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INTRODUCTION

Imitation is a prominent feature of the New Testament (NT) authors’
characterization of the Christian life. Believers are to imitate their leaders
as they imitate Christ (1 Cor 11:1). I intend to apply this exhortation to
hermeneutics. A “mimetic” Christian hermeneutic, then, is one that imitates
the interpretive practices of the biblical authors themselves. How should
Christians read the Bible? We should read it like the biblical authors did.
The crux of the matter is the role of authorial intent in interpretation, which
must be grounded in a conception of dual authorship that is both biblically
demonstrable and logically defensible. The continuing debate regarding
whether contemporary Bible readers even can imitate the interpretive
practices of the biblical authors furnishes a question related to this ongoing
hermeneutical conversation. Our goal is to outfit the people of God with
a rich, sound, accessible hermeneutic that illuminates the meaning of
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the Word of God to us and enables us to apply it in our lives with wisdom,
precision, and discernment.

My thesis is twofold. First, the intent of the inspired human author of a
text of Scripture is the sole object of interpretation. Second, the biblical
authors themselves read the Scriptures in accordance with authorial intent.
These two assertions coalesce into a simple exhortation—in our own
interpretation of the Scriptures we must imitate the interpretive practices of
the biblical authors. Our Christian hermeneutic must be “mimetic.”

My thesis will be pursued in three parts. First, I will argue for inspired
human authorial intent as the sole object of biblical interpretation and
propose a comprehensive hermeneutical theory for reading biblical
texts in canonical context. Second, I will respond to specific features of
Kevin Vanhoozer’s recent publication Mere Christian Hermeneutics and
Patrick Schreiner’s employment of the fourfold sense in The Transfiguration
of Christ. Finally, in an attempt to both defend and demonstrate my thesis and
respond to Richard Blaylock’s argument for “privileged hermeneutical space”
in a recent JETS article, I will show how the “seventy sevens” prophecy
delivered to Daniel by the angel Gabriel as recorded in Daniel 9 does not
undermine my exhortation to imitate the interpretive practices of the
biblical authors but coheres with and enhances it.

AUTHORIAL INTENT IS THE OBJECT OF INTERPRETATION

The testimony of Scripture about itself according to Stephen Wellum in
his recently published systematic theology is that “Scripture is God’s Word
written, the unfolding of his eternal plan, the product of God’s mighty action
through the word and by the Spirit, whereby human authors freely wrote
exactly what God intended them to write without error”' Here Wellum
is summarizing the implications of Paul’s assertion that every Scripture
is “God-breathed” or “inspired” (2 Tim 3:16) and Peter’s explanation that
the biblical authors “spoke from God” (2 Pet 1:21) from which many of
our confessional statements derive the conviction that “Scripture has for
its author God.” In short, as B. B. Warfield wrote many years ago, “What
Scripture says, God says.”* The Bible contains the “word-act revelation” of
God; thus, he is its originator and, in this sense, its author.*
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The Lord chose, however, to reveal his Word through the human authors of
Scripture by means of inspiration, which is evident in Peter’s explanation: “Not
by the will of man was a prophecy ever carried along, but being carried along
by the Holy Spirit, men spoke from God” (2 Pet 1:21).5 The human authors
of Scripture wrote. What they wrote was from God, or inspired (2 Tim 3:16),
and they themselves were inspired, or “carried along” by the Holy Spirit, but
the human authors consciously wrote the Scriptures. Thus, the Bible is what
John Webster has called a “sanctified creaturely reality,” divinely sourced
but written down in space and time by men.’ In the inspired texts of the
Bible we observe the height of human literary ingenuity and artistry and,
hearing directly from the Lord, biblical texts are unique among all other
literature in their inerrancy and authority. Therefore, Scripture is uniquely
suited to benefit readers in both wisdom, knowledge, and understanding
in accordance with reality and in righteous living. Through Scripture alone
the morning star, Jesus Christ, rises in our hearts (2 Pet 1:19) as we hear
the Word concerning Christ and, by the grace of God, believe (Rom 10:17).
But we must not allow our affirmation of the dual authorship of Scripture
to minimize the divinely ordained mechanism by which the Lord chose
to reveal his Word. The Lord carried along his chosen vessels to write his
words at particular times and in particular contexts. Therefore, the object
of biblical interpretation is properly the intended meaning of the inspired
human author of the text.

The intent of the divine author, then, is only realized by inspiration
through the human author who wrote the text. Therefore, there is no reason
to bifurcate divine and human intent for a given biblical text. Readers have
no access to an intent beyond that of the human author of the text because
all we have are the words on the page. Divine intent and human intent in a
given text are the same. The divine author means only what he inspired the
human author to mean.” Kevin Chen says it this way,

For standard hermeneutical approaches that rightly focus on the intent
of the human author, [distinguishing the divine author’s intent from the
human author’s intent] confuses the task and goal of interpretation... From a
hermeneutical standpoint, there is no systematic way of distinguishing between
the human intent and the divine intent, or, equivalently, of ascertaining the

divine intent that goes beyond the meaning of the words of the human author...

54



Mimetic Christian Hermeneutics: A Response to Multiple or Expanded Sense(s) in Scripture

sound hermeneutical methodology for any text is geared toward determining the

human author’s intent.’
Abner Chou concurs,

Second Peter 1:21 reminds us God moved certain men to speak, such that
their message is actually from God. Man’s words precisely communicate God’s
own ideas. The way the apostles quote Scripture affirms that alone is the
meaning of the text. They interchangeably discuss what the “prophet” spoke
(Rom 10:16) with what “God spoke through the prophet (Acts 28:25) with
what the ‘Scripture spoke’” (Gal 3:8). This affirms human intent is God’s intent

and this unified intent is the legitimate meaning of Scripture.’

The assertion that divine and human intent are the same in a given text
raises three rejoinders. First, the unique nature of Scripture demands a
special hermeneutic distinct from the general hermeneutical principles
proffered by E. D. Hirsch Jr. in Validity in Interpretation.' In response, having
already affirmed the unique nature of Scripture relative to all other literature,
since the biblical texts were written by men according to the will of God,
we should interpret them according to the same principles by which we
interpret any other literary works written by men. I would argue that the
uniqueness of the Bible —that it is the very Word of God —lies primarily
in its inerrancy and authority, which affect how readers respond to the text
rather than how we determine its meaning. Again, the substance of the
doctrine of inspiration is that men wrote the Bible consciously and with
conscious intended meaning that perfectly cohered with the intent of the
Lord who carried them along. The uniqueness of the Scriptures impacts how
we respond to the text, which is post-exegetical, rather than how we pursue
exegesis itself.

Several NT texts do either explicitly state or imply that full understanding
of what the Bible teaches is either granted or restricted by the Lord."' Iwould
argue that this reality applies to all things rather than specifically or especially
to understanding the Bible. Overcoming the tendency of sinful humanity to
suppress in unrighteousness the truths of God’s eternal power and divine
nature evident in creation (Rom 1:18-20) must be granted by the Lord
as well. Furthermore, consider Jesus’ critique of Nicodemus that, as a
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teacher of Israel, he did not “know” what Jesus was talking about concerning
the nature and necessity of regeneration (John 3:10). Jesus then said to him,
“What we know we speak about, and to what we have seen we testify, and
you do not receive our testimony” (John 3:11). The foremost problem is
one of belief rather than interpretive ability as Jesus is purposefully using
an opaque metaphor for regeneration rather than an explicitly OT concept
like heart circumcision (Deut 30:6) or replacement (Ezek 36:26), with
which Nicodemus likely would have been much more familiar. Nicodemus
must receive the testimony of Jesus that he is Messiah, which at this point
in the narrative he will not, which is a manifestation of unbelief rather than
exegetical inability. Jesus said the same to Jewish leaders on the Sabbath:
“You search the Scriptures because you think in them you have eternal life,
and these are these things that testify about me, and you are not willing to
come to me so that you may have life” (John 5:39-40), and more explicitly,
“If you believed Moses, you would believe me, for that one wrote about me. But
if the writings of that one you do not believe, how will you believe my words?”
(John 5:46-47).12

So, it is not that the Bible demands a special hermeneutic because it is
the Word of God; it demands a special response. We all know brilliant but
unbelieving biblical scholars who make helpful contributions to interpretive
conversations and who even understand that the NT teaches that Jesus
Christ is the fulfillment of OT messianic anticipation. The problem is that
they do not believe it, which is at the heart of Paul’s dichotomy between the
natural and spiritual in 1 Corinthians 2:14 - 18.

A second rejoinder is that divine intent arises from, and expands the
meaning of, the text when it is considered in canonical context.”® In my view,
when scholars refer to canonical context they mean one of two things —
either inner-biblical interpretation or Theological Interpretation of Scripture
(TIS).** In the case of inner-biblical interpretation, readers observe an
inspired human author’s interpretation and/or application of an earlier
text in his context and to serve his own purpose.’® In such cases, the object
of interpretation remains the intent of the human author who is quoting,
alluding to, or otherwise making use of a biblical text in his own composition,
and in such cases a later author’s use of earlier Scripture does not change the

meaning of that text.'¢
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In the case of TIS, on the other hand, some argue that biblical texts can take
on expanded meanings — either in keeping with the human author’s meaning
or not—when read by Christian people with Christian imaginations in
context with the rest of the Bible."” Apart from textual validation, however,
such readings depart the realm of hermeneutics proper and enter the realm
of reader response, for the only basis for arguments concerning validity
is the author’s intended meaning evident in the words he wrote." If the
inspired human author did not intend a connection between texts, there
is no recourse to the divine author’s intent apart from reader contribution,
which is not hermeneutically valid. John Webster is helpful here again as
he has argued that appeals to divine intent apart from the human authors
undermine the creaturely reality of the Bible.”” The method for reading and
interpreting biblical texts in their canonical context with the highest degree
of hermeneutical validity is to observe author-intended inner-biblical
interpretation according to the forward-looking, anticipatory trajectory of
the Scriptures themselves.

Where inner-biblical interpretation observes or indicates typology specifically,
there are two relevant points to clarify. First, I agree with Ardel Caneday
that typology is an intentional feature of divine revelation rather than an
interpretive contrivance and imposition on the text on the part of readers.*’
Thus, typological trajectories are intended by the inspired human authors
of the Bible.”! Second, while the canonical significance of the earlier text is
illumined by later interpretations, the scope and substance of the meaning of
the earlier text does not change at all because its meaning is inextricably tied
to its author.”> So, while the Lord certainly providentially ordained typology
in historical persons, events, and institutions, divine authorial intent does
not arise from, or expand upon, human authorial intent when texts are
interpreted in the context of the whole canon. Inspired human authorial
intent is evident in inner-biblical interpretation at the canonical level, which
impacts the significance of individual texts that contribute to a typological
trajectory rather than their meanings.”

A final rejoinder is that the NT authors often claim that the gospel entails
a mystery revealed. For example, Paul closed his epistle to the Romans,
“Now to him who is able to strengthen you according to my gospel and the
proclamation of Jesus Christ, according to the revelation of the mystery
having been kept secret for long ages but now is disclosed” (Rom 16:25-26).
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Many scholars, of whom D. A. Carson may be representative, argue that in
examples such as this one Paul and the NT authors claim that the mystery
revealed is the full meaning of OT texts now evident in their fulfillment
in Christ** I would argue, however, that fulfillment in Christ does not
impact the meaning of OT texts; rather, the things anticipated in OT texts
but not yet realized have come to be in Christ. Mystery revealed does not refer
to the “transfigured” or expanded meaning of things previously recorded.”
It does not refer to something that people have tried to uncover but have
failed to comprehend, which is what modern usage of the word “mystery”
would suggest.? It refers to the time and person for which the prophets were
diligently searching the Scriptures and about which they were prophesying
for centuries (1 Pet 1:10—11). The one to whom the OT texts look forward
has come, as Paul wrote in Colossians 2:2, “that the hearts [of all who have
not seen me face to face] may be encouraged ... unto the knowledge of the
mystery of God, namely, Christ.

Returning briefly to Romans 16, Vanhoozer argues regarding the
revelation of the mystery in Paul’s gospel “now disclosed, and through the
prophetic Scriptures ... made known to all the nations” (Rom 16:26) that
the OT texts have been “illumined” or “transfigured” by the light of Christ
so that their literal sense is now “thickened,” by which he means that their
meaning has been expanded in context with the revelation of Christ himself
and the writings of the NT.>” What I have argued above regarding the nature
of mystery revealed stands here — Paul is not saying that the meaning of the
OT texts has changed, but that the anticipatory trajectories contained in
the OT have come to their fulfillment in Christ and in this way they are an
integral part of the gospel message, for the identity and work of Christ only
make sense in light of the message of the prophets.

In summary, my argument throughout this section has been that
the intended meaning of the inspired human authors is the object of
biblical interpretation.”® This assertion best accounts for the progressive
nature of the Scriptures themselves, for their dual authorship, and for
inspiration as the mechanism by which the very Word of God is contained
in a creaturely object written by men in time and space.
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THE HERMENEUTICS OF THE BIBLICAL AUTHORS AS EXEMPLAR

The inspired-human-authorial-intent-centered hermeneutic that I have
summarized could be called “mimetic” in the sense that Bible readers
should seek to read the Scriptures like the biblical authors themselves did.
The interpretive practices of the biblical authors — especially observed in
1) Moses” worldview forming narration of historical events spanning from
before his lifetime through the forty years of wandering in the wilderness
and 2) in the inner-biblical interpretations by both later OT authors and the
apostles in the NT — serve as our exemplar.

Moses himself set the stage and trajectory for subsequent revelation
by interpreting and narrating persons and events that preceded him
according to his own type as “the prophet” (Deut 18:15) and the exodus
of Israel from Egypt.* The interpretation of the Pentateuch and other
earlier Scriptures by later OT authors always proceeds according to the
intent of the human author of the antecedent text, which I labored to
demonstrate in my published work on the interpretations of Isaac’s birth
from barrenness in the Nazirite forerunner type (cf. esp. Judg 13 and
1 Sam 1) and in the prophet Isaiah’s anticipation of new exodus Edenic
restoration (Isa $1:1-3).% The apostles follow the example of the prophets
in always interpreting OT texts as fulfilled in Christ according to the intent
of the OT authors, which I endeavor to explain in my published work
on Matthew’s interpretation of the “Son of God type” in his quotation
of Hosea 11:1 (Matt 2:15) and also on the OT resurrection typology
antecedent to Paul’s claim that Christ was raised from death on the third
day “according to the Scriptures” (1 Cor 15:4).>! Where the biblical authors
allude to, interpret, and employ Scripture, their interpretive perspective
is always formed by the intent of the inspired human authors of Scripture.
Therefore, our own Christian hermeneutic must imitate theirs.*

My purpose in this section is to respond to two recent hermeneutical
proposals by prominent fellow evangelical scholars, namely,
Patrick Schreiner’s employment of the fourfold sense, or quadriga, in his
recent book The Transfiguration of Christ and Kevin Vanhoozer’s magisterial
work Mere Christian Hermeneutics. Their proposals are every different, so I
will address them in turn, but they also display a similarity in interpretive
method that I will highlight as departing from the example of the
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biblical authors, and this in addition to the apparently coincidental appeal
to the transfiguration narrative in the Synoptic Gospels as a hermeneutical
key in both works. In short, attempts to both revive the fourfold sense
and fold multiple senses into one “thickened” or “transfigured” literal
sense in canonical context muddle interpretation by appealing to multiple
authorial intentions.

First, although Schreiner does not attempt a full explanation and defense
of the fourfold sense in his book, he does employ it and he has a forthcoming
volume in which he intends to offer a fully formed argument in favor of
its usefulness. The fourfold sense is a hermeneutical method in which
readers draw out of the text four senses, or meanings —literal, spiritual
or typological, tropological or moral, and anagogical or eschatological.
Following Augustine and Thomas Aquinas, Schreiner argues that the
literal sense, which is the product of grammatical-historical exegesis and thus
is tied to human authorial intent, is the basis for the others. In other words,
the spiritual senses must organically develop from the literal sense.’®
This mooring of the additional senses to the literal is a necessary and
commendable hermeneutical guardrail.

What is unclear, however, is what exactly the ground for claiming
additional senses, or meanings, that organically arise from the literal sense is
ifthey are not discerned through grammatical-historical exegesis? Schreiner’s
answer is, “The spiritual sense listens for the voice of the omnipresent
divine author urging us to connect the dots from one part of the canon to
the other.** It is on this assertion that I am focusing my response. Aside from
the bare grammatical problem of a “sense” listening rather than the reader,
Schreiner affirms multiple intentions in the dual-authored biblical canon,
which muddles interpretation as I have already argued. Opening this door
inevitably leads to the words on the page becoming mere symbols to which
meaning is assigned from the outside rather than communicative tools that
reveal intent from their source.*® It is the human authors of Scripture that
connect dots between texts for readers, which they consciously do via inner-
biblical interpretation. If a canonical connection between two texts cannot
be validated textually because it is not intended by the human author, it
lacks hermeneutical validity because the only remaining basis is the reader’s
own contribution. To use Schreiner’s language, if readers “connect the dots,”
if the connection originates in readers apart from human authorial intent,

60



Mimetic Christian Hermeneutics: A Response to Multiple or Expanded Sense(s) in Scripture

readers are shaping the reading of the text rather than the text shaping readers.
While I heartily affirm an active Christian imagination informed by the
Scriptures in reading them, such an imagination cannot be the only basis for
an extended “sense” of a text.*

Two final points on the four senses. First, proponents of the
fourfold sense, including Schreiner, do not claim that every biblical text
intends or contains these four senses. But if that’s true, the three spiritual
senses then have unavoidably become an extratextual interpretive grid
through which the text is read and, further, they necessarily originate in the
reader to some degree even if the reader attempts to connect them to the
human author’s intention, that is, the literal sense. Again, the connection
originates in the reader rather than the author. Second, Schreiner elevates
the four senses over the oft appealed-to meaning and application evangelical
hermeneutical paradigm.’” This comparison is apt because applications in
teaching and preaching are very much reader responses to the text that ought
to organically arise from the literal sense but that involve reader imagination,
the post-interpretive activity that Hirsch calls “significance® Thus, the
problem here is not drawing a moral and eschatological sense out of
every text to exhort believers and give them hope; rather, the problem is
claiming that these reader-response senses are part of the meaning of the
text and intended by the divine author. It is unfortunate, in my opinion,
that Schreiner’s otherwise precise, studious, and reverent exegesis of the
transfiguration narrative is so overshadowed by an unnecessary appeal to
the quadriga.

Thus, in my estimation an acceptable employment of the fourfold
sense would include the meaning of the text intended by the inspired
human author; the possibility of typological implication if it is (1) intended
by that same author and (2) interpreted as such by later biblical authors;
and two forms of application or significance—moral exhortation and
hopeful assurance.

On the other hand, and second, Vanhoozer does not claim that there are
multiple senses or meanings in a given text of Scripture. Instead, he argues for
a “transfigured” literal sense, which encompasses “thickened,” or expanded,
and illumined meaning when the text is read in the context of the whole
canon of Scripture on the basis of divine authorial intent.** So, distinction
between the divine author and the human author allows for distinction in
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intent and thickening of literal meaning because the divine author intends
something beyond but coherent with his inspired human author. And such
readings can be conducted forward through the canon or backward.* Here
is Vanhoozer in his own words,

My claim, then, is twofold: 1) divine authorial intent comes into focus
in canonical context, and 2) this canonical intentionality is synonymous
with God’s trans-figural intent. Trans-figural interpretation follows the
way God makes the biblical words run and figures fly: beyond the human
authorial intent, through history, across the canon, and from their original to
their ultimate referents... we should avoid defining the literal sense apart from
divine authorship or limit divine authorship to the semantic constraints and

historical contingencies of the Bible’s human authors.*!

And yet, limiting his own authorship to the constraints of his prophets is
precisely what the Lord chose to do in revealing his Word to his created world.
I agree with Vanhoozer that “God makes the biblical words run,” but he does
this through inspiration of his human authors and his providential ordering
of history into typological trajectories that anticipate and are fulfilled in
Christ and are observable through inner-biblical interpretation by those
human authors. We are not limiting divine authorship in pursuing inspired
human authorial intent; the Lord limited himself.

One very important issue that I have raised today that is absent in
any meaningful sense from Vanhoozer’s work is the interpretation of
earlier biblical texts by OT authors and their subsequent casting of
those expectations into the future to be realized in the promised one
to come. The eschatological frame of reference appears only to apply to post-
resurrection readers.* Such an apparent limitation detaches Vanhoozer’s
entire project from the practice of the biblical authors at least to some degree.
The focus of the book is almost exclusively on how contemporary believers
should read the Bible ultimately as a single book with one divine author. As
I have argued, this approach leaves the progressive nature of the Scriptures
themselves unacknowledged and inevitably introduces reader response
into the interpretive equation because there is not a tangible starting point
for questions regarding hermeneutical validity. Observing the interpretive
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practices of the inspired biblical authors is the necessary precursor to a
mimetic Christian hermeneutic.

While Vanhoozer’s proposal is certainly more in keeping with the classical
Reformed conception of literal and spiritual sense than the quadriga, and
he is cognizant of the necessity that a text has one sense or meaning rather
than four, his method nonetheless departs from the apostolic example
along with Schreiner’s.* Despite this difference in defining the senses, the
distinction in authorship leading to distinction in meaning runs through
both books as does their appeal to the transfiguration narrative as a
hermeneutical tool, which itself is questionable.** Thus, ultimately, my
response to both is the same. Distinguishing between the divine and human
authors and their intended meanings in the text of Scripture unnecessarily
muddles interpretation and departs from the interpretative practices of the
biblical authors themselves. The OT is certainly a fully furnished but dimly
lit room upon which the light of Christ in the NT shines.* This reality,
however, does not necessitate an expansive, canonical divine intent; rather,
individual OT texts with intentionally prospective typological meaning—
the furniture in the room — attain to their full, glorious significance in their
typological trajectories as they are interpreted by later authors and, finally,
fulfilled in Christ as presented by the NT authors.

To summarize this section, while Schreiner’s work is primarily exegetical,
Vanhoozer’s relishes the theoretical and historical and, for a more-than-
four-hundred-page book on hermeneutics, it is decidedly lacking in
demonstration by way of extended exegesis of biblical texts. Such exegesis is
a necessary component of sweeping hermeneutical proposals so readers can
actually see what the theory looks like in practice.

A mimetic Christian hermeneutic best in keeping with the example of
the biblical authors themselves respects the mechanism by which the Lord
gave revelation —inspiration—by making human authorial intent the
object of interpretation for a given text. It also respects the manner by which
the Lord gave revelation — temporal, formal, and material progression—
through forward reading of the canon and observation of author-
intended inner-biblical interpretation.* Thus, we truly imitate the biblical
authors themselves.

Some, however, argue that in some cases the prophetic or apostolic
example cannot be imitated in full.
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PRIVILEGED HERMENEUTICAL SPACE: A RESPONSE TO
RiCHARD BLAYLOCK

In a recent article in JETS, Richard Blaylock argues that biblical interpreters
can imitate the hermeneutics of the biblical authors in most cases, but
there are some that must be attributed to what he calls “privileged
hermeneutical space (PHS).¥ PHS is another expression for Richard
Longenecker’s “revelatory stance,” which the biblical authors occupied but
which contemporary interpreters do not.* Blaylock, however, tempers
Longenecker’s thesis that interpreters today cannot imitate the biblical
authors at all by asserting, “The biblical authors’ hermeneutic is generally
replicable but not entirely applicable because the prophets and the apostles
occupied PHS#

While I commend Blaylock’s exhortation to Christians to “pattern their
approach to Scripture after the hermeneutical example of the prophets
and the apostles,” ultimately his attempt at nuanced third-wayism falls flat
because his affirmation of “fuller sense” in canonical context is essentially in
agreement with Vanhoozer’s “transfigured” literal sense in canonical context,
both of which appeal to divine authorial intent. Blaylock writes, “I agree with
those who argue that biblical texts can have a fuller sense (sensus plenior); in
other words, texts may have a divinely intended sense that goes beyond....
the human author’s intention.” ** Blaylock’s “fuller sense” is Vanhoozer’s
“thickened literal sense.”

Blaylock’s foremost example of PHS is Daniel’s interpretation of Jeremiah’s
prophecy of seventy years in exile (Daniel 9:20-27). According to Blaylock,
“Gabriel reveals the divine interpretation of the Jeremiah prophecies that
Daniel had been reading ... the heavenly meaning ... a deeper understanding
of the meaning” of Jeremiah 25:11-12 and 29:10.°' So, in reading the
Jeremiah scroll Daniel understood what Jeremiah, the human author,
intended — namely, seventy literal years of exile —but Daniel did not grasp
the fullness of the prophecy’s divine intent, that is, the meaning intended by
the divine author.

In addition to the hermeneutical problems associated with distinguishing
between human and divine intent in inspiration that I have already
addressed in response to Schreiner and Vanhoozer, there are two
problems with Blaylock’s proposal. First, there are tacit indications in
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the book of Jeremiah itself, especially in Jeremiah’s interpretation of
Deuteronomy 30, that the seventy years prophecy included an intentional
extended symbolic meaning. That Jeremiah’s conception of post-exilic
restoration is formed by Moses’ prophecy in Deuteronomy 30:1-14 is
evident in his repeated use of the phrase “The Lord will restore your fortunes”
(Jer 29:14; 30:3, 18; 31:23; 32:44; 33:7, 11, 26), which first appears in
Deuteronomy 30:3.%* The first instance in Jeremiah 29:14 even occurs in
close context with one of the references to a seventy year period prior to
restoration to the land. In Jeremiah 29:10-14, the Lord promises that
after seventy years of Babylonian rule he will “restore” Judah to their place,
and then when they call out to him, come to him, pray to him, and seek
him with their whole heart, he will hear and be found, and he will “restore”
their fortunes. Not only does Jeremiah adopt Moses’ distinction between
physical return to the land and heart circumcision (cf. Deut 30:1-6) in his
twofold “restore,” he also situates the key phrase “restore your fortunes” after
the turning of the people back to the Lord with their whole hearts.* Moses
prophesied the same, where “restore your fortunes” included both return
to the land (Deut 30:3-5) followed by heart circumcision (Deut 30:6)
resulting in covenantal devotion and life.>* Therefore, it is likely that Jeremiah
understood the seventy year period to be both literal with respect to the rule
of the Babylonians and a return to the land and symbolic with respect to the
eschatological whole-heart restoration of the people of God.

The time stamp given to situate Daniel’s vision is “the first year of
Darius son of Ahasuerus, from the seed of the Mede, who was made king
over the kingdom of the Chaldeans” (Dan 9:1), which was likely 538
BC and, thus, would have aligned with the seventy year reign of Babylon
prophesied by Jeremiah (Jer 29:10). Daniel has observed the fall of the
Babylonian empire and prays that the Lord would enact what he promised,
namely, the eschatological salvation of his people. In response, the
angel Gabriel gives him new revelation expanding the seventy years to
“seventy sevens” (Dan 9:24). Daniel’s request follows the evident meaning
of Jeremiah 29:10 and he seeks to activate the Lord to accomplish the
“restoration of fortunes,” namely, spiritual restoration. Thus, both Gabriel
and Daniel interpret Jeremiah according to his consciously intended
dual meaning as I summarized above. Gabriel’s “not yet” answer does not
necessarily mean that Daniel misunderstood Jeremiah; rather, it can simply
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mean that the extension of Jeremiah’s seventy years was undefined. Gabriel
granted “understanding” (Dan 9:22-23) to Daniel regarding the precise
future timing of Jeremiah’s “restoration of fortunes” (Jer 29:14) and Moses’
“heart circumcision” (Deut 30:6).

Second, I would argue that Daniel 9 is not properly an example of inner-
biblical interpretation, so it does not support the thesis of Blaylock’s article
at all. When inspired biblical authors received direct divine revelation as
Daniel did in this case, that new revelation did not change the meaning of
antecedent texts, nor did it “thicken” the sense, nor did it reveal a sense of
the antecedent text unintended by the human author but intended by the
divine author. Gabriel’s message concerning “seventy sevens” did not change
the meaning of Jeremiah; rather, it added an installment in progressive
revelation that enhanced Daniel's—and now any other Bible reader’s —
understanding regarding the precise timing of eschatological salvation.*®
In this case Daniel absolutely occupied a privileged position as a prophet
receiving revelatory visions, but that is precisely the point—the canon
of Scripture was not yet closed.®® Daniel was not properly interpreting an
earlier text and applying it to his audience. He received new revelation and
narrated the occasion of the vision and its content without interpretation. So,
in one sense, I agree with Blaylock that Daniel 9 represents something that
Bible readers today cannot replicate because it narrates direct revelation,
which is no longer available or relevant. On the other hand, I think raising
Daniel 9 in this way is a category error because it is not properly an instance
of inner-biblical interpretation by an inspired human author.

Therefore, interpreters of the Bible can and should imitate the interpretive
practices of the biblical authors evidenced in the Scriptures themselves.
PHS applies to the biblical authors where they received direct revelation
from the Lord, which is an altogether different textual event from a
conscious inner-biblical interpretation of an earlier text by an inspired author.

CONCLUSION

This article could be subtitled “A Once-for-All Rejection of the Fourfold
Sense” for two reasons: 1) to highlight the hermeneutical proposal that
I think departs most from the example of the biblical authors and 2) to
attempt to encompass all hermeneutical proposals involving additional
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or expanded senses in my critique. I am not arguing that Vanhoozer’s and
Schreiner’s methods are the same, nor am I saying that Blaylock is somehow
invoking the fourfold sense into his argument regarding imitation of the
biblical authors. My argument is: any conception of biblical interpretation
that involves multiplied senses or an expanded sense based on divine
authorship in distinction from the inspired human author’s intent evident
in the text departs from both the example of the biblical authors and from
logically sound hermeneutical principles. My response here is almost
certainly not “once-for-all,” but in my opinion a Christian hermeneutic
in which the object is one, fixed, intended meaning by the dual author of
Scripture — the inspired human author — best accounts for the biblical data
itself, best imitates the practices of the prophets and apostles, and is the
most logically defensible.

Biblical theology and hermeneutics originate with Moses in the Pentateuch,
develop and proceed through the interpretation of the Pentateuch and
other texts by later inspired authors, and reach their fulfillment in the
Lord Jesus Christ as explained by the apostles. This progression is how the
Scriptures were produced and how they were received and canonized by
the people of God.”” Respect for this progression, along with a conception
of dual authorship that emphasizes inspiration and identifies the inspired
human author’s intention as the object of interpretation, is the foundation
for a mimetic Christian hermeneutic.
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