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developing ruly trinıtarıan understanding of FuroJTh 993) 179—-]
creatıon. It begins wiıith study of relevant biblical

T‘his section could be strengthened by Garden ofEden
James Barrmakiıng INOTre use of the implications of ‚Job

(dismissed ın ONe short sentence) and the SCM, London, 1992, 146 £9.95, pb, ISBN
Vvis1ons of Ne heaven an Nne earth (e.g ın 334
Isa and 66) It 15 also possible to present
stronger defence of Gen 6—28 agaınst the
eriticısm of ıt by environmentalists than that RESUME1C. Osborn g1ves. Surprisingly, ere 15 L/’auteur essalie montrer que les ıdees de TeC-discussıon of the favourite text of Tıstlan antı-
environmentalısts, eier 3:10 tıon el d’immoaortalite sont 0DPD P’une

not at all convinced DYy the definition of autre dans la peNsEe zblique. Les chapıitre deux el
the role of the Father In creatiıon 1n terms of the troıs de la (Jenese n enseigneraient DasS la doectrine de

la chute de l’homme, MAaLSs la perte de Ia chanceg1ving of promıiıse ereation (pp 893, 13310 d’obtenır l’iımmortalıte. . DeNsEe zOLlique sSUur Ia ULEThis to rest semantic sleight of hand
It 18 true that SOMIME not all) of the commands 1ın el la mort seraıt plus proche de la penNsee grecCque
Gen aAare expressed by Jussıve forms ın Hebrew qu'on le parfols. I’auteur de recensıon

mel question Ia facon ont les paralleles eXLIra-(translate let This 1sS taken to INean that bıbliques sonft utılıses DOUT comprendre la penNseethe Father g1ves the ecreation ‘permiıssıon to be
This ‘permission’ 18 then mysteriously transformed 'hebraique‘ et pour expliquer le ens du Lexte ıblique.
iınto a  ‚. promıi1se of future with (G0d’ However,
the Jussıve 18 the normal form sed for ird- USAMMENFASSUNG
person commands ın Hebrew and the context of Hier ırd ehauptet, die Vorstellungen UoON ufer-Gen makes ıt. clear that that 15 the force of the
Jussıves ere The statemen that Gen stehung un Unsterblichkeit stünden ım biblischen
does not impose an y ontological distinction Denken ın keinem Gegensatz zueiınander. (jenests

unterstiutlze nıcht die re des Sündenfalls,between the human and non-human (p 136) 1s at sondern zeıge eıne verlorengegangene Chance dereas questionable. Clearly, iıke the non-human Unsterblichkeit auf. Bıblisches Denken über encreation, humans ontologically creatures,
wiıith all that that mplıes However, ıt. (01 SEEeM und Tod spe dem griechischen Denken näher als
possible that eing ın the image of implhies manchmal angenomme ırd. Der Rezensent stellt

dıe ethodik ın Frage, wober außerbiblische Parallel-ontological distinection of another kind eispiele herangezogen werden, das ‘hebräische‘’ere are SOINE poiınts where WOU. iıke Denken erleuchten un dıe Bedeutung desclarıfication. Kor example, hat 18 mean DYy the
statemen that ‘through Christ, creatıon 18 schen Textes erklären.
nabled to resist Ntropy and, hence, disorder’ (p

Does this simply INnecan that the INa-
tıon of God’s PUurpose for the uniıverse will COIMNE The book 1S Aase| the Read-Tuckwell lectures,
about before ıts ‘heat death'’ (which 1S bıllıons of gıven 1n the Universıity of Bristol the subject

off anyway), 1s Dr Osborn sayıng that of Human Immortalıity. Professor Barr Sses the
opportunıty LO the ideas of immortalıtyGod 1s working agaınst the Second Law of

Thermodynamics, Law 1C. he brought iınto and resurrection they ave een understood ın
eing and sustains? Christian theology The book has SOMME of the

These erıticıisms and cCommMmMments are not-: meant marks of ıts Or1g1ıns lectures, ıth asıdes and
to detract from the book; rather they indicate ıts digressions, and s()INE of the author’s ıimpatıence

ıth VIeWws he regards untenable. But it 1sthought-provoking nature, hich makes it, valu-
able readiıng this ımportant OopP1C always interesting, en ngagıng, and reveals

little INOTe of the author’s OWN piety than SOINE of
rnes Lucas his er works.

London The maın thesis of the book 1s that the ideas of
immortality and resurrection not In opposıtıonEngland
to each er Certain strands ın Christian
theology ave tended to Overstress resurrection,
1n the belief that immortality (especlally 6}  1mM.-
mortality of the soul’) 1s Tee an therefore
unbiblical This posıtıon has een informed
ın recent decades DYy the pDOoS  ate of so-called
‘totality ın Ving’ 1ın the Old Testament (1.e
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denying the division of the pDperson iınto C  soul’ an The argument concludes bDy showing the COMDP-
‘body'’), 1e W 2 has been reinforced by lementarity of immortality and resurrection,
certaın trends in modern psychology they developed In the ate 1D11ca and apocryphal

In pursuing his argument, Professor Barr brings Lterature and ıIn the New estamen Immortality,
hiıs formidable exegetical DOWEeTrS tO ear indeed, mMaYy ave preceded and led resurrection

of biblhlical anı apocryphal eXts, not eas ıIn biblical thought. Wıth the realization that the
(‚enes1ıs Thıs text 1s not OUu: tall of man/’, general resurrection WAas not iımminent, 1M -
that 1S, loss of immortalıity due LO first SIN; mortality became particularly ımportant. This
there 15 ın his 1e W such idea 1n the Old remaıned the Case ın Christianity, both ıIn Roman
Testament. Rather, the text, 1C. has ‘“comic’ Catholicısm, wiıth ıts idea of urgatory, and ın
features, about missed chance of gaınıng Protestantism, conversely, because of ıts 1Nns1s-
immortality. 'The ‘knowledge of good and evil’ ence immediate judgment arr cıtes the

‘god-likeness’ 1C 15 permitte to Westminster Confession).
mortals, but 10 brings out Wäarenes: of The ote puts together connection
unpleasantness and rouble It not. primeval between Paul and Genesis, which ıt had been at
act of rebellion. palns to albeit newly expressed. If Genesis

This 18 true of other storles in this part of spoke of ost chance of ımmortality, Paul NEeW
Genes!ı1is; the oah STOTYy LOO, MaYy be discerned of re-opening of that opportunıity: ‘Later oNne

the basıs of ıts similarities with the ılgames. CaImme to redeem the defect of humanity. Im-
ep1C, 1S really another creatıon account, 10 mortality W3as brought to light’ (p 116) It 1s ıIn
also has the missed chance of immortalıty ıts this connection that interesting pastoral angleeme The Old Testament whole, In fact, 18 brought to ear the subject, for exampleregards ea perfectly natural, and o0es not ıth the report that Cullmann encountered
attrıDute it sın Barr arraYy of evidence for hostility from readers of his book because he had
this (pp 21{f.) includes the Old Testament’s ell- undermined eruc1la|l lement ın their al
known celebration of long ıfe and interest 1n There 1S element of personal confession LOO,
leavıng g0o0od ‘name’, ell extende In the ına nes of the book, Just quoted.discussion of eol, an study of the term My questions about the book CONCern biblical
nephesh’ In the context of treatment of ‘totalıty interpretation. 'The interpretation of Genesis 1s
inking”. obviously ecruclal to the argument. Yet Barr’s

conclusion ofese reflections 1s that Hebrew treatment reveals certaın hesitations about
inking about ea 1s not different from methods On one hand, he attaches much 1mpor-reek ideas often claımed. The point eMeErges ‚AaAnce to reconstructed antecedents of the presentparticularly fifrom the treatment of 'nephesh)', In biblical text, This 1s most notable 1ın the Case of
IC arr makes the poıint that (GGenesis 2 the flood narratıve, where his comparıson with
en quo evidence of 'totalıty thinking ıIn Gilgamesh 1s the dominant factor In the inter-
Hebrew anthropology, eed not be normatiıve for pretatıon. arr admits that the StOrYy has een
the Old Testament’s understanding of ‘nephesh)‘. transformed within Israel, yet Says: ıt
In other instances, the term to indicate hardly possible to explicate the OTrYy without
something distinguishable from the flesh’, and to the SOrt of mythological hinterground
MAaYy ell lie close LO the cConcept of c  soul’ (pp which ave discussed’ (p 83) The discoveryS78.) It 1s not. possible, therefore, to spea of that the narratıve 1s fundamentally creatıon
systematic difference between Hebrew and Tee myth 1s then en to confirm the conclusion
concepts; indeed ancıent Hebrew ideas and Dre- gained from the study of Genesis B (which
Platonic Tee ONnes sShow ımportant similarities. incidentally iınvolved the speculation that the
It to that Barr has made important encounter of Eve and the serpent reilecte! Q StOTYycorrective pomint ere OU' snake-goddess who tempted the first INa  -

The Tee connection emMeETgES Iso in the ate (p 65)) arr'’s espousal of VIEeEWS of this Sort. 18
biblical per10| In fact, the immediate antecedent elated to his readiness LO SUPPOSe that Israel
of aul’s understanding that the first S1iNn incurred mbibed rather freely of the ideas ofer nations
the loss of ımmortalıty for all 18 the Hellenistic and eır religions, 1C 1s actually ONe of his
1sdom of Solomon (pp 16f.) The poın 18 made general concluding reflections his investiga-ın deliberate opposıtıon to the of tıons (p 108) But maJor 1issue of interpretationullmann and Stendahl to TeINOVe the taınt of 18 raised by this, wiıthout systematic treatment

of iıt.Hellenism from Paul 1n respect of his 1e W of
iımmortalıity (pp 94{f.) Paul, indeed, to The search for "previous’ meanıngs sıts ın SsSOMMe
ave presupposed the immortality of the soul (1 tensıon ıth the “cCanonical’ reading 1C he
Corinthians 15:959; agaınst en  a  9 1D adopts wiıth SoMmMe self-conscious lroNYy, ın VIEW of
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hıs well-known altercatiıon with Childs) for influences an Yy human mind 18 likely to be
Genesı1s ıIn ıts 1na. form (p 60), and ith his impossible, and there 1s TeEaSon why such
recognıtion that Israel did ın fact transform CeTr- influence should be ruled out of Cour‘ Indeed,
taın ideas of the other nations. The eed to read the of Hellenistic ideas ın the New
Genesı1s iın ıts final form'’ 18 argue' cogently Testament, especlally ın connectı.on ıth the
whoever put the original storles into their present anthropological concepts 1C. ATre vleW,
form did consciously, an ıth eiinıte be demonstrated ere. But such influence
Purpose. arrs insıstence thıs, however, MaYy Paul 18 hardly incompatible with his reasoned

t00 much for his general vleW, for it, begs and intelligent interpretation of (jenesıs.
The book 185 lıkely tO be andmar. in tudiesthe question of the significance of the broader

context of Genesıis 2—3, namely ıts immediate of immortality ın the 1  e, and rightly ere 18
jJuxtaposıtion ıth (Genesı1ıs L and INnOTre generally wealth of perceptive commen(t, together ıth
ıts posıtiıon 1ın (Genesı1ıs 111 the author’s CUStLOMArY readiness to slaughter the

If, In fact, the relationship between (Genesıs sacred CO It ll be clear that the book 18 not
and chapters Bn Were taken seriously the Just work of 1Ca Studies ın the DNDartToOowW

ONe between the hypothetical constituent parts of but has implicatiıons for Systematics, and
the latter, the conclusions of the investigatıon perhaps most importantly, Pastoral Theology
might be quıite ıLieren: HKor the progression from
chapters arguably implies strong Gordon MecConville

Oxfordof ‘loss’. And if this 18 not explicitly 17 erms of
immortality, nevertheless context 18 provided England
for chapters 1C shows that the 1Sssues
there are essentially OU' created that
has een frustrated The SaIlle kind of considera- FuroJIh 993) 811tıon applies to chapter 4, 1C arr ca
‘different story (p. 66), but hıch Can T’he Doctrine of G(God
interprete: extensiıon of the infections of Sın
and ea 1C. ave entered the uman WOT. Gerald Bray
with nes, T’heme ofthe Pentateuch, Leicester: IVP, 1993, 281 ISBN 8511

S 9()Sheffield, 1979, 61{f£f., building in part Vomn

Rad, Genesıis, though more orientated towards
the ına EeX' So ın turn the flood-narrative mMaYy
be SCCHI., not further creatıon account, but RESUME

deliberate sequel the first, expressly intro- L/’ouvrage est DGTU ans UunNne nouvelle ser1e SUur la
ducing the question, hOow MaYy Yahweh continue theologıe chretienne. L’auteur faıt UNe presentatıon
with his reated humanıty 1ın VIEW of ıts er evangelıque Ia doctrine de Dieu, s’appuyant
sinfulness, and answering in erms of covenant. beaucoup sSUur la theologıe patrıstıque. Dans la cCON-

Now ıt MaYy be replied that such scenarıo0 18 naıssance de Dieu, Ia rencontre personnelle est
a ve ate rationalization, gmen of the ‘P centrale; le caractere autre Dıeu est affırme contre
writer. But ın this kind of argument ‘lateness’ 1s ’immanentıisme; Ia distinction entre la nature eft les
rather relative, and S} ave noted, the work of divines Joue generalement ro  Ze ımport-
the editorial hand 1s accepted without demur at anft ans ’argumentatıon. T’auteur tablıt, 2  une

manıere nouvelle, dialogue fertile entre theologieother polnts. In an y Case, 1s not the 1SSuUe, Barr
himself has introduced ıt, hat 1s ıblical, protestante et la eologie orientale.
poss1ibly Hebraic, understanding of human des-
tiny? By what erıteriıon the writer SQqU:
from representing such understanding—while USAMMENF  SSUNG

Als Teıl einer uen theologischen el entwickeltthe mythologic sStreams are permitted to flow ıIn
and OCCUDY places of honour? der Autor eıne evangelıkale 1C derre UOnN Gott,

At the very eas it 111 be acknowledged ındem sıch stark auf patrıstische T’heologıe gründet
that Paul Was readıng (Gjenes1ıs 4A a whole, the Be:i der Erkenntnts (jottes ıst dıe persönliche egeg-
mysterı1es of Pentateuchal eritic1ısm presumably nNUung UoNn zentraler Bedeutung. Dıe Andersartıigkeıt

(jottes ım Gegensatz zZur Diesseitigkeit ırd bekräftigt.remaıinıng hidden from him 'Thiıs should be gıven
due weight 1n reading Paul, and ests, Der Unterschied zwischen der Natur und den
1n that he Was closer the mark than arr Personen (7ottes ıst beı dieser Auseinandersetzung
WOUu. ave us elieve Thıs 1s not to Sa y that bedeutsam. Dieses Buch ermöglicht eıne neuartıge
Paul mig not also ave been influenced by the gegenseıtıge Bereicherung der evangelıischen und

orthodoxen T’heologıe.i1sdom of Solomon; complete account of the
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