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185—88) But there Are real advances here, not contaın lot 1C 1S escr1De: sımply Ticetion’
least 1n the demonstratıion of methods of char- by classıical scholars iıke Mary Lefkowitz 1m1-
acter1ızatıon ın ancıent 10gTraphy (pp larly the question ofgul  AC and register

18 touched O:  9 but left deliberately ODEN.: SOINe175-170):1 should lay LO rest. NCe and for all
the old complain that the gospels cannot be lographers belong to and wrıte for) the hterary
lographies because they are not interested 1ın elite, others are INOTe ‘popular’ (p 149, 185)
character portrayal’'. Perhaps urrıdge’s single Biographies COU. Vary widely ıIn PUurpose, tooO

SOINE are written LO praıse their subject, SOINE tomost ılluminating contribution to the debate 1S
hiıs analysıis of the subjects of the Bıol (pp 13  ‚r attack, SomMe to ach (pp 149-52,
38, ‚ppendix. and of the Gospels gaıln, Burridge deliberately STLresseSsS the wıde
(Pp. 5—99, W and ppendix 'Thıs of possibilıties here, and readers who want
analysıs ll be confirmed, believe, by INOoOre ImMore precıse analysıs of the soclal functions of
etaıle:! analysıs of transıtıvıty patterns. In 10gTaphAy wiıthin particular tradition wiıll ave
soclolinguilstic erms, Jesus 15 the ‘subject’ of the look elsewhere (see for example 'albert’s ıcle
Gospels LO extent that 15 hard LO parallel, even ‘Bıography, Ancient’ the Ne  < Anchor
ın the acknowledged l1ographies. Dictionary) There 15 1TOOMM for much fruitful work

these and elated before Ca  — claımIn TOA| terms, then, WOU. CONCUTr wiıith
Burridge’s thesis: there will always be rOOIN for fully apprecılate the Gospel’s ımpact theır
argument about details, but verall the CUMMU- first readers.
latıve effect of his analysıs 18 impressıve. If there But Sa y that InNnore needs to be one 18 not to
1sS of dissatisfaction reaching the end denigrate the achjievement of study urrldge
of the book, it, 18 probably sımply because the has one much to cları rather onfused 1ssue
classıfıcatıon of the Gospels Bıol 1S LOO TOA| In spe studies, and students concerned with
to AaNnsSWer Man Yy of the precıse questions IC 1SSues In INan y other of research
Man y readers want answered. For Burridge, this find thıs helpful introduetion. And ıt,
breadth 15 quıte deliberate LO achleve greater IMay be that he himself has underestimated the
prec1ısıon WOU. be to discuss ‘subgenres’ (D 24 1), hermeneutical gaın LO be made from hıs demon-
and that 15 not part of the COINICeTrN of thıs study stratiıon of the centrality of Jesus to the spe
In fact the breadth 185 NECESSarYy to accommodate form Scholarly approaches to the Gospels In
much of the Gospel evidence: often correlation recent ave suggested surprisıng number
18 expressed ın negatıve erms no dissımılar,’ of different ‘subjects’ for the Gospels: Mark 15
ZU8: ‘there appears to be nothing about thıs ‘about’ discipleship, for example, Jo  z ‘about’
gener1c feature preventing them eing Biot, the community’s Tea. ıth the YyNagOogu'
214) But the problem 18 that bDy usıng . ere 1s lot to be saıd for reminding ourselves
technique urridge risks failıng LO deliver the agaın of the obvious but t00O easıly forgotten) fact
understandıng he offered al the outset. ıf that first and foremost the Gospels are books
1S essential clue to the meanıng of texXt, what about Jesus’.
hermeneutical advances has thıs classıficatıon 1ın
the end nabled to make? urridge makes the Alexander Loveday
poınt himself ıIn hıs concluding paragraphs (pp e  1e  9 England
255—6) Our solution MaYy easıer demonstrate
an rıval thesis put orward bDy Shuler], but
produce less direct results, SInCe Bios 1S widely FuroJTh 994) 3:l 86—8
diverse and relatively flexible wiıthın 1C|
to place the gospels, wıthout this conclusion dic- Kıngdom Concerns: Theology of

Missıon Todaytatıng al that eed LO NOW about their Ken Gnanakaninterpretation’.
'T’hus thıs 185 Ve much book 10 IVP, Leicester, 1993, £6.99

possibilities rather than on 10 solves
problems. It ıll not answer questions about

and the UuUse of SOUTCES the blo- RESUME
graphers, for example. ere 1S wıde s’agıt la d’un traıte academıique sSur la
wiıithiıin the ın this respect: utfarc. MLSSLON, MALS d’un OUUTaßE ecrıt par miıssıiONNALFE
Nepos COU. draw g00d historical SOUTCES, but engage ete Dpudlıe l’intention de lecteurs
the lexander Romance (which urridge o0es not, asıatıques, MALS ıl miöerıte UNne dıffusion plus etendue.
discuss) 185 wildly imagınatıve despite the eX1Ss- Gnanakan presente Uune grande visıon de l’effortence of sober historical AaCCounts of Alexander, miıssıiOoNNALFE SUur le plan l’evangelisation el de
and the lographies of wriıters and philosophers "action socıale. L’ouvrage presente des poınts faıdles,
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DAr exemple Uune certaıne confusion sujet des He made. The maın themes considered are CTE A-

relatıons entre U’Eglıse et le Royaume, aussı tıon, election, covenant, the character of God,
Ia declaratıon contestable ‘ mMmLSSLON etaıtTE promise and history, the kingdom, uniıversal

perspective, ‚JJohn’s missl1ology and the role of thetotalement neglıgee ans la comprehension reformee
de l’ecclesiologie’‘ (D 75) Maıs nen est MOLNS Holy Spirıt. The volume ends with short section

livre tonıque et stiımulant. contemporary m1lss10n.
The breadth of the M1SS10NAarYy Vvlisıon presented
impressıve. One feels excited and humbled when

USAMMENFASSUN confronted ıth the scale of hat Wants
Geschrieben UoOnNn eiınem aktıven Miıssıonar, ıst dieser to be involved wıth ıIn his WOT. through ‚Jesus.
Band hkeıne theoretische Abhandlung über Missiologıte. The DProODer place gıven the Old Testament,
Er ıst UOoOr allem für eın asıatisches Publikum Be- the church an! to the Holy Drnı Iso makes thıs
schrieben, doch ıst dem Verlag dafür nken, ve full an alance outline of (10d’s 1ss1ıon.

(ven hıs orıgınal intention to find theology ofeiınem breiteren uOLLRUM ugänglıich macht.
Gnanakan bıetet eıne großangelegte Visıon MILS- mı1ıssıon that 1s INOTEe centred an 1Dlıcal,
sionarıschen Einsatzes, ıIn der sowochl vangelısıerung this volume 18 unquestionably SUCCESS
als auch sozıale Aktıiviıtät mıt eingeschlossen sınd. But that does not [NeAN that ıt 1s devoid of
Das Buch hat seıne chwächen, wWLıe zB unklare weaknesses. The sectiıon of ‘dialogue’ COU. ave
Verhältnıis zwıschen Reich (jottes und ırche und een INOTe INCIS1LVe, showing INOTe clearly that
dıe umstrıttene ese, daß Missiologie ın der reform- inclusivism anı pluralısm Aare only possible when
rten ERklesiologie fast unbekannt wWwWar 175) the historical particularıty of Jesus 15 ignored
rotzdem ıst eın anregendes und rausforde: S (pp The excellent section Jesus T1IS
Buch and creation does not fit ve ell In the chapter

“T’he Old Testament Foundation/’. (hven the
book’s title, the erucıal chapter the kingdom

This volume 15 not academic treatise miıss]ıon Kıngdom Horizon’ 15 pa and
but the inking of actıve MI1SS1IONATY. oug. WAas eft STt1L wondering about the relationship

between the kingdom anı the church oOuVe. much involved with advanced theological
education, Gnanakan’s visıon 1s mbodied In the whether the whole unıverse has een separated
OCTs Institute 1C he established the out- from because of ıts S1Nn. (p 141) that
akırts of Bangalore ın OU: 1a hurch/ ‘M1sSS10l0gy WAas almost totally absent ın the
M1SS1ONATY traınıng centre 1C reaches out to eiorme: understanding of ecclesiology’ (p 175)

In the Case of the ast poın WOU.: 1n thatthe 1N!| communiıitıes nearby and much further
afıeld The book Was originally published ın 1a the eiorme: V1IECW of mıssıon 185 vVe close
ın 1989 with Asıan readership ın mind. IVP (Gmanakan’s. The book AS ole 1S not Cas y
1s LO be congratulate for makiıng it INOTre widely reading and meanıng has LO be extracted with
avalılable, because ave much to learn from effort. at times-—but ıt, 15 orth the effort.
OUTr TrOthers and sısters In the 17 OT One of the burning 1ssues ın evangelical m1Ss-

Gnanakan’s startıng poınt 1S hıs dissatisfaction S10logy SINCEe the Lausanne Congree In particular
wiıith the heavy emphasıs contextualisatıon has een the relationship between ‘evangelısm'
that characterised the deliberations of the Asıa soclal actıon.'. 1ssue wards
Theological assocılatıon Consultation ın eOu. ın the en! of thıs volume. By that point the nO
1982 He 0€eSs not dispute the eed for contextual- V1IECW of mıssıon that has een expounded makes
isıng the gospel but he felt that the emphasıs Was confhet between those LWO aspects of the lıfe of
ocused t00 much human effort. He went 1ın the church impossible. ‘Our preoccupatıon wiıth
search of theology of mi1ssıon that WOU. be the elements of M1SS10N,’ he SayS, ‘has led

orge partnership between evangelısm an!INOTE centred and biblical This yolume 1S the
resul soclal actıon, implicıtly accepting that the two

He begıns by tracıng the development of elements ATe alien. Making known the kingdom
m1SsS10Nary theory since the epoch-making of consısts of both proclamatıon an demon-
MISSIONATY conference held ın Edinburgh ın 1910 stratıon, however, and they constitute ONe whole-
His conclusıon to thıs section 1S that there 18 m1ss1on, 1C 15 act of obedience to God’s call
urgen‘' need retiurn biblical VIEW of mi1ss1o0n. LO hbe rather than simply to do
The bulk of the volume 1s then gıyven OVer tO This 15 book tO challenge anı ınspıre
developing such VIEW seek the Lord Jesus’ kıngdom and righteousness.

eginnıng with creatıon, he examınes host. of
themes 1C make the massıve Canvas of Dewı Hughes
(50d’s intention an PUrpDOSe for the WOor. 1C. ontypfidd, ales
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