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EuroJTh 797) 6:2, S Jour perıilleux d’etudier la ULE de JSesus et le
FTOYaAUTMe Dieu Sanrnıs consulter cet OUUTOQaßLE. Il
na PDasS seulement UNe ımmense ımportanceJesus and Victory of DOUT les lecteurs Öritanniques amerıcaıns,Wri ht MAaLS partıculierement AauUsSsL DOUTr les specıal-London: SPCK, 1996, PPD., £30 pd., ıstes de urope continentale—tant ıberauxpb ISBN 281 conservateurs—quL partagent encore la
comprehension de l’apocalyptique du Dr.

RESUME Schweitzer.
L’ouvrage de rıgest consıderable et LMDOT-
LAanık. 77 faitpartıe d’un projet visant reiracer ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

plusieurs volumes les orıgınes du Arıstian- rıghts uch ıst DOoN beträchtlichem Format,Isme. Dans premıer volume A aAvalıt expOSsSEe sowochl hınsıchtlich seınes Umfangs als uch
ötaıl le cadre ans eque Sıtualilt 1S- hinsıchtlich seıner Bedeutung. Es ıst eıl UONn

toıre Jesus. Il fait maıntenant le recıt riıghts mehrbändigem Projekt den
une anıere ınteressante, accessıble et Ursprüngen des Christentums. achdem ım
stimulante, s’appuyant soliıdement Sr la erstien and der Hintergrund der Jesuser-
1L10N SAUANIFS tels GUE Glasson et Caird. zählung auf detaillierte Weise eschrieben
Quels sonft les DOoINts PFINCLDAUX de son argu- worden Wr, wıidmet sıch dieses uch der Er.
mentation® Au emps Jesus, Israel CON- zählung selbst. Es bietet eıne provokatıve und
sıderait exıil, Q- l’occupant ausgesprochen esbare Darstellung, dıe fest ın
etranger. Il attendaiıt revienne [u: der Tradıtion UonNn lehrten wıe Glasson und
rendreJustice. Jesus Incarne reiour DUar son Caird gegründet ıst. Worin besteht Wrighitsactıon et parole. Il est celu: qul represente grundlegende Argumentation? Israel rlebte
veritablement Israel, MAaLS auSSL, ıl redefinit zZUF eıt Jesu eın starkes Gefühl des KExils,Srae. et ses symboles—y COMPDTFIS le emple— insofern als VvO.  > eıiıner fremden Macht be-
autfour DeTSONNE., Avec Jesus, U’hıstoire rrscht wurde UN Jahwes Rückkehr sSeL-
d’Israel atteınt moment Cruclal, partıcu- Verteidigung erwartete. Jesus verkörpertlier quı prend contre-pie: ses zese Rückkehr sowochl ın seıiınen aten als
alttentes et ses symboles OUFTILS d’hostilıte auch ın seıiınen Worten. Er ıst derjenige, der
envers Rome Dans se son et SOn Srae wahrhaftıg repräsentiıert. och de-
mınıstere sont apocalyptiques. Ce terme nıert Srae. Un seıne Symbole—doit etre COMDTIS dans sens u einschließlich des Tempels—neu ın bezug aufdonnent Weiss, Schweitzer et d’autres theolo seıne eiıgene Person. Jesus Örıingt Israels
g1eNns allemands, c’est-a-dire attente la fin Geschichte iıhrem Höhepunkt, nıcht zuletzt
du monde materıel.  Z Il s’applique nouvel
ordre MO

UrC dıe zeıtgenössıischenıntroduit Dar esus tirömischen Symbole und dıie dahinterste-
redefinıssant Israel autfour DeTSONNE., antırömische Einstellung unterminiert.

apocalyptique Marc (et les textes In diesem Sınn sınd se1ıne Botschaft und seın
paralleles) na Jamaıs destine e etre COTN- zenst voll und 2anz apokalyptisch. och dıe-
DTIS Iitteralement. Schweitzer avaıt raison ser Begriff sollte nıcht verstanden werden,VvOLr dans l’apocalyptigque centre - partır wW1Le UonNn Weiss, Schweitzer und den sıch SLe
duquel ıl convıent comprendre esus, MALS anschließenden deutschen Wissenschaftlernıl trompaıt totalement dans conceptıon vorgeschlagen wurde, als eın Terminus,l’apocalyptique elle-meme. der die Erwartung des Endes der physischenJesus sSur reiour du rol, et l’affirmation Welt bezeichnet tatt dessen meınt dıe
son du tröne YHWH ont grande Weltordnung, die durch Jesu Definitionımportance CaAaUSsSe iınfluence qQu  zls ONnt Israels ın ezug auf seıne eigene Person
SUr developpement la christologie dans
l’Eglise ancıenne. Wright est onservaltleur

heraufgeführt wg'rd. Die apokalyptische (Jat-
LuNng, W1Le WLr V ın (und den

dans sSon optıque sologıque fondamentale, Parallelen) finden, Z1e. nıe darauf, WOrt-
adıcal (dans se.posıtif) dans sSon analyse wörtlich verstanden werden. Schweitzer
historique et tres stimulant Dr ses declara- verlagerte dıe Apokalyptik ecC NS Zen-
t10Nns sSur esus. Ces declarations Sont irum der Jesusforschung, hinsıchtlich
vraıment nouvelles, MAalLSs elles avaıent besoin seınes Entwurfs derselben lag vollkommen
d  I  atre reaffiırmees VDec autiant d’adresse, falsch Jesu Verkörperung der Rückkehr des
miınultie, olıdıte et convıction DOUr Königs sSowıLie seınDTUCH, Jahwes Thron
rer dans champ academique. Il devient Q eıl haben, sınd chrıistologischer ıcht
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bedeutsam, da S1ıe dıe Entwicklung der früh for ose who suffered al the hands of Weıss,
chrıstlıchen Chrıstologie unmiıttelbar beein- Schweıitzer, ultmann eitc (ch and/or the
flußten. Wright ıst konservatıv ın ezug auf so-called Jesus emıinar (ch
seıne theologısche Grundhaltung, radıkal (ım The maın benefit readers from
posıtıven ınn ın bezug auf seıne historische E, book 15 up-to-date coherent POT-
Analyse un ausgesprochen provokatıv hın- ayal of Jesus of Nazareth agaıns the back-
sıchtlich seiner Jesus betreffenden 'hesen. CIOo of Hrst CeNtury Juda1ısm Y1g. 15 nNnot
Diese sen sınd nıcht vollkommen doch only thoroughly amılarwıth present scholar-
bedurfte eıiıner miıt solchem schick, solcher sh1p, he 1S himself ONe of the eaauthori-
Ausführlichkeit, Zuverlässigkeit und UÜber- tıes ‚Jesus world-wıde If scholar’s

vorgeiragenen Neuformul:erung, reputatıon 1S LO be judged the basıs of hiıs
Sıe auf dıe wissenschaftlıche Tagesordnung abılıty tO ıntegrate redıbly and coherently
sefizen. on Jjetzt ab WAare unverantwortlich, large quantıties of diverse PI1MaAary evıdence,
Jesus un das Königreich (Jottes uUunter- Wright’s excellent reputatıon 15 Ve. much
suchen, ohne dieses uch konsultieren, das ustified So who Was thıs Jesus whom he

deseribes how he relate LO hıs eNVIrON-UOnN ımmenser Bedeutung Lst, nıcht ur für die
britische un amerıikanische Wiıssenschaft, ment? The obvıous ıNgpoint 15 ONe estab-
sondern DVOr em für europädısche G(elehrte volume at the tıme ofJesus Israel
auf dem Kontinent, dıe och ımmer das st;  m experlenced strong of exıle f
Schweitzerische Verständnis UonN Apokalyptı 1s Israel’s God, how 1s ıt that the
teilen. Romans charge? long pPagan

oppress1ıon continues, the exıjle cCannot really
'TO call thıs book ‘substantıial ould the be OVeTr. When ıt. oes COMME LO end,
understatement of the month—t 1s magıste- ave established hiıs rule—(0d’s gdom It
ral, both Lerms of S1zZe and ımportance Not 1S the maJor contrıbution of the Gospels tO
that ıts insiıghts entirely De  S (ef. Glas- descer1ibe the ınauguratıon of thıs climax of
SON, Caıird and org among ers who wrote Israel’s history They pOortray ‚Jesus both
sımiılar thıngs long before Wright), but the the representatıve of Israel and the embodi-
WaYy hich they assembled 1S 1mpres- ment of S promised and long awaıte:
S1IVve and ımmensely elp.: and coherent. TeLurn. short, Jesus re-defines Israel
There 1S doubt that thiıs book her symbols around himself. More than
1S 1MpO as volume (The New esia- that, he claıms LO share God’s one, thus
ment and 'eop of God) hıch PTFeDaTes compoundıng hat the CVES of Man y ofhis
the ground for thıs ONEe, NOLT eas by offeriıng contemporarıes blasphemy. Wıth his a_
ONe of the best avaılable introductions Hrst tıons words he SUDVerte: Israel’s M1S-
CENTUTY Judaism dly there 1s5 even gulded values soug!| Tre-| her
INOTe repetition volume (yes, esus agenda aWaY from antı-Roman STANCE LO
bodies \ return than volume of spirıtual renewal. ]Judgement
(yes, osephus ought SONE OVer ould befall 0OSe who were opposed such
the renewal, fact, Israel’s MOST treasuredmans...) Nonetheless Y1g. 1S Q
communicator, Ö B: not bıg problem pOoSsess10n, the Temple, ould become the
1t, might be wıth MOST authors The real prob- epıcentre ofGod’s ath. It had been misused
lem wıth much repe  on 1S that ıt, uses Dy the uthorities symbo. of arTO:

that 1s badly ne! elsewhere, natıonalısm, relig10us segregatıon and
Ca Lreatment resurrection—which base for self-preservation. Yes, it, ould
mMISSINS. book esus the Victory of form the startıng poınt of revolution, but

ou: discussion of the resurrection NOLT the WaY envısaged by most-—its es  C-
May odd, LO put ıt. miıldly, but the author tiıon ould be the learest S1gn of the 1NDTre:  -
SSUTES IN that the resurrection only ıng gdom had indeed Tre
een stponed, not ancelled. esumably of the end of the WOTr'! 15 1Capocalyptic
z mMeans that hat Supposed be a (in the ofgenre therefore ought NOot
five volume project (Christian Origins anı be Literalised The comıng down of the Ber-
Question of God) DOW ends COMPFISINg S1X tOO Was ‘eart. shattering”, but hardly
volumes (?) It ould probably be unfaır er Jesus’ apocalyptic SC@-
remınd ourselves al thıs point that ew1s. NAaArıo0 and parallels) thınlyveiled
serolls MUST ave focused the wonder- allusıon tO the defeat Israel Was go1ıng LO sufier
fully. 'This book MaYy be massıve, but 1t, 1S by the KRomans, NOLT because of inferl10r mıilı-
extremely readaDble relevant—especlally but because their CONTeEeMPOTAaTrY
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agenda WAas misgulded because be OUC. wiıith the earhest layers of tradı-
Son of Man ould allow 1T tTOo happen It tıon It strıkıng that T1g. o0es not want
hardly SUTPTM1ISINS that E: impending en! of 0°?) rely redaction eritical 001S ve much
Judaism 70) 1T Was known ould be 'T’his partly due tO the fact that for the
escrDe sımıiılar though perhaps Stronger overall pıcture matters MOST He preifers LO
apocalyptic tones the exijle before even hat ONe might call sharply MO

CONSEervalLıve Vers101 of form erıtic1ısm Thisthe desecrations of the Temple ommiıtted by
Antiochus pıphanes Pompey CeENTtTUrYy usually quıte effective for iINnstance when he

LWwoO earlier Schweıitzer, ultmann Käse- sShows hOow the Son of Man .Y1INSS, far from
others including MOST CONSEerVAalLıIıve being econdary h‘it ell wıth the first CeN-

commentators-—strange bed ellows indeed) LUry enNnvıronmenTL reconstructed the ba-
throughout S adıcally mı]sunder- S15 of ST.J Second Temple Judaism)
STLOO apocalyptic Y1g) CXPDOSECS S TINISUN- SOUTCES rıght’s conservatıve approac
erstandıng for hat 1T STates quıte equally evıdent hıs discussion of Jesus
categorically ‚Jesus not predict the en of esSS14a1LiCc self understandıng hich he
the physical world but he pre the end ‚Jesus egarded himself as the lıne
of WOTr order ONe hıich entred around of the Prophets but INOTeEe than that as
the natıon of Israel specifically the Tem- ent both posiıtively (con-
ple Jerusalem The e  g WOT. order C& for srael) negatively (oracles of
based (1 Israel hıch around the ]Judgement) T’he term essS14aNllc INnean

PeTrSsSoN of ‚Jesus Schweitzer ntırely JUS- Man y things LO Man y people T1g careful
tiıHed makıng apocalyptic the centre of JO tO avold the IMDIESS1ON that Jesus’s self
SUS thinking but he Was 100% WTITONS hat W as somehow CONSTUOUS wıth the
he understood E LO INe In LO ‘'high STOLO: ofater rthodoxy 'T'hıs CauU-
volume ONe commentator Witherington) t10N Justified NOot eas the basıs of Jesus
expressed hıs hope that T1gould confirm OWIlL preferre self esıgnatıon Son of IM

volume that he o0es not eny that Jesus not Christ erwords, rather than LO
and ers beheved that al the end ofhuman the slıppery terminology ofonpo_
history there ouldebe even!; hLtical expectatıon esus preiers reveal hıs

hteral retLurn of Chrnrist Judgement MmMıISS1ION gradually and inıtlally acıtly, but
Ne heaven well DEW eart. wıth ever INCTEASINS clarıty for CON-

Given that Witherın:  N, amo0ng others, uUuIl- frontatıon This development goes tandem
erstands ASE notıions strictly terally, he wıth Jesus approac. LO Jerusalem It not

(predictably) disappointed wıth thiıs
volume. But ere ever asıs for Lter-

until the Hıgh Praest DUTtS the SDOTt that
‚Jesus agrees VYe>S he 15 the hrıst indeed The

alıstic understandıng of SaY, Dan High Priest’'s splay of disgust that follows
erse repeatedly Dy Jesus? however 15 explained not primarıly
Cası Dan. o0es not refer LO return, let the asıs of SOMEONE claıming tO be the Mes-
alone eart. sıah but the hıght of Jesus allusıon

Therei15 astonıshing mıxture1linWrighft’s amıel hich ımphes sharıng of S
discussion of the revolutionary (certainly one 7  at MUST be true asphemy—or the
far Schweitzer’s herıtage among Liberals truth
and CoONnservatıves concerned) and the We MUST look INOTe Josely al thıs matter of
CONSeEervatıve He consistently refutes allega- C.  istology sıgnıficance Hor T1g. 1T
0O  B that episodes econdary DIVO that esus understood himself as
INvenuONsSs by the early church Hıs most DO- prophet such he encoded OWI anguage
tent argumen!' ere 15 of coherence 1T 1 rminology rem1ıinNısScCeNnNt of hıs Old 'esta-

be shown that [E Sayıngz makes d} ment PTFeECUTSOI'S Particularly ‚portan'
plausıble historical reconstructıon of connectıon ® NUMEeTOUS allusions and

esus MINISTTY, 1L becomes uUuNNECESSATY tO quotations from amıel Isaıah Jeremiah
ascr1ıbe B the second generatıon of early Ezekiel and Zecharlah They largely revolve
Chrıistianity hiıs OWN Tm1n0l0gy, need around exilic traditions Y1g| emonstrates

employ CT of double sımılarıty convıincıingly how the co-texts and orıgınal
double dissımılarıty Put erently, when conte ofese Dassases INOore often than not
omething eredible wit. esus ContemDpDo- ontribute the force of their reEaAaDDTODT1LA-
rary ewW1s. and context yet sub- L10NS by Jesus The ımphe mMesSsSage clear
VerSIVe paradoxıc enough not have inescapably Israel’s story repeats iıtself but
een invented eiıther then liıkely LO thiıs IT MOVINS towards resolution tied
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wıth the Son of Coupled wıth thıs NO  S 15 that of salvatıon. If the Nrst entury
erminological interplay ere Jesus’ Jewish setting Go0d’s kingdom forgiveness
actıons and storı2es hıich repeatedly invoke essentially WAaYsSs of referring LO the
Israel’s hope for past actıons and absence of exıle, ıt. 15 nNnOot Surpr1ısıng LO
ope for reLurn The Jearest example 15 the Wright urgıng hıs readers agaıns de-
eNtry iınto Jerusalem But the parables belong historıcızıng abstractions of such terms On
ere They subversiıve (and that natıonal level forgıveness INeAaNSs en! of

apocalyptic) re-tellings of Israel’s hıs- ishment at the hands of foreigners. On the
LOTY, climaxing the retiurn of her indıivıidual eve ıt, INeAaNs restoratıon TO the
CONLrAaAS LO ma)Jor1ty Op1nı10nN, the implıe cCovenant communıty. Yorgiveness 15 not
hearer 15 ocated al the end of the STOTY (1.e ıdea, ıt's fact— at eas for 0OSe whose
.00. back OVeTr Israel’s story), not al the agenda 15 Jesus. ‚Jesus’ COMMUN1]ıON words
beginning (1Le 00. ahead the church’s not OU: aDsSiIraCc atonement, but OU!) the
epoch) 'The parables the first ıinstance historical TeEeESCUE of God’s people from theır
revlews, nOot prevıews. There 1S another 1MM- exıilic plıg. OOTNOTEe T1g admıts that
portan insıg. ere the parables charac- wıth the increasıng gentile M1SS1ON, the SDEC-
terısed Dy a progressıve egree ofclarıty—the ciıfically eWl1s. echoes of forgıveness become
closer Jesus gets hıs destination aınter 9 OoONe wonders hat the
Jerusalem, the INOTEe overt his parables be- hermeneutical controls for such contextualı:-
COMMeEe not even the discıples under- satıon of the gospel might be Does. 1sSsSsue
sto00d—n 0W even the reliıg10us authorities NOLT deserve INOTrTre than OOTLNOTLEe complete
know exactly hat 1S meant (and Z  D hostile hat 1S therwıse excellent discuss.ıon of
actıon) ÖOne miıght call thıs progressıve sub- forgıveness ew1s. thınkıng? Where, ıf
versı1o0n. 'T’hıs combinatıion of increasıingly Y1g] 15 Correct, o0es personal P1LetLYy COME
Overt subversion of Israel’s Contemporary val- ınto the stLan equatıion? What o0es ıt,
ues by eSus and hıs equally progressıive evok- Me.: non-abstrac terms refer *Israel’s
ıng of ımagery suggestive of S return es LO SAaVe the world”? Wright’s ıinterpre-
hes al the heart of the Synoptics chrıstology. tatıon of the Beatıtudes agaıns the backeloth
It climaxes his reference LO his sharıng of of Jewıa]sh-Roman relations 1S5 InSspırıng be-

throne, poınt which, T1g suggests, Cause ıt. 1S radically storıical and that
15 lıkely ave formatively influenced sSENSe non-abstrac But hat do make, for
chrıistology, p  icularly the notiıon of Jesus’ ınstance, of Matthew'’s addıtion the COMN-
divınıty. do not eed STresSs that ere 1s munıon words for the forgıveness of sins’”?
lot ere hich be regarded by mMan Y1E. takes Sanders understandıng of
highly provocatıve and must confess look Jewıish restoratıon theology further, N  <
OTWAaTr! agerly the INOTe detailed questions emeTrTge the PTrOCEeSS. They eed

this book attract from arı0us esse! and doubt be ONe ofthe
quarters of thıs rev1eW Can only remaınıng volumes.
suggest LWwoO ofthe most pertinent ques- shoul also mentı.on {ew poınts ofdetaıl
tıons put YT1g! The Lrst CONCEerNSs the renewal of the heart’

It 15 NOot difncult LO pr that ere and the Man (and liberal Protestant)OoSe who regar! Wright’s construal of the ıdeal of religion hıch separates the 1inward
‚ynoptics eschatology perhaps applicable from the outward, regar the inward

Mark and Luke, but not atthew all, good and the OU! elevant for Spir1-o0es eW nOot, employ parousıa termınol- hlfe TYIg. suggests that derstand
02Yy? o0es he notrthe parable ofthe this distinetion such 15 wıde off the
virgıns and the sheep and the ete.? Does mark as far as first CENTUrYy Judaısm 1S CON-
thiıs NOT ShOw clearly that the eschatologic: cerned. There, the inward and the OU
discourses ave mınder IMNOTe than the Ca both be good bad Israel at the tıme of
even' of. 70? Personally that ese esus illustrated the latter Consequently
questions answered wıt. Wright's esus offered the renewal ofhat he consıd-
framework (ef. Glasson) Havıng saıd that, ered. badly awe: ontemporary eEeWI1S.
do that Wright’smenofthe ascen- agenda. ımportant ere 1s
S10N and TrTeiurn motif Aects 1:11) unchar- What matters 1S not the food
acterıistically eVasıve (°1t looks much like that enters body, but the thoughts that

post-Easter ıInnOovatıon than feature of EMETSC from the For Wright thıs illus-
esus OWTN teaching‘) and eeds further cları- rates Jesus’ that desires tO
Licatıon However, the 1SsSsue wısh focus recreate human eings wholes and that the
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LiımMe for thıs had arrıyed ave wiıll be Liıme for fasting after the brıde-
problem wiıth the VIE  s that ‚Jesus egarded hıs departure How o0es E. h‘it INnTOo
OWN tıme Aas that of eschatologicalen Wright's eschatological framework? Does thıs
but the ‘liberal otestant; ınterpretatıon of per10 of fasting subsequent the return of

(ın the shape of the r1ıdegroom) andthis partıcular text NnOot the MOST straıghtfor-
ward readıng after all? It OoONe thıng LO dem- the rebuilding of the (spirıtual) temple
nstrate that 19th liberal ideas of through Jesus refer to the Son of Judge-
personal relıgıon fall far short of reflecting ment Jerusalem 13—AD 70)? Is the
first cCentury Concepts ofpractical pA But LO exile not really OVeTr until that Judgement has
ave demonstratedShardly INeans that een exercised? er clarıfication
er ideals—ıncludıng the distiınection needed 5T B, DO1NT
between outward inward pıety— are Finally ere LWwo ATr hich prob-
biblically unacceptable 7  at ouldave LO be ably deserving ofeater than gıIven
establishe separately by Y1g. (1) How should hke

elated that of the Uumıng of the 3'7—54 par: ‘Woe the Pharısees
gdom One of the thıngs that mark out Seribes’) be read g1Iven SOMEe recent schol-
Christian LexXTts OU) the gdom from other arshıp ı the wake of Sanders? How far
second Temple eWI1s. texts the combina- ng prepared tO follow Sanders analy-
tıon of present future Components s1is? ere thinking of such 1SSUes
hort-hand WaYy of Sayıng B: ould be there ideology historicity the Gospels a..

the present gdom ofthe Chnst and there COUNTS (2) There eleven pase Sect10on
be the future gdom of (Eph 5°?) Jesus subversion ofContemporary ınterpreta-

It ould be mptiıng tO argue at E: pOo1nNt t10NS of the eW1S. symbols king-
that Christ’s gdom CONSISTS of the church dom Land Family Torah Temple)
But N8g. remınds ‚Jesus not Unfortunately Jesus edefinition Torah
around ProM15S1118g people UrCc. What he only gets thır of page This o0€es not do

PTFOIMM1ISE the iImmMmıNenNtT fulGilment of ]Justice the ımportance ofthe1 ere

has be thıs the events of the
his gdom (eg 20f) 'The questlon NO  < 15 discussion of such ımportant Texts as

16—-18 and parallels It MaYy be rıght
sole referent fulfilment of the so-called pomınt out that 1T ould elp ST
eschatological discourses hat further wıth ‘tough ST1LLYy aphorisms (p225) and then
ment of ‚Jesus NOW but not yet tıme frame work OWAar! sSort. of SYyNTtNeESIS this

be expected after that date? This mporal matter but thıs hardly deterred TN18g| from
matter combines wıth the earlier discussion of dealıng ve. intelligently wiıith other such
ethıcs and personal PILeELY a Yg al aphoriısms elsewhere. It that not
gues, person: PletYy ICS tradıitional under- ave one C thiıs Case an OM1S-
STAN! of e-historicized prıvates s101..
wıth are NnOot al the heart of . Jesus preach- 'To conclude eed mphasıse that

hat basıs further judgement whatever pOo1NtTS oferıt1c1ısmM ONe might wısh
make 1in deJl after X place? Further hOow this 15 superb and vitally

might Arst CENTUTFY DIeETYy proper1y derstood ımportant Clearly 1T NOLT be truly
vv thoroughly hıstor1 Wway) be contextual omplete until a supplementary discussion of

i1zed for later generations? It ınterest- the resurrecthon (and rela' ACCOUNTS such
sSEeeEe hOow Y1g. deals with such OSe of the transhiguration) 15pu De-

questl1ons later volumes spıte egree of UNNeECESSATYn of
Related SA matter of the of the detaiıl the book has been a pleasure read

gdom the question of fasting esus ad- and re-read Ve. warmly recommend 1T
MOoN1ıt10N not fast while the rıdegroom the es ssıble readershiıp, academıiıc
present makes on the Aas- therwise Hor the former IT a must’
SUumpt.ıon that the bridegroom embodies the

orsten OT1LZreturn of thus sıgnallıng the end of
exjle (of hıiıch fastıng symbol) How- KEngland
ever Jesus goes O© Say that ere
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