that influence their interpretation. Before dealing with the particular 

points I have studied, I shall locate them in the wider context of ideas on 

how churchgoers should decide between competing interpretations of the 

bible. 

Grogan (1997) explores whether the bible is hermeneutically self-sufficient, 

and in the course of his essay he evaluates the function of many of the 

factors that have been posited as ways of discerning correct interpretations 

of the bible: ` 

1. The bible's own interpretative principles. The roots of the phrase 

'scripture is its own interpreter' lie in the Reformer's desire to wrest 

evaluation of the text from the grip of the Church. The principle of `sola 

scriptura'implied that the literal meaning was accessible solely by reference 

to the text. This was coupled with the `analogy of faith', which assumed an 

underlying harmony of revelation, so that passages in the bible must be 

interpreted in the light of others on the same subject (Johnson 1990: 37). 

Grogan suggests that interpretative principles in the bible operate at both 

the grammatico-historical and theological levels. By the former he means the 
bible functions as any other literature: interpretation comes from the 

contexts in which words are used, both within the text and within the 

culture that produced the text. The theological interpretative principles refer 

I" Major works produced recently include: Fowl (1998), Goldingay (1994,1995), Vanhoozer 
(1998) and Watson (1994). 
110 i have included only those categories used by Grogan that i do not discuss elsewhere. in 
addition to those listed here, he discusses charismatic utterances, individual experience, 
general revelation, reason and biblical scholarship. 
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to the analogy of faith, or the hermeneutical circle, whereby obscure 

passages are interpreted in the light of the less obscure and/or the `great 

themes of Scripture' (p. 209). 

The phrase `scripture is its own interpreter' has become something of a 

shibboleth for those wishing to affirm the Protestant Evangelical position on 
the bible and who see in it a bulwark against the excesses of postmodern 
biblical criticism. Certainly the kinds of principles mentioned by Grogan and 

others are important elements in helping to discern meaning. But the phrase 
is not a panacea, and it has to be recognised that any `internal' 

hermeneutical rules in the bible are not explicit. "' The danger of pretending 
that interpreters need no external factors to decide between readings is that 

they become blind to their own particular assumptions and prejudices. 

2. Church tradition. Grogan seems to mean by this the historic creeds and 

especially the writings of the Patristic period. He points out that the 
Reformers greatly valued the contributions of the early church fathers and 
that, for centuries before the Reformation, scripture and tradition were not 
set over against each other. The modern stress of reader-response criticism 
takes seriously the context in which the bible is read, and an important part 
of that context must be the faith as traditionally understood. 

For local congregations, not normally steeped in writings of the early 

church, the main contact with tradition is going to be through the liturgy, 

which includes the recitation of the creeds. Those who do not read the bible 

themselves may be more conversant with the creeds than with the bible text 
itself. My study has suggested that familiarity is an important component in 

some aspects of interpretation. Furthermore, the biblical events most likely 

to be thought of as literally happening were those such as the virgin birth, 

that are linked to the creedal formulas. The interaction of creeds, liturgy and 
bible could be an important component for many lay people interpreting the 
bible, and warrants more study. 

3. The living teaching of the church. For most Church of England 

congregations the immediate focus of the church authority is their parish 
priest. In my pilot studies, everyone agreed that their minister helped them 

"' Grogan (p. 208) uses the analogy of a treasure chest without a key to describe the idea of 
the bible 'bereft of any hermeneutical principles'. If the bible is the only Interpreter of the 
bible, Grogan's analogy becomes more like a treasure chest with the key locked inside. 
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interpret the bible, so I did not include this question in the final survey. 

Local church leaders have a key role in interpreting the bible, and this seems 

to be so in other traditions (e. g. Ammerman 1987). More distant parts of the 

hierarchy (e. g. synods and bishops) may be less important in shaping 

interpretation, at least on key issues. Experience suggests that some 

ministers are more influential than others, and this begs the question of why 

this is, and what aspects of an individual enable them to have authority over 

their congregations. A key point to note is that assessing the teaching of the 

church at a local level is likely to involve weighing the individual messenger 

as well as the message. I return to this later. 

4. Philosophical concepts and systems. Grogan warns of the danger of 

allowing a particular philosophical standpoint such as existentialism to 

dominate the way the bible is interpreted. Fashions in biblical scholarship 

come and go, and they are often shaped by particular philosophical 

concerns (Thiselton 1980,1992). Lay people are probably less self- 

consciously aware of underlying philosophy, though they may be no less 

influenced by it if it is a widespread cultural phenomenon such as 

postmodernism. Fish (1989) and others argue that all reading is 

interpretation according to some philosophical position. Any prescription of 
how to evaluate biblical interpretations needs to be self-aware that it cannot 

operate outside some sort of philosophical framework. 

The factors outlined above, and others, form the complex web that is the 

context in which lay people encounter and interpret the bible. My study has 

examined particular aspects of this web, namely factors related to the Holy 

Spirit, the individual and the community and it is to these that I shall turn 

next. They are also categories discussed by Stephen Fowl in his book 

`Engaging Scripture, and I shall use this work as a starting point for my own 

reflection. Fowl posits three categories of interpretation: Determinate (which 

assumes the text has meaning(s) that can be determined), Anti-determinate 

(which refers mainly to deconstructive attempts to continually undermine 

meaning) and Underdetermined interpretation. The last is how Fowl 

describes his own attempts to remove textual meaning as the focus of 

attention in favour of `more precise accounts of our interpretative aims, 
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interests and practices'. ' 12 Instead of debating the content of scripture, Fowl 

believes that the church should ensure that factors external to the text itself 

are given due weight and consideration in order that scripture can guide, 
direct and challenge the people of God. I shall discuss my findings in 

relation to his suggestions about the roles of the Holy Spirit, individual 

character and Christian communities in discerning the `Word of God'. 

Validation by evidence of the work of the Holy Spirit 

To speak of the role of the Holy Spirit in validating interpretations is subtly, 
but importantly, different from any role in generating meaning. A number of 

people in my study felt that the Holy Spirit directly interpreted the bible to 

them, and there has been much discussion on whether the Spirit can 

generate meaning from the bible that is otherwise inaccessible (see Chapter 

10). But any claim that a particular interpretation came through the Holy 

Spirit still needs to be tested, and this means including other criteria. 

I suggest that testing must involve subjecting experience of the Spirit to our 

understanding of the text, and vice versa, always remembering that human 

experience of both text and Spirit is subject to delusion. This makes it 

unwise to accept interpretations or words of prophesy at face value without 

subjecting them to some sort of testing. Smith (1997) advocates a 
hermeneutic of trust; Paul urged the fledgling church to test everything (1 

Thess 5: 2 1). Fowl (1998) calls for interpretative communities to produce 

repentance, forgiveness and reconciliation as the context in which the text 
is read. 

One way of testing an interpretation might be to look for evidence that the 
Holy Spirit is at work in the life of the interpreter. Fowl draws on work by 

Siker (1994) and Johnson (1996) to suggest ways in which the work of the 
Holy Spirit might validate certain views or lifestyles, and by implication 

certain interpretations of the bible. All three authors address the issue of 

whether this sort of approach could change the traditional Christian 

prohibition on homosexuality. Fowl (1998: 119-127), drawing on the story of 
Acts 10-15, examines the notion that a valid criterion for judging whether 

112 Fowl (1998: 56); see also Fowl (1990), which draws heavily on ideas first put forward by 
Jeffery Stout (1982). 
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homosexuality might be acceptable to God is to look for evidence of the 

presence of the Holy Spirit in the lives of practicing homosexual Christians. 

just as Peter had to admit that the evidence of the Holy Spirit falling on 
Cornelius and his household showed that being a Gentile did not make 

someone unacceptable to God, so the Spirit working in gay people might 
indicate that the church should accept their lifestyle, even in the face of 

scriptural passages that suggest otherwise. 

Unlike Siker, Fowl does not in fact suggest that signs of the activity of the 

Holy Spirit in gay people automatically justifies their sexuality, but he does 

suggest that it might be a starting point that would open the possibility. He 

argues that any such acceptance can only start if there are friendships 

between heterosexuals and gays that allow discernment to take place. Fowl 

urges Christians to engage with one another in ways that enable judgements 

to be made about the possible operation of the Holy Spirit in each other's 
lives. 1' 

The application of such a criterion requires careful thought, and in particular 
it is necessary to be clear that evidence of a spiritual relationship with God 

does not justify everything that a person does or believes. This, I think, is 

where simply looking for evidence of the work of the Spirit in the lives of 
interpreters fails as a theological criterion for assessing interpretation. All 

people who demonstrate spiritual activity and maturity, or who show 

recognisably `fruitful' behaviour, are nonetheless sinful. No one is perfect, 

and God blesses our actions despite our sins and not because everything we 
do is right. In weighing the validity of homosexuality, it is important to 

recognize that in Western societies sexual behaviour is disproportionately 

important and sexual orientation has become a powerful and all-embracing 
label. This might lead to a blurring of perspective, so that every aspect of a 
gay person's life is assumed to stem from their sexuality. "" However, it is 

not inconceivable that heterosexuals who are sometimes foolish, greedy, 
selfish, disruptive and unloving can also be Spirit-filled at times. The latter 
does not justify the former. So finding evidence of the Spirit in the lives of 

113 This is another argument for the necessity of valuing the role of the community life of the 
church in biblical interpretation (see below for further discussion on this issue). 
"` I should add that this is not seen as a fault in some circles, and there are gay people who 
actively encourage this idea. 
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interpreters does not prove ipso facto that they always interpret the bible 

correctly or that every aspect of their lifestyle is acceptable to God. 

So general evidence of the Spirit at work in interpreters needs to be 

augmented by a more particular weighing of any given interpretation. 

Perhaps interpretations should be judged by the specific effect they have on 

the life of the reader(s) and their community. This then becomes not just a 

case of whether there are signs of spiritual gifting, but a more rounded look 

at the effect of a particular belief. The idea of weighing the result of an 
interpretation is related to the more general New Testament idea of `by their 
fruits you shall recognize them' (Mt 7: 20). "S Ethical criteria have long been 

suggested as appropriate ways of discerning truth in the church, 16 and have 

also been posited specifically as a way of deciding between right and wrong 
interpretations. A recently example comes from Kevin Vanhoozer: 

"what it means" is ultimately not a matter of theory only but of practice, not a 
matter of sheer knowledge but of wisdom... Those whose minds and visions 
have been shaped by the biblical story and by the other types of 
communicative action will develop a Christian habitus- a way of life that 
forms habits of the head, habits of the heart and habits of the hand. 
Vanhoozer (1998: 431, his italic) 

He goes on to specify four criteria for discerning the Spirit's activity in 

producing interpretations. The latter should (1) demonstrate faithfulness in 

extending the meaning of the text to new situations (2) encourage readers 
to show the fruits of the Spirit (3) edify the community and (4) embody the 

righteousness of God and contextualize Christ. The latter three in particular 

are about the morality of how interpretations are used, and this may be 

clear evidence of the Holy Spirit at work. These could well be the sorts of 
criteria the church needs to discriminate between various readings of 

scripture. It does not mean that the content of scripture is irrelevant, but 

might make room for interpretations that, while not justifiable in terms of a 
critical reading of the text, nonetheless lead to a positive and helpful 

transformation in the lives of ordinary readers. 

"s This idea surfaces several times in the Gospels (Mt 7: 16-20; 12: 33; Lk 3: 8-9; 6: 43-45) and 
the epistles (Rom 7: 4-6; Gal 5: 22-23; Eph 5: 8-9, Col 1: 10, Ja 3: 17). 
"'Jonathan Edwards (reprinted 1965), writing about the 1740 revival in Northampton, 
Massachusetts, examines ways in which people might recognize the genuine activity of the 
Holy Spirit. He bases his arguments on 1 John 4, and his 'positive' criteria are that the activity 
of the Spirit leads to (1) a positive affirmation of the incarnation of Christ, (2) a rejection of 
'worldly' things, (3) a high regard of truth as contained in scripture (4) a deeper awareness 
of truth and (5) manifest love for God and others. These criteria seem to be a mixture of 
beliefs, attitudes and actions. 
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Does an empirical approach have anything to add to this debate? Using 

signs of the Holy Spirit as some sort of guide to interpretation might seem 
dangerously subjective and irrational. Spiritual inspiration is not necessarily 

open to rational argument, and this might seem to put this whole area 
beyond the reach of any objectivity. However, an empirical approach to 

assessing the marks of the Holy Spirit might offer a useful way out of this 
difficulty. 

The argument made by Fowl, Vanhoozer and others hinges on recognizing 

the activity of the Holy Spirit in the lives of interpreters. This is an empirical 

question: evidence collected by observation must be weighed against agreed 

criteria. This means that the church needs to be practised and skilful in 

recognising the signs of the working of the Holy Spirit. Such signs are wider 
than the charismata of the Spirit, and perhaps more to do with the effect of 
the Spirit on moral behaviour. A questionnaire assessing 'charismatic 

activity' is clearly not the answer, but the crucial theoretical point is that 

such signs are not merely ideas or constructs; they are evidenced in 

particular behaviours displayed by individuals. It ought to be possible to 
help communities to recognize and evaluate such important behaviours and 
to distinguish them from other activities that may be less crucial evidence of 
the Holy Spirit at work. ' 17 In spiritual parlance this is 'discerning the Spirit' 

but it perhaps amounts to the same thing. Rather than relying solely on the 

whim of individual leaders in this matter, an empirical approach would look 

for ways of discerning that can be objectively assessed, replicated, learnt 

and taught. In this way, more people in a community can be meaningfully 
involved in deciding if a particular interpretation really does release the 
fruits of the Spirit. As I have already indicated, this will not automatically 

validate their interpretation, but it is part of the evidence that a community 

could draw on to make a decision. 

"' Perhaps this is what Paul is doing in 1 Cor 12-14, where he tries to show those who are 
enthralled by prophecy and tongues a'more excellent way' of assessing the activity of the 
Spirit: the way of love. 
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Validation by evidence of the character of interpreters 

Stephen Fowl extends his argument about judging biblical interpretations by 

looking at the character of interpreters. His biblical precedent is drawn from 

Galatians where, he suggests, Paul justifies his interpretation in chapters 

three and four by the appeals to his character that he makes in the opening 

chapters. Fowl draws on Hays (1989) and others to examine the way in 

which Paul uses the story of Abraham to counter his opponents and 

interpret the spiritual life of the Galatlan church. His interpretation was, 

argues Fowl, counter to any current conventions, so one of the reasons for 

Paul's autobiographical account early in the epistle Is to establish his 

credentials as an apostle and a faithful and wise Interpreter of the gospel. 

Fowl agrees with Hays that this appeal to character should be part of 

contemporary interpretative practice. He suggests that the issue of the 

character of the interpreter is most likely to be important where a counter- 

conventional interpretation is on offer, though he hints that it may apply in 

other cases as well: 
As with the Galatian congregations, contemporary Christians can expect 
these interpretations to be contested. Indeed, the "burden of proof" will 
always fall on those advocating counter-conventional interpretations. In such 
cases (as well as others) Christians may find that the character of those 
offering counter-conventional interpretations becomes as decisive for them 
as it was for the Galatians. Fowl (1998: 1 S4) 

Once again, Fowl suggests that forming friendships is important in allowing 

any assessment of character to take place. As with discerning the work of 

the Holy Spirit, discerning someone's character depends on how well they 

are known. 

Fowl is reticent about exactly what aspects of character might give someone 

an interpretative authority, and this points to a weakness in his argument. 

He talks of `christological density' (p. 159), by which he means the way in 

which Paul interprets his life in relation to the saving work of Christ. Such a 

witness will be an important part of what makes someone's character 

authoritative: 
Unless Christians can offer this sort of christological density to their 
judgements about the character of any particular interpreter, they will have 
good reason to be suspicious of that interpreter's counter-conventional 
interpretations. Fowl (1998: 159) 

What about wider aspects of character, and the role of personality? The 

relationship between character and personality is complex, especially if 

character is seen in terms that include `christological density'. The Myers- 
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Briggs personality model employed in this study uses the notion of 
`preferences' and consciously rules out any idea of personality being 

evaluated on ethical or moral grounds. Personality types are deliberately 

neutral in this respect, though practitioners do talk of functions that 

particular types could work on because they are not natural preferences. 

This study has suggested that personality type might influence the sorts of 

interpretations that people espouse: is there any sense in which different 

styles of interpretation can be evaluated against ethical criteria? Are sensing 

type interpretations any better or worse than intuitive ones? Might 

interpretations that stress feeling-type preoccupations be more appropriate 

in Christian circles than those that rely heavily on rational thought and 
logic? 

In nearly all cases this seems unlikely. Given that personality is part of the 

process that maintains a rich diversity in interpretative practice, it would be 

wrong to make a priori judgements about a person's interpretations based 

solely on their personality. Personality could possibly come into play in 

models whose underlying theory includes the possibility of 

psychopathology, "" but even here the biblical witness suggests that 

personality `disorder' might not rule out someone being a genuine 

instrument of God. How many of the prophets or apostles would have 

shown signs of personality disorder if given a battery of modern personality 

inventories? Personality may be a factor that creates variety in readings, but 

it is probably not a sensible tool for deciding the validity of interpretations. 

This does not mean that the notion of character is beyond any empirical 

evaluation. If the definition of character is expanded to include behaviours 

that are widely seen as constitutive of mature Christians, these could be 

recognized and measured. The sorts of characteristics that spring to mind 

are those mentioned in the Beatitudes, in 1 Cor 13 and as fruits of the Spirit 

in Gal 5. The New Testament is clear that certain types of character reflect 

the nature of the Kingdom of God, and it is not unreasonable to suggest 

that those demonstrating such traits might be most likely to perceive how 

"$ The Eysenck Personality Questionnaire measures neuroticism and psychoticism and 
extreme values on these scales can be associated with personality disorder (Eysenck & 
Eysenck 1975). 
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scripture should be interpreted in any given situation. As with signs of the 

activity of the Spirit, character traits should, theoretically, be open to 

evaluation by some objective means, so empirical approaches may have 

something to offer in this area. However, evaluations using the sort of 

personality testing I used in this study may not be appropriate. If the 

character of interpreters is ever to be used as a criterion for judging bible 

readings, positive character attributes will need to be more carefully 
defined. 

Validation by Christian congregations 

In a chapter entitled `Making stealing possible', Fowl (1998: 161-177) 

examines the functioning of Christian communities in the light of Paul's 

prohibition against stealing mentioned in Eph 4: 28. Fowl draws on the 

notion of `word-care' suggested by Lash (1987) and notes that stealing is 

mentioned in the context of speaking truthfully to one another (Eph 4: 25). 

This, he argues speaks of a closeness in the community that allowed the 

activities of members to be observed and scrutinized, and that linked word- 

care with attitudes to wealth (1998: 174). This principle can generalized, 

argues Fowl: 

... the sorts of very public verbal and rhetorical practices that one rightly 
associates with issues of scriptural interpretation are inextricably bound up 
with much more material, often privatised, practices (e. g. the getting and 
holding of wealth). Fowl (1998: 175) 

He notes that the privatisation of religion apparent in Christian communities 
in the United States, and by implication in other Western societies, mitigates 

against a common concern on ethical issues (he cites as examples care of 
the elderly, patterns of consumption and the use of contraception) and 

therefore against the communal use of scripture to shape Christian lives. 

The results of my study seem to support Fowl's contention in that I found 

little evidence of closely functioning interpretative communities in church 

congregations. More detailed work could be done on this, but I suspect that 

in many congregations (within or outside the Church of England), there is 

rarely any functional forum that allows the community to interpret scripture 

or to scrutinize one another's lives. In many cases, uniformity in outlook is 

the result of the private decisions of individuals to worship in congregations 

that suit their tastes, rather than a public consensus arrived at by dialogue 

and debate. While this can produce distinctive interpretative practice within 

traditions, it is not the same as communal interpretation of scripture. 
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Fowl does not link this quality of community with any criteria for judging 
between interpretations, but he does make links with his notion of `vigilant 

communities and virtuous readers'. In Christian communities, interpretation 

must take place in the context of recognized sinfulness, forgiveness and 

reconciliation (Fowl 1998: 62-96). Such qualities help to deal with what I 

perceive as the biggest danger in using congregations as arbiters in 

deciding between interpretations. All communities risk the danger of 
becoming inward looking, self-serving and self-selecting. The sort of 
intimacy and trust needed to allow shared discernment of difficult issues is 

often likely to lead to inner circles, cliques or isolated communities that are 

prone to twist scripture to their own ends. 

This is an accusation sometimes levelled at fundamentalist churches, but it 

could equally apply to any sort of tightly knit group. Lyons (1998) criticized 
Stibbe's (1995) reliance on the community to decide about prophetic words 
because he doubts that ordinary individuals can truly counter the powerful 

rhetoric and influence of charismatic leaders or the pressure to conform to 

community expectations. In defence, Stibbe maintains his stance and Indeed 

widens the concept of community to include `all those who have been 

baptized in the Spirit, going right back to the book of Acts (and even further 

back, to the charismatic history of ancient Israel)' (Stibbe 1998: 186). Such a 
move may in theory remove the parochialism of relying on local 

congregations, but has the danger of making `community' a theoretical 

entity that embraces only those who agree with a particular tradition. This 

may suit the needs of those writing to wider audiences, but risks losing the 

engagement of ordinary Christians in real congregations. 

Communal interpretation of scripture at the local level can increase 

creativity (as individuals feed off one another's ideas) and allow scripture to 
address relevant concerns. However, the positive benefits need to be 
balanced against the dangers of communities subverting scripture to their 

own ends. Can empirical observations aid congregations in their ability to 
interpret scripture together? There are several points at which the kind of 
information I have gathered in this study (or that could be collected by 

similar types of investigation) might be useful: 

231 



1. Analysis of community function might enable congregations to 

evaluate how well they discuss difficult or contentious issues. Such 

analysis could include the way that leadership operates (in theory and 
in practice), the community norms (expressed and implicit) and the 

way marginal opinion is heard or suppressed. 
2. Analysis of attitudes, personality types, education levels and age 

distributions could indicate the sorts of interpretations most likely to 

arise from a congregation. Reflection on this would enable clearer 

recognition of shared expectations and marginal voices. 
3. An audit of how and where a congregation encounters scripture 

would help them to identify the most appropriate ways of collectively 

reading and interpreting the bible. 

Many Church of England parishes have grown used to `mission audits' as a 
result of attempts to change practice during the Decade of Evangelism. 

Congregation members interested in making the bible a central tool in 
directing and inspiring their lives might find an empirical approach both 

stimulating and challenging. 

Biblical interpretation in the church: neither Fish nor Fowl 

What light, then, does this study throw on how local congregations should 

evaluate interpretations of the bible? An empirical study is, by its nature, 
descriptive rather than prescriptive. But a theological response demands 

more than mere observation. My interaction with the work of Stephen Fowl 
has raised doubts as to whether the action of the Holy Spirit, the character 

of individuals and the closeness of the community can by themselves 
discern right readings from wrong ones. These factors are certainly crucial 
in enabling congregations to engage creatively with the bible, and to allow 

novel and challenging meaning to arise from the sacred text. But on their 

own they concede too much to the postmodern idea that all truth is relative 

and that evaluating interpretative aims is a substitute for evaluating textual 

meaning. Thiselton (1992: 547) takes a similar view in critiquing an earlier 

essay by Fowl (1990), which seems to side with Stanley Fish and others in 

taking a wholly pragmatic view of textual meaning. Thiselton draws on the 

work of Wittgenstein to demonstrate that meaning is neither wholly internal 

to the text nor external to the community. 
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Clearly the aims and practices of the interpreters need to be recognised and 

evaluated, but biblical interpretation also depends on interaction with other 

external factors (such as church tradition and teaching) as well as the text 
itself. Fowl (1998: 60) recognizes this danger and stresses that his 

`underdetermined interpretation' involves an interaction between the 

content of the text and context in which it is interpreted: 

... 
for Christians at least, biblical interpretation will be the occasion of a 

complex interaction between the biblical text and the varieties of theological, 
moral, political and ecciesial concerns that are part of the day-to-day lives of 
Christians struggling to live faithfully before God in the contexts in which 
they find themselves. Fowl (1998: 60) 

This study has, in a limited way, examined some of the ways in which 

context can shape interpretation. Stanley Fish argues that interpretation is 

the context: there is no independent meaning within a text and the act of 

reading is enactment of community strategy on the written word. I have 

argued that the community should have a more high profile role in helping 

lay people to read and interpret the bible, but this is not the same as saying 

that all meaning is socially conditioned. Insofar as interpretation in the 

church should be neither wholly socially pragmatic nor underdetermined, it 

should be neither Fish nor Fowl. 

The church should not shy away from the empirical evidence that it is not 
just the content of scripture that determines how it is understood by lay 

people. Neither should it capitulate entirely to those who make the content 

almost irrelevant. I would advocate the cheerful recognition that God moves 
in mysterious ways, and that he is capable of using our personalities, 

experiences and predispositions to good effect. The Church of England 

relies heavily on its relationship with scholarship past and present to 

provide the yardstick by which its scriptures are interpreted. Careful 

application of scholarship that points to influences beyond the text may 

enable the non-scholarly voice to be heard more forcefully, but this requires 
a clear recognition of the distinction between church and academy. It is this 

question that I address in the final section of this chapter. 
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Biblical interpretation in the church and the academy 

Part of my motivation for doing this study was recognition of the gulf 
between the understanding of biblical interpretation in academic circles 
(secular and confessional) and among ordinary readers in churches. Insofar 

as I examined biblical interpretation in churches, the results might throw 
light on some key differences in interpretation In the two contexts. This was 

not a conscious aim of the study (which would have required parallel studies 
in church and academy) so my conclusions on this matter are necessarily 
limited. Nonetheless, one area that does touch upon the issue was the 

strong relationship I found between attitudes or interpretative practice and 
levels of education. Higher levels of education imply greater exposure to the 

ethos and worldview of universities, and some graduates in my sample 

reflected the sorts of attitudes and interpretative choices associated with 
secular academic study of the bible. Does the academic study of the bible 

have anything to teach ordinary readers? What is the nature of the gulf 
between these two worlds of discourse and should it be bridged? 

It is often stated that a key difference between church and academy is the 

aim of reading the bible (e. g. Morgan 1988). But these alms are not easy to 

pin down because they are so varied in both arenas. In the church, scripture 
is read: 'with a view to knowledge of God' (Morgan 1988: 15), to `Inform us 
about the Triune God, his relationship to us, and the doing of his will' 
(Donfried 1996: 25); to `live to the glory of God' (Peterson 1997: 9) and `to 
live and worship faithfully before the triune God In ways that bring 

[Christians] into ever deeper communion with God and with others' (Fowl 

1998: 3). These general definitions, culled from a variety of Christian 
interpreters, are linked by a common theme: the aim of interpretation in the 

church is to understand God and apply that knowledge to life. 

The aims of interpretation in the academy are even more difficult to define 

succinctly, as evidenced by the wide variety of approaches summarized in 

my introduction. The loss of the monopoly of historical criticism means that 

Stendahl's famous distinction between what the text meant and what it 
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means'19 is no longer helpful in this regard. The idea that the academic task 

is purely the descriptive historical task has long been augmented by a 

plethora of methods that are sometimes self-consciously local, personal and 

rooted in the contemporary horizon. In general, it could be argued that 

secular biblical scholars tend not to apply their findings to the contemporary 

church, but the academic discourse of biblical studies is by no means 

exclusively secular. The case for `confessional' theological interpretation of 

the bible in secular universities has been strongly made (Watson 1994) and 

equally strongly rejected (Davies 1995). Whatever the merits of either case, 

it remains a fact that there are many Christian scholars who try to better 

understand God and apply that knowledge to Christian discipleship. It may 
be true that secular biblical scholars are not interested in applying their 

knowledge to how they live, but such limited aims do not hold across the 

whole enterprise of academic biblical interpretation. 

If there is some overlap in aims, are the two worlds of discourse different in 

other respects? I think a major difference is not just the particular methods 

used, nor the distinctive aims of secular and confessional approaches, but 

rather the fundamental epistemology that expresses itself in each discourse. 

Despite the onslaught of postmodernity, academic discourse is 

overwhelming rational and based on the notion of verifiable evidence. 120 This 

shapes the way that papers and books are written and lecturers delivered. In 

some cases the genre of the discourse is powerfully enforced: this thesis is a 

case in point with its obligatory citations and footnotes. Assertions that are 

made need to be supported by empirical evidence or reference to other 

peer-reviewed work. 

This mode of discourse is often alien to lay people in churches. The beliefs 

that individuals held about the bible and God in my survey were not always 

rational or logically consistent (see Chapter 3). Critical study of the bible 

tends to use some sort of rationality as a yardstick against which to test 

"' Stendahl (1962). 
'z° Within academic biblical interpretation, the attempt to move away from solely rational 
criteria in assessing textual readings has led to a growing emphasis on the ethics of reading 
(e. g. Fowl 1990, Fowl &Jones 1991, Patte 1995, Sundberg 2000, Watson 1993). This has 
largely focussed on whether certain approaches to reading might be considered unethical, 
even if they can be justified on rational grounds. Even in this field, arguments are still judged 
by their rational coherence. 
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interpretations. Is this a relevant or necessary criterion for ordinary bible 

readers in churches? 

This, of course, is a central thrust in the postmodern critique of historical 

criticism. But does a rejection of modernity imply a return to a pre-critical 

stance or a broader based, but still critical, way of evaluating texts? Cargal 
(1993) suggests the latter, and most academic biblical Interpreters would 

probably agree. A broader approach places rationality within the general 
area of discernment, a concept that covers decision making in general, and 
has been investigated theologically and empirically in church circles. 12' 
Applied to hermeneutics, it embraces the whole process of weighing 
interpretations to decide which should be accepted as God speaking 
through his Spirit to his people. What might it mean to base judgements on 
criteria other than critical ones? 

Stibbe (1998) draws on the writings of Jonathan Edwards, whom he calls 
`the great theologian of the heart'. He argues that charismatic hermeneutics 

are `emotional', in that they engage the heart as well as the head. Although 
Lyons (1998) sees in this a dangerous whiff of anti-intellectualism, Stibbe is 

aware of the need to hold the affections in check with the rational mind: 
what he refers to as `emotional intelligence'. This need to test `spiritual' 

readings of scripture against the rational mind is also mentioned by other 
writers: Stronstad (1992) points out that rationality must figure In any 
hermeneutical method because humans are rational beings made in the 
image of a rational God. Cargal (1993: 177) relates this debate to the 

postmodern attempt to remove the hegemony of reason. This, he argues, is 

not a rejection of rationality altogether, but 'while critical methods can tell 

us some important things about the text... they cannot tell us everything 
that is meaningful about the text'. He urges Pentecostals not to remain pre- 
critical, but to move to a post-critical position that recognizes both the 

strengths and weaknesses of rational approaches to the bible. 

12' Lonsdale (1992) examines discernment from a Catholic perspective, drawing on examples 
from the life of Ignatius. Parker (1996) investigated decision making among Pentecostals in 
his own congregation, and drew on the work of Freud, Tillich and others to develop practical 
suggestions about spiritual discernment. Johnson (1996) uses decision making in Acts as a 
model to discuss discernment in the church today. 
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But the relationship of the intuitive to the rational is not so easily reconciled, 

and this remains a difficult issue. On the one hand are those who believe 

that the church has aligned itself too closely with the Enlightenment 

`idolatry of reason' and forgotten that not everything about God makes 

rational sense. On the other are those who believe that to abandon 

rationality leaves no final arbiter of truth. 122 In many ways the debate echoes 

the wider debate between modernity and postmodernity, and there is no 

clear winner in sight. Compromise may sound like the best solution, but it 

does not necessarily bear close scrutiny. To say that interpretations 

stemming from a general sense or intuition must always be tested against 

rational criteria is, in effect, to let human minds rule. But if some `irrational' 

interpretations are allowed to bypass critical evaluation, why not all of them? 

Interpretations of the bible among ordinary readers are not always 

constrained by rational argument. The bible is part of a wider matrix of 

belief, experience and habit that constitutes a person's relationship with 

God. Rationality as understood in academic circles is not always necessary 
for this matrix to cohere and function. So bible reading can lead to 

interpretations and responses that would find no place among even the 

most postmodern of scholars. 123 When those trained and disciplined by the 

academy encounter such practices their instincts are to correct this abuse 

and expose it for its illogicality, irrationality and subjectivism. This is a 

perfectly valid criticism from an academy-centered world, but It carries no 

weight if God actually uses scripture in this way to achieve his ends. This 

may make no sense to those for whom the notion of divine action in 

ordinary lives is ridiculous, but many Christians accept this as perfectly 

reasonable. '24 On this view, the bible is servant of a sovereign God who is 

able to work his purposes through it in whatever way he chooses, even if 

those ways do not always make sense to some human minds. 

'Z2 See discussions in Brubaker (1997), Cargal (1993), Ervin (1985), Fuller (1978), Menzies 
(1994) and Stronstad (1992). 
123 I was once at a church bible study where a young woman was in turmoil about whether or 
not she should go to Cyprus to meet up with a friend. She opened the bible at Isaiah 23: 12, 
which includes the injunction 'Up, cross over to Cyprus'. Her mind was made up at that 
moment and she eventually went, oblivious of the context of the passage, Its original 
meaning, and even the fact that the verse continues'even there you will find no rest'I For her, 
God had spoken and her job was to obey. Although many churchgoers would deplore this use 
of the bible, it is probably not that unusual is some form or another. 
'_` In my sample, for example, 65% agreed that God might intervene to change the natural 
laws of the universe. 
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Some people interpret the whole bible literally, even if that means accepting 

as history events that cannot be explained rationally. In my study, high 

levels of literalism were associated both with low exposure to education and 

membership of Evangelical churches. This implied two different kinds of 
literal belief: one based on lack of exposure to the academy and the other 

which was driven by underlying beliefs about the nature of the bible and the 

sovereignty of God. There were a number of science graduates in the 
Evangelical churches I sampled whose understanding of the bible seemed to 

override any secularizing effect of academic training. It would be interesting 

to investigate the clash of worldviews In more detail, but I suspect some of 
these people would have a coherent and rational explanation that makes 
empirical reasoning subservient to a sovereign God. Others may have been 
largely unaware of the problem and simply taken the bible at face value in 

what the academy terms a `pre-critical' stance. "' The clash of these 

worldviews sometimes becomes apparent when, for example, those who 
have recognized standing as lay people in their church are sent to train for 

ministry in institutions largely committed to academic excellence. 126 

The idea that knowledge or relationship with God may be inaccessible via 
human reasoning is most clearly stated in 1 Cor 1: 18-31. This is not the 

place to explore what Paul might have meant by divine and human wisdom 
(vo4na) or folly (pwpta); but if truth about God is sometimes inaccessible 

through human rationality and reason, It suggests that the sort of criteria 
used to give biblical interpretation respectability in academic circles may not 
always be appropriate within the church. That is not to say the two worlds 
are entirely separate, and indeed there is clearly a great deal of overlap, but 

perhaps It is time for each world of discourse to recognize when they on 

125 The use of 'pre-critical' and 'post-critical' locates the critical at the centre and is, of course, 
an academic way of viewing the world. Pre-critical thinking is not necessarily a precursor to 
critical thinking: it has existed independently of critical thinking, both historically and in the 
lives of individuals. 
'x Hey (2001) mentions this in reviewing the history of Pentecostal hermeneutics. Within the 
Church of England there is often debate about the extent to which ministerial candidates 
should be selected according to academic ability. A recent report from the Archbishop's 
Council (2001) recognizes this, but sides with the notion that clergy should copy other 
professions that require proof of academic ability. 'The ordained are primarily disciples of 
Jesus Christ and ministers of the Church. At the same time, however, within our society they 
are seen as professional people, figures of authority in the community. Most professions 
stipulate a minimum level of achievement, in academic or professional terms, as a condition 
of entry into the profession... it appears anomalous that the clergy are not required to reach a 
common standard or to be graduates in the subject in which they will be practitioners. ' 
(section 2.19) 
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foreign soil. The bipolar model I proposed in Chapter 1 could be modified 
and applied to beliefs and epistemology (Figure 12.1): the horizontal axis 
being the extent of Christian belief, the vertical being the extent of 

academic epistemology applied to biblical interpretation. The two worlds of 

discourse overlap, but not entirely: there are church people who lie outside 

the academic discourse and academics who have no Christian faith. ' 27 

Figure 12.1 Bipolar model of Christian belief (horizontal) and epistemology 
(vertical) in the church (ID and academy (ý. (NB This model gives no clue as to 
the numbers of people in each quadrant. ) 

Lay 

Secula Confessing 

This way of viewing the two arenas requires a revision of the simple notion 

of etic and emic discourse (see Chapter 1). Both the church and the academy 
have etic and emic discourse taking place simultaneously within them and it 

is not always easy to distinguish between them. Thus in the church, there 

are people operating solely with the sort of rational, objective epistemology 

that is normally associated with secular academic departments. They may be 

very much part of the church community, and it is debatable whether their 

way of operating is truly etic in this context. Similarly, staff at theological 

"'What is, perhaps sobering for both disciplines is the empty quadrant of those who are part 
of neither discourse, and who probably represent the majority of people. Both worlds seek to 
reach such people: the academic by widening the availability of education, the church by 
missionary and evangelistic activity. 
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colleges may be deeply rooted in the academic community, but may still 
hold to an understanding of knowledge that places human rationality in a 
secondary position to other forms of knowledge. Some who span both 

worlds of discourse may find it difficult to know where they belong, and how 

to react in each context, but others will see themselves as insiders in both 

communities. 

The Old Testament treatment of aliens and strangers may have something 
to say in this regard. Israel was urged to treat outsiders with great courtesy, 
respect and care'28; but outsiders were also expected to abide by the rules of 
the land in which they found themselves129. If the church is to `plunder' the 
results of academic study of the bible where it sees fit, as Stephen Fowl 

suggests, it needs to be respectful of the assumptions and conditions under 
which that study is conducted. There is no point in complaining if academic 
study has no room for the inspiration and direction of the Holy Spirit, 

especially if that imparts interpretations of texts that are not open to 
rational understanding. Conversely, neither can academics deride those in 

church people who have either not had exposure to academic training, or 
who have, but choose to interpret within a different understanding of reason 
and logic. I am not (contra Davis 1995) advocating the separation of the two 
worlds of discourse: there is too much overlap to allow this, even it is was a 
good idea. The church without the influence of the academic world will find 
it hard to let the bible to speak to those nurtured and influenced by that 
world. Furthermore, a church that professes to worship the creator of the 

universe cannot logically accept the idea that any realm of discourse is 
beyond the Influence of God and therefore a legitimate `no-go area'. By the 
same token, for the academic world to exclude a confessional stance as a 
legitimate part of its activities is to privilege the secular in a way that 

contradicts its claims to universality and open debate (Watson 1994: 7-8). 

But a high degree of overlap should not disguise the fact that the church is a 

much broader institution in terms of the epistemology of its members, and 
the academy is a much broader world in terms of Christian belief. Each 

'2 The injunctions in the Torah (e. g. Ex 22: 21,23: 9; Lev 19: 10; 19: 33-34; Dt 24: 17-22) are 
echoed by the prohets (e. g. Jer 22: 3; Ezk 22: 29; Zech 7: 10; Mal 3: 5). 
"' Ex 12: 19; 20: 10; 23: 12; Lev 16: 9; 17: 12; 18: 26; 24: 22; Num 15: 14-16. An exception 
seems to be the celebration of Passover, which was confined to those aliens who were willing 
to be circumcised (Ex 12: 48-49). 
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should bear this in mind and not pretend that only those at one end of the 

scale represent the `true' membership of the institution. 

Are the two ways of discourse so different that the gap between them 

cannot be bridged? Morgan (1988) argues that they are fundamentally 

different, but they can be linked by the study of religion. This allows secular 

study of confessional belief so that those who hold that belief can benefit 

from the observations of outsiders. Clines (1997) has a similar view, but 

suggests secular study of the history of interpretation as the bridge. 

Thiselton (1992: 4-8) believes that issues raised by hermeneutical theory 

actually link biblical interpretation in the university and in the church 
because they share similar debates. His link is via the concerns of pastoral 

theology. Dunn (2002) is optimistic about the extent to which academic 

scholarship can help ordinary church people. His approach, though entirely 

reasonable from the standpoint of confessing scholars, gives scholarship 

the role of policing lay biblical interpretation. Dunn is perhaps rather naive 

about the difficulties of preventing a complete takeover by the scholarly 

worldview: there are problems of deciding which scholarship is useful and 

which should be discarded, 130 and a tendency to rule out altogether some 

approaches to the bible. 13' 

Fowl (1998: 179-90) is less convinced about any link, but is happy to use the 

results of academic study on an ad hoc basis, wherever it is of benefit to the 

church. He believes that few church people need the skills relevant to the 

academy, but the church can usefully learn from the way that scholars are 

trained to their task of practical reasoning. The church should invest as 

much time and effort in producing its own practitioners of the sort of skills 

that are best suited to biblical interpretation in the Christian community. 

130 Dunn's solution 'The answer to threatening scholarship is not to denounce all scholarship, 
but to consult better scholarship' (p. 112) simply pushes the problem back to another level 
and exposes why lay people find it difficult to interact with the academy. If lay people can 
just try on scholarship until they find answers that fit, scholarship is simply reinforcing 
beliefs already gained elsewhere. 
131 Almost inevitably Dunn sees scholarship as rescuing lay people from the 'dangerous 
tendencies of fundamentalism' (p. 1 15). Fundamentalists and many Evangelicals might say 
that scholarship has been totally unable to save the church from the dangerous tendencies of 
liberalism. 
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Empirical theology has some value as a possible way of bringing the two 

worlds of discourse together, but mainly for the academy. As in this study, 

the behaviours, attitudes and beliefs that are shaped and nurtured by faith 

can be studied in an objective manner. Assertions can be tested, placing 

relationships between observable and quantifiable entities on a firmer 

footing. This allows rational assessment of what might sometimes be 

irrational phenomena, but it is limited to the extent that such things can be 

observed and measured. It is extremely difficult and painstaking work to 

develop instruments that are reliable and valid. Having done this work, there 

is still need to assess it theologically, which often means taking on the 

criteria of the academy once again. 

This enterprise may make the academy feel more comfortable with the 

church discourse, but it should not expect too much in return from ordinary 

churchgoers. As I have shared the results of my study in churches there 

have always been some who find the whole notion completely ridiculous. 
Questionnaires are treated with deep suspicion, and many deride any 

suggestion that people's attitudes, beliefs and personalities can be 

measured in any way. Such people don't complete questionnaires and don't 

like being interviewed, so they remain beyond the reach of the academy. if 

the church cannot penetrate to every corner of the academy, neither can the 

academy comprehend the whole of the church: a salutary reminder that 

Enlightenment reasoning is a way of looking at reality, not the whole of 

reality. 

My study has shown that, at least within the Church of England, there is a 

wide range of both beliefs about the bible and levels of education. The 

church can learn from this by recognising especially that academic 

approaches to the bible can be of great help to some churchgoers, but these 

should not usurp other approaches that carry equal importance. 

Interpretations need not always be judged on purely rational criteria, but 

empirical, objective observation might help the church to assess these 

criteria and avoid some of the problems of subjective individualism. 
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APPENDIX 1: DEVELOPMENT OF THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

This appendix summarizes the stages in the development of the 

questionnaire. The aim is to show in outline the gradual development and 

refining of the constructs used to create Likert scales and other quantitative 

measurements used in the final analysis. At each stage, variables were 

added if they seemed to be relevant to how lay people interpreted the bible 

and removed if statistical analysis suggested they were irrelevant or could 

not be accurately quantified. 

Initial interviews 

To ensure that the questionnaire related to the concerns and attitudes of lay 

people, I conducted 26 open-ended interviews from January 1995 to January 

1996 of people from churches in and around Northampton (see Table A1.2). 

The churches represented a range of traditions and included two eclectic 
churches in Northampton and two parish churches in smaller towns in the 
county. I selected subjects in the Evangelical church where I was the curate; 

otherwise they were selected from a list of names supplied by the 
incumbent of the churches sampled. There was no attempt to randomize or 
stratify the sample, the main concern being to find subjects from a variety of 
churches that were willing to be interviewed. 

Interviews lasted 1-1%2 hours and were conducted in people's homes. In all 
but a few cases, subjects were willing to have the interview taped, though 

notes were also taken because the quality of recording was rather varied. 
Interviews were structured, though subjects were encouraged to talk freely 

and expand topics as they wished. Subjects were asked to read a gospel 
healing story from a sheet and to talk about what they had read. The 
interviewer also asked questions in particular areas relating to historicity, 
interpretation and application. 

Several stories were used (Table Al . 1), but usually only one was given to 

each subject, and never more than two. The text was taken from the New 
Revised Standard version, but with all book, chapter and verse markings 
removed. 
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Table A1.1. Gospel passages used during initial interviews. 
Source Subject 
Mark 5: 1-17 Jesus heals Legion of possession by evil spirits. 
Mark 5: 24-34 A woman with internal bleeding touches Jesus' cloak. 
Mark 7: 31-37 Jesus heals a deaf man by placing his fingers in the man's ears. 
Mark 9: 14-29 Jesus heals a boy possessed by an evil spirit. 
Luke 7: 11-17 Jesus raises a man from the dead at Nain. 

In addition, interviewees were presented with a variety of biblical events, 
from Old and New Testaments and asked if they believed they had 

happened or not. They were then asked to talk about the following areas: 
1. Miraculous healing today. 
2. Their personal experience of healing. 
3. Their understanding of the bible. 
4. Their contact with the bible. 
5. Other important sources of information about God. 
6. General religious beliefs. 
7. Personal details such as age, education and involvement with their 

church. 

The taped interviews were not transcribed in full, but tapes were used to 

augment notes, summarize replies and highlight responses that seemed 

particularly interesting. The data were not subject to any detailed 

quantitative or qualitative analysis: the intention was more to help select the 

sorts of variables that would be examined, the stories that were used and 
the phrasing of particular questions. 

Results 

Table A1.2. Churches sampled during initial interviews 1995-1996. 
Church Tradition Men Women Averag e age 
Northampton 1 Evangelical 4 7 44 
Northampton 2 Anglo-catholic 3 2 52 
County 1 Anglo-catholic 1 3 44 
County 2 Broad church 2 4 51 
ALL 10 16 47 

Of 26 Interviews, 16 (62%) were with women, a figure that was probably near 
to, or slightly below, the proportion in the four congregations as a whole. 

The age range was 35-73 (mean (z) = 47), which covered the main age range 

over the four churches, but was probably biased downwards in all but the 

Evangelical church. Although this was not a randomly chosen sample, it 

covered a broad range of people from churches that spanned a wide range 

of traditions within the Church of England. 
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Conclusions 

1. There was a high level of interest in the bible and its interpretation. All 

subjects talked freely, and a large proportion expressed gratitude that they 

were allowed to do so. Admittedly, this was not a random sample, and was 

pre-selected to some degree, either because incumbents might have 

suggested only names of people likely to be interested or because 

uninterested people refused to take part. In fact, only one person I 

approached refused to be interviewed, and that was not due to lack of 
interest in the subject. A few people that were interviewed indicated that 

some of the areas covered, such as miracles, had been a difficult issue in 

their understanding of faith that they had not been able to explore freely. 

People varied in their focus on the bible story, some engaging with the 

events of the story, others making direct comparison with their own 
horizon. Rather few people talked about the writer and his horizon, unless 

prompted to do so. 

2. Although the issue of historicity was important, there was little thought 

given to how exactly healing might have happened, if it did. Belief in the 

power of Jesus was sometimes strongly felt, but vaguely understood. Even 

people who did not accept that miraculous healing happens today could be 

adamant that Jesus performed miracles. 

3. Beliefs about healing were varied, as was experience of miraculous 
healing. The two were not necessarily related, and the most noticeable 
differences were between churches of different traditions. Education seemed 
to have some influence, though it was hard to disentangle this from church 
tradition because the subjects from the Anglo-catholic church were mostly 

graduates or postgraduates. 

4. The most productive bible stories were the healing of the boy (Mk 7: 14- 
29), the raising of the widow of Nain's son (Lk 7: 11-17) and the healing of 
the woman who touched Jesus' cloak (Mk 5: 24-34). These three were 
included in the first set of questionnaires. 
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The first questionnaire pilot 

The first draft of the questionnaire was produced in March 1996 and tested 
in eight churches between March and July 1996. The churches included the 
four from which the initial sample of interviews were drawn, as well as four 

other churches from Salisbury, Walsall, Sheffield and Northamptonshire. The 
former three were churches where I had contacts willing to distribute 

questionnaires. The questionnaire was produced on A4 sheets and divided 

into different-coloured parts. Some parts were identical in all questionnaires; 

others came in different versions, assigned randomly between respondents. 
This enabled me to sample a large number of items, without making any 
one questionnaire too long. 

Table A 1.3. Outline of the first pilot questionnaire. 
Part Subject area Contents 

1 Beliefs and attitudes about 76 Likert132 questions with a 5-scale response 
the bible, Christian faith and (plus an extra column for'Don't understand'). 
the church Two versions. 

1b Historicity of biblical events 21 Likert questions 

2A bible story to read Three versions using either: 
Mk 9: 14-29, Lk 7: 11-17 or Mk 5: 24-34 
An open response question to the passage 
followed by multiple choice and Likert questions 
that varied slightly depending on the story. 

3 The respondent, their One version for all respondents. Multiple-choice 
church and their experience questions, some allowing more than one 
of bible reading and healing. answer. 

142 questionnaires were sent out, and 84 (59%) were returned (Table A1.4). 
Churches were classed as `Anglo-catholic' (three churches, ), `Broad church' 
(three churches) or 'Evangelical' (two churches). Of the returns, 52 (62%) 

were from women. Age was recorded to the nearest decade. The overall 

median age was 55, but it was lower for the Evangelical churches and higher 

for the Broad churches. These age differences almost certainly reflected 
differences in the average age of the congregations sampled. 

132 Likert questions consisted of a short statement to which subjects could respond: 'Strongly 
agree', 'Agree', 'Not certain', 'Disagree' or 'Strongly disagree'. This gave a possible score of 
1-5 for each item, and the score of each item in a scale was summed to give the scale score. 
Items were 'directional' because they could indicate a positive or negative position on the 
same attitude (e. g. 'I have never found the bible to be wrong about anything. ' and 'The bible 
contains some errors. '). The direction indicated whether a'Strongly agree' response should 
be scored 1 or S. 
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arme H 1.4.. umma o re ues ro m cnurcnes in we rirsr p itor sruay. 

Number Number Replies from: Return Median 
of of Qs 

Tradition: churches sent men women all rate age 
Anglo- 3 42 7 12 19 45% 55 

catholic 
Broad 

church 
3 44 8 17 25 57% 65 

Evangelical 2 56 17 23 40 71% 45 
All 

traditions 
8 142 32 52 84 59% 55 

Results 

The Likert questions were analysed for their suitability for inclusion in 

attitude scales. Items were rejected if there were more than ten `Don't 

understand' responses, or if there were no responses at one end of the scale 
(which implied the response was `saturated' with nearly everyone agreeing 

or disagreeing with the statement). Suitable items were then Included in a 
factor analysis to investigate their grouping into attitude scales (McKennell 

1970), followed by a reliability analysis using Cronbach's alpha as a test 

statistic (Cronbach 1951, Oppenheim 1992)133. This analysis indicated those 
items that could be used in the next pilot study (Table A1.5). 

Table Al. S. Scales selected from first pilot study to be included in the second. 

Of -- High score 
Scale Subject items attitude Low score attitude 

BIBLE Attitude to the Literal interpretation; Symbolic interpretation; 
bible 11 exclusive and truth shared with other 

absolute truth, religions, relative to 
authoritative for the interpreter, and not always 
behaviour of authoritative to the 
Christians behaviour of Christians 

EVENTS Historicity of Most events actually Few events actually 
events in OT & 10 happened as written happened as written 
NT 

HOLD Attitude to the Positive view of Negative view of Charismatic 
work of the Holy 5 Charismatic beliefs beliefs and worship 
Spirit today and worship 

MORALITY Attitude to moral Conservative moral Liberal moral stance 
questions facing 5 stance 
the church 

ExcLusrvrrr Attitude to other Christianity is the Christianity is not the only faiths 5 exclusive means to means to truth and salvation 
truth and salvation 

133 See Appendix 2 for explanations of factor and reliability analysis. 
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Results from Part 2 indicated more work was needed to define the 
dependent variables of interpretation that could be investigated. Multiple 

choices were not always suited to the investigation because respondents 

often ticked all the answers, even if asked to choose only one. 

The second questionnaire pilot 

The second version of the questionnaire was similar in format to the first, 

but contained an additional section that investigated respondents' views on 

miraculous healing today. This new section used imaginary scenarios 
followed by Likert questions to test their beliefs about particular aspects of 
healing. For example, subjects were asked to imagine they had met 

someone who had serious cancer and who claimed to have been healed after 

they were prayed for at their local church. They were then asked if they 

agreed or disagreed with statements such as `God can certainly heal people 
like that if He wants to' or `God would not intervene to change the natural 
laws of the universe' The second part of the additional section asked 

questions about the subject's experience of praying for healing, either for 

themselves or for other people. 

The second version of the questionnaire was tested among a cross section 
of churches from the Peterborough diocese. Churches were selected to 

represent a range of traditions and congregation sizes. Incumbents were 

sent batches of 10 or 20 questionnaires, depending on the size of their 

congregations, and asked to distribute them, preferably to selected 
individuals. Although this may have led to certain groups of lay people 
being excluded (e. g. infrequent attendees or the housebound) it seemed 

more likely to increase the response rate, which was the most critical factor. 

The churches were grouped by tradition; two of the Evangelical churches 

were classed as `Charismatic Evangelical' as they had regular services of a 
Charismatic style. In all, 22 churches were sampled, with a total of 265 

questionnaires sent out (Table A1.6). The overall return rate was 57%, with 
62% of the replies being from women (exactly the same proportion as in the 

interviews and the first pilot). The median age (55) was also remarkably 

consistent between these surveys. 
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Tame A1. e. Su mma or repiies Tra m cnurcnes in me second piior sw ay. 

Number Number Replies from: 
Tradition: of of Qs Return Median 

churches sent men women all rate age 
Anglo- 5 75 10 18 29134 39% 45 

catholic 
Broad 11 120 31 49 80 66% 55 

church 
Evangelical 4 40 8 17 25 63% 45 

Charismatic 2 30 88 16 53% 55 
Evangelical 

All 22 265 57 92 150 57% 55 
traditions 

Results 

Once again, the Likert scales were subject to a factor analysis and to 

reliability testing using Cronbach's alpha. In addition to the scales used in 

the first questionnaire, there were also scales measuring attitudes to 

miraculous healing (Table A1.7). 

Table A 1.7. Scales used in the second pilot questionnaire. a- Cronbach's alpha 
Initial Number 

number of items a133 Scale Attitude measured of items selected 
Biqa Conservative versus liberal attitude 

to the bible, its authority, 17 7 0.90 
inspiration and interpretation 

EvEP4rS Literal versus non-literal 
interpretation of events from Old 11 8 0.89 
and New Testament 

HOLYSP Positive versus negative attitude to 5 5 0 78 Charismatic belief and worship . 
MORALITY Conservative versus liberal views on 5 5 divorce, abortion, sexuality etc. 0.82 

Excauswrnr Exclusive versus inclusive attitude 5 5 to salvation and truth in other faiths 0.85 

Excui AL Exclusive versus non-exclusive 
power and validity of Christian 9 6 0.81 
miraculous healing 

HUMHEAL Importance or unimportance of 
humans in the process of 7 6 0.62 
miraculous healing 

SOVEREIGNTY Extent to which God is always 'in 
control' of events connected with 11 5 0.89 
illness, healing and death 

SUPERNATURAL Belief versus doubt in the 16 7 0.90 supernatural element in healing 

"` One reply did not indicate gender. 
"" There is no rigid rule for deciding an acceptable level for Cronbach's alpha, but most 
practitioners consider values of 0.8 or above indicate good internal reliability of a scale. 
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Conclusions 

1. The Likert scales were internally reliable in most cases. The scale that 

proved least reliable was HUMHEAL: the extent to which the ability, faith or 

natural gift of those praying for healing might influence the outcome. This 

was not a simple construct since it included items that related to the faith or 

sinfulness of the sick person as well as the faith and ability of `gifted' 

healers. 

2. The final section, asking for personal details could be extended to ask 

questions about an individual's practice of charismatic gifts. This could 

replace the attitude scale, and be a more direct way of determining 

charismatic practice, which might be a more clear indication of underlying 

charismatic beliefs than an attitude scale using items related mainly to 

charismatic worship' 36. 

3. Testing the validity of scales (i. e. do they actually measure the attitude in 

question) is always difficult because it is hard to find external criteria by 

which to judge them. The most useful such criterion was the tradition of the 

churches, as assessed by a separate questionnaire sent to incumbents. 

Those classed as Evangelical or Charismatic Evangelical should have more 

conservative scores, on average than others in the survey, which was indeed 

the case. Scores for individuals were also highly inter-correlated in most 

cases, so that people with conservative attitudes to the bible also tended to 
interpret events literally, have conservative moral attitudes and negative 

attitudes to pluralism with other faiths. The relationships with scales related 
to healing were also as expected, though correlations coefficients were not 

as high. This was partly due to the low consistency of the `human' scale, but 

may also indicate that attitudes to healing are not directly related to 

attitudes to the bible. 

4.1 tested the effects of age, gender, tradition and level of education on the 

bible and events scales. There were no significant relationships between 

scale scores and either age or gender. Tradition did have a significant 
influence on scores and this was partly confounded with education because 

average education levels were higher in the people sampled from the Anglo- 

'1 I am indebted to Mark Cartledge for help in framing some of the items in the scale. 
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catholic churches than the others. Education was itself confounded with 

gender because the men in the overall sample had higher average education 
levels than the women. Analysis of variance indicated that, in both scales, 

education had a residual effect even after the effect of tradition was 

removed. So generally, people with high levels of education had less 

conservative attitudes than those with low levels, irrespective of their church 

tradition. 

5. The results from Part 2 of the questionnaire, on the bible passage itself, 

indicated that more work would be needed to identify and quantify relevant 

aspects of interpretation. From the open answers it was clear that, for many 

people, issues of historicity were important, as was the application of the 

passage to their lives. It was difficult to draw many conclusions from the 

multiple choice questions used, because many people answered more than 

one. It was clear that issues of literal event versus fictional story and 

preferred horizon of interpretation would have to be investigated by more 

stringent methods. 

The three different stories used yielded slightly different results but they 

were sufficiently similar to suggest that a final version of the questionnaire 

could use a single `test' passage. I decided to use Mk 9: 14-29 (Jesus heals a 
boy possessed by an evil spirit) because it raised a number of issues about 
literal interpretation (e. g. did the boy have epilepsy or was he possessed by 

an evil spirit) and application (e. g. are we, the readers to identify with the 
boy's father, the disciples, Jesus or others in the story? ). 

The third questionnaire pilot 

After the second questionnaire pilot, it was clear that some further testing 

would be necessary before a final version of the questionnaire could be 

produced. After several discussions with Professor Leslie Francis, then at 
Trinity College, Carmarthen, I introduced the following changes: 
1. The format was changed to an A5 booklet of a single colour (white). 

2. The bible passage from Mk 9: 14-29 was placed at the start of the 
questionnaire and questions were then asked about it. These included: 

(a) Literalism and horizon separation. Likert scales measuring the 
degree to which the story was interpreted literally (UTERALtsM) and 
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the extent to which the biblical and present day horizons of the 

passage were recognized as being separate (HORiz0N5EP). 

(b) Bridging from the passage to the reader. After reading the 

passage, respondents were asked if they could imagine 

themselves in the story and, if so, which character they would be. 

They were also presented by forced-choice questions with 

statements that reflected different points of view that might be 

associated with different characters in the story. This was to see if 

respondents identified with a particular character in the story and 
then interpreted the passage through the `lens' of that character. 
For example, those who identified with disciples might respond to 

statements that refer to a failure to see someone healed through 

prayer in the life of the church today. 

W Horizon preference. Forced-choice questions that asked 

respondents to choose between different horizons of 
interpretation: the text, the author and the reader. These were 

used to indicate if the respondent had any distinct preference for 

a particular horizon. 

(d) Personality type and interpretation. Forced-choice questions 
that were related to the personality types identified by Myers- 
Briggs and used in the Keirsey Temperament Sorter. 13" Ten items 

consisted of short statements that were paired, with respondents 

choosing which of the pair they preferred. Five of the items 

referred to the perception process (S and N statements paired), 

while five items referred to the judging process (F and T 

statements paired). The last item had four longer statements 
(approximately 120 words each), written from a particular 

viewpoint S, N, F or T. Respondents were asked to choose one of 
the four statements in this item. 

3. The section dealing with beliefs and attitudes towards the bible was 

expanded to include: 

137 See Chapters 3&5 for a discussion of personality type. 
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(a) Scales that related to the extent to which opinions, 

conservative or liberal, were held in a dogmatic or open-minded 
fashion. 138 

(b) Items that related to the sources used by subjects to arrive at 

an interpretation of the bible. These include `external' sources 
(e. g. bishops, clergy, General Synod, other lay people, trained 

theologians) and `internal' (e. g. the direct guidance of the Holy 

Spirit). It was hoped to develop these into a scale where a high 

score would indicate reliance on other people, and a low score 

would indicate self-reliance and independence in deciding what a 
bible passage means. 

(c) Items related to the plurality or singularity of meaning in a 
bible passage. The aim was to produce a scale that indicated the 

extent to which a respondent believed that bible passages in 

general had a single `obvious' meaning as opposed to plural or 

obscure meaning. 

4. The section on healing today was expanded to include a scale directly 

measuring belief or otherwise in miraculous healing today. A further series 
of questions asked in more detail about the respondent's experience of 

praying for healing. Two similar sets of questions related to prayers for 

themselves (by themselves or by others) and prayers they had made for 

other people who were ill. Questions probed their participation in such 

prayers (i. e. whether private, in church services or as part of a healing team) 

and their beliefs about the outcome or efficacy of such prayers. 

5. The section on personal details was expanded to include questions about 
charismatic practice (e. g. did the respondent speak in tongues, give words 
of prophecy or lay hands on other people for healing). 

6. The questionnaire included the published version of the Keirsey 

Temperament Sorter (Keirsey and Bates 1978). This was in order to assess 
the respondent's personality type using the Myers- Briggs functions of 

See Francis (1984) for a discussion of dogmatic versus open belief. 
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Introversion-Extraversion, Sensing-iNtuition, Feeling-Thinking and judging- 

Perceiving. 

The major changes in the format and content of the questionnaire required 

another extensive pilot study. I sampled beyond the Church of England for 

this pilot to test if the questionnaire could be used by other denominations, 

and also to extend the range of responses by including churches that lay 

beyond the range of traditions normally found in the Church of England. 

240 questionnaires were sent to the ministers of 14 churches in the town of 
Banbury in September 1998 (Table A1.8). Return rates were low across all 
the denominations. This may have reflected the larger size of the 

questionnaire, which now consisted of an A5 booklet of some 20 pages plus 
the Keirsey Temperament Sorter. Alternatively, return rates may have been 

lower because none of the ministers knew the investigator personally. 

Table AL8_ Summary of renlies from churches in the third pilot study 

dHs 

4_'J 
V 

.aa= ° ö Replies from: Return Median Denomination: = 2 
men women all rate age 

Anglican 5 100 8 12 22 22% 55 
Baptist 2 30 134 13% 45 

Free evangelical 1 20 156 23% 35 
House church 1 15 112 13% 40 

Methodist 3 40 66 12 30% 55 
Roman Catholic 1 20 336 23% 65 

URC 1 15 011 7% 35 
All 14 240 20 31 53 22% 55 

The proportion of women among returns was 61%, showing a remarkable 

consistency across all the pilot trials. The median age of respondents was 

also the same as in the previous pilot studies. 

Results 

Likert scales 
The items on each scale were examined using the same statistical 

procedures as in the previous pilot studies (Table A1.9). The results 

suggested that most of the scales measured fairly tight constructs - that is, 

the same underlying attitude was consistently reflected in answers to the 

various items in the scale. The scales that were less reliable were those that 
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measured the extent of horizon separation (HORIZONSEP), the use of external 
sources for interpretation (INTERPEXT) and the importance of humans in the 

process of miraculous healing (HUMHEAL). In each case these items were 

probing some complex beliefs and attitudes that may have been shaped by 

contradictory forces. Thus, in the case of HUMHEAL, respondents may have 

seen the natural gifting of the healer as an important factor, but the faith or 

sin of the sick person as irrelevant. The Cronbach's alpha values for these 

three scales were still above 0.7, so I decided to leave them in the final 

questionnaire because individual items were useful questions in 

themselves. 

Table A 1.9. Scales used in the third pilot questionnaire. a- Cronbach's alpha 
Initial Number 

number of items a 
Scale name Attitude measured of items selected 
urERnusM Literal versus non literal 11 10 0 90 interpretation of the bible passage . 

HORIZONSee Degree of horizon separation in 11 80 76 interpretation of the bible passage . 

BIBLE Conservative versus liberal 19 12 0.95 

DCON Dogmatic conservative attitude to 7 5 0 87 
the bible . 

Due Dogmatic liberal attitude to the 7 5 0 84 bible . 
EVENTS Uteral versus non-literal 

interpretation of events from Old 10 10 0.92 
and New Testament 

PARABLE Uteral versus non literal 6 6 0 93 interpretation of parables . 
INTERPEXT Degree of dependence on external 

sources for interpretation of the 16 11 0.73 
bible 

INTERP Degree to which the bible is 
obvious versus obscure in its 12 6 0.81 
meaning 

MORAUTY Conservative versus liberal views on 6 6 0 91 divorce, abortion, sexuality etc. . 
PLURALISM Exclusive versus inclusive attitude 

to salvation and truth in other 6 6 0.90 
faiths 

EXCLHEAL Exclusive versus non-exclusive 

power and validity of Christian 7 6 0.85 
miraculous healing 

HUMHEAL Importance or unimportance of 
humans in the process of 6 6 0.71 
miraculous healing 

SOVEREIGNTY Extent to which God Is always 'in 
control' of events connected with 8 5 0.85 
illness, healing and death. 

SUPERNATURAL Belief versus doubt in the 7 6 0 85 supernatural element in healing . 
TODAY Belief versus doubt In miraculous 9 healing today 6 0.87 
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Beside the two Likert scales LITERAUSM and HORIZSEP, there were three other 

measures of how the respondents interpreted the passage: horizon, 
bridging and personality. 

Horizon preference 
This was scored by the number of times a respondent chose a particular 
horizon as a preferred statement in six items. The items were introduced by 

the statement: `This passage shows... '. and had three statements that 

reflected the horizon of the Author, Text or Reader. Analysis of this variable 

suggested it was related to the interpretative horizon(s) that people referred 
to when interpreting a passage, so it was retained in the final version of the 

questionnaire. 

Bridging via characters in the story 
Bridging from the story to the present day through a character in the story 
did not seem to be a significant factor for most respondents. There was no 

significant association between the characters that respondents identified 

with in the story and the interpretative statements about the passage. There 

was some suggestion that people who identified with the `victim' in the 

story (i. e. the boy or his father) may also have preferred statements that 

reflected the views of those characters, but the association was not 

statistically significant. This variable was not, therefore, included in the final 

version of the questionnaire, though i retained the question asking people 

which character in the story they could identify with most closely. 

Personality 

Personality may have had some influence on the preferred interpretations 

chosen. Respondents were categorized as S or N, F or T depending on their 

choice of interpretative statements. These categories were then compared with 
the personality type identified from the Keirsey Temperament Sorter. Of 51 

respondents who could be classified to dominant function by the KTS, 45 

(88%) were sensors (as opposed to 12% `intuitives'), while 33 (65%) were 
feelers (as opposed to 35% thinkers). There were significant associations 
between the KTS classification and the choice of interpretative statements in 

both the sensing and judging functions, '; ' so it seemed worthwhile to include 

"' Sensing function (S or N): Fisher exact test: p- 0.028;, Judging function (F or T): 
d. f. -1, p<0.018 
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personality as one of the variables in the final questionnaire. Some of the 

statements were altered in the final version, and they were tested by experts 
to ensure that they reflected the appropriate personality type (see Chapter 5). 

Healing 

Part 3 on healing was in two sections, one using scenarios followed by Likert 

questions, the other asking directly about involvement and outcome of 
healing prayer using forced-choice questions. Part 3a was altered slightly for 

the final version by removing unnecessary items, stressing that all questions 

needed to be answered (a few respondents had answered only one question 

per scenario) and including questions at the end of each scenario that asked 
if the respondent has encountered this sort of situation before. This was to 

see if attitudes to healing were directly related to experience of miraculous 
healing. 

The questions in Part 3b seemed to work reasonably well and were retained 
in the final version of the questionnaire. The questions measured both the 

extent of involvement in the healing ministry (0 = never pray for healing to 5 

= part of a specialized healing team). Statements about the outcome of 

prayer for healing were scored separately for prayers for the subject 
(HEALSELF), and prayers the subject made for others (HEALOTH). 

The relationship between expectations and involvement in healing were as 
might be expected: those with low involvement tended to pray for less 

serious problems than those with greater involvement, and also tended to 

see healing as less effective. Although there was a significant correlation 
between HEALSELF and HEALOTH (r= 0.64, d. f. = 49, p< 0.01), there was also 

considerable scatter, suggesting that the relationship between praying for 

oneself and praying for others to be healed is not always straightforward. 

General information 

The removal of sections and items from the final version allowed some other 
questions to be added that had not previously been piloted, but that were 
felt to be sufficiently relevant to include. These were more items relating to 
the way the passage was interpreted and two forced-choice questions in Part 
4 asking whether the respondent felt at home in their church and agreed 
with the teaching they received from their church. The latter two questions 
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were attempts to identify any isolated individuals who may not have been 

part of the `interpretative community' of the congregation. 

The final version of the questionnaire (see inside back cover) was produced 
in 1999 and piloted in two churches that year. Initial returns prompted some 

minor changes to Part 1 before the remaining churches were sampled in 

2001. 
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APPENDIX 2: STATISTICAL TERMS AND METHODS 
The glossary is intended for looking up terms and symbols used in the text. It 
is followed by more detailed explanations of the main statistical methods used. 

Glossary of terms and symbols 

a Cronbach's Alpha, a measure of the internal reliability of attitude 
scales. Range 0-1, values over 0.8 indicate a reliable scale. 

ANOVA Analysis of variance. Statistical technique that assesses the effect of 
one or more independent variables on a dependent variable (e. g. the 
effect of gender and education level on the BIBLE score). 

Categorical A variable that is divided into categories (e. g. gender). 
Covariate An independent (explanatory or predictor) continuous variable (e. g. 

age). 
GLM General Linear Model(ling). A form of ANOVA that can incorporate 

variables that are categorical (factors) and continuous (covariates). 

d. f Degrees of freedom. Related to sample size and used when calculating 
significance levels. 

F Ratio of variance between groups to variance within groups. Used as 
test statistic in an ANOVA or GLM. 

Factor An independent (explanatory or predictor) variable in categories (e. g. gender) 
N (or n) Sample size. 
P (or p) Probability that the result was due to chance, measured on a scale of 0 

to 1. A result Is considered statistically significant If p< 0.05 (i. e. a1 in 
20 probability that the result was due to chance) and highly statistically 
significant if p< 0.01 (i. e. 1 in 100 probability that the result was due 
to chance). if p> 0.05 the result is considered to be not significant (NS). 

r Pearson correlation coefficient used to test association of two 
continuous variables. No correlation=0, perfect correlation=l. Low or 
high values may indicate a significant association depending on sample 
size. 

R2 R-squared, or the coefficient of determination. A measure of how much of 
the variation in the dependent variable is caused by the independent 
variable(s). RI can be adjusted to allow for cases where there are several 
Independent variables and sample-sizes are low in some groups. 

Regression Statistical technique that tests the association between two continuous 
variables. 

S. D. Standard deviation: a measure of the variability of a set of values. 
S. E. Standard error of the mean: a measure of the reliability of an estimated mean. 
S2 Variance, the square of the standard deviation. 

t Student's t statistic, Indicates if the a difference between two means is 
statistically significant or not. The value of p for a given value of t 
depends on the degrees of freedom (d. f. ). 

Mean (average) of a set of values. 

xz Chi-squared statistic used to test the degree of association of 
categorical variables. 
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General statistical methods 

The normal distribution 

Most of the attitude scale scores followed a normal (bell-shaped) distribution 

pattern (see Figure A2.1) and could be analysed using parametric tests, 

which are appropriate for these kinds of data. For a normally distributed 

variable the mean (z) is the average value and the standard deviation (S. D. ) 

describes the extent to which the values are spread around the mean. The 

accuracy of a mean estimated by sampling (as in this study) is given by the 

standard error of the mean (S. E. ), which shows the range within which the 
true value (for the whole population) is likely to lie. For the sample-sizes in 

this study, the true value would usually lie within ±2 S. E. of the mean. 
Figure A2.1. Example of a normally distributed score (LITERALISM). 
The bars represent the frequencies of scores with a given midpoint (shown on the horizontal 
axis). The line is the normal distribution for these data, based on a sample size (n) of 404. 
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I used the chi-squared test (Siegel 1956) to test for association between 

variables that were measured in categories (e. g. gender, church tradition, 

personality type etc. ). Table A2.1 shows a cross-tabulation (or contingency 
table) testing whether people who have experienced healing through prayer 

are more likely to pray for themselves to be healed than those why. have not. 

Milan (2 = 17 
.4 
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Table A2.1. Proportion of respondents who prayed for healing 

for themselves in relation to experience of miraculous healing. 

Have you seen or experienced 
healing through prayer? 

Have you prayed for Yes No 

yourself to be healed? n= 117 284 

Yes 112 (96%) 231 (81%) 

No 5 (4%) 53 (19%) 

2= 13.9, d. f. =1, p< 0.001 

The table shows that of 117 people who had experienced healing through 

prayer, 112 (96%) had prayed for themselves to be healed. This compares 

with 81% of 284 people who had not experienced healing through prayer. 

The statistic chi-squared (x2) indicates if this difference is real, or due to 

chance. It is calculated by finding the frequency expected in the four 

categories if there was no association between experience of healing and 

praying for healing. The differences between these expected frequencies 

and those actually observed are then summed to give x2. 

The statistical significance of the association is determined from the x2value 
by reference to statistical tables that relate xz to a probability value (p). For a 

given value of Xz, the probability depends on the degrees of freedom (d. f. ) 
for the contingency table, which are calculated as: 

(Number of rows - 1) x (Number of columns - 1). 

A2x2 contingency table thus has 1 d. f. 

Reference to statistical tables shows that for x2= 13.9 with 1 d. f., the 

probability (p) that this is a chance result is less than 0.001, showing that 

those who have experienced healing through prayer are more likely to pray 
for themselves to be healed. 

NB. To make interpretation of the tables easier, I have given only column (or 

row) totals with percentages in the displayed tables. This makes it easier to 

compare groups, but the statistical test was always based on frequencies 

and not percentages. 
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Correlation of variables 

The relationship between two variables that are normally distributed can be 

measured by calculating the Pearson correlation coefficient (r) (perfect 

correlation=l, no correlation= 0). The coefficient can be small with large 

samples, but the two variables may still be significantly related. If one of the 

variables can be considered an independent variable, a regression is more 

appropriate, and this produces a line of best fit. The slope of this line is 

called the regression coefficient. The coefficient of determination, R2 is 

equivalent to the square of the correlation coefficient and indicates how 

much of the variation in the dependent variable is caused by the 

independent variable. Multiple regression analysis can incorporate several 
independent variables and is equivalent to the GLM procedure (see below), 

but with only continuous variables. The significance of the association 
between the dependent and independent variable in a multiple regression is 

assessed by calculating the standard error of the regression coefficient, and 

testing if this is significantly different from zero. 

Testing the significance of differences between means 

Where mean scores differed between groups this could have been a real 

effect or simply due to chance. The standard test for comparing the means 

of two normally-distributed variables is Student's 't' test, which compares 

the ratio of the difference in the means with the standard error of the 

difference in the means (Bryman & Cramer 2001: 140). The value of t is used 

to calculate the probability of the difference being due to chance. The test 

may be between independent samples (e. g. the scores of Anglo-catholics 

compared with Evangelicals) or paired samples (e. g. Different scale scores 
for the same set of people). The assumptions and method for the two cases 

are slightly different, but the t statistic is tested in the same way. The 

significance of a given value depends of the sample size, and this is used to 

calculate the degrees of freedom (normally the overall sample size minus 

two). Degrees of freedom are sometimes given as a subscript to the t-value 

e. g. t67 2.3. 

Analysis of variance and GLM 

The scores of scale values were dependent variables, which could be 

affected by a number of independent variables such as a person's age, 

education level and church tradition. Some of the independent variables 
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were categorical and others were continuous scale values. A person's score 
could be affected simultaneously by a number of different variables, and it 

was necessary to use sophisticated statistical techniques to isolate the 

effects of each one. 

The usual method for doing this is Analysis of variance (ANOVA), which 

measures the effect of independent variables by examining how each 

person's score on a scale deviates from the sample average. Some people 

will have scores near the mean; others will be below or above it. The extent 

of deviation (variance) around the mean is measured by calculating sum of 
squares, the squared value of the difference between an individual's score 

and the overall mean. These values are partitioned between the different 

independent variables, showing how much each variable is affecting 

people's scores. 

ANOVA normally uses categorical independent variables, known as factors, 

in the analysis. It is suitable where the effect of, say, gender or church 

tradition is being examined. If the effect of one variable is being tested, this 

is a one-way ANOVA, if two factors are used it is a two-way ANOVA, and so 

on. Independent variables that are scaled (e. g. education level, age etc. ) are 

called covariates, and their effect is best measured by multiple regression, 

which is based on a similar analysis of the sums of squares. Relatively new 
techniques allow both categorical factors and scale covariates to be included 

in the same analysis using a general linear modelling (GLM) procedure, 

which extends the analysis of variance technique to allow it to be used on 
the kinds of data I collected in this study. I used the GLM procedure in SPSS 

10.1 to perform analysis of variance with mixed models that included both 
factors and covariates. 

GLM is a generalized analysis of variance procedure that measures the 

contribution of a variety of independent (explanatory or predictor) variables 
to the variation in a dependent variable. The effect of each explanatory 

variable can be assessed independently of the effects of the others in the 
model. I used the analysis most appropriate to an unbalanced design, where 
the sample sizes varied between categories. 
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Table A2.2 shows an example of output from the GLM procedure. The 
dependent variable is the BIBLE score measuring conservative-liberal attitudes 
to the bible. The independent variables are church tradition (a factor with 
three categories), education level (a covariate scale with integer values 0-4) 

and a measure of personality, the KTS SENSING score (a covariate scale with 
integer values 1-20). These form the variables that make up the `model' being 

tested. During analysis, I entered a wide range of independent variables, but 

retained only those that had a statistically significant relationship to the 
dependent variables (in this case, the variables in rows 3-5). 

Table A2.2. Analysis of variance using a General Linear Model With BIBLE 
score as the dependent variable, church tradition as a factor and education 
level, and KTS SENSING score as covariates. 

> >a{ 

Source Type Ill Sum of 
Squares d. f. Mean Square FP 

I Corrected Model 10200.6 4 2550.2 39.4 0.000 
2 (Intercept 19406.5 1 19406.5 300.0 0.000) 

3 Church tradition 8480.6 2 4240.3 65.5 0.000 
4 Education level 303.6 1 303.6 4.7 0.031 
5 KTS SENSING 325.3 1 325.3 5.0 0.025 

6 Error 24972.4 386 64.7 
7 (Total 534949.0 391) 
8 Corrected Total 35172.9 390 

R Squared (RI) = 0.29 (Adjusted R2 = 0.28) 

The table indicates the degree to which the three independent variables 
explain variation in the BIBLE score. The columns are: 

1. Source. This indicates the factors that account for the variation in the 
sums of squares (column 2). 

2. Type 111 Sum of squares. There are different ways of calculating the 

sum of squares, depending on the design of the model. Type III sums 
of squares are suited to `unbalanced designs', where there is at least 

one value in each category but sample size may vary considerably 
between groups. 

3. Degrees of freedom (d. f. ). This value indicates sample sizes and 
number of levels for factors. The value in the Total row (7) is the 

overall value calculated using the 391 subjects with valid data for this 
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particular analysis. I had 404 replies, but not everybody answered all 

the questions, so there were some missing data. People with missing 

data for any of the four variables in this model were excluded from 

the analysis. There is always 1 d. f for covariates, but for factors it is 

the number of categories minus one. 

4. Mean square. This value is used to produce the F statistic (column 

5), and is the sum of squares divided by the degrees of freedom. 

Thus for covariates the mean square is always the same as the sum of 

squares. 
S. F. The Fvalue is the ratio of mean square values to the error mean 

square value in row 7. if the Independent variable accounts for much 

of the variation in the dependent variable, it will have a high value 

compared with the error mean square, making the F-value large. 

Large Fvalues indicate a greater likelihood of statistical significance 
than small ones. The F value indicates the probability, P, using the 

variable and error degrees of freedom, which are sometime written as 
subscripts to the Fvalue. So in this example, for the corrected model 
F' 

386- 
39.4, P< 0.001. 

6. P. This is the probability calculated from the F statistic, and is a 
measure of statistical significance. Values of less than 0.05 (5% or 1 
in 20) mean that the relationship between the dependent and 
independent variables is unlikely to be due to chance. Independent 

variables with p> 0.05 were excluded from the model. 

The rows in Table A2.2 indicate different aspects of the model. The bottom 
three indicate the overall variability in the dependent variable (Total) and the 
variability that remains unexplained by the factors and covariates in the 
model (Error). In this case, the `error' would be variation between people 
from the same church tradition who had the same personality score and the 

same educational background. This variation may be due to errors in 

measuring their responses, but it could be due to factors that i was unable 

to measure in this study. The Corrected Total is a value that removes the 

effect of the Intercept from the model. In this study, the scales used were 

purely arbitrary, and many did not allow a zero score. So the line of a 

plotted relationship could not pass through the origin (x= 0, y= 0), and this 

must be allowed for by introducing the intercept term. Row 2 shows that the 

intercept is significantly different from zero, but this has no importance in 
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these kinds of data. To make the tables easier to interpret, I have omitted 

the Total and the Intercept rows from the displayed tables: they were part of 
the analysis, but are not needed for interpreting the relevant results. 

The main interest in the GLM table is rows 3-5, which show the results for 

the statistically significant independent variables. The mean square of each 
(column 4) is divided by the error mean square to give the relevant F 

statistic. This is then tested using the degrees of freedom for that variable 

and for the error. So for church tradition, F-- 65.5 with 2 and 386 df, which 

gives a probability p<0.0001. I used the standard figure of p< 0.05 as the 

minimum requirement for statistical significance and inclusion in the model. 
in the displayed tables I have highlighted in bold the independent variables 
included in the model. 

The Corrected Model row (1) shows the significance of all the independent 

variables combined. In a balanced design, the sum of squares for the model 
is the sum of all the values for the independent variables. In unbalanced 
designs such as this it is not possible to calculate sums of squares uniquely 
for each independent variable, and they have to be estimated by indirect 

methods. This results in disparity between the two, so in this case the model 

sum of squares is slightly more (10200.6) than the total for the three 

independent variables (9109.4). This makes no difference to the overall 

conclusions. 

The extent to which the overall model explains variation in the dependent 

variable is shown by the R-squared (R2) value beneath the table. This is the 

ratio of the Corrected Model sums of squares to the Corrected Total: in this 

case 10200.6=35172.9 = 0.29. The value indicates the proportion of the 

variation in the dependent variable that is explained by variation in the 

independent variables in the model. In this case, 29% of the variation in the 

BIBLE score can be explained by variations in the three independent variables 
in the model (leaving 71% of the variation unexplained). For the kinds of 
data collected in social sciences, which are often imprecise and where many 

unmeasured factors can influence people's choices, R2 values are generally 

very low. Values between 0.1 and 0.3 are considered high, suggesting that 

the model has relatively good powers of prediction. R2should be adjusted 

where there are several independent variables in the model, but with my 
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sample sizes this made only a slight difference to the value in most cases. 
Nonetheless, I have given raw and adjusted values in all tables. 

Table A2.2 can thus be interpreted to show that a person's BIBLE score was 

related in part to the tradition of the church they attend, their level of 

education and their score on a personality test. Of these three, church 
tradition was the best single predictor; with the other two having smaller 

and roughly equal independent effects. The table does not show how the 

variables are related. Further investigation is needed to see if a higher 

education level is associated with a high or low BIBLE scores and the average 
scores within each church tradition. The easiest way of investigating this is 

to show the data graphically, and I have done this in most cases. So the GLM 

output tables are usually accompanied by one or more graphs that illustrate 

some of the relationships in the model. 

Interpreting graphs 

For the data used in table A2.1, Figure A2.2 shows the relationship of 
education level to BIBLE scores in the three church traditions: 

Figure A2.2. BIBLE scores in relation education level by church tradition. 
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In figures, all error bars are ±1 Standard Error (S. E. ) of the mean. In general, 
this means that where there is no overlap between the bars of two points, 
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the mean values are likely to be statistically significantly different. The 

graph shows that BIBLE scores were highest in Evangelical churches and 
lowest in Anglo-catholic churches, with Broad churches coming between the 

two, but closer to Anglo-catholic than Evangelical churches. There is a 
decline with increasing education levels that is most obvious in Anglo- 

catholic churches. 

Grouping variables by factor analysis 

Factor analysis is a statistical procedure that simplifies a dataset by 

grouping variables that are correlated with one another (Norusis 1994, 

Bryman & Cramer 2001: 261). In this study, certain attitudes seemed to go 
together: people who had conservative attitudes to the bible also had 

conservative moral attitudes and were religiously exclusive. Attitude scales 

could be grouped a priori, but there are statistical techniques that 

determine from the dataset which variables show a tendency to correlate 

with one another. These are grouped into factors, or summarizing variables, 

and each person in the dataset can be assigned a factor score, which can be 

treated like any other variable. 

Variables that are included in a factor analysis need to be tested to show if 

they are suited to this treatment. This is done using the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

measure of sampling adequacy and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity (Norusis 

1994: 52). If these statistics indicate the data do not violate the assumptions 

of the analysis, the variables are entered into a first stage, called a principle 

components extraction, in which they are correlated with one another to 

indicate how many factors might emerge in the final analysis. These factors 

are then `rotated' in a complex fashion that maximizes the differences 

between them and allows a clearer indication of which variables belong to 

which factors. There are several types of rotation: I used the most common 

called a `varimax' rotation. The degree to which a variable correlates with a 
factor is measured by its loading, and this value is used to decide which 

variables belong to which factors. Table 3.24 is an example of a factor 

analysis that identified two factors from 12 different attitude scales. 
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Reliability of attitude scales 

Likert scales (Liken 1932) are based on summing the scores for a number of 
items that are thought to measure the same attitude. Creating scales is a 
balance between making sure they measure the same attitude (or 
`construct') and making sure the items in the scale are not just the same 

question rephrased in different ways. For example, conservative or liberal 

attitude to the bible is expressed in a number of ideas such inerrancy, 
literalism and inspiration. A person's views on these are usually related, so 
someone who believes the bible is inerrant usually believes that it is literally 

true. A scale that measures attitude to the bible needs to include items that 

cover a range of topics. To be reliable, scores for these items need to be 

related to each other within subjects in a consistent manner. 

Items that show the same pattern of response can be identified using factor 

analysis (McKennell 1970), which groups into factors those variables that 

show the strongest correlations with each other. These groups of items are 
tested using reliability analysis (Cronbach 1951,1990, Oppenheim 1992) to 

produce a coefficient (a), which is the average correlation coefficient of all 
items with others in the scale. Generally, reliability increases with more 
items in the scale but large scales are unwieldy to use in practice. So a 
balance needs to be struck between creating an internally reliable scale and 
keeping it to a reasonable size. Cronbach's alpha values of 0.8 are usually 
taken as indicating a sufficiently reliable scale (Bryman & Cramer 2001), but 

scales with values slightly below this are still useful instruments. 
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The Bible and Lay People 

Thank you for agreeing to complete this questionnaire. It asks you in some 
detail what you believe about the Bible and the Christian faith. The answers 
you give will be treated with the utmost confidence, so you can feel free to 
express your opinions. If there is a number at the top of this page, it's to 
simply to help me decide who hasn't returned a questionnaire. 

There are no "right" or "wrong" answers. I'm interested in YOUR 
experience and in what YOU feel and believe. 

For most questions all you need to do is circle or tick a single response. 
It's very important that you answer ALL THE QUESTIONS IN EACH 
SECTION. 

In the centre of the booklet you will find a separate set of 70 questions 
called the Keirsey Temperament Sorter, which is often used in church 
contexts. It's important that you fill this out because otherwise I can't use the 
rest of the information you give me. Please answer these questions by 
circling whichever statement (a or b) is most like you. For copyright 
reasons, I have to give you the published version of this questionnaire. 
Again, please answer ALL the questions, even if you have difficulty 
making a choice. 

It might be better to complete the questionnaire in two sessions, rather than 
lose concentration by doing it all in one go. 

Please return the completed questionnaire to your church, or post it to the 
following address: 

The Revd Andrew Village 
Rector of Middleton Cheney with Chacombe 
3 High Street 
Middleton Cheney BANBURY OX17 2PB 

Thank you for your time and help 

0 2000 Andrew Village 



Part 1: A Bible Story 

In this section you are asked to read through a story from the bible and answer 
questions about it For each question you must circle only ONE answer. 

When Jesus, Peter, James and John came to the disciples, they saw a great crowd 
around them, and some scribes arguing with them. When the whole crowd saw Jesus, 
they were immediately overcome with awe, and they ran forward to greet him. 

He asked them, "What are you arguing about with them? " 
Someone from the crowd answered him, "Teacher, I brought you my son; he has a spirit 
that makes him unable to speak; and whenever it seizes him, it dashes him down; and 
he foams and grinds his teeth and becomes rigid; and I asked your disciples to cast it 

out, but they could not do so. " 
He answered them, "You faithless generation, how much longer must I be among you? 
How much longer must I put up with you? Bring him to me. " And they brought the boy 
to him. When the spirit saw him, immediately it convulsed the boy, and he fell on the 
ground and rolled about, foaming at the mouth. 

Jesus asked the father, "How long has this been happening to him? " And he said, "From 

childhood. It has often cast him into the fire and into the water, to destroy him; but if 

you are able to do anything, have pity on us and help us. " 
Jesus said to him, "If you are able! - All things can be done for the one who believes. " 
Immediately the father of the child cried out, "I believe; help my unbelief! " 

When Jesus saw that a crowd came running together, he rebuked the unclean spirit, 
saying to it, "You spirit that keeps this boy from speaking and hearing, I command you, 
come out of him, and never enter him again! " 
After crying out and convulsing him terribly, it came out, and the boy was like a corpse, 
so that most of them said, "He is dead. " But Jesus took him by the hand and lifted him 
up, and he was able to stand. 

When he had entered the house, his disciples asked him privately, "Why could we not 
cast it out? " He said to them, "This kind can come out only through prayer. " 

Have you heard this story before? Yes_Q No_Q I'm not sure_Q 



Some people are able to imagine themselves "into the story". They picture the 
scene, often by identifying with a character in the story. If you are able to imagine 

yourself as part of this story, who would you be? 

Jesus Q One of the disciples Q 
The boy Q The boy's father 0 

I can't imagine myself in the story 0 

Please read each sentence carefully and see if you agree or disagree with it 
If you Agree Strongly, put a ring round .................................... 

® A NC D DS 
If you Agree, put a ring round ................................................... 

AS OA NC D DS 
If you are Not Certain, put a ring round ................................... AS A ©D DS 
If you Disagree, put a ring round .............................................. 

AS A NC OD DS 
If you Disagree Strongly, put a ring round ............................... 

AS A NC D S 

The boy had epilepsy ................................................................ AS A NC D DS 

The boy was possessed by an evil spirit .................................... AS A NC D DS 

I trust what the bible says about the boy's illness 
...................... AS A NC D DS 

Jesus healed the boy by casting out a spirit ................................ AS A NC D DS 

Jesus' calming presence stopped the epileptic fit ....................... AS A NC D DS 

The fit stopped by coincidence when Jesus touched the boy...... AS A NC D DS 

This story was made up by the followers of Jesus 
..................... 

AS A NC D DS 

This is an accurate account of what actually happened 
.............. 

AS A NC D DS 

The story is mostly true, but some details may be made up....... AS A NC D DS 

Something like this happened, but it was not a "miracle".......... AS A NC D DS 

This story is self-explanatory ..................................................... AS A NC D DS 

I find this story hard to relate to my life 
..................................... AS A NC D DS 

I cannot imagine this happening today ...................................... AS A NC D DS 

This is a straightforward account of a miraculous healing.......... AS A NC D DS 



We can never know what was wrong with the boy 
.................... 

AS A NC D DS 

This story has several aspects that are very hard to understand. AS A NC D DS 

This story shows how differently people thought in those days AS A NC D DS 

I would interpret this passage as: 
A straightforward story .............................................................. AS A NC D DS 

An historical account of something that happened to Jesus...... AS A NC D DS 

A symbolic story ....................................................................... AS A NC D DS 

A story that teaches me how to bring healing to others.......... AS A NC D DS 

Showing more about the human author than the real Jesus...... AS A NC D DS 

A story that is mostly of historical interest ............................ 
AS A NC D DS 

A simple story that can be taken at face value ........................... 
AS A NC D DS 

God speaking to me through the bible ....................................... 
AS A NC D DS 

A story used by the author to make a point about Jesus ............. AS A NC D DS 

A powerful piece of writing that challenges faith ...................... 
AS A NC D DS 

A story from the life of Jesus that shows who he was ................ 
AS A NC D DS 

A story pieced together by the author from tales about Jesus AS A NC D DS 

God teaching me to pray and act with faith 
................................ 

AS A NC D DS 

An event from which we can learn something .................. 
AS A NC D DS 

A fictional story with an underlying message ............................ 
AS A NC D DS 

A story that has no direct application in today's society.......... AS A NC D DS 

A story that has no relevance to my life 
............................. 

AS A NC D DS 

Another story where good triumphs over evil ............................ AS A NC D DS 



This story shows us..... (please circle the letter of the ONE answer that you prefer) 
1. 

a Why the disciples were not always able to heal people. 
b Why people are not always healed when we pray for them today. 

c The writer's fellow Christians could not always heal people. 

2. 
a The writer believed that Jesus was able to perform miracles. 
b Jesus was renowned in his lifetime as a powerful worker of miracles. 
c Jesus performs miracles today. 

3. 
a God encourages us today when our faith is weak. 
b Jesus encouraged the father's weak faith. 

c The writer encouraged his readers to have faith in Jesus. 

4. 
a Jesus overcame the people's fear of evil. 
b The writer was trying to dispel the fear of evil in the early church. 

c Through Jesus, we need not fear evil today. 

5. 
a Jesus was sometimes angry with the faithless people he met. 
b The writer wanted to denounce his faithless generation. 

c God is sometimes angry at our lack of faith today. 

6. 
a The writer believed that prayer could exorcise demons. 

b Prayer is vital for a successful healing ministry today. 

c Jesus believed that his disciples must pray if they were to heal. 

7. 
a The mind of the original writer. 
b The attitude of Jesus to his generation. 
c What it means to be a faithful disciple today. 

8. 
a The compassion Jesus had for the sick and demon-possessed. 

b That we should have compassion for the needy people we meet. 

c The writer had compassion for the sick and demon-possessed. 



These statements are comments on the story, given in pairs. In each case please 
circle the ONE statement (a or b) that you prefer. 
1. 

a Perhaps religious faith is often a mixture of belief and doubt. 

bI can picture the scene clearly as the father cries out "I believe; help my unbelief! " 

2. 
a This is evidence that the disciples were already trying to heal the sick. 
b The disciples felt ashamed that they couldn't meet the father's cry for help. 

3. 
aI can picture the boy writhing on the ground, dust and foam sticking to his face. 

b Why does the boy start to writhe on the ground when he is brought to Jesus? 

4. 
a It seems unfair to blame the father for doubting when the disciples had just failed 

to heal his son. 
bI can feel the deep love of the father for his son. 

5. 

a You can feel the awe that struck those who witnessed this miracle. 
b There is no direct evidence to show how the onlookers reacted to these events. 

6. 
a Jesus takes the boy by the hand and brings him to life: a metaphor for resurrection? 
b With simple authority, Jesus commands the deaf and mute spirit to leave and 

never enter the boy again. 

a The disciples were inspired to pray with faith: the pathway to future success. 
b The disciples learnt through the down-to-earth experience of failure. 

a The evidence suggests that the boy had epilepsy; though what matters is 

how it was perceived at the time. 
bI feel sympathy for the boy, who must have been very frightened. 

a This is a story about people who feel hope, doubt, fear and love. 

b This story is evidence that unbelief and lack of prayer can lead to a failure to heal. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 
a This story is a vivid account of a healing that speaks for itself 

b This story raises questions about the nature of sickness and the power of prayer. 



11. Here are four different responses to the story. Please read all four 
accounts and then circle the ONE (a, b, cord) that you most prefer: 

a Imagine you are watching this scene. There is a noisy, heated argument that the 
disciples seem to be losing. When Jesus arrives everything is suddenly quiet. 
When the boy is brought to Jesus, the spirit makes him writhe on the ground, 
foaming at the mouth and sending up clouds of dust. The crowd is running to 
see what is happening but Jesus remains calm as he addresses the unclean spirit: 
"Come out of him and never enter again". A scream fills the air, then the boy 
lies so still that he seems dead. For a moment the silence is penetrating. Then 
gasps fill the air as Jesus lifts him up and shows that he is healed. Learn through 
the experience of the disciples: pray and have faith, even if you fail at first. 

b It's easy to identify with the characters in this story. You can sense the anxiety 
and frustration of the disciples when they can't help the desperate father by 
healing his son. Jesus is understandably angry at their lack of faith, yet he wants 
to encourage them to succeed. In private his anger subsides as he helps them to 
understand why they failed. We all share the agonised cry of the father: "I 
believe, help my unbelief'. As we sympathise with father, we learn not to be 
critical of those whose faith is weak. Jesus has a deep compassion for the plight 
of the boy, and liberates him to new life though his supernatural power. 

c This story raises all sorts of intriguing questions and possibilities. The failure of 
the disciples is swept aside by the awesome presence of Jesus. Did he really 
expect them to succeed, or was their failure part of God's plan? Can we 
understand our failures as possibly being part of God's plan? The father wants 
to believe in Jesus, but the failure of the disciples makes him doubt. Or perhaps 
faith is always a mixture of belief and doubt. Something makes Jesus respond to 
the desperate child before him: was it the father's mustard-seed of faith or the 
need to demonstrate what real faith can do? Even if we believe in Jesus, do we 
have faith to overcome evil through prayer? 

d This story appears to be straightforward, though a closer look shows that 
scripture must be read carefully and thoughtfully: (a) Jesus seems to heal the 
boy immediately, without prayer, yet tells his disciples that only prayer can 
drive out such spirits. This seems illogical, but Jesus' whole life was prayerful, 
so perhaps he did not need a special prayer. (b) Jesus' anger at the father seems 
a bit unfair when the father has good reason to doubt. Perhaps he was trying to 
goad the father into expressing what faith he had. (c) Jesus' last remark seems 
to imply there are different kinds of evil spirit. This story is evidence that Jesus 
had an extraordinary and deep understanding of people and the spiritual world. 



Part 2: Your Views on the Bible and other Beliefs 
Again, please read each sentence carefully and see if you agree or disagree with it 

If you Agree Strongly, put a ring round .................................... 
RS A NC D DS 

If you Agree, put a ring round ................................................... 
AS OA NC D DS 

If you are Not Certain, put a ring round ................................... 
AS A ®D DS 

If you Disagree, put a ring round .............................................. 
AS A NC Q DS 

If you Disagree Strongly, put a ring round ............................... 
AS A NC D DS 

The bible contains truth, but it isn't always true .................................. 
AS A NC D DS 

I have never found the bible to be wrong about anything ..................... 
AS A NC D DS 

Muslims are totally and utterly wrong about God ................................ 
AS A NC D DS 

Some parts of the bible are more true than others ................................ 
AS A NC D DS 

Only an idiot would interpret all bible stories literally 
......................... 

AS A NC D DS 

Christians can learn about God from other faiths 
................................. 

AS A NC D DS 

Clergy who do not follow bible teaching should be sacked .................. AS A NC D DS 

Once you start doubting bits of the bible, you end up doubting it all.... AS A NC D DS 

Clergy who don't preach from the bible have no right to preach.......... AS A NC D DS 

It's stupid to think we can ever know exactly what the bible means.... AS A NC D DS 

You can't pick and choose which bits of the bible to believe ............... 
AS A NC D DS 

It's absurd to follow everything the bible teaches ................................ 
AS A NC D DS 

The bible is the final authority in all matters of faith and conduct........ AS A NC D DS 

Only bigots believe Christianity is the sole way to God ...................... 
AS A NC D DS 

The people who wrote the bible created stories to explain things they 
didn't understand ................................................................................ 

AS A NC D DS 

Bible-believing Christians are the only true Christians ......................... 
AS A NC D DS 

If the bible says something happened, then I believe that it did............ AS A NC D DS 

I use the bible as the only reliable guide for life 
.................................. 

AS A NC D DS 



Liberal bible teaching is the work of the devil 
..................................... AS A NC D DS 

The bible contains some human errors ................................................ AS A NC D DS 

People who believe the bible is literally true are narrow-minded bigots AS A NC D DS 

Science shows that some things in the bible cannot have happened..... AS A NC D DS 

The true meaning of a bible passage is seldom obvious ....................... AS A NC D DS 

I trust trained theologians to decide controversial issues of faith.......... AS A NC D DS 

A bible passage can have several different meanings ........................... 
AS A NC D DS 

I trust bishops to decide controversial issues of faith 
........................... AS A NC D DS 

The obvious meaning of a bible passage is nearly always the right one AS A NC D DS 

Most of the time, it is clear what the bible means ................................ AS A NC D DS 

I rely on bible study notes to help me interpret the bible ...................... AS A NC D DS 

It's not necessary to look for hidden meaning in the bible 
................... AS A NC D DS 

The bible is clear to those who have faith 
............................................ AS A NC D DS 

The bible gives us clear moral guidelines ............................................ AS A NC D DS 

God uses the words of the bible to communicate directly with people. AS A NC D DS 

There are no "right" or "wrong" interpretations of the bible 
................ 

AS A NC D DS 

I trust the General Synod to decide controversial issues of faith.......... AS A NC D DS 

Studying the bible in groups is better than reading it alone .................. AS A NC D DS 

The Holy Spirit interprets the bible directly to me ............................... AS A NC D DS 

I need other people to help me interpret the bible 
................................ AS A NC D DS 



It is wrong for couples to live together before they are married........... AS A NC D DS 

All religions lead people to God 
.......................................................... AS A NC D DS 

Homosexuality is wrong ...................................................................... AS A NC D DS 

I pray for Muslims to be converted to the Christian faith 
..................... AS A NC D DS 

The idea of Hell was invented to scare people into faith 
...................... AS A NC D DS 

Abortion is wrong ............................................................................... AS A NC D DS 

There is no shame in divorce where a marriage has failed 
................... AS A NC D DS 

I see nothing wrong with couples having sex before marriage ............. 
AS A NC D DS 

Divorce is wrong ................................................................................ 
AS A NC D DS 

Belief in Jesus is the only way to heaven ............................................ 
AS A NC D DS 

Christianity is the only true religion ..................................................... 
AS A NC D DS 

You don't have to be a Christian to go to heaven 
................................ 

AS A NC D DS 

Please make sure that you complete questions 1-70 of the Keirsey 
Temperament Sorter stapled to the centre pages of this booklet 



The 
Keirsey 

Temperament 
Sorter 

The Temperament Sorter is reprinted from 
Please Understand Me, a book that hundreds of 
colleges and universities use as an auxiliary text in 
several departments, including Anthropology, 
Communications, Business, Economics, Education, 
Counseling, English, Psychology, Political Science, 
Sociology, Theater Arts, and others. A very large 
number of corporations, including firms such as Ford, 
Chevrolet, and Boeing, have used this book for many 
years for inservice training in the executive function, 
and in sales, personnel, and human resources 
development. The publisher has received hundreds 
of letters over the years from enthusiastic readers 
who say that reading this book changed their lives 
in fundamental and lasting ways. Sales of Please 
Understand Me have steadily increased so that by 
1995 well over 1.5 million copies have been sold. 
Translations of the book are now spreading the four 
types temperament and character theory into Europe, 
Asia, and South America. 

-Stephen Montgomery, PhD 

® KEIRSEY 1995 
All rights reserved. no part 
of this may be reproduced or 
transmitted is any form or by 
say means, electronic or aaeha- 
aieal, including photocopying, 
recording, or any information 
atoraga and retrieval system, 
without permission is writing 
fro. the Copyright owner. 
Address all inquiries to the 
distributor. 
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I At a party do you 
a interact with many, including strangers (b) 

interact with a few, known to you 

2 Are you more inclined to he 
(a) realistic (h) philosophic 

3 Are you more intrigued by 
(a) facts (h) similes 

4 Are you usually more 
(a) fair minded (h) kind hearted 

5 Do you tend to be more 
(a) dispassionate (h) sympathetic 

6 Do you prefer to work 
(a) to deadlines (h) just "whenever" 

7 Do you tend to choose 
(a) rather carefully (h) somewhat impulsively 

8 At parties do you 
a stay late, with increasing energy 
b) leave early, with decreased energy 

9 Are you a more 
(a) sensible person (h) reflective person 

10 Are you more drawn to 
(a) hard data (h) abstruse ideas 

11 Is it more natural for you to he 
(a) fair to others (h) nice to others 

12 In first approaching others are you more 
a impersonal and detached 

(b) personal and engaging 

13 Are you usually more 
(a) punctual (h) leisurely 

14 Does it bother you more having things 
(a) incomplete (b) completed 

15 In your social groups do you 
x keep abreast 
h get behind on the news 

16 Are you usually more interested in 
(a) specifics (h) concepts 

17 Do you prefer writers who 
(a) say what they mean 
(b) use lots of analogies 



18 Are you more naturally 
(a) impartial (b) compassionate 

19 In judging are you more likely to be 
(a) impersonal (b) sentimental 

20 Do you usually 
(a) settle things (b) keep options open 

21 Are you usually rather 
(a) quick to agree to a time 
(b) reluctant to agree to a time 

22 In phoning do you 
(a) just start talking 
(b) rehearse what you'll say 

23 Facts 
(a) speak for themselves 
(b) usually require interpretation 

24 Do you prefer to work with 
(a) practical information 
(b) abstract ideas 

25 Are you inclined to be more 
(a)coolheaded (b) warm hearted 

26 Would you rather be 
(a) more just than merciful 
(b) more merciful than just 

27 Are you more comfortable 
(a) setting a schedule 
(b) putting things off 

28 Are you more comfortable with 
(a) written agreements 
(b) handshake agreements 

29 In company do you 
(a) start conversations 
(b) wait to be approached 

30 Traditional common sense is 
(a) usually trustworthy 
(b) often misleading 

31 Children often do not 
(a) make themselves useful enough 
(b) daydream enough 

32 Are you usually more 
(a) tough minded (b) tender hearted 

33 Are you more 
(a) firm than gentle (b) gentle than firm 

34 Are you more prone to keep things 
(a) well organized (b) open-ended 

35 Do you put more value on the 
(a) definite (b) variable 

36 Does new interaction with others 
(a) stimulate and energize you 
(b) tax your reserves 

37 Are you more frequently 
(a) a practical sort of 

_person (b) an abstract sort ofpperson 

38 Which are you drawn to 
(a) accurate perception 
(b) concept formation 

39 Which is more satisfying 
(a) to discuss an issue thoroughly 
(b) to arrive at agreement on an issue 

40 Which rules you more: 
(a) your head (b) your heart 

41 Are you more comfortable with work 
(a) contracted 
(b) done on a casual basis 

42 Do you prefer things to be 
(a) neat and orderly (b) optional 

43 Do you prefer 
a) many friends with brief contact 

(b) a few friends with longer contact 

44 Are you more drawn to 
(a) substantial information 
(b) credible assumptions 

45 Are you more interested in 
(a) production (b) research 

46 Are you more comfortable when you are 
(a) objective (b) personal 

47 Do you value in yourself more that you are 
(a) unwavering (b) devoted 

48 Are you more comfortable with 
(a) final statements (b) tentative statements 

49 Are you more comfortable 
(a) after a decision (b) before a decision 

50 Do you 
(a speak easily and at length with strangers 
(b) find little to say to strangers 

51 Are you usually more interested in the 
a) particular instance 

(b) general case 



52 Do you feel 
(a) more practical than ingenious 
(b) more ingenious than practical 

53 Are you typically more a person of 
(a) clear reason (b) strong feeling 

54 Are you inclined more to be 
(a) fair-minded (b) sympathetic 

55 Is it preferable mostly to 
a) make sure things are arranged 

(b) just let things happen 

56 Is it your way more to 
(a) get things settled 
(b) put off settlement 

57 When the phone rings do you 
(a) hasten to get to it first 
(b) hope someone else will answer 

58 Do you prize more in yourself a 
a) good sense of reality 

(b) good imagination 

59 Are you drawn more to 
(a) fundamentals (b) overtones 

60 In judging are you more usually more 
(a) neutral (b) charitable 

61 Do you consider yourself more 
(a) clear headed (b) good willed 

62 Are you more prone to 
(a) schedule events (b) take things as they come 

63 Are youu a person that is more 
(a) routinized (b) whimsical 

64 Are you more inclined to be 
(a easy to approach 
(b) somewhat reserved 

65 Do you have more fun with 
a) hands-on experience 

(b) blue sky fantasy 

66 In writings do you prefer 
(a) the more literal (b) the more figurative 

67 Are you usually more 
(a) unbiased (b) compassionate 

68 Are you typically more 
(a) just thanlenient (b) lenient than just 

69 Is it more like you to 
a) make snap judgments (b) 

delay making judgments 
70 Do you tend to be more 

a deliberate than spontaneous 
(b) spontaneous than deliberate 



Having tentatively identified your personality, you can find 
your portrait in the Appendix of Please Understand Me, or In 
the text of Portraits of Temperament. You might also take the 
Brief Test of Character Traits, especially if you are uncertain 
about whether you are an Idealist (NF), Rational (NT), 
Guardian (SJ), or Artisan (SP). Please bear in mind that all 
personality tests are based on analogies and are therefore 
only rough indicators of personality. Best to follow the results 
of any personality test by watching people in action. Indeed, 
people-watching may enable you to detect the difference 
between what people say they do and what they actually do. 

Dr. Stephen Montgomery has studied the differing personality 
types In their love and marriage interactions, with examples 
from novels and films, in a series of volumes entitled The 
Pygmalion Project. Also psychologists Keirsey and Choiniere 
have written Presidential Temperament, a study of the 
personality of all 40 U. S. Presidents up to Bush. Reading about 
these characters in fiction and history might help you 
understand your spouse, your child, your parent, your friend, 
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In this section you have to say if you think that a particular bible event actually happened, 
or whether you think it's a fictional story. 

If you think it Definitely Happened, put a ring round ......................... 
NC PS DS 

If you think it Probably Happened put a ring round ......................... 
DH PH C PS DS 

If you are Not Certain, put a ring round ................ .. 
DH PH NC PS DS 

If you think it is Probably a Story put a ring round .......................... 
DH PH NC PS DS 

If you think it is Definitely a Story, put a ring round .......................... 
DH PH NC PS DS, 

David killed a giant called Goliath ....................................................... 
DH PH NC PS DS 

Jonah was in the belly of a fish (or whale) for three days ..................... DH PH NC PS DS 

Jesus' mother was a virgin when she conceived Jesus ......................... DH PH NC PS DS 

Adam and Eve lived in a garden called Eden ....................................... DH PH NC PS DS 

The story of the prodigal son who left home and later returned........... DH PH NC PS DS 

The story of the Samaritan who helped a man attacked by robbers...... DH PH NC PS DS 

Jesus raised Lazarus from the dead ..................................................... 
DH PH NC PS DS 

Noah built an ark and filled it with animals ......................................... DH PH NC PS DS 

The story of the farmer who scattered seed as he sowed ...................... DH PH NC PS DS 

Jesus fed 5000 people with two fish and five loaves 
............................ DH PH NC PS DS 

The story of the ten virgins who waited for the bridegroom ................. DH PH NC PS DS 

Joshua destroyed the walls of Jericho .................................................. DH PH NC PS DS 

The story of the enemies who sowed weeds in a farmer's field 
........... DH PH NC PS DS 

The story of the unforgiving servant who was released from his debt.. DH PH NC PS DS 

Jesus turned water into wine ............................................................... DH PH NC PS DS 

Moses went to Pharaoh and threatened terrible plagues ....................... DH PH NC PS DS 



Part 3: Healing Today 
This part asks you questions about your views and experience of healing, especially 
miraculous healing. The first part asks you to say what you would think in 
particular situations, which you may or may not have experienced. If you have 
never been in this sort of situation, please imagine you are, and try and say what 
you think you would feel. The second section asks about your own experience of 
healing and praying for healing. 

Please read each sentence carefully and see if you agree or disagree with it 
If you Agree Strongly, put a ring round .............................................. 

®A NC D DS 
If you Agree, put a ring round ............................................................. 

AS AO NC D DS 
If you are Not Certain, put a ring round ............................................. 

AS A®D DS 
If you Disagree, put a ring round ........................................................ 

AS A NC OD DS 
If you Disagree Strongly, put a ring round ......................................... 

AS A NC D iS 

PLEASE ANSWER EVERY STATEMENT IN EACH SECTION 

Imagine that you meet someone who says that, after being prayed 
or at their local church, God healed them of a cancer that doctors 

said was incurable. What do you think about these statements? 

God can certainly heal people like that if he wants to .......................... AS A NC D DS 

The prayer was incidental: they would have got better anyway........... AS A NC D DS 

God would not intervene and change the natural laws of the universe AS A NC D DS 

There must be another explanation ...................................................... AS A NC D DS 

The cancer will probably return ........................................................... 
AS A NC D DS 

Our prayers can bring about this kind of healing ................................. AS A NC D DS 

They were almost certainly cured by God ............................................ AS A NC D DS 

The person has convinced themselves they are cured, 
but they may not be ............................................................................. AS A NC D DS 

Have you encountered this situation before? Yes Q No Q 



Imagine someone who is seriously ill goes to a Spiritualist (or 
NON CHRISTIAN Faith Healer) and comes away claiming to be 
cured. What would you think about these statements? 
God's healing comes through many different channels ........................ AS A NC D DS 

Non-Christian "Faith-healing" is dangerous and should be avoided.... AS A NC D DS 

They have probably been tricked into believing they are better........... AS A NC D DS 

There are natural healing processes which science doesn't understand AS A NC D DS 

God would never heal people through Spiritualists .............................. AS A NC D DS 

Prayer can channel the natural healing power of our minds or spirits.. AS A NC D DS 

Their "healing" was by evil forces that will ultimately do them harm.. AS A NC D DS 

Other religions can bring about healing through prayer ........................ AS A NC D DS 

Have you encountered this situation before? Yes Q No Q 

Some Christians claim that they can do what Jesus did and heal the 
sick by prayer. What do you think about these statements? 

There is clear evidence that God miraculously heals people today....... AS A NC D DS 

Such healing would be more common today if people had more faith. AS A NC D DS 

I don't believe such miracles happen today .......................................... AS A NC D DS 

Miracles do happen today where people pray with faith 
....................... AS A NC D DS 

God can heal anyone he wants to .......................................................... AS A NC D DS 

We don't need miracles today because of modern medicine ................ AS A NC D DS 

Have seen or experienced miraculous healing? Yes Q No Q 

r- 



Imagine someone is seriously ill. They have been prayed for, but show 
no signs of recovery. What do you think about these statements? 

God could heal them if he chose to ..................................................... AS A NC D DS 

For some reason, God must want them to remain ill ............................ AS A NC D DS 

Those praying might have lacked sufficient faith ................................. AS A NC D DS 

They should find help from someone with a special healing ministry ... AS A NC D DS 

God might heal them by letting them die ............................................. AS A NC D DS 

The person may need to confess their sin before they can be healed.... AS A NC D DS 

Christians are often imperfect channels for God's healing power......... AS A NC D DS 

Even God cannot always change the natural course of things .............. AS A NC D DS 

Perhaps they didn't really believe they could be cured by prayer......... AS A NC D DS 

Have you encountered this situation before? Yes Q No Q 

YOUR EXPERIENCE OF PRAYING FOR HEALING. 

PRAYER WHEN YOU ARE SICK 

Have you prayed FOR YOURSELF, when you were ill? Yes Q No Q 

Have other people PRAYED FOR YOU, when you were ill? Yes Q No 0 

If YES to either of these questions: 

What sort of illnesses were involved: 
Minor problems (such as headaches, low level anxiety, colds, flu etc. ) Q 

Major problems (that is, those that might have put you in hospital) Q 

Life-threatening problems (such as severe accidents or serious cancer) Q 



Did these prayers for healing... (please circle your response to each question) 
have a positive effect on you? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

help you to cope with illness? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

cure your illness? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

result in some sort of spiritual healing? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

remain unanswered by God? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

harm your faith in any way? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

PRAYING FOR OTHER PEOPLE WHO ARE SICK 
Have you prayed for people who are sick? Yes Q No Q 

If YES, please indicate the circumstances: 
I pray on my own for people that I know who are sick or troubled Q 
I join in the prayers for the sick at church during Sunday services Q 
I pray in a small group for people who are sick Q 
I am part of a group that has a specific healing ministry of prayer Q 
I lay hands on people who are sick, and pray for them to be healed Q 

If you have prayed for others, what sort of illnesses were involved: 
Minor problems (such as headaches, low level anxiety, colds, flu etc. ) _0 
Major problems (that is, those that might require them to go to hospital) 0 
Life-threatening problems (such as severe accidents or serious cancer) 

Ifyou pray on your own for people that you know who are sick, do you: 
Express your concern to God and ask that His will be done Q 
Pray that God would ease their suffering and help them to cope with the problem -0 
Pray that God would remove the illness and make them well again Q 
If they are very ill, pray that they might find healing in death Q 

Have these prayers for healing... (please circle your response to each question) 

... had a positive effect on the people? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

... helped them to cope with illness? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

... cured their illness? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

... result in some sort of spiritual healing? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

... remain unanswered by God? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 

... harmed the person in any way? Always Sometimes Never Don't know 



Part 4: You and Your Church 
This section contains questions about you and your church. In some questions you 
must tick only one box, in others you may tick more than one box 

NAME and LOCATION of your CHURCH: 

How would you describe the tradition of your church? 
(Please tick the one that comes closest to your opinion) 

"Middle of the road" Anglican or Traditional Anglican Q 
High Church or Anglo-Catholic Q 
Evangelical or Conservative Evangelical Q 
Charismatic or Charismatic Evangelical Q 
None of these, I would say: 

If greatly helps if you could give the following personal details: 
Your age: Teenager Q 20s Q 30s Q 40s Q 50sQ 60s Q 70s Q 80sQ 
Your sex: Male Q Female Q 

Your occupation (or previous occupation if retired): 

How long have you been at your present church? 
Less than a year Q 1-5 years-0 Over five years Q 

If you have previously worshipped at another church was it: 
"Middle of the road" Anglican or Traditional Anglican Q 
High Church or Anglo-Catholic Q 
Evangelical or Conservative Evangelical Q 
Charismatic or Charismatic Evangelical Q 
None of these, I would say: 

How long have you been a Christian? 
Number of years: 
I can't say exactly when I became a Christian Q 

On average, how often do you attend a SERVICE IN CHURCH? 
A few times a year Q 
Once a month Q 
Once a fortnight Q 
Once a week Q 
More than once a week Q 



Are you involved in any of the following? 
Home groups or bible study groups Q 
Leading adult home groups or bible studies -D Teaching children in church groups Q 
Leading church services Q 

Which of ONE of these statements is most true of you? 
I feel entirely at home in my church Q 
I occasionally feel out of place in my church Q 
I feel I don't really belong in my church Q 

Which ONE of these statements best describes your reaction to the teaching 
(sermons, mid-week study groups etc. ) that you receive from your church? 

I never disagree with the teaching I get at my church Q 
I occasionally disagree with the teaching I get at my church 0 
I often disagree with the teaching I get at my church Q 
I don't pay much attention to what is taught at my church Q 

Have you been baptised by the Holy Spirit? 
Yes Q No Q1 don't know what this means -0 
Do you speak in tongues? 
Frequently 

--- --D 
Occasionally Q Used to but not now _0 Never QI don't know what this means Q 

Do you give words of prophesy in church or in other Christian gatherings? 
Frequently 

-O 
Occasionally Q Used to but not now _Q Never Q1 don't know what this means Q 

Does God direct you through pictures, visions or dreams? 
Frequently 

__ --. 
D Occasionally 

-D 
Used to but not now 0 

Never Q1 don't know what this means 0 

Do you lay hands on people when you pray for them? 
Frequently Q Occasionally Q Used to but not now _0 Never Q1 don't know what this means Q 

Please indicate the level of education you have had: 
School Certificate, "0" Levels or GCSEs_Q 
"A" Levels 
Degree or higher Diploma D 
Postgraduate Degree 



If you studied "A" levels or a higher degree, what were the main subjects? 
Arts Q 
Science Q 
Medicine Q 
Humanities Q 
Vocational Q 

Have you ever had any training on the bible or in theology? Yes-0 No_Q 
If YES, please give details: 

How often do you normally read the bible? 
I only ever hear it read at church Q 
I hardly ever read it myself Q 
A few times a year Q 
Once a month Q 
Once a fortnight Q 
Once a week Q 
More than once a week Q 

Do you read the bible more or less often than you have done in the past? 
More frequently Q About the same-E] Less frequently 11 

If you read the bible now do you: (You can tick more than one box if necessary) 
Work your way through it book by book Q 
Use daily bible notes Q 
If so, which ones? 
Use a commentary Q 

Please give an example 

Open the bible and read whatever is there Q 
Look up subjects that interest you at the time Q 
Always go back to your favourite passages Q 

Have you ever felt God speak to you directly through the bible? 
Frequently Q Occasionally 

-D 
Used to but not now _Q Never Q1 don't know what this means Q 



Is there anything else you would like to add, either about the passage you read, your 
views on the bible or your experience of healing? 

PLEASE MAKE SURE THAT YOU HA VE COMPLETED QUESTIONS 
1-70 STAPLED TO THE CENTRE PAGES OF THIS BOOKLET 

Thank you for helping me with this study. Your contribution is greatly appreciated 


