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about em), an for theory that ca  ,OUTr OWN understanding of Scripture, and to apply
ıt, INOTeEe readily ın OUTr preaching and teaching only be pronounced adıical Hıs book ınto
m1nıstry today three parts

First, he discusses the interrelationships of the
Gospels and argues that all three dependGerald Bray
COINIMMON fund of oral material 4S their basıs;
Matthew, however, WAas wrıtten first, and WAas

known to Mark, an both of them Were known to
Uro. 992) I; 85—1 Luke who Came ast Thıs conclusion depends

arguing that Luke 18 dependent ark and not
RKRedatıng atthew, Mark and uke. ULCE , that much of Luke an ark (52

Fresh Assault ONn the Synoptic Problem per1copes) ave COMMMON orıgın, an that Luke
ohn enham keeps LO the of ark ıIn these but
Hodder Stoughton, London, 1991,; PpD, not ın others where they AT approximately
pb £9.95 parallel but differ) TOM this ıt ollows that Luke

probably kept to the of hıs other SOUTCES,
but the differences ın between Luke and

RESUME Matthew In much of the So-CcCalle' material
Ce Ivre expligue UU Ies Troils evangiles dependent d’un N! make ıt unlikely that Luke Was dependent‚OMMMUunN de Iradmon orale, MAGIS UE IeU SCrn
premler eT LUC 67/} dernier. Dlaide Sgalement "CVeUr de (still less Matthew, DACE oulder
leurs CQuTtTeurs tradmonnels eT les sItue TTres TÖT dans e Jer siecCle. Finally, ıt 1S argue that Matthew composed
atarı JeU de AarCc de eT LU de on Gospel 1n Hebrew and that ark had knowledge

of MatthewSUr des DOSSIDIMESS, qu on Deut DOS 'es considerer
orobables. ‚eC| est particulierement Vrgl de "’aNn- Second, enham discusses the external eV1-

MO de JeU, faveur de aquelle 565 argumen dence for the composıtıon of the Gospels an
SONT DOS developpes. Neanmoins, demontre U for the valıdıty of the traditional ascrıp-
certaines ypotnheses crmMques reposen SUT des donnees
fragliies OuTeuses, et demandent ätre VGOGIUl (yest t10NS; he also that Peter went LO ome

about 19 after the erucifixion.
iravall iImpressioNNAN Qul Gerite uUuNne Stude solgneuse des Thirdly, he discusses how the Gospels WelItespeclalistes. composed, arguıng for theıir basıc dependence

oral tradıtion, and then considers their dates
Matthew 42; ark 45; an Luke

Der erfasser 'ellt die Ihese auf, daß Galle drei Evangelien QUuS (2 Cor. 8:18 being reference LO the
eINEM gemeinsamen MUNGIIC! Uberlieferen Quellenmaterial
stammen, WODEe| UuS zuerst UuNd UKCGS zuletzt geschrieben Gospel). enham refers only briefly LO urther

wurden. interesting hypothesıs that Luke WAas ONe of the
Seventy an! ın fact the unnamed disciples who

Er argumentler QquCcn für die Glaubwürdigkeft der Glit- walked LO Emmaus (see “T'he entity of uke/’,kirchlichen radmfon bezügliıch der Verfasserscha Uund für eine
Frühdatierung UuS n.Chr. Markus ACIH. Evangelical Quarterly 63, Jan 1991, 3—44)
und UukKCas n.Chr. ‚eIne ese basler Auf Wahrscheiln- Wenham’s book contaıns much etaıle!
Iıchkeffen, VOor; enen NIC| alle überzeugen! SIN (Dies gilt argumen that proper exposıtıon of hıs Case and
esonNders für die VOT IihmMm Dostulierte seNr frühe Datierung des reasoned reply to ıt, 18 not possible ın the
US, WOGS jedoc! MIC| Aqusreichen elegt ird FT ‚eist restricted avaulable ere cannot altogether
allerdings NAaCN, daß einige krfische Ihesen UunsICcAHEer belegt avo1ld the ımpressıon that go0od deal of the Case
SINC und einer Überprüfung bedürfen. Dies IST an DEeEINATU- 1S ase! possibilities, SOIMIMNE of 1C. SCEIMN to
kendes Werk, das wissenschaffliche Aufmerksamkeit verdier to be less than probable. FO SOINE extent he

has produce Case 1C 1S unfalsifiable; thus ıf
John enham 1S known to thousands of theo- Luke sed both ark an oral tradıtion coverıng

the Same ground, then there 15 WaYy of ellingogic students for hıs extboo T’he Elements
of New Testament ree. Readers of his NnNe  S whether not he 15 actually dependent ark
book ll find that they eed to ave read ıts at an y specific pomint. Further, this hypothesıs,

the argument that Luke (01S not alter thepredecessor In order to CODE ıth the Tee
quotations and synoptic tables lıberally spread of ark somewhat loses weight, SINCEe enham
through ıts Yet ıt 1S simply and clearly to want LO Sa y that Luke WAas primarıly
wrıtten ıth attractıve Englısh style, and dependent oral tradıtion erusalem catechesıs)

an only secondarıly ark enham leaves ıtsummarıes make the argument crystal
clear. enham CXDTESSCS hıs dissatisfaction wıth whether ark sed Hebrew Matthew
much that has een wriıtten the or1ıgıns of the TEeEe Matthew On the ole he prefers

the latter VIEW, and that there Wassynoptic Gospels and he has read great deal
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Childs, Dresente des InCcCONvenNleNTS. L S$8CONdeEe Dame dUu |ivre,oral TEee tradıtion 1C Was sufficıently ell
established to account for the faiırly similar

brievete.
reservee CUX questions eEthiques. est excellente, depif de

wording sed Dy the translator of Matthew and
Dy ark But ere find problem 'This SsSeces

extraordinarıily complex theory iıth redun-
dant elements LO explain phenomenon 1C. 15 In diesernn Buch wird versuchrt, das Gls Quelle der FTHIK für
INOTre simply explained by ews use ofark die eun Kirche zugänglicher macNen. Als allgemeine
Here, then, 1S the problem how do choose Inı  rung ist dieses Buch hervorragen‘ geelgnerTt, allerdings

ıst die Cuf der AanoniIschen KrItTIk VOT) Brevard Childsbetween the LWO hypotheses? The Marcan hy-
Dbasierende des Verfassers Droblematisch. Derpothesıs eiende: by A detailed examıiınatıon

of the text, such Varıous commentators ave Schwerpunkft des zweiten Teiles legt Cuf der ETHIK Uund IST trotz
undertaken; the enham hypothesis needs seInNeT KÜre ausgezeichnet.,
equally detailed defence show that, it 1sS Ssuper10r.
But ın the nature of things this book 0€eSs not Thıs book 1S wriıtten ıth the audaDbile intention
provide ıt, and do not 1ın that it, has gıven of attempting to make the INOTe avaijılable
even sufficıient evidence to sShow that there ATre moral for the Church today As A

where ıt works better than ıts rival. In general introduection to the State of current
other words, much of hat enham offers 1s scholarship almost the ole of
statement of possibilities that are not necessarıly hlıterature, and stimulus LO INnOre Oroug.
InNOTre plausible than other, rıval possıbılıties.
ere Are also places where he offers hypotheses application of the richness of the W of the

to OUT context oday, ıt 1s nothing short of
that SEEeNMN quıte unlıkely Where 15 the evidence excellent 1IrC. wrıtes clearly an 15 extremelythat ‘the former treatıse’ of cts refiers INOTe CasSVyY to read, 1C. cannot be sa1ld of Man Yynaturally LO prevıous work than to the preceding scholars! ere are several rawbacks to his
part of two-volume work? And how Ca  — ONM!  4> work, but these ll become apparen'translate Irenaeus the WaYy enham (followıng proceedapman 0€eSs 241° How 0es ‘writing In the Introduction, the author makes ıt. clear
gospel’ er from andıng oOWwn ın writing the
things preache Dy Peter? that he 1S not attempting to wrıte book

ethics (despite the iımpression 1C MaYy ave
It 15 ımportant LO observe, however, that een g1ven by the ıtle), but 1s writing from

Wenham’s presents several ypotheses hich avowedly pastoral standpoint, ıth the sole pPUr-
are LO SOINE extent independent of ONe another,
and therefore if SOINE of them are dubious, it. does DOSC of openıing the for Christians.

‘Part One’ of the book 1S then devoted to a
not follow that the others automatically lapse statemen of Birch’s method, 1C 18 basıcallyalso. At the SaIne tıme, ıt Shows that SOIMNE deriıved from Childs’ ‘“Canonical’ approach the
generally accepted eritical hypotheses rest VIZ ırrespective of the hiıstory of tradıtion, ıt 18
shaky evidence anı eed LO be reassessed. ıIn the 1na. text 1C 1S authorıtatıve for the
all, ıt, 1S lImpressıve work 1C deserves Church, and ıt. 15 the ınal, canonıcal text
areful scholarly attention. 1C. should be the focus of OUTr studies. While

thiıs MaYy SCEEIN attractıve at first sıg (especlallyHoward Marshall when compared to the atomisıng of
prevlous generations), ‘“Canonical Oriticism’ has
een rightly eriticised at en elsewhere, and
ultimately amounts to less than satisfactoryUuro., 992) 86—] doctrine of scr1pture for the evangelical. Thıs

Let ‚Justice Rolll Down The Old 15 clearly demonstrated ın Birch’s OW. words:
‘Authority 1S not a property inherent In theTestament, Ethics and the Christian .ıfe ıtself ıt, 1s recognıtıion of the ChristianBruce 1IrCcC

Westminster/John Knox Press, Louisville, communıty OVer the centuries of experlence that
the scripture 1S SOUTCEe of empowermen for ıtsKentucky, 1991 moral ıfe ın the world.’ 1I5rC. stands ın line
ıth the current desire of eritical orthodoxy to
reclaım the SOUTCE of ıfe for the

RESUME Church (understandably'), and whıile, of COUTSEC,
C Ivre ernre de rendre ’Ancien estamern DIUuSs Aaccessible all welcome such trend, the rationale and
/ Eglise d’aujourd hul, 917} Ttanrt QUe SOUTC® d’inspiration morale desirability of such INOVE 1s adequately
‚omme IM  ON generale, est exXcellenTt, Dblen QUue grounded ven ın his work reclaımıng the

ON SUr IC crmMque CcanonIque de Brevard thical materı1al ın narratıve, 10
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