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ecclesiologica wisdom)’ (p 124) but thinks ıt. the incarnatıon ews The
maYy approprlately be considered ‘the prelude ellen1ıst1ic envıronment denijed that gods COU.
LO Ne  < phase ın Christological CONtroverSsSy actually become human beings, a  oug. few
the conclusion of earlıer one (p 129) select humans mig become divine. The

But of ONe thing Skarsaune 1S S cholar- Hebrew envıronment maiıintained the sharpes
sh1ıp has SEEIN the collapse of Rudolf Itmann possible separatıon between God and the Cre-

ready dismissal of the New Testament piıcture atıon; compromıiıse of ıt WAas blasphemy
of Jesus T1S ‘easıly traced to the contem- Moreover, the philosophical tradition of ose

mythology of Jewish apocalyptiıcısm and who refined the doctrine WAas anti-mythological
the Gnostic myt. of redemption’ (so Bultmann, and considered heology be cognıtıve enter-
New Testament and Mythology, tr by CAuDer prıse. Judaism had Man y messiah-candidates,

gden, Philadelphia, 1984, 1-3) but the incomparable claims made for Jesus
‘Few scholarly positions,’ COMMEeNTS Christ are to be traced not the cultural eNVvI1-

Skarsaune, ‘have had LO endure such treatment ronment but tOo the ıfe and ee of Jesus him-
133) Behind the incarnatıon-ın recent research has thıs Bultmann myth, self (p

1C has disintegrated and virtually disap- Christology Was the fact that “Jesus  ? 1s identi-
peared from debate’ (op CI 132) Skarsaune cal ıth the isdom Og0S of (G0d, 1C 1s
cComments, “r an y relatıvely certaın conclusion identical ıth OW salvıfic an creatıve
Ca be drawn from the ast few decades of intention through which the WOT. WAas created’
research regarding the background of New (p 134) Yet the early church insisted that
Testament Christology, ıt 1s the acknowledg- ‚Jesus WAas completely human being...a truly
ment that andy, avaılable mMY  S, ıth the human Chalcedon eclare that without
sSame STrucCLUre the confession of T1S that comminglın them ‚Jesus’ 1vinıty and
COU. easıly be transferred LO Jesus, ust aAaTe not umanıty AT intact; (p 134)
to be found 1ın spıte of the fact that INanYy ave Carl Henry
searched for them'’ (p 132) rlıngton, US

In SUMMATY, Christian belief 1n the realiıty of
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ZUSA|  SSUNGReckoning wıth ar'‘ Essays ın

Commemoration of the Centenary of as Buch [16U7)} Aufsätze, die Cuf eINner Konferenz ZU|  3

Karl Barth’s ır Scdenken Gn KOar| Barth 986 n Ol gehalten wurden. SIe
decken In weiltTes Spektrum der Theologie Barths ab DIeıge Biggar, ed. Verfasser SINC Krifisch doch vereint UrC| die Überzeugung.Mowbray, London Oxford, 1988; PP; daß der Weg neufiger Theologie 'Cr UDer Barth NINGAUS!  ren

ar  ack; ISBN 264 MUuß, ohne aber INM vorbeigehen KÖNNeEN. FÜ den
Spezialisten ıST CCS Buch allerdings VOT) geringerem nteresse,
OÖobwohl einige Aufsätze, insbesondere die VOorn Willlams UunNd

UMMARY (Sunton empfehlenswel SINC
This book Drings together nıne eSSayS Wwritten for (D omMmmMmMenNO-
ratıve conference heild al Oxford In 986 The 655xaysS May 10, 1986 marked the annıversary of
ıde of tOpICS In Barth'’s e0l09y. The writers Ale CIl
cal, but they are united DY the CcOoNVIction hat while the WaYy for. the Ar of this century’s most prolific and

(arguably) most significant theologıan, arl
ard In e0ol0gy oday May Jje beyond Barth, ıf certainiy es ar The book before brings together ıne
hrough hım ere IS ittle In I1 @)| interes for the pecial- eSSaysS wrıtten for OIle of several COM MEeIMOTA-ISt, Dut evera|l eSSayS dre Wor recommending, especlally
0Se DYy Ilhıams and Gunton tıve conferences, held al Oxford, by eading

British, Amerıcan and Canadıan theologians
an! ethicısts.

'T’he essSay>s wıde of topıcs ınRESUME
Ce Ivre neuf eSsSAaIS SocrIits DOUT UuUNs conference Barth’s heology the nature of heology CONMN-

CcomMMEMOTATIVE 'enue Ol 9286 IS COUVrer Toutfe IC ceived by ar and ıts relevance to church lıfe,
ades sujJerTs elatıfs IC Theologie de Ba  3 _es Qutfeurs the doctrine of creatıon, relig10us and moral
SONT Crinques, MAaIS SONT UNIS DUT IC COMVICTION QUG, S} IC Vole
de IC theologie AQCTuelle ene eut-Eire Qqu-delä de Barth epistemology, politics and ethics. The wrıters

aTre ritical but they AaTrTe unıted Dy the convıctjion
elle U certalnemenNT Dr ul L Ouvrage apporte DEU QUI that ıle the WaY orward ın theology odaySOIT de gran NTeret DOUT Ies specCIalstes, IS olusieurs des

mMaYy hıe beyond ar ıt. certainly les throughchapitres mernen recomMAOANdAaTION DamiculieremenTt eUX hım ar oug! not be ignored. Not all of thede llams 97 de (Sunton
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EeSSayYS SECEeIM to ave een ntende for the SsSamle relation LO the WOT. further characteristic of
audiıence however, and that g1ves the book thıs post-critical eory 185 that ıt 1s anti-founda-
unNneven quality ome are wrıtten eve tionalıst. It rejects attempt to justify
approprıate for the introductory tudent of the- nowledge by appeal LO foundational ax10ms
ology er cGrath’’s the develop- (neutral, self-evident and universally accessible
ment of Barth’s theological method); others PTe- assertions whose truth 15 known by all intu-
SUPPOSE 1n the reader close acquaıntance ıth itı1vely). ıle thiıs rejection of unıversally
the moOost recent developments both iın theology accessıble external checks TU claims
generally ell 1ın ar research e.£., mig SECEeEeEeIM to ead to relativism, Gunton
Gunton’s Barth antı-foundation- attempts to avo1ıd this conclusion by appeal LO
alıst 1n theological epistemology). The result 18 internal erıterı1a of justification. dogmatic PTO-

book 1C 185 neither fish 1910)8 fowl ere 15 posa Ca be tested by ıts content, if not Dy
liıttle 1n ıt of great interest for the speclalist 1ın external foundations. By this test of content,
ar tudies the CSSay>S by Rowan ıllams take Gunton to 1INean something 1ıke the ade-
and olın Gunton provide noteworthy p- of proposıtions for articulating certaın
tıons). 1 there ATe several CSSaysS worth LEeC- COTe ideas received and handed oOWnNn by the
ommendiıing LO speclalist an non-specılalist TYT1sSst1aAan communıty. He 18 bit fuZzZy this
alı poıint.

In his Bart War and the State’, Gunton contends that whereas Barth’s STress
Rowan ıllams undertakes the kind of analy- the wholly otherness of God 1n Romans 11
S1S hıich ar scholars eed increasıngly to be WAas reflective of the Enlightenment epistemolo-
involved ıth today Noting that Barth’s ethics of spatıal distance, he later replace this
of WaTr ın Church Dogmatıcs 1S deeply V1ECeW ıth INOTeEe post-critical eory (beginning
awe: Dy ıts aılure LO address the unıque sıtu- ıth the book seim ın
atıon created Dy modern, nuclear armaments, Thıs 18 ınteresting proposa and on
ıllams that there ATe TEeSOUTCEeS LO be deserving of urther discussion. ere ATrTe how-
oun elsewhere (specıfically, ın Barth’s doc- CVEerT, SOIME troubling features ın ıt When
trıne of the state) 1C Ca  — be drawn upDOoN LO Gunton Says of the relation of God an the CTea-
amend his reflections and ring them LO ture 1ın 11/1 that ıt. 155 11O ‘ontological
ate Not only 1s thıs kınd of reworking help- rather than spatıal otherness of God IC
ful an creatıve use of Barth’s theology; ıt elps LO expression’ (p 6X WOUuU suggest

LOO LO understand why ar SEa unequ1Vo- that he has ap desecribed Barth’s conception
ca|l opposıtıon LO nuclear arıns LO be confes- ın Romans I1 The ‘distance’ ıf INaYy be permıiıt-
s10nal matter by the ate 1950’s HE: QUCS- ted pun) between Romans 11 an the book
tiıon LO 1C the church’s Was mat- Anselm 1S not ASs grea Gunton su  es
ter of ıts ve. eing and ıfe The sSuppose Sap econdly, nOot yet convınced that the COIN-
between Barth’s theory an his practice 1s NaTr- trastıng epıstemologies SKetcNe:! by Gunton AT
rowed considerably by ılllıams searching anal- adequate for interpreting Barth’s V1eW of the
ys1s. This 1sS valuable and OTNe 1C knowledge of (God al an y stage of his Career. It
should be requıired readıng for all those inter- 1s particularly the antı-foundationalism 1C
ested 1ın inking through theologically the 155 problematiıc. As George Hunsinger has
Proper limiıts of the StLate recently shown, Barth’s relig10us epistemology

olın Gunton draws heavıly upDON the work of has certaın characteristics ın COININON ıth
Michael Polanyı and Ronald Thiemann LO argue foundationalısm (‘Beyond Literalism and
that Barth’s development Ca  . be Seen not Kxpress1vi1sm,’ odern eology (1987), 209-
wholly successful attempt LO replace 23) Gunton’s 111 be demandıng for the
Enlightenment epıstemology (which trades lay reader but ıt. provıdes inıtıatıon LO
heaviıly spatial ımagery for depicting dis- ımportant discuss1ıon.
Aance between subject an object) ıth "'pOost- Webster offers fine exposıtion of
er1ıtical’ (Polanyıan) V1IEeW 10 SLresSses rela- posthumous work of Barth’s, The UChrıistian Life
1onship of recıprocıty between knower and (originally planned part of the ethics of 1EeC-
known: LO owledge 18 not sımply conform1ı- onciıliation 1ın T’he specific theme
LYy of mınd ıth realıty (‘realısm') of realıty reated ere 1s Barth’s rich an subtle andlıng
ıth mınd (‘idealism’) The metaphor of spatıal of human rTeedom VLS-A-ULS the divine. good
distance 15 replace by the metaphor of number of popular m1sconceptions to the effect
indwelling”. We lıve ın the WOT. anı lıve ın that ar had 1001 for reedom WOU. be

linguistic communı1ty 1C provıdes wıth challenged by readıng thıs
the conceptual tools needed for articulating OUT ıge Biggar addresses hımself to problems
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raıised by Barth’s ethics. Specifically, he RESUME
responds to LWO erıtic1ısms frequently directed to ‚Oouvrage CONTIEN des CO  rences DroNONCBES Australie

989 Le ilre, ‚e uvernement dIvin, USe d’une formule deBarthi’’s talk of ethics to the divine
SUDSTI  107 DOUT «ROoyaume de Dieu», CeC| DOUT soulignercommand. The first 1s that ar 1S thical ’approche nOUuvelle de IC question dONT IVT! fait ICcharısmatic who treats the divine command TenTtaTlive. L Ouvrage est destine arge oublic. IS

prıvate revelation. According to this line of contribue NEANMOINS CJUX es Dlus CVANCOEeS SUTr l Evanglie
cr1t1c1sm, ar 1S essentially irrationalist, de GArC. est ufle, IN  TeSSAIY STIMUIOY
LO be categorize ıth Spiritualists of the left-
wıng Reformation. T'he second charge depends
upon the first Barth’s theology precludes 19107885 ZUSAMMENFASSUNGmatıve ethics. In» Biggar shows that Jese Vorlesungen wurden 989 In ustralien gehafen Der
the hearıng of command 1S not to be
etache from prayerful reading of cripture itel IC Kegierung steillt eINe Alternative ICl

es dar, den ZUugaNg dieser rage
wiıthin the context of the Church 'T’hıs text. and unterstreichen, den das Buch VersuC| Das Werk wenderT SICH
thıs context act checks prıvatısm. Bıggar en Dreifes UuDBIiIIKUM. AT Qber dennoch ZUr wissenschaft-
gOCS LO show that ar actually eNSASLCS ichen Auseinandersetzung mf dem Markusevangelium DEl Fs

ıst e1INn sehr nützliches InTeressanTtes un gedanklich(covertly'!) 1ın soft form of cCasulstry. So Barth’s
Drovozierendes Bucheology 15 not at all ackıng ın normatıve

ethics. What ar does do 15 to leave certaın
salutary gap between rule an! Case that
aDsolute casulstry W1 the attendant rıisk of This work 15 collection of lectures gıven by
self-justification) 185 rendered imposs1ble. Room France 1ın 1989 at Moore Theological College,
15 thus eft for (God LO speak aneW, to apply the Sydney oug. eAasure of acquaıntance
rule LO OU. sıtuatıon 1n such WaYy that the rule ıth scholarshiıp 15 assumed, the ole
1S5 qualified by the Tes command. The net the work 1S accessible LO the vast majJorı1ty of
result 1S that thical principles readers ıt 1s clear, own-to-earth an read-
preparatıon for hearıng the command of (G0d able The book eflects desire LO CONVEY the
but they AT not substitute for that hearıng. results of speclalıst discussıon %a wıder publıc

It 15 to be ope that second edition of this 1ın intelligıble non-technical form, pOos1-
informatıve and interesting volume 111 elım! ı- tıve contrıbution LO Christian al and lıving‘
ate the misspellings of (Gjerman words which (p V111).

from tıme LO tıme, ell Alıster The phrase ‘divine government 15 offered
McGrath’s miıistaken attrıbution of Richard alternatıve LO the traditional expressıon ın
1ebuhr’s T’he Kingdom of God ın Amerıca LO studıes, ‘the kingdom of God/.’ T’he SUu
hıs brother, Reinhold Notwithstanding such makes France’s emphasıs clearer yet
blemishes, the book 15 ell worth recommend- actıve ‘kingship' instead of statıc ‘'kiıngdom' 15
ıng to anyone who about the future of the- 1ın VIEW. WKor France the plethora of Varıous CUT-
ology rent understandings of ‘the kingdom of God’

Bruce MecCormack and the unfortunate popular trend to make
Universıity of Edinburgh ‘'kingdom'’ adjective warrant nNne and Tes

CcCotlan:! approaches LO thıs central concept ın the teach-
ıng of ‚Jesus.

UroJIh 992) 11 89—90
The introduction seis 0ut the aims of theDıvıne Government: od. Kıingship ın work ın erms of the historical Jesus an the

the Gospel of Mark evangelist’s ıtz ım en We AT told, "The
France prımary object of thıs book 1S LO enquıre hat

SPCK, London, 1990; V11 135 £6.95, Jesus of azare had 1n mınd when he
paperback; ISBN 281 aunche this powerfu slogan L1.e., ‘the king-

om/kingship of the world’ (p 2) T'hiıs

UMMARY
task 1s not attempted pan-synoptic basıs
but by studyıng Mark, the earliest of the

ese lecTures ere given n Australia n 1989 Ihe ITle Gospels Further, the focus partıiıcular CONM-
divine government IS GT alternativ TO Kingdom OT cCept does not elımınate the eed to ‘Tread arkS0Od In Order TO underline ine res| approaCc TO TAIS
question WRAIC Ine DOOK attempfs. Ihe 'Ork IS esigne: whole  ” (p 6); Ca  - only do Justice LO Mark’s
fOr DOopular readership DuTt IT Glso CONTNDUTES TO Ihe account of Jesus’ eaching ingshıp
scholarly STUOY Of OI! Gospel IT IS VeETYy useful, nTer- when read specific eXtis agaınst the back-
esting N thought-provoking 01010) 4 drop of the broader narratıve. As the chapters
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