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B Three Hor1ızons: Hermeneutics from the Other
nd—An Evaluation of Anthony hıselton’s
Hermeneutice Proposals
Trois Horizons—_I/’Hermeneutique / l’autre Bout
Dreı Horızonte: Hermeneutik alus anderer
Perspektive

Bartholomew, Cheltenham !

ESUME comment A utılıse apport de
Anthony T’hıselton etudıe detaıl la Wıttgenstein DOUT eclairer certaıns
fin de l’ınterpretation b71blıque ans problemes de l’interpretation bıblıque.
l’eEpoque moderne et post-moderne. Bıen Nous VOYONS AuUSsSsL l’emplo: qQUE Thıselton
QGQUE SC'5 DFINCLDAUX aıent eti faıt de la theorıe de la parole-actıon.
recenses de nombreuses fOLS, A est partıculıerement ans e CONLEXTe

du tournant post-moderne’ qQUe T’hıseltonDeEU d’'ınteractıon approfondıe Vec CeEeUX-
CL1: Vet artıcle essaıe de presenter les developpe S0  S analogıe pastorale DOUT
lignes generales des proposıtions de l’hermeneutıique, GUE OUS abordons dans

la cCınquieme partıe. Vecı condult DasSThıselton, DOUTF ensulte Un
UnNne hermeneutique unıfıee MALS estcrıtıque prelımınaıre.

Ve quı est fondamental dans un defense de la partıcularıte des textes
pluralısme hermeneutıique estl’approche de Thıselton, c’est la devenu suJect de dıscussıon ımportantconvıctıon qQUEC la phılosophıe faıt partıe

ıntegrante de ’hermeneutique bıblıque. ans le CONLeXTe post-moderne. La theorıe
socLo-crıtique souleve probleme deAınsı, apres notre ıntroduction, OUS facon partıculıerement algue. T'hıseltoneXAMLINONS les raLlsons aAavancees Dar

Thıselton DOUFr prendre la phılosophıe prend la port unıverselle de Ia CFO1LX
erıtere de verıte DOUFr s’opposerSErLeuUuX ans l’ınterpretation bıblıque. relatıvıisme des mondes de la U1ie (sıxıemeComme le tıtre The I1 wo OrN1zoNns le

montre claırement, T'hıselton sSıu1t partıe).
La dernıere partıe evalıe Aans les(iadamer consıderant le DFOCESSUS grandes liıgnes les proposıtıonsd’ınterpretation Ia fusıon de CUX hermeneutiques de Thıselton. Son SOUCL

horızons. La troıisiıeEme partıe de cet de prendre la phılosophie SCrLeUX est
artıcle examıne cet aspect de l’approche fortement affırme, MALS IL: questionde T’hıselton et montre comment A mel DOSE / comprehensıon du
celaırement perspectıve la sıtuatıon rapport entre la [o1 et Ia ralison. Nous
hıstorıque, et du exle, et de l’ınterprete. suggerons AUSSL qu’ıl Dar LrOPD cede

T'hıselton essaıe de Ontrer QUE Ia l’ınfluence de (adamer Enfin le faıt
phılosophıe fournıt des outıls conceptuels qu ıl s’abstienne d’ebaucher modele

l’exegese. Dans la quatrıeme partıe, hermeneutıique unifie est un faıblesse,
OUS PXAMINONS quelques un de SsSPes quL compromet ’utılıte de SO  S ravaıl
exemples SuU poLnNt, consıderant DOUTF les bıblıstes.
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USAMMENFASSUNG WLr betrachten, wWLie dıe Erkenntnisse
Anthony T’hıselton hat sowochl dem Wıttgensteins azu verwendet, Probleme
modernen als uch dem postmodernen biblischer Interpretation erhellen.
Ansatzpunkt der biblischen Zudem gehen WLr auf T’hıiseltons
Interpretation eıne detaıllıerte RKückgriff auf dıe Sprechakttheorıe ein.
Untersuchung gewıdmet. och obwohl Seıne pastorale Analogıe der
seıne wıchtigsten Arbeıten vielfach Hermeneutik, dıe besonders ım Kontext
besprochen worden sınd, hat aum der Dostmoderne Wende‘ entwickelt
eıne gründlıche Auseinandersetzung mıt worden ıst, untersuchen ILr 17 fünften
seiınem Werk gegeben. Dıeser Artıkel eıl Dıese Analogıe result:ert wWwWwar nıcht
verfolgt das Zıel, dıe generelle Tendenz LMm eıiıner konsıstenten Hermeneultik, doch
UO: Thıseltons Unternehmung wahrt S1Le dıe Indıvidualıtat des Textes.
abzustecken und eıne einstweılıge Krıtik Der postmoderne Kontext hat den

geben hermeneutischen Pluralısmus ım.
Grundtlegend für Thıiseltons Ansatz ıst Blıckfeld gerückt. Besonders der Ansatz

dıe Überzeugung, daß Phılosophıe eın der Soziokritik wırft dıes ın akuter Weise
ıntegraler Bestandteil der bıblıschen auf. T’hıselton verweıst Jjedoch auf dıe
Hermeneutik ıst Deshalb ıwerden wır ım unıverselle Bedeutung des Treuzes als
Anschluß dıe Eıinleitung dıe Gründe Wahrheitskriterium, den
untersuchen, dıe T'hıselton dafür Relatıiıvismus UO  . Lebenswelten
aufführt, phılosophıschen Konzeptionen argumentıeren (Teıl sechs).
Lm Kontext eiıner bıblıschen Der abschlıeßiende Abschnıtt bewertet
Interpretation Beachtung schenken. das generelle Konzept vVO  > T'hıseltons
Wıe der Titel Die Wel Horizonte hermeneutischem Ansatz. Seın Anlıegen,
verdeutlıicht, folgt T’hıselton Gadamer ın der Phılosophiıe grofße Beachtung
dessen Verständniıs des schenken, ıst ausdrücklıch
Interpretationsprozesses als dem befürworten, doch bezüglıch seınes
Verschmelzen DO  \ wel Horızonten. Der Verständnısses der Beziehung UO
drıtte eıl des Artıkels untersucht dıesen Glaube und Vernunft sınd Anfragen
Aspekt UVO T’hıseltons Ansatz, angebracht. Außerdem entsteht der
aufzuzeıgen, IVLE dıeser dıe Hıstoriızıtat Eındruck, daß G(Gadamer Lın vıelen
des Textes und des Interpreten LM. Punkten folgt. Driıttens ıst seıne
Blıckfeld rückt Zurückhaltung, eın vorläufiges,

T'’hıselton argumentıert, daß dıe geschlossenes hermeneutisches Modell
Phılosophıiıe dıe konzeptionellen skızzıeren, als Schwachpunkt
Werkzeuge für dıe Exegese PE Verfügung bewerten, da 1es den Wert seıner Arbeıit
stellt. Diesbezüglıch untersuchen wır ım UOr allem für Bıbelwissenschaftler
vıerten eıl eiınıge seıner Beıspiele, wober einschränkt.

Introduction ad: ‘postmodern’®, en of the problem of

ıth
bıblıcal ınterpretatıion. he has OoNe

1963 Dennis Nıneham requested that, extraordınary and exemplary
wWwWe should have SOINE bıblıcal scholars thoroughness*, and must be ranked

whose expertise 1S, 1n the modern en 0)81 of the ma)Jor contemporary Chrıistian
of the problem What they miıght authorıties hermeneutics.

Nıneham and Thıselton AT COITN-produce.’ he D0CS tO SaY, would be of
iınestimable value LO all SEr10USs students mıiıtted to the understandıng of the mod-
of the Bible’.2 Anthony Thiselton has ern playıng key role ın bıblıcal
devoted hıs academıc lıfe thus far tO hermeneutics, that remaıns untrue of
ıllumıinatıng thıs modern, and miıght MOST bıblıcal scholars. Thiselton’s ques
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for the ‘MmModern en of the problem'’ takes help bıblıcal hermeneutics, and then SEeeEe

hım straıght iınto the heavy SECAas of mod- how he develops these dıfferent of
eTtr  - and postmodern philosophy; Hegel, help Thereafter will examıne hıs PrOo-
Heıdegger, Gadamer, Derrida and Haber- posal for pastoral hermeneutics, which
INas become hıs terraın, an ell miıght CEMETISCS ın the postmodern context,
the biblical scholar wonder what thıs has before evaluatıng hıs work from thıs OVeTl-
LO do wıt. biblical studıies. Kew bıblical archıng perspective.
stucdıes COUTSEeS insıst COUTSES ın phılos-
ophy—what has Jerusalem LO do ıth Philosophy and Biblical
Athens after all? Or miıght SaY, hat Interpretation
have Jerusalem and Athens to do wıth
Vıenna, Frankfurt and Parıs?® Ebelıng has rıghtly suggested that, ‘Hor

Thiselton 1S5 however unrepentant! In theology the hermeneutic problem 15
Man Y respects hıs T’he Two Horızons 155 therefore today becomıng the place of
apologetic for takıng philosophy ser10usly meetıing wıth philosophy”. As the slıght-1ın biblical studıes. Hıs introduction ends est famıliarıty ıth Thiselton’s work
ıth the question, ‘Whyı, then, 15 OUTL study reveals, hermeneutical 1Ssues AIe deeplyconcerned ıth philosophy?”® Chapter ON philosophical. Philosophıical hermeneutics
begıins, 'Why philosophical description?”‘ has become inescapable ontext 1n
and the entire volume ends thıs note: which bıblical interpretatıon takes place

At the begıinnıng of OUu. study claımed today, but the relationshıp between the-
that the use of philosophical descr1ıption ology and philosophy remaıns controver-
would SETVE the interpreter of the New c1jal10. Much Evangelıcalısm, for example,

If theseTestament 1n TEee WaYs remaıns Tertullianesque 1n ıts SUSp1C10N
three alms ave een fulfilled LO an y of philosophy, ıf nOt 1ın theory aTt least 1n
extent, thıs that the introduction practice. T'hıselton Justifies hıs phılo-
of philosophical consıderations iınto the sophıcal focus ın number of ways*}:

It 1S fact that New 'Testamenthermeneutical debate, far from leadıng LO
one-sided distorted interpretatıon of scholars usSe philosophical categorıes 1n

the New Testament, 11 provıde the theır work!2. hus an Y kınd of dialogue
ınterpreter ıth broader DIE- crıtique of such scholars zUl ınvolve
understandıng 1ın relation tO which the philosophıcal consıderatıons, ıf that diıa-
text mMaYy speak INOTe clearly 1n ıts z logue 1S5 LO be taken ser10usly.
right.® Philosophy 15 helpful 1n descr1bıng

the nature of) an appraısıng the herme-Fundamental tO Thıselton’s work her-
meneutiıcs 1S5 the convıctıon that thorough neutical PIOCE5SS. Here T'hıselton 1S thınk:
attention tO philosophical hermeneutics ıng 1n partıcular of Gadamer*®, wh has
wiıll help the biblical LextTt speak INOTE artıculated the hermeneutical PTrOCEe>SS

the fusıon of LWO hor1zons. We 111 exploreclearly 1n ıts OW rıght Although thıs 1n 1NOTe detaıl below:; let ıt sufficeselton’s LwoO ma)Jor EXTS bıblıcal herme-
neutıics have een wıdely reviewed there here to note that Thıselton finds ada-
has een surprısıngly hlıttle thorough mer’s analysıs of understandıng the

fusıon of hor1ızons persuasıve, and ıt 1S theiınteractiıon ıth hıs work. hıs 1S5
SOUTCEe for hıs tıtle T'he "Two Horızons.attempt LO Map out the overarchıng

of Thıselton’s proposals and tO PrOo- Philosophıiıcal hermeneutics bears
ıde prelımınary crıtique from thıs pPeCTI- host of 1sSsues dırectly relevant tO bıb-
spective. 'There 1S5 distinet disadvantage lıcal interpretation, and sımply cannot
1ın getting pıcture of the whole but of 1gnore these Interpretatıion inevıtably
COUTSEe iıt easıly loses sıght of the immense cCarrıes wıth ıt philosophical 1SSueS,
amMoOunt of detaıl that Thıselton’s EXTS aul Rıcoeur, for example, recogn1zes: ‘In
contaın. We 111 begın ıth look al hat WaYVY do these exegetıc debates COIN-

CernNnN ‘HermeneuticsThıselton’s 1e W of how philosophy Ca phılosophy.
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relates the technical problems of extual insıghts AT the legacy of the philosophyexeges1s LO the INOTE general problems of of language anı lingustics.
meanıng an language.’** Consequently, More recently Thiselton has attended tO
accordıng LO Thiselton, sımply CAannot
leave out of

the effect of current phılosophies of lan-
phılosophical CONCEPTS SUALEC an theır implicatiıons for the-

aCcCount when AT attempting tO for- ology*®, He rıghtly observes the
mulate the task of biıblical hermeneutics. of Nıetzsche behind much postmodernthıs 155 tru of bıblıcal hermeneutics, ıt. understandıng of language and recogn1ses1S5 Iso Lru: of theology. Thıselton quotes that the SOTT of perspectives upDOoN the
Bultmann wıt approval when he SayY>S language of ‘truth’ temmiıng from Nıetzs-
‘Every theology 1S5 dependent for the cları- che’s infÄiuence
ficatıon of ıts Concepts uPpOoN DFE-
theological understandıng of INa that, constitute the mOst SEer10uUs an urgent

challenge tO theology, ın comparıson wıt.rule, LS determıned Dy SOMe phiılosophi- hıch the old-style attacks from COM-cal tradıtion.} Thıs, accordıng LO
Bultmann an T’hıselton, 0eSs not COIN-

11-S posıtıv1sm' aAaPpPPCar relatıvely
promıse theology but makes ıt INOTeEe enıit1- alve Theology has I1NO0Te at stake than
cally self-conscious. perhaps any other discıplıine because,

although philosophy anı sO1NeE other d1S-powerful example of the WaYy ın hıch
phılosophy shapes bıblıcal ınterpretation cıplines share the s A\AdINe€e loss of truth,
1S phılosophy of language. In the second theology to establish crıtically-
half of thıs century the ımpact of phılos- informed trust, whereas the postmodern

perspectıve rests suspıclion. **ophy of language u DON bıblical studıes
W as mediated V1a modern lınguistics. 'The effect of postmodern philosophy of
.JJames Barr’s work semantıcs 1S5 ell language upoN theology readılyknown, anı especılally ıts ımplıcatıons for observed ın the theologıcal work of
Kıttel’s Dictionary! No contemporary Old postmodern theologıan lıke Mark Taylor.*°Testament scholar would promote word Wıthın bıblıcal studies postmodern phiılos-studıes 1ın nalve, etymologiıcal INanner. ophıes of language underlie the emphasısSynchronic study, an not dıachronic indetermıinacy an deconstructive
analysıs 1S the key LO the meanıng of of Davıd Clines’methodology. Much
word, NO know. What 1S less ell recent work the Old Testament 1s
known, but helpfully pointed Out by rooted ın this Lype of phılosophy of langu-selton 1ın VerYy useful artıcle, 1S5 that ın aD urgent eed N Christian
hıs work semantıcs Barr medıated the academıcs 1S5 SOINE of the Contours of
lınguistic revolution of the French lın- Chrıistian phılosophy of language.guıst Saussure ınto studies16 Thıselton that the bıblical under-
selton notes that, standıng of truth resıists Nıetzche’s indıct-

ment of the language of truthT’he tradıtional V1CeW receıved LWO death-
blows, on from linguistics anı 0)81 from necessarıly disguilse for manıpulation,
phılosophy. From the direction of lınguis- and he suggests that the philosophy of

language of the later Wıttgenstein PTrO-tiıcs, Saussure pointed Out the arbıtrary vides posıtıon INOTEe compatıble ıthcharacter of grammatıc forms. More Christian theology than that mediated vVv1asharply decisively still, 1n hıs philos- Nıetzsche.21ophiıcal discussion of logic Russell showed
1n hıs Theory of Descriptions that °the Phiılosophy provıdes conceptual tools

for the interpretation of parts of the bıb-apparen logical form of proposıtıon lıcal text, Thiselton’s use of speech-acteed nOot be the real one.’1/ theory LO interpret the parables 15 ell
It 1sS commonplace NOW for Old Testament known 1n thıs respect?2,scholars tOo be alert tO the syntagmatıc Thıselton ıth Bultmann and
and paradıgmatic aspects of word 1n Gadamer that neutral, NnoN-presupposı1-tryıng LO determine ıts meanıng, but these tiıonal ınterpretatıon 1Ss impossıble. Kvery
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interpreter operates ıth PTre- Biblical Interpretation As the
understandıng. Fusion of 'I'wo Hor1izons

art of the relevance of philosophical
consıderations LO interpretatıon

As mentioned, Thıselton approprlates
thıs notiıon from Gadamer; it provıdes the

CMETSC when begın LO ask hat QUCS- framework of T hıiıselton’s hermeneutic
t10ns, an hat conceptual frame, the proposal:interpreter brings wit. hım LO the
text, very interpreter approaches 'T’he hermeneutical cgoal 155 that of

steady Progres>s owards fusıon of hor1-the from the standpoint of partıcu-
ZON1S5 But B, 1s LO be achjeved 1ın suchlar perspectıve hıs 185 NnOTt necessarıly LO

ACCUSE hım of undue prejudice. It 1S to WaYy that the partıcularıty of each hor1ızon
STress that he approaches ıt. wit. WaYy 1S fully taken ınto aCccCount an respected.

T'‘hıs both respecting the rıghts ofof ralsıng questions’. But ATr OUT QUuU€5S- the text and allowıng ıt LO speak.“6tıons the rıght questions? Should OU. OW:

quest1ions be encouraged, modified, Obvıously Thıiselton regards (adamer
suppressed?*® of fundamental importance 1n hermeneu-

Philosophy helps the interpreter tO detect tics. Indeed it 1S5 (Gadamer wh really
focuses the need for hermeneutics andher OW presupposıtions an enlarge her attention LO the ‘modern en of the prob-eritical capacıtıes. lem SINCEe ONe CAannot SsSCeE the need forBut Tertullıan not have poıint fusıon of LWwO hor1ızons ıf OI! 1S5 uUunNnNawWwäare ofabout the dangers of Athens? What about theır exıstence, an it 1S5 thıs that ada-the danger of defilement by secular phıil- INeTr makes crystal clear 1ın hıs analysıs ofosophy? Thiselton acknowledges the CEeT1- the hıstorıcıty of interpretatıon.tral and comprehensiıve ımportance of 'T’he followıng ATe Lwo tradıtional defin1ı-Chrıstian revelatıon but defends hıs COIMN- tıons of bıblical hermeneutics?”‘.

CeTr' wıth phılosophy along LWwO lines:
hermeneuticsphılosophical 1SSues have LO be argued 1S5 only another

phılosophically, and hıs CONMNCETN 15 not LO word for exeges1s ınterpretatıon
adopt the worldview of partıcular phılos- hermeneutics formulates rules and
ophers but LO borrow conceptual tools for methods LO get from exegesı1s (meanıng of

text for ıts orıgınal readers) LO iınter-the exegetical task We might Sa Y that hıs
phılosophıcal approach 15 eclectic. Com- pretatıon (meanıng for today)
menting SOIl of the problems wıth Thıselton’s understandıng of hermeneu-
Bultmann’s use of Heıdegger, Thiselton tıcs dıffers from these 1ın ıts recognıtıon
SdYyS, “"T’he anıswer 1S not LO abandon phılo- and ıntegratıion of the hıstorıcıty of the
sophıcal INQUIFTFY, for thıs basıs the interpreter/s ell the hıstorıicıty of
posıtıve sıde of Bultmann’s work would the text25. It 1s the recognıtıon of thıs
have een lost 'The AL SWEeT 1, rather, LO second. horızoan 1n interpretatıion that
TAaW varıety of conceptualıtıies from undermınes the naıve realısm that has
other tradıtiıons, and crıtically LO COMDATIEC domiıinated much of modern bıblıcal inter-
hat each IMaYy achleve faıl tO achı- pretatıon, an problematıses the PrOCCSS
eve.’24 Thıs eclectic approach 15 under- of °correct’ ınterpretatıon. As Thıselton,
scored by later commMent 1n relatıon tO under the obvıous infiuence of Gadamer,
the Nne hermeneutic which TEW heavıly SaVYyS, ‘hermeneutics 1n the INOTeEe recent

(adamer: ‘One of the central argu- of the term begıns wıth the recogn1-
ments of the present study 1S thatpartıcu- tıon that historical condıtıonıng 15 two-
lar hermeneutical insıghts COINE through sıded the modern ınterpreter, less than
partıcular philosophical perspectives. No the LEXT, stands ın gıven hıstorıcal CON-

sıngle phılosophy provıdes comprehen- Lext and tradıtion. Palmer ıdentifes the
S1VeEe theory of hermeneutics, EVEeN that of SaInle 1SsSue when he wrıtes, 'meanıng 15
Gadamer.’%2> matter of context; the explanatory CC-
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ure provıdes the for understand- prejudice, and thıs deeply affected ıts
ıng Sıgnificance 15 relatıonshıp LO interpretatıion! Our pre-Jjudgements and
the Listener’s OW: projects and intent.ions tradıtions Iın hıch stand ought LO be

explanatıon 15 contextual,"‘}'1<.)rizontal.” 730 conscıiously acknowledged, that
miıght better understand hat 1s g01ngFrom thıs perspective iınterpretation 1ın 0108 ınterpretatıion. Thıselton developsinvolves the fusıon of the horızon of the thıs ın terms of the role that systematıctext and of the readıng PTFrOCESS, an ıt 15

thıs PTFrOCESS which hermeneutics seeks to
theology miıght play 1n Christijan bıblıcal

understand. ınterpretation®°.
Thıiselton, have SEENMN 155 quıte clearIn order toO make ıt clear how thıs that all ınterpretatıion brıings wıth ıt PTre-dıffers from tradıtional understandıngs of

hermeneutics mentioned above, 111 understandıng. He quotes the Church of
England Doectrine Report wıt. approval:brıefly consıder the example of the herme- °'No 0)81 expounds the Bıble LO himselfneutiıical cırcle. Tradıtional hermeneutics An yONC else wıthout bringing tO the taskunderstands the hermeneutical cırcle to hıs OW: prıor frame of reference, hıs OW:refer LO the interpreter’s responsıbıilıty LO pattern of reference, hıs OW pattern ofınterpret the part of the text. 1ın the lıght assumptıons which derıve from SOUTCESof the whole, an V1Ce Understand- outsıde the Bıble.’4 Thıselton PTFOVOCA-ıng develops through dialectical rela- tıvely suggests mıght Sce systematıctıonshıp between part and whole 'To leave

the hermeneutical cırcle there 1S LO have theology the end-process LO date of the
PIrOCECSS of tradıtiıon ın hıch the Christianfaıled LO STasSp the implications of the communıty seeks tO understand the bıblı-second horızon, that of the interpreter. As cal text Thıselton refers tO Turner whoThıselton SaVySs, that the pre-understandıng

In addıtion to thıs understanding ollows involved 1n exeges1s embraces, whole
spıral 1n further 'To begın conceptual world which the exegete

wiıth, the ınterpreter brings hıs OW: QUES- brıngs LO the text’, includıng CoONcepts
tıons TLO the Lext But because hıs- about hıstory, revelation, eschatology,
questlions IMNaYy not be the rıght ONECS, hıs miıracle etc>
iınıtıal understanding of the subject mat- Thıiselton 1n thıs respect 155 attracted LO
ter 18 lımited, provıs]lonal, an hable to the Reformers, whose approach facılıtated
distortion. But thıs provısıonal under- fusıon of hor1zons whıiıle respecting the
standing, 1n turn, helps hım LO revıse hıs othernes of the bıblical text>® Thiselton
questlıons an LO ask INOTEe adequate an promotes the role of theology ın shapıng
approprıate OoNnes The PrOCESS CONM- pre-understanding provıded the fusıon of
tinues unti| he 18 1n posıtıon to ask hor1ızons 0es not obscure the partıcu-
questions hich ave clearly een shaped larıty of the bıblıcal EXTIS
by the text tself; that he achljeves
progressively INOTe adequate understand- Conceptual 'Tools for ExegesisiIng of ıts subject matter.®}

Heıdegger ralses the question of whether Phılosophy, accordıng LO Thiselton, Iso
there 155 rıght WaYy 1ın hıch tO enter the provıdes conceptual tools that AT exceed-

ingly helpful ın interpreting SOITNE biblicalhermeneutical cırcle®?, and of COUFrSe, ONCeEe EXTIsS The entral examples of thıs 1ınthe second horizon 1S recogn1ızed vıtal
element 1n the PrOCESS of interpretation, Thıselton’s work ATe hıs use of Wiıttgen-
the role of pre-understanding 1S5 fore- ste1ın and the speech-act theory of Austin
grounded Gadamer o1ves detaıjled atten- and Searle.
tıon LO thıs and remarkably revıves the
role of prejudıce and tradıtion essent1al Wıttgenstein and Bıblical Hermeneutics
elements 1ın the hermeneutic PrOCEeSS. The Thiselton notes four connecting poıntsEnlightenment had prejudice agaınst between hermeneutics an Wıttgenstein’s
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later writings®‘. Firstly, for Wıttgenstein tıons of theır authors and theır u_

philosophy helps LO SEE hat Was nıtıes. Thiselton that these
always there Philosophy involves learn- bedrock statements AT nOot Just cultural
ing LO SEeE Secondly, Wıttgenstein 15 but theological.
concerned wıth the partıcularıtiıes of lan- Although comprehensıve sgrammatıcal
guage-sıtuations whıch aAarc, thırdly, analysıs of the along Wıttgensteinian
grounded 1ın human lıfe Fourthly, there 1S5 lines would be mammoth task, the

logical prıor. behind OU. lıfe potentıal of such analysıs 15 apparent. I,
worldse. for example, could ıdentify the SLALE-

Wiıttgenstein’s notiıon that phılosophy ments that CXDOSC the scaffoldıng of the
helps to ask the rıght questions 1S5 NT, thıs would gıve OI! WaY of discern-
central LO Thiselton’s assertion that phıil- ing the world view/s theology that
osophy provıdes ıth conceptual tools underlies the Although INOTE indebted
It ( help tO look 1ın the rıght dırection to Reformed phılosophy than LO Wıttgen-
and ıth nuanced prec1s10n. T'hiselton ste1ın Ray Va Leeuwen has used thıs type
partıcularly applıes poınts LWO and three of approach LO great effect 1n understand-
above LO aspects of interpretatıon. ing the book of Proverbs.40 'hıs Lype of
Followıiıng Wıttgensteın, for example, he analysıs could be of great help 1ın discern-
discerns three classes of sgrammatıcal ıng the different levels of the authorıty of
utterances 1n the and iındıicates how Scripture by showıng how, 1n Scripture

ıtself, there 1s the non-negotiable founda-helpful ıt 1S5 r ATE alert TtO thıs
STamın tıon hıch 15 developed and applıed 1ın

intrıguıng example of thıs 1S relatıon tO partıcular contexts.
selton’s applıcatıon LO the of Wıttgen- Wıttgensteıin StTresses that language
ste1ın’s discernment of specıal class of has meanıng only 1ın the ONtext of the
statements hıch AT foundatıonal ın the language Same 1n which ıt 1S used. In thıs

of being the hınges which other respect Thiıselton that several key
statements turn. These AT statements themes AIl polymorphous and M1S-
which gıve expressıon LO the scaffoldıng of understood ıf thıs 15 not taken ınto

aCCOUNtT. analysıs of faıth’ ın the NT,OU. thoughts.°®
Wıttgensteıin LO suggest that 1n for example, must take aCcount of the

°all partıcular language 1n which the
alıy culture, including OUT OW. word 1s5 used 1ın the Such approachENQUIFY 1s set toO exempt certaın would aCCoOount for the dıifferent 1UA11cCces ofproposıtıions from doubt They lie faıth 1ın aul and ‚James+1. Thıselton Isoapart from the route travelled Dy
EeNquUTY.’ In due COUTSE aX10M IMaYy applıes the ıdea of language TO the
become tossilized °1t. 1S removed from thorny problems of justification*2. He

that regards Justificatıon thethe traffic. It 1S LO speak shunted ONTO framework from which the bellever’sunused sıdiıng But ıt. o0es nOot hereby
lose ıts signıficance; rather ıts s1gnifl- redemption 1S5 seen 0R 1s eruc1a|l. From

eschatological perspectıve the behever’shas changed ınto that of STYTam- redemption 1S complete: sh 1S5 jJustified.matical proposıtıon. 'Now ıt. g1ves OUT F'rom hıstorıical perspective the bellıever
WaYy of lookıng al hıngs, an OU.

researches, theır form Perhaps it Was
15 not rıghteous; Justificatıon 15 still

ONCE disupted. But perhaps, for unthink- future.
should mentıon that Thıiselton hasable aSC5S, ıt. has belonged LO the scaffold- intrıguıng addıtional note B, Wıttgen-ıng of OU. thoughts. (Every human being

has parents.)’® steın and bıblıcal authority“*, concerning
ınter Iıa SOINEC of the dıfferences between

Thıselton finds examples of such utLtLer- Warfield and .James Barrt. Wıttgen-
1ın Romans 2:4,5b,6:9:14—24; Cor- steın, 1ın Thiselton’s V1eW, helps to be

ınthıans 12 etc These SOTTS of of the danger of pıcturıng the
statements CXPOSC the tacıt presupposı1- problem of bıblıcal authorıty 1ın terms of
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only OIl! model, for example the model of parables used, 1ın order tOo prevent
0)8{ to-one correspondence (certaın ‚ypes premature understandıng unaccompanıed
of inerrancy), exclusıvely the model of by inner change.’ T’hıs includes Judgement
halcedonıan Chrıstology. 'The Bıble 15 and SINCE parable operates at
INOTeEe than handbook of ınformatıon; the dıfferent levels of understandıng. The text
language of the Bıble CXPreSSECS whole performs varıety of actıons upDOoN ıts
N of dynamıc speech-acts: command- readers, and speech act theory thus
Ing, promıiısıng, askıng, blessing etc How- enables to get at these 1N1UAaNnces of the
CVEerT, ‘the dynamıc and concrete authorıty text 1ın WaY that tradıtional interpreta-
of the Bıble rests, 1n turn, the truth of tıon has often een unable to actıon
certaın states of affaırs ın od’s relatıon model
LO the world’+*, and Thiselton that allows LO SCee€e that varıety of actıons‚Jesus and the apostolıc wrıters’ ASSUMP- May 1n text at the SaIne tıme an
tıon of the authorıty of the Old Testament that recontextualiızation affects the rela-
cannot Just be disregarded cultural tıve prlority of these operatıons 1n
assumption. In thıs respect sOTNE of War- latıon LO OlIl!| another. 'This oes not INCAaN,field’s arguments about the STAatUSs of the however, that the Bıble becomes the ose

ın the should still command of about hıich Luther warned, ıf
respect. that could be pushed ınto anıy shape that

the reader INaYy fancy. Nor o0es ıt INeanSpeecä-Act T’heory and Bıblıcal that actıon speech-acts provıde COINN-

Hermeneultics prehensive model| for the solution of a]]
Thıselton finds the speech-act theory of hermeneutical problems. No theoretical

model provıded by hermeneutical theoryAustın, Searle an Recantı partıcularly
Ca obviate the eed first and foremost tohelpful ın exegeting EXTIS which call for

hermeneutic of self-ınvolvement, such look al the text iıtself 1ın ıts linguistic an
the parables®. He finds that too| thıs historical particularıity.°
avo1lds OIl of the problems wıt. reader- Thıiselton Iso uSes speech-act theory TLO

approach tOo the parables, elucıdate the proposıtional element 1ın the
namely that the meanıng of parable 1S bıblical EXTIS Lext INaYy perform N1UMN-
ın danger of becomıing hat the reader ber of actıons at the Samne tıme that, for

LO do ıth ıt 'T’he advantage of example, ıt. 15 often unhelpful LO set the
actıon model 1S that it, ‘allows tO self-ınvolving nature of text agaınst iıts
separate Out dıfferent levels and dımen- referentijal aspect. Thıselton usSes the
S10NS of language usSe wıthout necessarıly example of the confess1on, s 11 1sS
openıng the OOT LO the mıstaken 1eW Lord.’1 In ıts Pauline uUuSe thıs statemen
that the meanıng of text 1S Sımply hat 1S clearly self-ınvolving, but thıs self-
an Y reader to do wıth 1t.’46 "T’hıs ınvolvıng aspect depends upDON certaın
mode| allows tO SEE that varıety of assertions about Chrıist beiıng true. “Jesus
actıons mMaYy 1n text al the SAarmne 1s OYd’ CXDreSSECS both institutional truth
tıme an that recontextualızatiıon affects and self-ınvolvement. hıs 1s good
the relatıve prior1ıty of these operatıons 1ın example of Thıselton’s argument that
relatıon LO ONn another.’*‘ The poın hıich 1s cCorrect behind the

Austin dıstınguılshes between perlocu- called 'non-propositional’ 1e W of revela-
tıonary language, which 1S performative tıon 18 that the 1s nNnOot merelyDy sayıng somethiıngs, an ıllocutionary handbook of ınformation an description,language, which 1S performative ın sayıng along the lines of propositions 1n the
somethiıng. hıs distinetion 1S eruc1a148 Tractatus. But the pOo1N' behind the
Thiselton applıes thıs actıon model ınter called ‘propositional’ V1e W 18 Eeven INOTe
Iıa LO the thorny 1Ssue of the funetion of mportant, EVEeNN ıf ıt. 18 badly expressed ın
parables elucıdated 1ın Mark 4:11—12%9 the tradıtional terms hich AaTre often

actıon model helps LO SsSee the sed It 1s that the dynamic an CONCcreie
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authorıty of the Bible rests, 1n turn, intensely hermeneutical and ıf historical
the truth of certaın states of affaırs ın erıtical interpretatıon has tended to focus
od’s relatıon LO the world As the past al the CXDECNSC of the partıcu-
Austin succinctly puts 1G for performa- lar present, pastoral theology 1s 1ın danger
tıve Janguage LO funection effectively, °Cer- of the TEeEVerse Thıiselton 1S5 partıcularly
taı statements ave LO be true.>2 concerned that bıblıcal hermeneutics

should do Justice tOo the dıversıty andT'hiselton has Iso used speech-act theory
LO iıllumınate the problem of the Ssupposed partıcularıty of the biblical EXLIS Dıiıffer-

ent SCHNI’CS of EXTIS perform dıfferent,of words ın the Bible®® an though often overlappıng, hermeneuticrecently he has applıed ıt LO Chrıstology functions, especlally ın relatıon LO dıffer-1ın uke and the problem of dualısm 1ın
Chrıistology after Kant>4. It should be ent reading-situations®.
noted that number of other scholars Paradoxıically, the OIl!| place where

antıcıpate unıfled hermeneutic, the Das-have Iso sed speech-act theory ın bıb- toral model LO remınd thathcal studıes and theology®> Donald Evans
has used ıt. 1n relatıon LO Janguage about Thıselton, lıke Gadamer, wiıll nOot outlıne
(30d creator®® and I1NOTeE recently Nıcho- unıfled method. Thiselton’s pastoral her-

meneutic turns Out TLO be OVerVv1ewWw oflas Wolterstorff has creatiıvely developed the posıtıve insıght that the contemporaryhıs uUusSe of speech-act theory ın relatıon tO
Scripture dıvıne discourse®‘. smorgasbord of hermeneutical aPProa-

ches brıng to certaın (partıcular) eEXTtIs In
hıs words he ‘optimal/paradıg-Thiselton’s Hermeneutic of matıc reader-sıtuations’ 1ın relatıon tOoPastoral Theology whiıich the MOST distıinctive hermeneutical

Interestingly, 7 8 1S 1n the ontext of hıs funections of the dıfferent models that he
has examıned become apparent®*. hus

INOTeEe recent work and ‘the postmodern hermeneutics of understandıng (Schleıier-turn that T hıselton develops hıs pastoral
analogy for hermeneutics®?. As 1Ne1- macher®?, Dilthey, Betti) 15 especlally
tioned above T'hıselton regards the pOSt- helpful where EeXTS SCIVC prıimarıly
modern ontext SEN10USs transmıssıve and communıcatıve vehıclesVerYy LO CXDICSS the thought of authorchallenge LO Chrıstian theology; INOTE
SEer10USs than W as posıtıv1sm, for example. toward g1ven directedness. Examples of
'The closest get 1ın eıther of Thiselton’s such EXTS ATe Cor 11:1/7-—22,
LWO volumes tO comprehensıve outline of Narratıve hermeneutics assıst 1ın getting

al the Varıo0ous functions that narratıvesunılled hermeneutic AT chapter and
ın New Horızons. Here Thıselton perform: "Textual narratıve cats awaıt the

outhlınes hıs ‘Hermeneutics of Pastoral varıed mouse-s1ıtuations hıch re-activate
Theology’. In hıs latest book, ‘Interpreting them.’®$ Reader-response approaches AT

partıcularly useful 1ın unmaskıng naturalGod and the Postmodern Self”, Thıselton
Iso ses the pastoral analogy for biblical readıngs, speech-act theory 15 partıcularly
interpretation®?. However, latterly he relevant LO self-ınvolvıng and belıeving
applıes the analogy slıghtly dıfferently; readıng, and
the lıstenıng an and respect for

Hermeneutical Pluralismthe Other that characterıse X01010| pastoral
counsellıng ought LO characterıse bıblıcal
interpretatıon ell In New Horızons According LO Thıselton, sOCc10-erıitical the-

wıth ıts COMNCETN that bıblical iınter-the analogy 9 by Comparıson, LO
SLTress the ımportance of maıntaınıng the pretatıon should be relevant to socl1al
balance between unıversals and the Par- 1SSuUeS, ralses ın acute form the 1SsSsue of
ticular. He begıns chapter of New hermeneutical pluralısm because, ONMNCE it
Horızons by comparıng the pastoral sıtua- 1S allowed that ‘the world’ can/should
tıon tOo bıblıcal interpretatıon: both ATr absorb the LEeXT, and pluralıty of worlds
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15 acknowledged, pluralıty of diverse In accordance wıth OuUu a1m of mappıng
interpretations wiıll ınevıtably be NeTr- out the overarchıng of Thiselton’s
ated®* Thiselton that hıle her- hermeneutic proposals, OU brijef evalu-
meneutical pluralısm 1S iınevıtable, SINCEe atıon 111 focus the total shape rather

cCannot assess 0)81 readıng model 1ın than the indıyıdual detaiıls.
terms of another, thıs 1S, not the SAamne
the belhef that each lıfe-world 15 self- Philosophy and Bıbliıcal Interpretationcontaıned, and incapable of metacrıtical Thıselton has rıghtly alerted to therankıng 1ın terms of trans-contextual the- ıimportant relatıonshıp between phılos-ory’®> ‘Would ıt be the same’, sks
selton, In princıple, de-centre the ophy and bıblıcal interpretation, thıs 1S

present sıtuatıon erıterıon of theo-
focused 1ın hermeneutics. In all theoretical
work epıstemologiıcal, ontologıcal andlogıical relevance an truth de-centre anthropological presupposıtıons provıde,the bıiblical and theır wıtness

Chrıst and the erıterıon of
ıt WEerIC, the scaffolding for OU. theory

relevance and truth?’66 construction. Such scaffolding 15 not LEeU-
tral,; and ıt. Ca  } only help ıf ATe'The AanısSWCerl, from Chrıistian PCETSPECC- CONSCIOUS of the phılosophical presuppos!1-tıve, 155 of COUTSEe ‘NO'„ anı Thıselton

COINICUFTS at thıs point wıth those scholars
tıons an theories ınforming an shapıng

who appeal for the Bıble LO absorb the
OU. scholarship. Prior to Wellhausen ıt
W as not unusual for Old Testamentworld; understand the present by scholar LO devote large portion ofincorporating ıt. 1n SOINE larger frame. We publıshed work tOo explaınıng and defend-eed to approach thıs 1sSsue V1a Chriıistian ıng hıs understanding of relıg10n, beforetheology, Thıselton Puts 1t, Trom the go1ing tO apply thıs tO the Old 'Testa-other end.’ Thıselton pleads for crıt1que ment®?. Wellhausen retaıned INanYy of theof the CrosSs’ the larger frame: “T’he results of such research, but decontex-transforms present erıterıa of relevance: tualısed hıs results; he hıd the scaffold-

present erıterıa of relevance do nNnOt TAans- 1ng, ıt were! We Aare heirs to ogreatform the Salvatıon LS pro-actıve, noft extent of that legacy, that NO ıt wouldre-actıve, ın relatıon fO the present.’ be extraordınary ıf scholar felt ıtScripturally the 1S unıversal 1n ıts
relevance; the biıblical EXTS wıtness LO

NECESSATVY LO devote thırd of her text tLO
explaiınıng her V1eW of relıgıon and phılos-unıversal hor1ızon of eschatological |9280) ophy before applyıng ı$ tOo the The1Se, an the Bıble 1S MmMoOst approprlately postmodern turn has of COUTSE SONE longread ın belıeving fashion. °“Chrıstian WaYy owards exposiıng hıdden scaffoldıng,theology would INLOVE ınto self-contradic- which welcome, but the myt. of neutral-tıon ıf ıt ceased LO evaluate the prohıbition 1ty 1ın Old Testament scholarship remaınsof ıdolatry, the MeESSALE of the 9 and wıdespread. However, Levenson hasthe unıversalıty of eschatological promıse

merely context-relatıve, the product
recently emınded u such neutralıty 155
ıtself phılosophical posıtıon, and 0)81

construct:on of partıcular soc1a|l cul- whiıich has COINE LO be SEEN increasınglyture wıth claım LO offer unıversal problematıic‘®.crıtıque of lıfe and thought, and even
metacrıtıque of other er1ter1a of thought,

Takıng the scaffolding ser10usly 111
iınvolve looking at 1SsSues lıke philosophyunderstandıng, and actıon.’®©® of hıstory, phılosophy of language and the
relatıonshıp between theology and phılos-Evaluation ophy, al 1SSuUes hıch Thıselton has
addressed. Ernest Nıcholson, for example,The imMmmense of Thiselton’s work that the historical eri1tical method

111 be obvıous from Oou. examınatıon thus 1s rooted ın enlightenment phılosophy of
far. Detaıled evaluatıon of ıt would hıstory applıed LO the bıblical text‘1.
requiıre Man Yy INOTe artıcles than thıs one! thıs 1S5 true, how should Christians
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thınk of history? would thıs affect 0108 theolog1ıan speaks. Philosophy 155 the
handlıng of the OT? hıs 15 not LO suggest human ques for truth For philosophy,
that scholars should become phılos- humanıty’s unıque DOWETIS of rational

transcendence, ATe aUtTONONOMOUSophers an theolog1ans. It LS LO suggest
that scholarshıp requıres solıd phılo- By contrast the truth of hich the
sophiıcal (and theological) ınput ıf ıt 1S not theolog1an speaks 15 truth gıven by TEeV-

LO work wıth hıdden philosophıiıes shapıng elatıon an received by faıth
ıt Thus, uggest, desperately eed Kevın Vanhoozer, when he developsscholars lıke T'hiselton wh: 111 do the typology of the relatiıonshıp between the-hard philosophical work, an bıblical
scholars eed regular dialogue ıth such ology and philosophy, LypeS theology

‘“Christ’ and philosophy ‘Concept'!“* T’hepeople‘2, Especılally 1ın the USA 1ın recent problem ıth thıs Lype of approach 185 thatthere has een renalssance of ıt aPpPCAaI's tO manıfest nature-graceChrıstian phılosophy under the leader- diıchotomy at ıts root > On these complexshıp of scholars lıke Alvın Plantınga and
Nıcholas Wolterstortf. The Srow1ıng COrPDUuS

1SsSsues let ıt suffice tOo SaVy that thınk that
Newbigıin’s and Wolterstorff’s type of

of work that thıs ‘movement’ 15 yıeldıng, understandıng of 16401 1S5 INOTE CONM-
and the work of scholars lıke Thıselton, ıstent ıth the claım of Christianıty tO
provıde ready startıng poınt for such
dialogue. be publıc truth; 164011 always operates

wıthın SOINE perspectiıve worldview and
do however have question about Chrıstian scholarshıp, includıng COhris-

Thiselton’s understandıng of phılosoph,y. tıan scholarshıp ın phiılosophy, should
Nowhere, qat least far ’ faıth seekıng under-
0eSs he explaın precısely hat he under- operate

standing.‘®stands philosophy to be, how he SCcEeSs Newbigin and Wolterstorff AT arguıngfaıth relatıng tLO rCasoıoll, and hence TLO that should build OU. scholarshıp unNna-
phılosophy. aBrecec wıt Thiselton, for shamedly uDON the foundatıons of her-
example, that theology 15 dependent meneutics of the C  9 hermeneutics
upon philosophy for anthropology, but from the other end, LO usSe Thiselton’s
uDOI hat 15 phılosophy dependent for ıts express10ns. By contrast, T'hiıselton
1e W of the human person? 'The anıswer invokes hermeneutics from the other
whiıich Thiselton generally tO PTre-
SUDDOSC 155 erıtical rCasoTl, and OI  D gets

end only at the en of the hundred
of New Horızons, and then to STAave

the impressıon from hıs work that 1eE4S0O1 of the problem of the implıcatıons of SOC10-
1Ss the final COUTrTt of appeal 1ın phılosophy, eritical hermeneutics. But ıf such
compared ıth relevatıon 1n theology. '10 approach Ca be ınvoked aTt thıs stage 0)]81  D
be SUuTr«c, thıs 1S5 held 1n tensıon ıth hıs miıght ell wonder why ıt could not have
crıt1que of the Cross, and hıs insıstence een invoked al the outset and een
that Christian faıth an revelatıon AT consciously allowed tOo shape the entire
comprehensıve an embrace a ]] of lıfe project. As understand Newbıiıgın and
OWever ıt. 1S precisely thıs dıchotomy
between 16450111 an faıth that detect ın Wolterstor{ff, theır plea 1S precısely that

seek LO do scholarshıp rom the other
Thıselton’s work that 1 thınk, end.’
problematıc.

hıs kınd of tensıon 1s nOot unusual
Evangelıcal theologm1ans. aul (iadamer’s Hermeneutıc

The attractıon of Gadamer’s hermeneuticJewett, for example, although he favours from Chrıstian perspectıve 1S5 ıts radıcalthe uUusS«eC of ex1istentialıst framework 1ın
hıs theology, ‘® 1S quıte OPCN about the fact undermınıng of Cartes1an objectivıty, ıts
that TeCOVECLY of the role of prejudıce an tradı-

tıon ın interpretatıon, ıts dıalogical model
The wısdom the philosopher seeks 18 of understandıng and ıts notıon of being
quıte eren from that of hıich the addressed Dy the text It to that
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the insıstence that hermeneutics iınvolves bıblical scholars and especlally students)
LWO horızons 1S Ve helpful; ıt enables wh: Manage LO read through ‘New Horiı-
much that shapes bıblıcal interpretatıon zons’ mıght not feel terrıbly helped at the
to be brought iınto the lıght en of the PTrOCECSS. What OIM had perhaps

adamer’s hermeneutic has however hoped for 1ın the last LWO chapters Was not
een consıstently eritic1sed for ıts inabıl- delıvered, namely posıtıve, albeıit enta-
1ty LO discern diıstorted communıcatıon tıve, unıfied, bıblical hermeneutic PIO-
to be able LO dıstınguısh COrrecCct from posal which incorporates the insıghts of
incorrect understandıng. In Klapwijk’s recent development®. As Sa 'T '’h1-
words, ‘How Ca Anı yONC, after the Holo- selton oOWN the sıde of partıcu-
Caust, still unreservedly maıntaın: “In larıty an 185 ultra-cautious about
understandıng ATIe drawn iınto outlınıng bıblıcal hermeneutic. In thıs

he 15 sımılar tO Gadamer wıth hıs distasteevent of truth.”?’ 'T’he underlyıng 1sSsue 1S5
thı Gadamer’s immanentist perspective for method. Whıle Thıiselton’s defence of

realıty. The transcendent cCannot be the partıcularıty of EXTS 1S helpful
taken into account hermeneutically corrective tOo the ımposıtıon of methods

that has often characterized historicalthat, °It 1S through the dialeectic of great
dıversıty of ınterpretatıions that the unı1- erıtical approaches, ‘pastorally’, OTE miıght
versally valıd CIMETSECS and the thıng ıtself SaY, the bıblical scholar needs INOTe than
presents ıtself.?““ Klapwijk suggests that smorgasbord of approaches. Suspect that

Th1iselton’s avoldance of unıfled herme-only the notiıon of the (G0d who has
revealed hımself ın Christ 1sS adequate tO neutiıc INaYy be related tO hıs V1eW of
enable tO hold LO strong notıon of philosophy. Christian approach to phil-
truth 1ın language. osophy 1ın hıch faıth seeks understand-

ing would tend to be unıfled, but SINCEeCertainly when ıt LO bıblical
phılosophy 15 1ın Thıiselton’s 1e Winterpretatıon OIl would want to ask

which ATe the approprıate prejJudıces to dıstinctively Chrıstian, philosophical
brıng tOo Scriptural interpretations, hat insıghts for bıblıcal hermeneutics tend tO
1Ss healthy tradıtıon tO ınhabıt whiıich 15 be eclectically approprılated.

'T’he scholar (student) howeverMOST. lıkely tLO promote fusıon of hor1-
zons? It 1S thıs Lype of question that needs INOTeEe than collection of pleces. We
makes Newbigın SUSPICIOUS of the herme- requıre SOINE unıfled orJıentatıon which
neutıcal cırcle understood by ada- indicates how these plıeces relate tO each

other. Bernard Lategan’s communiıcatıvemer ‘® My suggestion 1s therefore that hermeneutic, and the so-called 'Tel Avıvweakness ın Gadamer’s hermeneutic 1S5 ıts
ımmanentism, and that the faıth-reason school of poetics have one INOTeE along
diıchotomy discern 1ın Thıselton’s thıs lıne, thınk®1 hat makes

Wrıght’s work the New Testamentapproach INa Y be connected wıth hıs LOO- powerful 1s hıs unıled er1tical realıst ep1IS-ready approprıatıiıon of Gadamer. In hıs
1981 work 'Knowledge, Myth and Cor- temology which he Sses iframework LO
porate Memory Thıselton strongly asserts reshape studies®2 Precisely such

posıtıve framework aAapPCAars tO be lackıngthe corporate Christian INCIMOTYV and qt. the conclusion of Thıselton’s New Horı-mındset ‘® It LO that 1 thıs
element 1ın Thıiselton’s work could be OonNns Abraham Kuyper ONCeEe salıd,
strengthened, then thınk INOTeEe erıtical ‘What really eed 1S seedling of

scıentific theory thrıvıng chrıistianand helpful understandıng of Gadamer roots. Hor tO be ontent ıth the aCT ofcould be developed. shuffling around ın the garden of SOINE-
body else, SCISSOTS ın hand |to Cut the

Help for the Bıblıcal Scholar other’s flowers], 1S LO throw AWAaY the
As have SeEeEeN Thıiselton’s work 1S full of honour and orth of OoOu. chrıistian faıth.’®
poıgnant iınsıghts for the bıblıcal scholar. It 1S Gadamer’s LWwO hor1ızons that have
However, SUuSp1Cc1on 1S that CeVEenNn those shaped Thiselton’s work hermeneutics
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C TrEe ONzZONs Hermeneutics from ihe er FEnd

LO ma)Jor extent Tacıtly the thırd hor1- of Philosophical ategorıes New 'Testa-
Z.,0  ; of God and the world hıs ereation 15 ment Hermeneutics’, Churchman &'{

(1973), Aalways present 1n 'Thıselton’s work, but
Bultmann 15 classıc example See T ‘hi-suggestion 15 that thıs ultımate hor1-

7.,0  - requıres tOo INOTE consc10o0usly ınte- selton, T1vo Horizons, 205ff for discussion
of Bultmann’s hermeneutic.ograted ınto hıs hermeneutic. 13 See ans-Georg Gadamer, Truth anNot for mMOMent do ralıse these ethod London ee an Ward, 1989

eritical 1SSuUeSs ın order LO downplay 'Thı1- 2nd revised ed.) Thiselton discusses ada-
selton’s achıevement, but precısely 1n mer’s approac. "Two Horızons, 2983f£f.
order LO take hıs contrıbution ser10usly. See Paul R1coeur, T’he Conflıct of Inter-
Thıselton has left a ll bıblical scholars 1ın pretatıons, Essays Lın Hermeneutıics KEvan-
hıs debt. ıth hıs LWO ma)Jor volumes SToONn Northwestern Unı1iversıty Press,
the intersection between philosophical 197/4, edited Dy Thiselton
hermeneutics and bıblıcal hermeneutics, quotes ese references from Rıcoeur ın
an hope 1S that thıs artıcle MaYy 1n Two Horizons,
SOINE WaYy contrıbute tO fostering the dıs- 15 See Thiselton, Two Horızons, 22 1; 2908 'T ’he
cuss1ıon aT that poınt of ıntersection. quote 1S5 from Rudolph Bultmann, Kixıst-

eNnNce and Faıith London Collıns,
T'‘his 15 revised versıon of 114
delivered LO Joiınt ql ınıty See Thiselton, ‘“Semantics New esta-
College Bristol, November 1995
See Dennıs Nıneham (ed.), T’he Church’s

ment Interpretation  w arshna.
(ed.), New Testament Interpretatıon, Essays

Use of the Bıble Past and Present London Princıples and Methods (Carlısle
SPCK, 168 'Thıs 15 referred LO Dy aternoster, BAaF
Anthony Thiselton, T’he "Two Horızons. 17 Ibid.,New Testament Hermeneutics and 1L0- See especlally Part of Thiselton, Inter-
sophıcal Description (Grand Rapıds: erd-
INals,

preting (iod and the Postmodern Self.
IbıdSee Anthony Thiselton, Interpreting (10d See Mark Taylor, Errıing: Postmodern A/and the Postmodern Self. On Meanıng, eology (  1cCago: Chicago UniversıtyManıiıpulatıon and Promiıse nburg. Press,ar. 21 Thıselton, Interpreting (iod and the Post-

HWor example ' of thıs thoroughness SECE
Thiselton’s reV1EeW of Barr: ‘Barr ar modern Self.
an Natural T’heology Plea for Herme- See Thıiselton, ‘Reader-Response Herme-

neutics, Actıon odels, an the araDbles ofneutıcs 1ın Hıstorical Theology’, S5T (1994) Jesus’, oger Lundin, Anthony 'T‘h1-519528 selton an Clarence Walhout, T’he Respon-By these LWO questions indıcatıng sıb1lıty of Hermeneultiıcs ran Rapıds,that both conservatıve biblical scholars, arlısliewh: often wısh tO keep Jerusalem and Eerdmans, aternoster,
Athens ell apart, and ıberal 1D11Ca. 9—1
scholars, who often wısh LO CONsS1gnN ‚JJerusa- Thiselton, "T’he Use of Philosophical Cate-

gorl1es’, STl,lem Athens LO the pastT, tend LO 1gnore Thiselton, Tivo Horızons, 2992the role of phılosophy ın 1D11CcCa. ınter-
25 Ibıd., 354pretatıon. owadays ıt, 1S gener the-

olog1ans rather than bıblical scholars wh 26 Ibıd., 445
address phiılosophiıcal 1SSues. ese Aare taken from Thiselton, 1b1d., 10
Thıselton, 1b1d., See Thiselton, Two Horizons, 10—12, the
Thiselton, 1b1d., diıfference between thıs understandıng of

hermeneutics an the traditional 0)8[{ ofO LD O © ı1selton, ibıd., 445
ermeneutics the method of 1D11ca.Gerhard Ebeling, Word andal London

SCM, 3107 exegesı1s.
10 See raıg Bartholomew, 'Philosophy, Theo. Ibid., 11

logıcal an Biıiblical Interpretatıion: Van- Rıchard er, Hermeneultıics. Inter-
ho0zer, Dooyeweerd, rıght Watson’, pretatıon eorYy Ln Schleiermacher,
199, publıcatıon forthcoming. Dıilthey, Heıdegger, and Gadamer KEvan-

StoON orthwestern Unı1iversıty Press)11 See Thiselton, Two Horızons an “T’he Use
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Bartholomew

xx Thiselton, T’he Use of Phılosophical Cate- L10NAaTYy, ıllocutionary and perlocutionary.gor1es, On 101—-102 UuUsSLiın sSes the following392 See Martın Heidegger, ‘Understanding an example: ‘He saıd LO “Shoot her!” y On
Interpretation)’, Mueller-Vollmer 110 he COM MEeNTS about thıs example that
(ed.), The Hermeneutics Reader New ork We must dıstinguıish the illocutionary from
Continuum, 291908 On 2926 the perlocutionary act. for exampleHeidegger COoMMEeNTS, ‘What 1S decisive 15 must distinguish 66. Sayıng ıt. W as WAarTIı-
not LO get out of the cırcle but LO COINE ınto
ıt. 1n the riıght Way. ıng hım  2 from “by sayıng ıt. convınced

9hım, got hım LO StOp33 Thiselton, Two Horizons, 314326 Ibıid., FTMNaTT2
Ibıd 114 Thiselton, eader-Response Hermeneutics,35 See Geoffrey Turner, ‘Pre-understanding 1175
an New Testament Interpretation’, SJT 51XXVIII (1975), 292'7—9249 Thiselton refers LO Thiselton, New Horizons, 283f£.

iselton, "Two Horızons, 437'Turner’s artıcle 1n Two Horizons, 315 533 See Thiselton, “"CThe uppose Power of36 Thiselton, T wo Horizons, 316, 317 OT' the 1D1l1cCa. Writings JTS377 See Thiselton, "Tivo Horizons, 393/(—438, for (1974) 282299 'hıs ıcle 15 fascınat-hıs etaıle discussıon of Wıttgenstein.
38 See ıselton, 1bıd, 399ff for hıs discussion ıng account of how linguistics Ca  - COrrecLt

of thıs class of grammatıc. utterances direction bıblical theology.
See T’hiselton, Luke’s Christology, Speech-Ibıd., 3983 Act eory the Problem of Dualısm40 See Ray Va  - Leeuwen, 'Limialıity an Christology After Kant, .Joel GreenWorldview Proverbs 1—9, Semeıa 50

(1990) 111—-144 It shoul be NOte: that an Max Turner e  S Jesus of Nazareth:
Thıselton poınts Out. that hıs first class of ord. and Christ TAanN! Rapıds, arlısle
grammatıcal utterances 1C function LO Eerdmans Paternoster,

AB ATexpan: the horizon of the reader’s under- See ıcholas Wolterstorff, Dıvıne Dıiıs-standıng, rather than the specılal class of
scaffolding” statements, ATre COININON 1n COUTSe. Phılosophical Reflections the
1sdom hLterature See Two Horızons Claim that (i0d Speaks Cambrıdge CUP.,
397/—-399 OWeEeVver Thiselton elates thiıs LO Wolterstorff’s approac. ould SEeEIN

LO 1Un counter LO Thiselton’s insıstencethe purely ratıonal OPCN appeal LO all that, hıle speech-act eory 15 helpfulhumans of wısdom Lterature Van Leeu-
wen’s work demonstrates that the caffold- wıth SOINE eXTS, ıt CannoL provıde COTN-

ıng an tacıt element characterised by prehensive hermeneutical mMO olter-
Wıttgenstein’s second class of statements STLOT. an Kevıin Vanhoozer (1n
ATe present Proverbs a  9 for example, discuss1on), argue for the use of speech-ac

eOrYy to shape biblical hermeneutic1n Romans. Van Leeuwen focuses uDON
Proverbs y A 4 ın partıcular. 58

comprehensively.
41 See Thiselton, "Two Horizons, MDA DE See Thiselton, New Horizons Inter-
49 Ibıd., 415—4929 preting God and the Postmodern Self.
43 Ibıd., 432438 Thiselton, Interpreting (i0d and the Post-

1bıd 437 modern Self, OL, 5358
45 60Austin’s sem1ınal Lext 18 How LO Do

61
Thiselton, New Horıizons, Da V, 508

I’hıngs wıth Or'| (Oxford OUP., 1962, 1bıd., 558
See Thiselton, Reader-Response Thiselton’s p  ıcularly posıtıve approac.

Hermeneutics, an New Horizons CSPEC- LO Schleiermacher ECMETSECS mMOst clearly 1ın
clally 283319 an 597604 For bıblhı0- hıs Interpreting God and the Postmodern

Self, 53{frf.grapiıcal details of the maın works, SEee
283—3 T’hiselton, New Horizons, 575

46 Thiselton, Reader-Response Hermeneutics, See Thiselton, 1b1d., 602-619 for hıs discus-
107 See Thıiselton, New Horizons, S10n of theses 1SsSues.
282—304, for discussion of the develop- Thiselton, New Horizons, 613
ments speech aCT EeOTY. 1bıd., 606
Thiselton, Reader Response Hermeneutics, 67/ Ibıid., 610
113 68 Ibıd., 612

48 Ibid., 109 See ustın 1bıd., for HKor documentation of thıs See ‚.John oger-discussion of the distinction between locu- SU.  9 OlLld Testament Uriticecism ın the Nıne-
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roec ONzZOoNs Hermeneuftics from ine ÖOther End ®

teenth Century, England an rmanYy of Notre Dame Press, 89288
London SPCK, See Lesslie Newbigın, Proper onfidence

al Doubt and ertaınty ın ChrıstianSee ‚Jon Levenson, T’he ebrew Bıble,
the Old Testamenlt, and Historical Urticısm Diıscıpleship London SPCK, an
(Louisville, entucky: Westminster/John ıcNolas Wolterstorff, Reason ıthın the
Knox, FKFor extended discussıon of Bounds of elıgıon (Grand Rapıds: Eerd-
thıs book See rev1ew 1ın Calvın heo ManNns, 1984 2nd ed)

See Klapwı)jk, ”T he Universal 1n Hans-logıcal Journal U, (1995) 525530
Hermeneutic Phıilo-4 See TNes Nıcholson, Interpreting the Old eorg (Gadamer’s

Testament: Century of the T1LE. Pro- SOPp. Phiılosophıa Reformata (1985)
fessorshıp (Oxford Clarendon, 119—-129 The quotes ATre from 127
It ould be MOST. helpful ıf SOINE COIl- 123
ferences could be organısed ın which bib- See Lesslie Newbigın, Foolishness fO the
lıcal scholars could enter ınto Ser10us Greeks The Gospel and '|estern Culture,
dialogue ıth the works of 1SeIL0nNn London SPCK, 91-—54, J6,
See Paul Jewett, (J0d, UCreatıon and ‘Knowledge, Myth an Corporate eMOTY,
Revelatıon. Neo-Evangelıcal eology Belıeving ın the Church Essays Dy
(Grand Rapıds: Eerdmans, Members of the Church of England Doc-
See Kevın Vanhoozer, °Chrıst and Concept trıne Commiıissıon London SPCK,

A5—78Doing Theology the “Ministry” of
Philosophy,' In Woodbriıdge an Compare for example Bernard Lategan,
McComisky s oıng Theology ‘Hermeneutics,’ Freedman, (ed.),
Today's World Ta Rapıds: Zondervan, Anchor Dıiıctionary olume 111 New

9—1. ork Doubleday, 149154
&1 See Alan Mıiıntz, °On the Avıv School ofKROoy Clouser characterıses thıs Lype of

understandıng of the relationshıp between Poetics,’ Prooftexts (1984) 215—9235
al an 164S0OI1)1 ‘Relig10us Scholasti- See right, T’he New Testament and
c1sm.’ Kor discussion er1ıt1que SEeE the People of God, inneapolıs Wortress,
Clouser, T’he Myth of Relıgio0us Neutralıty.

Abraham Kuyper, De (jemeene GratıeAn ESsSSay the ıdden ole of Relıgıous
Belıef ın T’heorıes (Notre Dame Universıiıty pen Kok, 1902—-1905) 3:5  <
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