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La ecture des paraboles de Jesus d’apres
TOSSaAN et Rıcceur
Interpretation der Gleichnisse Jesu nach
TOSSAN und 1C0eur
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RESUME quı affırment QUE les paraboles de JeEsus
Sonft ıncapables de sens et de

Les paraboles de JJSesus contınuent faıre viser referent?
[’0öjet de debats ımportanits parmı les Le present artıcle comporte quatre
theologıens, les exegetes et les crıtiques partıes. Dans Ia premıere, OUS traıtons

brievement du CONLeXLe de l’ıinterpretationlıtteraıres. I2 present artıcle examıne les
tendances el les orıentatıions des paraboles. La deuxıeme est
hermeneutiques de eUX ınterpretes exXxXxamıe!n de l’hermeneutique de Crossan
contemporaıns des paraboles du OUVEAL applıquee la ecture des paraboles de
Testament, Crossan el aul Rıcceur, JeEsus. Crossan soutıent qQU € les paraboles
quı ont exerce, des vingt-Ccıng de Jesus auraıt DOUTF but de presenter
dernieres annees, un ınfluence JSesus maitre subversıon.
consıderable SÜU Ia manıere de lıre les Dıeu les auraılt utılısees DOUT s’opposer
paraboles de Jesus Dans le CONLeXTe Ia forme et contienu du langage
actuel d’incertitude CONCernanlt le sSens elt humaın. Lies paraboles seraıent denueges
Ia vLSEE d’un referent dans le de sens Dans la troisieme partıe, OMUS

bzölıque, O0MS O0OUS PFrOpDOSONS analysons ’hermeneutique de Rıcceur
d’examıner les resultats et les ımıtes de et manıere de lıre les paraboles.

Selon Rıcceur, les paraboles de Jesus,Ia trajectoıre hermeneutique de chacun
des eUX ınterpretes. La posıtkıon de Ont Ia capacıte la fOLS de
Crossan, selon laquelle les paraboles communıquer sens el d’atteindre
auraıent sımple but subversif, DOUF referent extra-Linguristique. KEillles Sont
choquer et desorıenter les audıteurs, porteuses de sens Dans Ia dernıiere
suffit-elle rendre compte el explıquer partie, OUS tırons les conclusıiıons de
de anıere adequate les parabole de "examen des deux de lecture,
Jesus? L’hermeneutique rıccurıenNNe essayan d’en degager les pOoLNtSs forts et
offre-t-elle Un reponse plausıble CellX les faıblesses.

ZUSAMMENFASSUN nämlıch ohn OMINLC Crossan und
aul Rıcoeur, dıe Lın den etzten

Dıiıe Gleichnisse Jesu lösen nach WLe Uvor Jahren eiınen enOoOormen Eıinfluß ausgeübt
erhebliche Dıskussıonen aus unter haben Es ıst beabsıchtigt, ın Anbetracht
Theologen, Exegeten und der mOmMmentanen Sıtuatıon, dıe vVO  S eiıner
Literaturwissenschaftlern. Der ausgesprochenen Unsicherheit bezüglıch
vorliegende Artıkel beschäftıigt sıch mıiıt der Bedeutung und des Referenten des
den hermeneutıischen Tendenzen und biblischen Textes gepragt LSt, dıe
Ausrichtungen UonNn zwel zeitgenössischen Auswirkungen und Beschränkungen der
Auslegern der biblischen Gleichnisse, hermeneutischen Konzepte der beiden
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Ausleger untersuchen. Handelt sıch bekräftıgen Jesu Gleichnisse, daß Jesus

eın eıster der Subversion ıst. Ott hatbeı Crossans Sıchtweise, daß Gleichnisse
grundsätzlıich subversiuvu sınd, daß S1ıe miıttels der Gleichnisse Jesu eıne
schockıeren un desorıentieren, eın unbarmherzige Attacke dıe
angemessenes Verständnis und eine Form und den Inhalt der
treffende Erklärung der Gleichnisse menschlıchen Sprache entfesselt.
Jesu® Bıetet Rıcoeurs hermeneutischer Gleichnisse sınd bedeutungs-los. Driıttens
Ansatz eıiıne plausıble Antwort dıe wollen wır Rıcoeurs hermeneutischen
Annahme, daß die Gleichnisse Jesu Ansatz und seınen Umgang mıt den
weder eiıne Bedeutung och eıiınen Gleichnissen erläutern. Aus der Sıcht

Rıcoeurs sınd Jesu Gleichnıisse durchausReferenten haben ®
Der Artıkel gliedert sıch ıUn vier Teıle dazu ın der Lage, sowochl eine Bedeutung
Zuerst werden wır uUurz auf den als uch einen extra-Linguistischen
Kontext der Gleichnisauslegung Referenten kommunizıeren.
eingehen. Z weıtens werden wır eine Gleichnisse sınd bedeutungs-voll.
gründlıche Untersuchung UOnN Crossans Vıertens zıchen WLr eiınıge
hermeneutischem Ansatz vornehmen, Schlußfolgerungen den
wobel DVOr allem dessen Anwendung auf beiden Ansätzen, wobel wır Jeweıls
dıe Gleichnisse Jesu aufdem sowochl auf dıe Stärken als uch auf
Prüfstand steht aut UCrossan dıe Schwächen hınweisen wollen.

'There has een faır amount of lıvely dis influenced their conclusions. Fourth,
cuss1on Ver the last twenty-fıve VCaIs shall conclude ıth evaluatı]ıon.
concern1ing the interpretation of Jesus’
parables. hıs study 0oes not intend tOo Context

the diversity of VIEeWS proposed Ver
thıs per10d, but 15 restrieted LO INOTe mod- Much modern ınterpretatıon of Jesus’
est. alm. We shall briefly examıne the work parables has een focused the single
of. Crossan and aul Rıcoeur and their ldea-general princıiple theory that eEeINa-
contribution LO the interpretatıion ofJesus’ nated {rom Arıstotle’s Rhetoric VersSus hıs
parables. Our a1lm 1s LO bring INOTE sharply Poetics and which 1s capably represented
iınto focus SOINE ofthe hermeneutical i1ssues DYy Jülicher. In adopting Arıstotle’s
al stake ın today’s discussıion. It 15 e1- classıfication’s model for parable
tlal, 1ın the lıght of Ne hermeneutical interpretation Jülicher rejected any alle-
perspectives and arguments, that Bıblical gorical dimensions, insıstıng that parables
interpreters exegetes become INOTe have OIM  D only OIle po1in of Comparı1-
famılılar wıth the dynamics involved In SOM While f 15 tIru that Jühcher brought
recent interpretatiıve efforts which influ- number of Justifiable cr1ıt1ques LO the
10165 the understanding and interpretation allegorical method ı; remaıns questlon-
of ‚Jesus’ parables. able whether nNnOoLt he able LO offer

First, shall vVe briefly introduce better alternative.
the question of parable interpretation in We ave INOTe recently, 1n passıng
order LO ıtuate it 1ın OUu contemporary through odd an! Jeremias® an!
ontext Second, explore the herme- their erıt1que of Jülicher, arrıyed al
neutical orlentatıons ın the work of maJor change concern1ıng the interpreta-
Crossan. Third, Rıcoeur’s hermeneutical tiıon ofparables. there has already een
trajectory 1sS succinctly examıned. 'These tremendous amount of attention g1ven
recent interpreters (perhaps not LO the work of Jühicher and other modern
frequently read ın evangelical contexts) interpreters of parables,“ have chosen
wiıll SETVE LWO examples of how ‚Jesus’ to concentrate hat have suggested
parables 110 being read and how dıf- to be OUuUr present interpretative ontext
ferent hermeneutical orj]entatlions ave Interpretation theories such those
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represented by Crossan an Rıcoeur ave revealed cComMmMUnNnI1catıon through S1891NS
and that his terminology)had marked influence the study of

parables an ı. ımperatıve LO ınvestigate restriceted system of1 An  SIENS that endlessly
theıir pOosS1L10NSs urther order LO AasSsSess refer LO ach other.* referents disap-
theır 1ımpact PCar insıde S1I8NS 'T’here question

ere of S1 to external referent relatıon
7 Crossan k Reading of ‚Jesus but always S1 LO S1 system that
Parables enciosed wıithın itself In thıs S!  9

alıgn Crossan LO SOINE degree ıth
We find the work of Crossan ONM structuralism However, his V.  9
of the MOost s1gnıfıcant comMentators of shall 110 LO further establısh, ATe
Biblical parables Ver the last LWENLY 1ve not merely  w ı B3 those of ıdeologıcal
YCAa's, illuminatıing methodological structuralist.‘
lıterary an theologıcal analysis Crossan Wıth regard to ‚Jesus parables Crossan

affırms that 0)el finds, and finds eS-focuses number of quest1ons and
1S5SSU€es related LO the interpretatıon of PDPar'- arıly that parable FTINANECILCC of
ables We shall lımiıt ourselves however paradox. Parable, thıs related
LO LWO of Crossan partıiıcular LO Crossan’ metamodel of play ıts
hat the DUrpDOsSeC of parables an why lıterary counter-part. “
ATre there such dıifferent an multiple olyvalen narratıon, that paradoxinterpretatıons of them? formed INTLO narratıve that 1T precludesCrossan harks back LO the day when
there Was the illusıon of stabılıty, Ssolu- canonical ınterpretatıon an! becomes

metaphor for the hermeneutical m  1plic-t10Ns, and distinetion between world- 1Ly 17 engenders WOU. 1ıke LO retiaın therealıty and Oou perceptıion of it.© In term parable for Z most profound an!Crossan’ VICW, interpreters NO find
themselves world wıth fixed center dısturbing form of SLOFY
hence world which therefore he ere small 1T0O0OINMN Vıenna
deseribed something of labyrınth Schönbrunn AaCEe wıth ITrTOTS

Such labyrınth Crossan nOot Locate yourself the miıddle and YoOUu wıll
only relates tO the world but LO the play of See corrıdors stretching a|] directions
text interpretatıon Parables for example far the CYC SEE the corrıdors ofher-

meneutics tretch far the imagınatıon
reachbe played repeatedly continuously

Siıince yoOu cannot interpret absolutely, VOUu T hose modern nterpreters wh ave
interpret forever argued that ‚Jesus parables clear-cut

moral Are miıistaken therecreate the labyrınth ourselves 1T has nothing stable parables Crossan
center 1T infinıtely expansıble Cre-

ate 1 play for play, ONne INOTEe disputes aIlYy particular clarıty the Para-
cons1ıder leavıng IT than ONe ENVISAYEC

bles and prefers to 1E W ‚Jesus the
greatest SatLırıs and subverter master ofleavıng 0)81 skın paradox and indeed ofdouble paradox He

In the Case of parabolic Lext interpreta- who finds the INCAaNUNS loses 1L an he wh
tiıon Crossan takes hat he refers toO loses 1T finds 1T In Crossan VICW, the DaL-
the metamodel ofplay.Play, for Crossan ables of ‚Jesus not timeless truths

charaecterized totalıty that ı defence of a prevlous proclamatıon but Are
LO be understood hat identifies ‚Jesusal] interpretatıon ıI not LO be

thought of played offagaınst something historicıty and CXPDCI1IECICC of (G0d hıch
stable fixed 1f there SOTINE sStan- incorporates everything else wıithın IT
dard po1ın of reference, but LO be Crossan, hiıs 1Irs book-Jength
understood that which defines reality venture, already,VIEWS parables intra-

whole Crossan argues that play linguistic terms.*‘The historical ‚Jesus tO
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be understood the Jlanguage ofJesus and the INOTEe magnıiıficent faılure the
MOST importantly the parables them- greater SUCCESS
selves.* Parables, withıin thıs framıng, For Crossan the anıswer LO why therenot potentlal Messasges, but merely linguis-
tic PFroOCeSSCS that have structure, yet multiple and dıffering interpretatıons
lackıng ı ontent and referent..“ of parables because parables intend LO

subvert MEaANINS Crossan PrF1IMaryParables LO subvert and shatter focus TeIMNaıns the negatıve In hıswhıiıle leavıng little 1001 for recCconstruc-
t1ıon the wake of the debris According world MeEeANINS harder and harder LO

to Crossan the subversiveness of Dara-
COMe DYy such lack of total MECaNıNnS

bles readers 1INTO the ark Interval results or]ıentatlıon, normatıvıty,
and predicatıon the Janguage ofJeavıing them ıth insecurity to face ‘the Jesus.“° In the parables of Jesus, Crossandark nıght of story As parables

subvert, they a1sSO disorljient shock and priviıleges discontinulty Ver continuity,“
the negatıve Ver the posıtive,Jesus parables, for Crossan, that parabolic Janguage arbitrary,destroy, Overturn an bring about er- plurivalent, ıth ‘vo1ıd of Meanıng at ıtsal but they ATe unable LO disclose core'’.anythıng posıtıve about 1EW understand-

1118 regards to the PeFrSOoNM of Jesus, What Crossan LO be for]
that the end result of search forthe world, the Kingdom of God, the parabolic MCcaNnıngs culminates thehearer.“ Crossan wriıtes:

‘Parable ı attack the WOT. raıd
acknowledgment that there NOTeE hıs

because God has unleashed through
the artiıculate Jesus’ parables unrelenting attack

form and ontent of human lan-parable wıll establısh the Ve. princıple
Ua
the vVeWıth such V1IECW of Janguageof irreconcıllatıon NO  - mediation Par-

able estaAabDblıshnes the principle of OoOu relatıvızed deficient of MEAaANINS and
aın al ecurıty Like satıre parable extira linguistic reference Crossan
such has programmatıc ontent Its funec- that parables polyvalent indeter-

MINACY OPDaQUCNECSS of INCAaNlNs, fortıon negatıve Its creatıvıty that of
negatıva Crossan, paradox and paradox

entirely negative.“” ‚Jesus’ parables AleIn commentıing the short parable of about negatıon.hıdden TEASUTE Matthew Crossan hermeneutical orJ]entatıonCrossan briefly refers LO distinetion
between rabbıinıc parables ‚Jesus po1ın entirely pessımıiıstıc He drıven Dy

hıs affırmation that thereof view.“ rabbıiniıic parables the actıons absolute interpretatıon ON  D MUusSst iInter-of sellıng, buyıng, and finding follow pret forever Whıle the former half of hiısAll one 1T should be
OWever ‚Jesus the SUCCEeSS10I1

hermeneutical Or]ıentLati.ı090nN INaYy be sub-

makıng the mMovement of act1ons suspect
stantıiated when 1T LO the latter the
conclusion assumed not arguedfrom VIrLUOUS erspectiL1ve Crossan demonstrated He AD PCAaAIS to exchangeaAargues that ‚Jesus parable Ssuggests PICS- the fajlure of OIl'  D absolute ınterpretatıonent Opportuniıty which reInalnıs IMPDPFreCISE

Purchasıng the fıeld alludes LO makıng theory for the supposed SUCCEREeSs of
LOOIN for detection but the undetectable another Crossan practıces hermeneu-

LICS of playful SUSPICION which results
TeINAaıns the substance The parable leaving interpreters of ‚Jesus parablesaffırmatıion of hOow language not
disclosive but subversive an 11011- caught wıthın the webbing of the text
referential Crossan wrıtes LEexTt which overtly INeans refers LO

nothing Hermeneutically speakıng it
will tell yoOu 1T Says hat the Kıngdom of ımportant LO be that Crossan not

only to interpre the parables ofGod iıke atc. carefully how, and
faıl LO do learn that 1t. Canno be one Jesus, but he also wiıishes LO use them
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example of the only WaY LO ınterpret the vVe short parable of Matthew
the world After havıng delineated 13.:44 % For Rıcoeur the parable 15 full of
Crossan’s hermeneutics concerning the meanıng. 'The implication that parabolic
lack of meanıng an extra-linguistic ref- 18 found 1n the emplotted Tama
eEreINcCe 1ın ‚Jesus’ parables, shall 110 suggests three eritical mMovements. Set ın
turn LO develop Rıcoeur’s posıtlion. motı]jon AT'  D finding the treasure, sell-

Ing everything, buyıng the field In
Ricoeur’s Reading of Jesus’ Rıcoeur’'s observation, this motion

Parables percolates through the interpreter’s imag-
inatıon, thoughts, and feelings, there 1s

The difference between Rıcoeur’s and discovery that ‘much more’ 15 meant, than
Crossan’s hermeneutics 111 become clear the parable’s normal siıtuational ontext
1ın hat ollows. Such indeterminacy delivers. Finding 15 findiıng ofsomething,
argued for by Crossan, be understood albeıit and importantly for Kıcoeur, the
LO SOINE degree at. least from Riıcoeur’s somethiıing 15 something gy]ven, opposed
perspective, LO be text-boundaried. In LO acquired.“ hıs expressıion comprIıse
other words, ‚Jesus’ parabolic eXTts ave varıety of encounters NCcounter of DCO-
the capacıty LO resıist total CSCAaPDEC of ple, NCOUNLTLer of death, NCcounter of
meanıng an extra-linguistic referent 1ın ragıc sıtuatıions, all of which affırm and
order LO disclose ell subvert. Whıle disclose that u lıves not achleve-
Rıcoeur equally practices hermeneutics ment of ourselves. 'T ’hese Varlous findings
of susp1iclon he refuses to StOpP here Hıs then po1n 1n the direction of time and
perspective of hermeneutics of disclo- WaY of being 1n tıme. hıs mode, 1ın
SUTre INaYy indeed fıt better ıth that of Ricoeur’s vleW, relates LO ‘Event Dar excel-
‚Jesus’ parables themselves. In addıtion, lence‘’ ın the that something
there 15 the poss1bility that parabolic happens, an such, MUusSst be geared LO
ODAaqUeENEeESS 1s5 posıtıve. and primed for the NEeWNEeSS of the NECEW

For Kıcoeur, the faılure LO arrıve al Parabolic 301  9 R1ıcoeur9 1s nNnOot
absolute interpretation MaYy Iso be much to be found 1n the Kıngdom of
understood surplus of meanın God, and hat 1t. 1s compared LO, than 1ın
rather than wholesale negatıon of 1t. hat happens 1ın the SLOTrYy In thiıs Casce,
In contrast LO leavıng theır readers COM- INaYy infer that interpreter 15
pletely 1ın the dark, 1ın the CONCAVE of the historico-critically informed LO the lıfe
tumultuous uncertaınty that re1gns ın setting of the parable, however, al the
language and lıfe, ‚Jesus’ parables eXTts Sal time becomes that the
have the capacıty LO refigure realıty an ofthe parable 15 not entirely understood 1ın
LO bring about transformatiıve Ne these Varlıous sıtuations, Varlous sıtua-
understandıng of God, world and self. tions per S but rather 15 parabolically
Furthermore, Rıiıcoeur argues that Para- turned towards the relevance of the plot,
bolic polyvalence 1S not entirely ODECI LO ıts dramatic STrUCLUFEe, and its denoue-
gratultous free play. Texts, Ven parabled men(t, producıing meanıng beyond the
ONeS, ave interpretations that Ca.  >; be orıgınal ontfext Rıcoeur clearly distances
cons1ıdered INOre less probable, 1n spıte himself from the single ldea-general prın-
of their not being absolute.“ Hıs affırma- ciple theory, that emanated from focus
tiıon of parabolic ıIn the Biblical Lext Arıstotle’s Rhetoric VerSuUus hıs Poetics
1S5 LO be understood manıfesto related (Jülicher), an from Crossan’s theory,
to his unwillingness LO abandon Or1g1- which that parabolic EXTSsS 1n of
nal Biblical textual for either the themselves lack the capacıty LO INean
subterfusion of absolute interpretatıon, refer extra-linguistically.
N-SCNse, Ven exclusive readerly continue through the parable, ıts

meanıng-full art 1s subsequently ASSEVEeTr-
Rıcoeur works ıth severa| parables, ated ın the LWO further eritical mMmovements

but for OUu PUrDOSCS chall focus agaın which mMuUust be linked dialectically LO
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WONU. indıcate that the ultımate referent offindıing. T’hese Lwo movements, selling

and buyıng, also be referred LO parabolic (proverbıiıal, proclamatory) lan-
Reversal and Decision. In reference tOo this QUALEC 15 uman experlience centered around
Rıcoeur remarks: the Iimıt-experiences hıch WONUL. 1Te-

much has een invested In S word SpOon! LO the limıt-expressions of rel1g10us
"cConvers1on’, 1C. INeanNns much INOTe than discourse.
makıng Ne choice, but hıch mplies The referent, COU. SaY, of the parable 15
shiıft 1ın the direction of the look, reversal uman experlence, conce1ved the exper1-the V1S1ON, In the ımagınation, In the eNCE of the ole INa  - ofal] men, ıt, 18
heart, before nds of 00d intentions interpreted 1ın the 1g of the mımetıc

all kınds of x00d decisions good rTresources of SOINE realistic and extravaganactiıons. oıng aD DCAaI’s the conclusive act, fictions, themselves em 1n specıificengendere by the ven (finding) by narratıve structures.
the Reversal ırst, encountering the vent, We shall 1n ONn ıththen changıng one’s heart, then oıng
accordıngly. 'T’hıs SUCCEesSSION 1S full of Rıcoeur cConcern1ıng his argumentatıon
the Kıngdom of God 15 compared LO the that parabolic discourse refers LO human
chaın of ese TrTee cts letting the ven experlence and redescription of uman

realıty. However, 1ın another I1  9blossom, lookıng ın another direction,
oing wıth all one’s strength 1n accordance should wısh LO d1iscover 1f thıs 15 the limit
wıth the Ne  S VIS1ION. of the referent of such discourse. In other

words, ATre parabolic referents exclusivelyWhile the finder-doing and Reversal exıstentlal, 1s ıt conce1vable that theyand Deciısion instructive and ‘*mean-
ing-full’ elements 1n the parable, perhaps

also include theological element? How
shall read Rıicoeur? Is it nNnOoLt possibleRıcoeur’s hermeneutics of Suspıcı1on and that Rıcoeur’s sensit1ivıty for the meanıng-revelatıon 1n danger of theological ful self engenders potential confliect ofunder-reading of the parabolic Kıngdom referents seem1ıng onedimensionalismof God 'T he po1nN however al thıs JUNnc- 1n regards to parabolic reference and reli-Lure, 1s that Rıcoeur wants LO Stress that, g10US language ın general? ome ofthe parable 15 full of meanıng. While ıt

INaYy shock, negate, and subvert, the Dara-
Rıcoeur’s interpreters would aAargue thıs 15
indeed the cCase.  ö7 In their conception,ble has the ability LO reorjent ıts hearer 1n Rıcoeur reduces parabolic referents andmeanıng-full direction. relig10us language LO selfhood, WaYy ofhıs leads into the related diımen-

S10N of Ricoeur’s COIMNCETNN, opposed LO being 1ın the world Whiıle ıt 15 Lrue, PCTI'-
haps, that IMNOTre constriceted readiıng ofCrossan, regardıng the StTatus of parables Rıcoeur INaYy produce such concluslion, ıtIn theıir capacıty LO refer. While Rıiıcoeur 1S Oou opınıon that Rıcoeur’s posıtionhas strongly argued for thıs dimension of

the Bıblical LEeXT, must ask how 1t. 15 LO
resists such crıt1que 1ın the following
WaY.be accounted for 1n parables. We have It 15 mportant tO note that Ricoeur

SeEEN that for Crossan the parables aAfe aAargues that Biblical discoursereferent-less, but ıf Ricoeur aAarsues for
referent, specıifically hat referent o0es

the referent of Ne world, Ne birth,
the Kıngdom of God, 11e cCovenant, allhe ave 1ın mınd? Paraboaolic reference 1n of which Ca.  ; be sald LO ave their genes1sONne S  I1  9 Rıicoeur has argued, 15 uman for u neıiıther 1ın the g]ven self, NOr 1ın theexperlence. He states thıs ın the following

WaY
autonomous IX]| but ın the Biblical text.“®
We shall suggest that Rıcoeur DOCS Ven

OU. not SaYy that poetic anguage, urther. In au assessment, Ricoeur
such that of parables, proverbs, rıghtly affırms that the referent of the
proclamatory Sayıngs, redeseribes uman Bıblical Lext, 1ın addıtion tOo human
realıty according the qualification COTMN- experiıence and world, 15 (G(0d, that
veyed Dy the symbol Kıngdom of God? 'T’hıs ın fact, ıt 1s because God 1sS the referent

150 EuroJTh 8:2



e  e Reading Jesus’ Berables According IC D, Crossan an P, icoeuvur

that there Ca  } be gy]ven gelf ın OppoOSsI- recognıtion engenders valıd er1ıt1que
t1ıon to aUtLONOMOUS me  39 thıs 155 the of Crossan’s hermeneutical theory of
Cas then it 15 possible LO refute this er1- 11-Se and non-reference. Ricoeur’s
t1que of Rıcoeur. God, Rıiıcoeur has hermeneutics then 1s able LO affırm both
stated, 15 the central referent of Bibhcal parabolic an reference, which ered-
discourse. ıts the parable-story wıth makıng textual

Un des TAaIlTts qu1 font la specificıte du opposed LO NONMN-SCILSC, while liber-
atıng 1t. from the constraıints of encloseddiscours ıblique est, salt, la intralinguistic S12N Ssystem, wıthout refer-place entrale QU y 1ı1en le referent ent and therefore without the mımetiıic«Dieu» of redeser1bing” human ex1istence.

In Rıcoeur’s viewpoint, that (God 15 the Ricoeur’s efforts lead far beyond the
referred LO, 1ın the solidarıty consiısting of CONTOUTFS of Crossan’s relentlessly negat-
the multiple lıterary forms of Biblical Ing parabolic SCEeNAT1O towards vehement
discourse—narratıve, hymn, prophecy, affırmation of parabolic fullness of
parable, etc.—1s clearly affırmed. Para- an extra-lIinguistic referent.
bles, for example, 1n the ontrast between
their realısm and extravagance, the Conclusion
extraordiınary 1ın the ordinary, arrowingly
a1m 1n the direction, through the plot and We shall conclude ıth the following
iıts poımint, of the Wholly Other It 15 then, 1ın poıints. 'T ’he hermeneutical trajectory of
regard LO parables, through the combina- Crossan 15 helpful toO degree We Ca.  ;
tıon of narratıve structure, metaphorical aAaBrece wiıth SOINeEe poıints: the polyvalence of
PTFrOCEeSS, and lımiıt express1lon, that God 15 parables, the emphasıs theır subver-
named and referred LO hıs works out 1ın S10N, shock and disorienting character.
the following WaY the narratıve SsStructure Crossan has one INOTeEe than N tO
recalls the ‘or1ginal rootedness’ of the point Out these traıts Nevertheless,
language of faıth in narratıves; meta- disagree wıth hıs ultimate conclusions. In
phorical PTFOCCSS “discloses’ the poetic OUr Op1ın10n, Crossan 15 over-negatıvely
character of the Janguage of faiıth; lımıt influenced by contemporary hermeneu-
expressiıon supplies the ‘matrıx’ for theo- tics of Ssusplcıon and metamodel of play
logical language thıs language unıtes that 15 then LOO comprehensively read
analogy and negatıon ‘God 15 like God back ınto Jesus’ parables. result of
15 NOLT such hermeneutical orJıentatıon, Hara-

We contend, 1n drawıng from wıdened bles only SEENNN LO be able to confiırm
D: of Rıcoeur’s t‘fexts,43 that 1t. 15 Crossan’s V1IeWS, rather than tOo be abhle LO
possible to affırm hat shall refer to er posıtıve resistance tO iınter-

trıple Biblical referent: firstly, God; SCC - pretatıve paradıgzm that 15 1mposed UDOIL
ondly, the proposed world of the text; and them Crossan’s hermeneutics leaves
thırdly, human experlence. Thus, human interpreters ıth world 1eW  2 which ın
realıty be redescripted, ıf WEeTLIC, the en! INAaYy be closer LO hiıs OWIl than LO
because of the prımacy of the 1rs and that of ‚Jesus.
second of thıs trınıty of referents always urther po1n of dıfficulty ın
preceding the self/me.* The fusıng Te- Crossan’s analysıs of the parables 15 hıs
spondence of these referents 1n WaY restricted centering parables them-
elimınates their distinetion, and such, selves. In OU estimatılon, when ‚Jesus’
they Ca  b be understood AS, °to the lımıt”, parables Ale 1K0718 narrowly concentrated
whıiıle at the SaInle tıme, ‘limited’, 1n theıir there 15 increased danger of
capacıty tO o1ve totalızıng perspective LO reductionistic distortion that tends LO
that which 15 beyond ‘l ımıt” lgnore the wıder Oontext of the storles.

We have shown that Ricoeur’s herme- Not only do parables parables miılıtate
neutics recognizes textual meanıng and agaınst Crossan’s OW. totalızıng DPEISPCC-
reference ın Biblical parables. Such tıve, but when sıtuated 1n their wıder
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narratıve CONLEeXTS 1 unlikely that they Despite OUr crıtı1que and preference for

readıly SUpport his extreme herme- INOTre regard LO Rıcoeur V1CW
neutical assessments CONCETNINS the Kingdom of (30d 1T evıdent that
language, MeaANINS and referent Rıcoeur hermeneutics opposıtıon LO

Rıcoeur hermeneutic of revelatıon Crossan argues that the parable full
closer tOo the parables of ‚Jesus of MECAaNıNns (perhaps EVeEenN INOTeEe full than

While Rıcoeur could be INOTeEe clear theolog- he acknowledges) rFreCOMN1IZIN 1ts tas
ically, the level of and reference not merely that of subversion but also
parables hıs work LO be commended In that of disclosure Since the configured
LUrnıng to the theological however parable full of MECAaNINS and refers 1L has
would question the suffic1ency of his reln.- the capacıty tO reveal and LO refigure real-
dering of Matthew regard LO the 1ty bringing about NECEW understanding of
theologıcal Componen of the Kingdom of God world and self
God Rıcoeur liıkely, OUr OPDINION LO be
COrrect hıs 1e W of the Eivent gift but otfes

thıs the limit CapacıtLy of the symbol
Kıngdom of (G30d used by Jesus? ullcher Iıe (Gileichnisreden Jesu,In Rıcoeurlan perspect1Vve, the

tO thiıs questlıon LO poın Out
ols (Tübıngen

Via Jr T’he arabies T'heir Literarythat the Gospel Says nothıng about hat and Exıstential Dımensıon (Philadelphia,the Kıngdom ofod ]1: onlyhat 1ıt 1 like .02
‚Jesus ] not LO be understood theolo- Dodd, The arablies of the Kıngdom

wh usSes concepts but teacher London, Jeremi1as, T’he arablies
Whiıle thıs ı15, of Jesus, Londonwho taught by ıimages.“ Among the Man Yy CO HearSOINE accurate, and ATe not

entirely agaıns Rıcoeur posıtıon 1T OUu. 'hen the Parabdle, (Minneapolıs
contention that he could legiıtimately Say

an omberg, Interpreting the
Parables (Leıicester

INOTeEe theologically Crossan refers IMNany ofhıs works LO theWe shall explain OU posıtıon the fol- influences of wrıters such Stevens,lowıng WaY 'The parabolic Kıngdom of eats OUN! philosophers such
(GÜ0d, indeed LO be ‘like’ IMNany thıngs, Heıdegger Niıetzsche and er1ıtics such
but ı thıs the Casce, because ıf first, of a ]] Derrıda Barthes One example of

z OUN! Crossan S book In Para-ON\ symbol, that then ı turn, funections
al multiplicıty of levels? It ı entirely POS- bles The Challenge ofthe Hıstorıcal Jesus
sible OUr OPDIN10ON that ‚Jesus able to (San Franc1sco 8182 Heıdegger
uUusSe all the parabolic 1Mases he 0es PTre- Says “ Because 1L hınks eiInNg, thought

thinks Nothing 77 It thıs nothing thatcisely because the of the phrase z Nothing, B. othıngness thatboth conceptual and imagıcal related to Nıetzsche warned ou wıth such errıand invokiıing complex constellation of INn “rather than want nothingthoughts feelings observatıons, and1Mas- » ”SINa  - Even wants nothingness  ”
INarYy PIFOCECSSCS that God Kıng (30d frightening enge, for Crossan, to
‘does’ ‚someth  ıng  , and that something ] to dwell the cdiıaleectiec between eing
reign.“? Jesus’ proclamatıon of the good Nothingness Crossan states We
EWSs of the Kıngdom (Mt 23), that frightened by the lonely sılences wıthin
the Kiıngdom of Heaven Neaar the parables

See Brown on(Mt 173 and tO Ven greater extent ‘Parabling Vıa egatıva Criticalthat 1T had arrıyed hıs DCISOIL deeds, an Revil1ew of the Work of ‚John Dominicmiracles al the Ve least points LO the
age-concept that God Kıng, an that Crossan Journal of elıgıon (1984)

530-538 CSp 530 ‘Few claım to ave
thıs Kıngship manıfesting iıtself shed much Ne 1g any of
word, deed, an actıon (Mt A bıblhlıcal iiterature Crossan has
which tOo be equated ıth treasure.” parables
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®  ® Reading Jesus Parabiles According J. Crossan alale D, 1cOeuUr

Crossan Metamodel for olyvalen referred LO metaparables which
Narratiıon Semeıia (1977) 106 esults parable eing perfect INIrTOr
Ibıd 107 Crossan argues that, realıty sed not of the WOT. the ngdom but of
to 11 prevent immediately dan- iıtself
SerQUsS and vert1g1n0ous poss1ıbılıty of 29 Crossan 'The 00d Samarıtan 'Towards

ad infinıtum but 0OSe days (Generic Definıtion of Parable Semeıia
ost forever (1974) 107 CSpP 105
Ibıd 139 1418 23 Crossan Finding the KFırst Act Trouve

10 Ibıd 113 Folktales an Jesus Treasure araboles
121 Ibıd 117 Crossan SIVCS hıs readers LWO (Phıladelphıia 104-106

opt1ıons ere He firms the latter ‘Eıither Ibıd 120
1meti1c 1T udic, 1T either 25 er The Bıble and the Literary

eflects realıty without 1T 1T creates Urıitic (Minneapolis 129
realıty within ı4: OWEeEeVver hıle nNnOoL focal- 26 Ibıd 123 Wıth espect LO ‚Jesus Sayıng>s

ese optıons DeCr WOU ere must ave een SOTINE substant]:
want ©  enge Crossan hıs attempt approprılatıon continuatıon of the lan-
er either-or optıon wıth regards Ua ofthe past 1ts MEANINS myself

LO SEINN1OSIS hat he has already argued SEE the CONLINUILTLY ql the eve ofdenotative
metamodel world ofplay Do not eıther symbo. cConceptlıon hich ‚Jesus both

relate to antıthesis rather than LO exploited and revisioned
infınıte play? Dl Crossan,2 of Fall 910

192 Also Brown anı on, ‘Parablıng 28 Ibıd
Vıa egatıva 531-533 who argue that 29 See Crossan ‘Stages Imagınatıon
Crossan ideas ave undergone DEICCD- T'he Archaeology of the Imagınatıon

evolutıon ONe detect the 1INQqu1S ed ematıc Studies
influence of iterary theoriısts philoso- 48/2 N1CO 56 where he
phers who SOINeEe WOU. classıfy pOStT- that paradox the ıghest an final stage
structuralıist deconstruectionıst of imagınatıve development Paradox

13 Crossan Metamodel for Polyvalent defined purely negatıvely Also Brown anı
Narratıon 106 on Parablıng Vıa egatıva
1bıd 140 9537 ‘In thıs (Crossan S) scheme parable

15 Ibıd 139 jJudged LO be of posıtıve qlue only because
16 Crossan In Parables 292 3033 1T negatıve strategy He SIVCS prlıor1ıty

'T ’hıs INeans that ere WaYy that LO subversion (parenthesis mıne)
Rıcoeur Interpretation T’heory Dıscourseparable Can refer LO anythıng outsiıde

iıtself and Surplus of Meanıng or‘or
Crossan, In Parabdles, x 11l 4546 5557

19 oland, Literary Uriticiısm an3 31 Ibıd
cal Hermeneulktıics: Crıtique of Formalıst Ricoeur ‘Listening LO the Parables Urıite-
Approaches, hico, Academy ”LOTNL 13 (1974) 15—292 reprinted
Seri1es, 111 that Crossan INOTeEe eagan Stewart eds } T’he Phıloso-
interested descr1bing how parable phy ofaul Rıcoeur An Anthology of hıs
becomes metaphor than he the Work Boston 2399245 CS
parable narratıve itself Crossan focuses 240—924 1

the STIrUCLUre funection 9gl the 'T ’his g1veNeESS ımportant LO Otfe
Kıcoeur, both hıs philosophic and Bıb-CXDCISC of the ontent of the MECANUINSS

belefs embDOdI1e! the STOFY He oes 1cal wrıtings emphasizes the orıgınal
nNnOot SPEEIN tO SEE that the content ell giftedness of the SIven cCoOnNniLiras LO the
the funection of metaphor also depend- aQUlNMNS of the something‘ 'Listening LO
ent the Concretie sıtuatıon that the the Parables 221 'The Philosophy ofPaul
narratiıve depicts the audıtors Rıcoeur
on Rıcoeur Listening LO the arables 211
See Crossan ext. book The ark Inter- The Philosophy of Paul R1ıcoeur
val Towards Theology of Story es Ibıd 241

5’/-60 Rıcoeur Bıblıcal Hermeneutics S5emeıa 4
21 Crossan, In Parables 26—02 7 2of Fall (1979), 3435 alıcs hıis

Paradox anPolyvalence the Parables of A Tel 'The ıteral Readıng of Bıblical
Narratıve 'The T1ISLIAN TAa|  10Jesus Nework where parables
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® G, J. Laughery
Does It Stretch Wıiıll It reak”?’, 46 Kıcoeur, ‘Le “Royaume” dans les paraboles

de Etudes etMecConnell (ed.), T’he and the Nar- Jesus’, theologiques
ratıve Tradıtion (Oxford, 36—77, esp relıgieuses 51 (1976) 15—-19, CSpP How-
10R Placher, ‘Paul Ricoeur CVEeTrT, Ricoeur 0es SEEIN LO beyond S
Postliberal Theology Confhiecet of NLer- 1ın, ‘From TOClAamatıon to Narrative’,
pretations?’, Modern eology (1988) Journal of elıgıon (1984) 501-512,
30I—02, CS‚ 43; Vanhoozer, Bıblical esp D08, OO0TLNOTLEe 14, where he points out
Narratıve ın the Philosophy of aul the ngdom of Heaven 15 ‘lıke’”, Says hat
Rıcoeur: Study LMm hermeneutics an God o0es
theology (Cambridge, 140—-141 4[ In OUur opınıon, Rıcoeur 15 In danger of
Kicoeur, “Phılosophy Religi0us Lian. succumbing LO the Samne reduetionistic
guage,  27 Journal of elıgıon (1974) E tendencles he cerıt1ques INn others Why not
S11 oncept image? Rıcoeur’s penchant LO
'T ’hıs 15 remıinıscent of Ricoeur’s ell mı1ınımıze the significance of CONCeDTL, 1n
known erıtique ofthe self-posıting ubject this cContext, elates LO hıs bilas aganıst
Kıcoeur, ‘Hermeneutique philosophıique eit scientific language Opposed LO poetic
hermeneutique iblique’, 128, Du exLie discourse. However, KRıcoeur does,

another context, STress the discourse’actıon arıls, 'Phıilosophiıc
Biblical Hermeneutics’, 97, From Text LO relevance of the oncept seeking ıts
Actıon (Evanston, clarıty In almıng to hold understandıng

41 KRicoeur, ‘Nommer Diıeu’ Etudes ımagınatıon ogether the
theologıiques et relıgıeuses (1977) 4, hermeneutical PTrOCESS. See Ricoeur, La
489-508, reprinted 1n Lectures IT arıls, metaphore UIVeE (Parıs, Ö, The

Rul281—30, (*‘Namiıng God’, reprinted
1In: Union Sem1inary uarterly Revlew

of etaphor (Toronto, 303,
(1979) 4, 215-228, Also, reprinted—cited 48 Vıa, Jr:; “"T’he Parable of the Unjust
1: allace (ed.), Naming G0d’, Fıg- udge etaphor of the Unrealized Self”
urıng the Sacred: elıgıon, Narraktıve an 1n (ed.), Semi0logy and Parables
Imagınatıon (Minneapolis, 217-239, (Pıttsburgh, Vıa wriıtes of ‚Jesus’
CSp 229, KTI) narratıve parables, sStOrı]1es of
Kıcoeur, Namiıng G0od’, 1n: ıgurıng the reign. Also, France, “The Church
acreı 230 the Kıngdom of God Ome Hermeneutical

43 In OUur OpP1N10N, Rıcoeur’s interlocutors Issues’, 1n Carson (ed.), Bıblical
focus L00 narrowly hiıs Semeıa artıcle Interpretation and the Church: T’he rob-
hıs LOO, from OUur perspective, SLANdS lem of Contextualization (Nashville,
agaıns OSe reı thers) wh: argu France convıincingly poınts out that the
that Ricoeur’s general hermeneutic reigns EeWw1S backgroun of the phrase, along
OVer hıs Bıblıcal It 1S however, not wıth the varıety of assoclated Iınguistic
CVeETIY Lext that refers LO God, 1910)8 forms A4ATre. of reference In ‚Jesus’
uman experıence realıty be teaching, sShows that the Kıngdom of G0d
redescripted 1n precisely the SaIne WaY o0es not conform to sıngle subject
the WOrT. of the Bıblical LexT, sphere therefore funections SYIN-
Brown on, ‘Parabling Vıa bol The poin 1S, the behef that God 15
egatıva)', 536 poın out, ‘One experJıences Kıng Canno be restricted, exhausted,

tensıon between Crossan’s expressed entirely expressed Dy ONe referent.

the STOT1C: ‚Jesus hıs COINCEeTr'N for
COINCEeTrN for interpreting the language of “The phrase then not much LO

define the subject-area of the statement ın
certaın philosophy he 1s predisposed LO hıch ıt OCCUT'S establısh the CONCCD-
ascr1ibe LO the “linguistic  29 ‚Jesus. 'To equate tual firamework wıthın hıch that
re. wıth anguage, LO locate the meta- statement 185 LO be understood’
phoric center of anguage semantıc 49 'T *his surely ould QVe een concel1ved of,
vold, LO SEE ‚Jesus’ parabling self- 1n SOINE fashion, by g00d percentage of
CONCIOUS, polyvalen lınguistic play that ‚Jesus pponents LO whom INanYy of the
eflects iıts OWTIN limits thereby displays parables performed anı addressed
B, vo1ld-—to S WaY 15 In effect LO Ladd, T’he Presence of the Future
COINE dangerously close LO makıng ‚Jesus (Grand KRapıds, 290792908 Also,
Out to be 1Irs century structuralıst/
deconstruectionist)’.

Perrıin, Rediscovering the eachıng of
Jesus New York, 16277
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