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The Cross of Christ
Why Dıd Christ Die  l? Romans 3.:0—_9()
La mort de rısl, pourquoı? (Romaıns mme
Warum mußhßte Chrıstus sterben? (Römer —-
Davıd Searle, Edinburgh

RESUME ıen SOUS l’empıre du peche D
ıen SOUS la gräce e Les gens

De NLOS jour.é‚ PeU de gens Savent aujourd’huı ONnt du mal dıstınguer Ces

DOUFrqUOL Chrıst est MOTFtT. Il est donc deux condıtıons. Ils sıiımagınent QUE s’7ls
ımportant aborder Ce questıon. menent Un Uv1ie suffiısamment correcte,

H plusıeurs reponses pnossıbles: LOUT ıen DOUFr O1l  &3 Ce es  $ DAaS
Parce QUEC Ponce Pılate ’a condamne UE la Bıble enseigne.
MO Er Parce GUEC le sanhedrıinJuif l’a
condamne. Z1L1. Parce QUEC Judas Fa trahı Une descrıiption de la naltiure
Bıen QUEC chacune de Ces explıcatıons de humaıne (vb

L/’apötre eecrıt fout abord. Il N Y DaSla mort de Chrıst aıt Dart de valıdıte,
Ia reponse GUE le OUVEAL Testament seul Juste, DasS meme seul D Il
donne notre question est QUE OChrıst est reprend LCL1 avan LOULT le Psaume 14,
MO DOUF LOS peches. MALS AuUSSL le d’Ecelesıiaste /,20 II

Dans notLre monde postmoderne, agenCce SsSCc5 ceıtatıiıons fonctıon du
cependant, les gens on  F PasS conscıence MESSASE qu ıl veut communıquer. Le mOLT
du peche }, On consıdere couramment Juste est general erme
qQUE le peche consıste erımes horrıbles relatıiıonnel dans l’Eerıiture. Maıs ıl est
tels QUE Fıncıtatıon s’adonner (1l  &2 AUSSL utılıse dans sens forensique,
stupefiants le eurtre. Pour CcCe: Legal, lorsqu/’ıl refere nOLre sStafut
raıson, 1LOS contemporaıns peuvent devant le Dıieu Saıntk. aul cıte dıvers

textes ”’Ancıen Testament DOUFrSaALSLFr QquUOoL ıLs auraıent besoin QUE
Chrıst so1t mort DOUFr PCÜUX LIL’'iıncarnatıon demontrer QUE, devant Dıiıeu, O0US5

ajoute eNncore R la dıfficulte, Car ia gloıre SOININes LOUS condamnes CUar Loutes TLOS
de Chrıst eti voılee PDPar SO  = humanılte. relatıons sSont deficıentes. On peut
En outre, mort fut supplıce ra/ cet egard (1U.: Textes Ps
ınfamant et repOuUSSAUANL. Tandıs QUEC Ia 14,1 et Ep 4, 185 Cecı peut etre
CFroLX constıitualit DOUFr les JSuifs ILN COMPTFIS PDPar les seules capacıtes de
pıerre achoppement, DOUFr Ia plupart l’ıntellıgence humaıne. aula
de TLOS contemporaıns, la CFroLX est folıe effet l’affirmatıon QUE nul n’est Juste,
Maıs ı/ est mort DOUrFr les peches du faıt e celle QUE nul na d’ıintellıgence, DULS
UE OUS OS TOUUONS LOUS condamnes celle QGUEC nul Lourne Der's Dıienu.

Beaucoup de gens font leurs prıeres Parpecheurs devant Diıeu.
La these prıncıpale de aul est Ia habıtude, MAaLS SAanrns verıtablement

SuLvante: Nous SOIMINMNeEes LOUS SOUS ourner Der's Dıeu.
l’empire du peche (v 9) Nous SOIMTIMNESs FfOUS profondement

J’aıiımeralis subdıviser notLre egocentriques (v 12 Nous SOMMEeS Dar
CING partıes: consequents OTFTOMPUS.

Nous SOINTINeEes LOUS S0XS l’empıre du peche actıon (U TD/)
peche D} (v 9) L/’apötre aul consıdere maıntenant Ia
Chacun de O0OUS appartıent / l’une des nature humaıne actıvıte. Il utılıse
deux categorıes Su1vantes: OS SOMINES, Lout abord UNe ımage parlante: Leur
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David Searle

gosıer est sepulcre OouUvert A} Ce QUE IlIs ont DOUFr Dıeu AUCUNeE eraınte
(C7 Ps 36,2) L’homme postmoderne nıaDıieu voıt est AUSSL reDoOUSSaAanN QUE des

cadavres decomposıtıon dans UNe DAasS la eraınte de Dıeu. II peut respecter
tombe Voila qu'est le peche actıon! OChrıst le tenant DOUFr maitre
Ils usen. tromperıe Vec leur langue ımportanlt, MAaLSs SanNns Ia eraınte de Dıeu,

(une eıtatıon Ps 5,10) Malgre foutes ı7 peut CONCEeVOLF de raLisons
leurs belles paroles, les gens Sont necessıtant Uune expiatıon. Nous
profondement malhonnöetes. Ils Oont SOLUS craıgnons Dıeu QUE
les levres venın ASPLC (CR Ps OUS SOINTINES QUE cendres et
Il suffit Lant fiılms et pOoussıere devant Dıeu,
Casselttes v1deo PDOUFr sen  P ConNvVLaAILNCTE. aul O0OUS SOMMeEeSs ses ereatures ayan DOUF
parle maledıction. Nous blämons Dıieu vocatıon de Iu. rendre culte,
PDOUFr fant choses. O0OUS5 Ia vLE, le MOULVLeEmMen et

Les verseits et (cf. Es 59,7) l’etre PDPar gräce,
n’ımplıiquent DaS QUE chacun de O0l et ıl est noOotLre Juge
so1t meurtrıer. est sımplement la Maıs les ıncroyants on  £ AaUCUNe

eraınte de Dıeu et Ia UVLISLON du mondecommentaıre d’ordre general DOUWF
soulıgner qQUE la nature humaıne est QUE donne Ia Bıble leur est etrangere.
capabdle de sombrer dans les abimes les
plus profonds quan anıere de Un verdıct devastateur.
raıter les autfres etres humaıns. Que En conclusıon de sectıon, aul
[  on TL l’exemple de certaınes declare: Toute bouche est fermee et Lout
belles-meres Inde le monde est Feconnmu coupable devant

<< IlIs connaıssent PasS e chemın de Dıeu }  n Il n Y Pas d’excuses devant
Ia DaALX >> (v 17; Cr Es 59,8) Ceux quı Dıeu. Devant Dıeu, le pecheur n’aura
TOUUVen SOLLS l’empıre du peche b} ıen replıquer. II do1t etre declare
connaıssent DaS la DALX, le shalom, le coupable.
bıen-etre et Ia sante qul decoulent d’une Voild DOUFrquUOL ıl fallaıt qQUEC OChrıst
Juste relatıon Vec Dıienu. Voila DOUFQUOL OUS devons

erıer: Dieu, (LLE pıtıe de MOL,; Car Je
T3 raıson de Ia corruptıion humaıne. SALS pecheur! b}

USAMMENFASSUNG ledıglıch auf verabscheuenswerte
Da ım Schottland vVO  S heute nuU  > wenıge Straftaten WLLE z.B Drogenhandel oder
wıssen, OChrıstus terben muhte, Mord bezogen. Folglıch ıst ıhnen
ıst wıichtıg, sıch dıesem T’hema verwehrt, dıe Relevanz UvO.  s Chrıstı Tod
zuzuwenden. Dreı möglıche Antworten für ıhr Leben erfassen.
aufdıe ben gestellte Frage seıen Dıiıe Inkarnatıon ıhrerseıilts vertıeft das
dıeser Stelle genannt: Problem, da Chrıstı Herrlichkeit durch

weıl Pontıus Pılatus ıhn zU Tod seın Menschseıin verhüllt Wa  \ Darüber
verurteılt hat; hinaus handelte sıch heı seiınem Tod
weıl ıhn der jJüdısche Hohe Rat eın überaus schändlıches und
verworfen hat; abstoßendes Ende Während den uden

® weıl Judas iıh verratien hat das Kreuz Chrıst eın Argernıs
Obwohl wır Jeden dıeser dreı Gründe (skandalon) ıSst, stellt für dıe

für den Tod OChrıstı eınem gewıssen Mehrheit der Menschen vVO  s heute eıne
rad anerkennen, gılt eS, aufdıe Torheit dar. Und dennoch gılt, daß
Antwort des hınzuweisen, wonach aufgrund der Sünde starb und wır alle

somıt vDOoOr ott als verurteılte Sünderfür UNnsere Sünden gestorben ıst Dıie
Menschen unserer postmodernen Welt dastehen. Ich möchte den Abschnıitt (1
Jjedoch kennen eın Sündenbewußtsein. Römer unter fünf Überschriften
Der Begriff ‘“Sünde’ wırd vielmenhr betrachten.
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Why Did Christ TI Romans a  A 9-20 e

Dıie Hauptaussage des Paulus Wır zıtıer: ach Ps 9) Ungeachtet all
alle sınd unter der Süunde‘’ 9) ıhrer schönen Worte sınd dıe Menschen
eder einzelne VO:  > UunNns gehört eLNe der doch 0DO.:  S Natur (auUs betrügerısch

Ötterngıft ıst unter ıhren Lippen (Ps
entweder unter der Sunde oder ber
beiden folgenden Kategorıen WLT sınd

140 3) Man vergleiche vıele Vıdeos und
unter der Gnade Die Menschen UO.  - Fılme Paulus spricht UvO  s Fluch und
heute hönnen dıese Unterscheidung nıcht Bıtterkeit —+tür vıeles machen WLr nıcht
erfassen, SLe denken, SLE, wWenn SLe verantwortlich Töß (vgl Jes /)
einıgermaßen rechtschaffen leben, (1 besagen nıcht daß jeder einzelne DON

dem Schneider sınd Aus der Sıcht der 21Ln Mörder ıst—vielmehr handelt sıch
hıer OLTLE grundsätzlıche BemerkungBıbel jedoch ıSE dıes eLnNne Illusıon
dıe Fähigkeıt der menschlıchen Natur

Beschreibung der menschlıichen betreffend, Umgang mıt anderen
Natur k menschlıchen Wesen bıs dıe tıefsten
Paulus begınnt mıt den Worten da 1ST Tiefen vorzudrıngen den Weg des
keıner, der gerecht LST uch nıcht Frıiedens kennen nıcht (Jes S)
Hıerbei handelt sıch erster Lıinıe Frıeden, Schalom, nzheıt und

e1n Zıtat (auUus Psalm och dıe Gesundheit als Folge e1lner rechten
Worte enthalten zugleıich uch e1Nne Beziehung sınd denen dıe nter
Anspıelung Predıger Paulus der Sünde sınd unbekannt
verwendet Zıtate auf 0LNE Weıse, dıe
seiner Absıcht zustiatten kommt) Der Der Grund der menschlıchen
Begriff gerecht hat der Schrıift Verdorbenheit

Es ıST heıne Gottesfurcht beı ıhnen (Psgrundsätzlıch eLNe relationale
Dımensıon Doch abgesehen davon wırd E Der postmoderne Mensch kennt

uch auf forensıische bZzw Jurıistıische heıne Gottesfurcht Er Mag Chrıstus als
Weise verwendet dann namlıch wenn großen Lehrer respektıeren, och

sıch auf UNsere Stellung Angesiıcht der Gottesfurcht ermangelnd sıcht
heılıgen Gottes bezieht Paulus keıne Notwendıigkeıt für Sühne und

verwendet alttestamentlıche Zıtate Wıedergutmachung. Wır hıngegen
aufzuzeıgen, daß wır DOFr ott als fürchten (Grott, denn
Verurteilte dastehen, da alle UNnNsere UVOr ıhm wwWLr sınd nuU  - Staub und
Bezıehungen unvollkommen sınd (sıehe Asche;
Ps und Eph 18) Dıes ıST Frein. & wır sınd, als Geschöpfe, dazu
menschlıich gesehen unverständlıch geschaffen, ıhn anzubeten;
Doch der Gedankengang des Paulus ® SeLNer Gnade leben weben und

sınd wırverläuft folgendermaßen da LST heıner
B LSt Rıchterder gerecht ıst LST heıner der

verständıg W aln  ‘da ıST keıner der ach Dıejenigen Jjedoch dıe noch nıcht
ott fragt Vıele beten wWwWwar au Leben erweckt worden
ewochnheit och suchen SLe dabeı1 nıcht sınd haben weder Gottesfurcht noch ern
ott WLr alle sınd vVO  < Natur (1 bıblisches Weltbıld
egozentrısch und sınd ınfolgedessen
verdorben Das vernıichtende Urteil

Paulus beendet den Abschnuıtt mıt den
Sünde Aktıon 13 ] 7) Worten damılt allen der Mund gestopft

Paulus wendet sıch nuU der menschliıichen werde und alle Welt DOr schuldıg SEL
Natur Aktıon Un begınnt mık Vor Obt heıne Ausreden Jeder
eLNnem. eEINDTASS  n ıld ıhr Rachen LST ünder wırd Angesicht (jottes

verstum men Schuldıig! Das LST der Grunde1n offenes rab‘ Was sıcht ıSE
wıderlıch 0LTLE verrottende Leıiche weshalb hrıstus sterben mufte Das LST.
einem rab Das LST ünde Aktıon der Grund weshalb wır nur flehen

Mıt ıhren Zungen betrügen SLC hönnen “((ott sel INLFr Sünder gnädıg
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Whiıle there clear bıblıcal evıidence LOW as brought an educated Scot-
land small Country hıch hes tO SUppOrt all of these three answWerTrs want
the north of England Many people don’t tO consıder fourth ANSWeTr LO the QUECS-
Ven know Scotland ex1ISts (especlally t1on ‘Why Chriıst diıe? He 1ed for
merıcans wh tend LO call the Unıited OUr - We could consıder thıs state-
Kıngdom ‘England’) In boyhood moOost ment amply iıllustrated by the fırst
people Scotland ould have een ve TEee ANSWEerTs already g1ven Pılate COW -

theologıcally They had ınherıited ardıce chared by of for
after all the tradıtiıon of ‚.JJTohn Knox’s LOO have all trıed LO aAaPPCASC the eNeEeINIES

ofChrıiıst an have faıled LO take OU. standteachıng SO ıf yvVou had asked the average
Scot fıfty agO, ‘Why dıd COChrıiıst diıe? for hım LOO have acted resentment
yVoOu ould have received moderately of hıs imper1al claıms hıch hreaten OU.

competent AaNnSWeTr Not today In self-rehance an self-rıghteousness
COUNTrY, vVer y few people would have an LOO Aare motivated by CovetLousness anı

al of have acted OUT OW materaal1ıdea al all LO why hrıst diıed want
LO devote thıs first address, there{iore, LO ınterests LO the etirımen of hıs claıms
consıderıng thıs question. upoN The Case agaınst clear

When turn LO the accounts ı the sharers of the S1115 of those who had hım
of the erucıfix10n ofJesus, Ca  - 1dentify kılled

OWE@eVver OUTr COTMICeTN must be for 1NeNseveral dıfferent Aanswers TLO the question
‘Why dıd hrıst diıe? The fırst 0)81 would anı today wh' aPPCaAr to have
be that he W as erucıfied by Pontıius Pılate. lıttle WAarenes eıther of the fact of
Pılate knew perfectly ell that ‚Jesus W as theır S1171 of the need of the death of
innocent* But he not want LO decıde Christ for theır S1112 In OUT postmodern
eıther for agaınst ‚Jesus. He wanted LO SOCIeTtY, S11 apparently restriceted LO
release hım but he Iso wanted LO satısfy paedophıiıles murderers rapısts terror-
the crowd. Faılıng LO solve hıs dılemma, i1sts drug pushers those who mu
he took water an washed hıs anı to LrYy defenceless old ladıes an those who
an demonstrate hıs ı ‘ But the swındle an Out of Ihons of pounds
truth Was he W as coward an hıs UOrdınary people AT seemingly They
actıon remembered the Creeds Suf- please hemselves an do theır OW thıng
fered under Pontıus Pılate the wıdely eld assumptıon that an Yy-

second. LO the question would thıng an everythıng about theır lıves
be LO Sa y that Caıaphas an the Sanhedrın quıte acceptable long they ATe not
kılled Jesus When ‚Jesus saıd LO Pılate paedophıiıles murderers rapısts, terror-
‘the OM  CD who handed VerTr to you IsSts drug pushers MUSSgCTS of old ladıes
oullty of greater S11 (Jn 149 he W as embezzlers It LO that
perhaps referring to Caı1aphas he OCOChrıistians have ser10usly faıled Pre-
used the sıngular. 'The people of Jerusalem senting to generatıon the 1Te6E€4SONMN why
WEeTe also implıcated Peter made vVe hrıst dıed
clear hıs early S€I'IIIOI].S.3 hrıst W as It mıght be argued that part of the
threatenıngthe priests’ authorıty and mak- problem why people do NOt consıder the
INg claıms for hımself hıch they deeply death of Chrıst ıth sSetr  SS

the Incarnatıon iıtself. After all, ordresented So they trıed to get r1ıd ofhım
Yet thırd AaNSWEeT LO 0108048 question made mselfnothıng and took upDOoN hım-

miıght be that, 1T W as Judas Iscarıot wh:' gelf the nature of servant.© As Isa1ınah
had Jesus kılled when he betrayed hım CXPTESSECS ıt He had beauty maJjesty
out ofCOvetLousness Whıle 1T true LO SaYy LO attract LO hım nothıng hıs
that he W as prompted LO betray Jesus by that should desıre hım
Satan, after Satan ‘“entered ınto (53 It not therefore ıiımmediıately
hım), nonetheless hıs actıon W as 6,  wıcked- obv1ıo0us LO people that S Nazarene
ness’.° He thereifore Carrı1les heavy reSPON- carpenter turned teacher miıght be Ve

God!sıbılıty for the en of Jesus.
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The INAaner of hıs death increases the discussed aTt length the posıtıon of the
problem. Whiıle ıt. has become fashıonable ews Hıs conclusıon 1S unequ1vocal: EeWSs
LO sentimentalıse Christ’s death, the real- an Gentiles alıke ATe ‘al] under sS1Nn. In
1ty W as vVe dıfferent. He hung 1n shame, 19, he uses sımılar phrase, ‘under the
hıs nakedness eXposed LO publıc gazZe law  o For PUurpOoSeCS Just 1NOW, Ca  —
Scholars tell that those wh: WerTrTe CT’U- takı  D these LWO phrases approxımately
cıfıed could not control theır bodıly func- SYN  (01915) SO what o0€eSs he INean Dy
tıons, but urınated an defecated OoOWN thıs phrase, ‘under sın"?
theır legs Lattle wonder then that In the Bıble, there AT LWO condıtions
modern INa  » an WOTNAanNn faıl to See AanıYy- that people mMaYy be 1n, an only two You
thıng of value relevance 1n the death of AT Are eıther ‘uınder sS1N ‘under grace‘).
Christ It W as truly dısgusting death The Bıble doesn’t ask whether not
ere have een plenty of deaths which ATe good people, kınd to OUTrT ne1ghbours,
have impressed the world far INOTeEe by pleasant 1n 0108  + temperaments, well
theır hero1sm an nobılıty. thought of 1ın communiıitiıes. It asks,

“"T’he MeESSasc of the 1s foolıshness AÄAre under S1N under orace? Are
LO those who perıshıng stumblıng- cıtiızens of the kıngdom of thıs world,
block LO ewWws an foolıshness to Gentiles’ cıtızens of the heavenly cıty whose
] Cor 1:18,23) Our postmodern pPerSonN archıtect and builder 1S God?
SEES the foolıshness of hrıst's death It 'T ’hıs 15 precısely where people WTONS
takes ‚Jew to recognıse ın the today ın OU postmodern socıety Theır
stumblıng-block’ (GOavOÖQAOV) because the COMNCET N 15 entirely about pleasıng them-
JeW 1s far INOTeEe than MOST. of the selves, appreclatıng the g00d ın others,
nature and holiness of (G0d The Jew has beıng oleran of Vvarıo0ous cultures and be-
een traıned to know somethıng at eas hefs an havıng mutual respect for anı y
of what constitutes S1N and gu1lt The Jew and CVETVONC whatever theır ereed. 'There
knows that (30d claıms total authorıty 1s of much LO be commended 1ın that
OVerTrT hıs creatures. He knows that kınd of tolerance. But the postmodern
(+0d has laıd oOWN laws for human EeNAaV- tolerance faıls TLO 1agnose an recogn1ıse
10uUr an strıict regulatıons about the WaYy the truth about OUT relatıonshıp wıth the
LO approach hımself. 'The stumblıng-block ord (GG0d faıls LO sSee that al]
for the Jew 1S5 that only by thıs hıdeous, stand condemned because ATrTe under
cursed death he be Justified before sS1N We ATeEe orn that WaY In Paul’s
rıghteous God phrase elsewhere, ATre INn Adam)’.‘ We

The domiınant 164asSO1N for COChrıst’s death born wıth S1N 1n u humanıty
W as that ‚JJew and Gentile alıke stand contamınated by sS1N.
condemned sinners. In Paul’s words ın That, then, 1S the apostle’s proposıtıon,
Romans 3:19, Every mouth 1s5 s1ılenced that result of the Fall, the condıtion
an the whole world 1sS accountable before of CVETYVY sıngle an 1n this
God We have een separated irom (God world 1s that al AT ‘under Sın et’s hurry
by OU  — S1N. et’s consıder all LOO briefly LO the next stage of hıs argument
these words read together.

description of human nature
Paul’s maın proposition: We are 10-12

°all under sın) V,
He begıns, ""here 1sS OIl rıghteous, not

want tOo divıde Romans 3:0—_920 ınto fıve EVEenN one.’ Here Paul 1S quoting maınly
maın parts The first 1s hıs statemen ın from Psalm 14 but Iso alludıng to Ecce-

In these words, he 1s SUMMATIS- les1astes He arTanges hıs quotations
ng hıs argument firom 1:18E; but also LO sunt hıs PUrpPpOSC.
tıcıpatıing hıs statemen: ın 19920 The word Trıghteous’ 1S complex

vVou ell know old that it generally-After makıng certaın categorıcal SLALE-
ments ın ch about non-Jews, he has Mes relatıonal meanıng. The PEeTrSONN 155
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rıghteous wh: 1S5 ın good relatıonshıp Have yoOu occasıon trıed LO explaın
wıth others Scripture 1S5 concerned wıth the truths of the Gospel LO people of
LWO oreat relatıonshıps an poss1ıbly ceptionally hıgh intellıgence? But mat-
thırd The first 1s that vertıical relatıon- ter how much Vou LrY, the sımplest facts
shıp between ach ON of an God 'The of the Gospel ATEe beyond theır under-
second 15 the horızontal relatıonshıp be- standıng. TIruths hıch lıttle children Ca
tween ourselves an others, whether wiıfe understand ATre apparently beyond the

husband children ne1ghbours STasp of hıghly intellectual people.*”
employer colleagues al work. 'T’he But that 15 not all 'T’hıs general cond1-
possıble thırd relatıonshıp 1s the ınward tıon of those under S1N Iso that
relatıonshıp have ıth ourselves © InNe  } an do NnOot EVEINN seek G0d

But thıs whole word STOUD 1sS Iso used They neıther know hım NOr want LO know
ıIn the Bıble 1n ega forensıc It hım See the WaY 1ın hıch the apostle’sthen refers LO OuUur STAatus standıng be- mınd 15 workiıng, an the WaYy 1ın hıch he
fore holy God Whiıle myself iıncline orders hıs quotatıons from the 'There
LO the V1CW that throughout thıs chapter 15 inexorable logıc about hıs thoughtthe relatıonal meanıng of rıghteousness First, there 1S NOTMNE riıghteous. Then, S1N-
obtaıns, for TECasSoNs hıch wiıll become Ners AaTe unrıghteous because they do not
apparent proceed, the arguments understand these things NOow, SINNers
for forensıc connotatıon Iso ATe OVeT- have understandıng because they do
whelming. So the apostle uses the not sech G0d
quotatıons LO declare that before the Those who have een pastors 111 know
Judge of all the ear those under S1N that there ATe Many good people ın the
cannot stand before (+0d for theır rela- world who ave een taught to DTaYy regu-tıonshıps al In SOINE WaYy deficıent, larly I’hey attend theır churches CONSCI-
mMOsStT a]] theır relatıonship wıth hım entiously. They Aare ve relıg10us. But

'Thıs mMaYy SECEETIN LO OU  — postmodern PeT - they not seekıng G0d Not, that 1S, 1n
SO  > LO be LOO sweeping statemen But the WaY the Psalmıist Was seekıng (+0d
the plumb-lıne of the dıvine tandards when he sald, the eer pants for
leaves wıthout argument We Streams of water, soul longs for VOU,LO love the ord OU. God wıth all OU soul Go0od My soul thırsts for G0od, for the
an heart and MmM1N:! and trength, and lıving (G0d’ (Ps 42:1) T’here Aare Man y
ATeEe to love ne1ghbours ourselves!? lookıng for ofmınd, for self-Justi-however InNnen INaYy feel ficatıon. But DYy nature NoOoNne of seek
about 1ıt—and what emphasıs today God Men and do not get theır
Teelıngs’—the dıyıne tandard CAaNnnoOot be hearts LO enter hıs TESECNCE, to fınd hım,gaınsald.

aul continues wıth hıs remorseless
LO COIMNeEe before hım 1n worshıiıp, longıng for
hım above everythıng else. belıeve ıt.

logıic “T’here 1s OM  D wh: understands, would be tru!l LO SaVvy that LO approach the
there 155 1910)81% wh: seeks God (Ps 14 °° lıyıng God and bow oOWN 1ın hıs

Ps D3:2) Isewhere he states, "T’hey are 15 about the last thıng that those outsıde
darkened 1ın theır understandıng and of hrıst EVerTr want LO do
separated from the lıfe of God because of By nature resent hım By nature
the lgnorance that 155 1ın them due LO the SaY, ‘Get Out of my lıfe an leave LO TUn
hardenıng of theır hearts’ (Eph 4:18) He affaırs the WaYy want Keep aWAaY15 sayıng that S1N has affected mental from IN God want interference irom
capacıty to Srasp the TU of God 'Chiıs you So that when SOINEeONEe o0eSs begın tO
condıtion of havıng darkened mınd, that seek fter God, there has een complete1S, mM1n louded Over that the sımplest change ın dırection an that Ca  » only be
truths ofthe Gospel ArTre completely INean- accomplıshed by the work of the Holyingless, leads to separatıon from God, Spırıt But NO LO
flowıng ıt. 0es from 1gnorance about
hım because the eart has een hardened.

At thıs pomint, Paul follows almost
actly the 1n quoting from salm 14  N
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ook alhat the Psalmıiıst SayY>S First that fallen human nature ın actıon. One COIN-

have al goNe out ofthe WaYyY It follows, mentator wrıtes that Paul 110 ‘holds be-
o0€eSs ıt. nNOt, that ıf do not seek (Go0d fore us| the most terriıfyıng miırror that
understand hım AT g01ng LO 1ın the we| have Ver looked ınto 1ın oOur lıves. 911

Just brief commMments each of theseopposıte diırection LO that ın hıch he COIN-
mands LO 0d’s WaY 1n matters of devastatıng statements
moralıty poınts along road, yeLr “"Theır throats AT OPECN (Ps

safe road desiıgned for OUTr blessıng. But 5:9) ome aA9QO, SOINE yYouns people
1ın church WerTe AWAY for week-enddelıberately take dıfferent road de-

voted LO ge]lf-satisfaction ırrespectıve of ın the hılls STOUD ofthem WerTrTe walkıng
the effect others My WAaY, wıll, the9 when they tumbled
OP1IN10NS, m mıne. human body that W as 1n advanced

The next statemen 1S5 that e_ STLAtTeEe of decomposıtıon. I1a  - had een
out walkıng ın the hılls alone when he hadQUEILCE of thıs self-seekıng an g01Ng OUTr

OW WaY have become worthless. taken eart attack an fallen OWN anı
1ın Psalm translates the Greek ‘have dıed hat had een Man Y months before.
become Corrupt’, whereas here ıt TAanNns- Those people, all of them still al
lates the SAaTne word ‘have become worth- school, WerTrTe shocked and nauseated LO SEE

less’. In secular Greek, thıs word Was used B, rotting human COTDSC Iyıng ACTOSS

of food miılk that had SoNE off. Have you theır pathway 'The smell W as foul
Ver left somethıng ın the back of the hıs hıttle phrase Say>s that ıf look
frıdge ql home and forgotten al about ıt ınto the mouth of INa  - and SEeC

what SCCS, the sıght 1s revoltıingWeeks later, yYou notice it SECE it has
become mouldy an foul That’s OI WaYy an nauseatıng the rotting remaıns of
1ın hıch the word W as used. Another WaYy SOINE COTPDSC. It 1S out ofthe overflow ofthe
ıt. W as used W as of dog’s barkıng when heart that the mouth speaks.““ hat 15 S1N
there 1sS absolutely 164S0O111 for the dog ın action! Those who do not understand

seek God but SO theır OW:') WaYy and haveLO bark—you know how SOTINE dogs bark
become worthless T‘heır hearts Are lıkefor barkıng's sake: they ATEe publıc NUul-

I1  9 barkıng at. the 1N1001I), al cshad- OPECI ıth all the putrefaction they
OW| qat passıng bırd contaın.

It’s strong word, amountıng LO dev- “T'heır tongues practiıse deceıt’ (still
fifrom Ps 5:9) We haven’t tiıme LO brıng Outastatıng commMent human condi1-

tıon. However, must not do the apostle the ragıc truth of these words. But W e all
the Psalmıist in]ustice. They ATe not know how deceı1tful human nature 1S, hOow

sayıng that people cannot perform SOINEC SaYy OIle thıng 1Nean another, how
useful good noble deeds They not people SEEIN to be charmıng when 1ın
sayıng that those ‘uınder S1N. cannot COIN- theır hearts they AT cursıng the moment
POSEC beautiful musıc, wrıte 1ıne books, they met you! Hıgh socıety 15 the Samme

paınt skıilful portraıts. 'T ’heır CONCETN 1s Lovely words of friendsh1p, but
LO speak ou oOuUu. standıng before God SOOI)l the other’s back 1s5 turned, the
They aAare Ssayıng that 1ın the sıght of mMoOst bıtıng, VICIOUS comments! oh!
Creator Ar e morally useless, alto- hOow twıst explanatıon of events to
gether rotten an Corrupt-every sıngle sShow ourselves 1ın the best possıble
OI! of u wıthout exceptıion. No matter lıght! We ATe unable LO help ourselves
hat handsome, pleasant, well-ınten- OU. toNgues practıse deceıt.
tiıoned people are-all an all ”The po1son of vıpers 1s theır lıps’ (Ps
do 1s worthless before God "T'heır mouths Are full of cursıng

and bıtterness’ (Ps 10:7) One thınks of
Sın ın actıon VWV, 13-17 the mediıa, of the magazınes produced for

adolescents an the LV an ceinema fılms
What 1s injected ınto those whomaul NO 1ın hıs thought from hıs

descriıption of fallen human nature to that the angs of the medıa bıte! 'Thıs modern

EuroJTh ® e  /



® David Searle

serpent 1s5 cunnıng the old serpent health whıich flows from rıght relatiıon-
that seduced Eıve The MeESSagC shıp ıth God an permeates level
reasonable, the suggestions attractıve, of OUuUr lıyıng an thınkıng—such 1S

unknown LO those ‘under S11n How couldbutenunder the lıps 18 deadly
hıch 11 ultımately kıll the vıctım. they have shalom? They do not under-

What about the cursıng anı bıtternes STAn the WaYS of God; they do not seek
LO hıch aul refers? Note that are nOot hım; they do nNOLt know hım Rather, they
to understand that he 1S SsSayıng that those resent hım an Are hell-bent go1nNng
under S1N constantly use foul language theır OW WaY How could they have
Not that, Let remınd Vou agaın that when they ATE far from hım?
hıs COINICEeET'IN 1S5 relatıonshıp tO God
Here he Sayıng that the natural The 1EASON for thıs human

o0es not submıt LO (10d When corruption
somethıng D0OCS n  9 SOTNE disaster
iıllness strıkes, ıf men’s thoughts turn TLO "There 1S fear of (+0d before theır eyes.’
(10d at, all, ıt 1sS5 LO CUrSsSe hım bıtterly. 'T ’hıs The full quotatıon firom salm 36:1 reads:
15 part of that resentment agaınst (30d ‘A burden 1S5 wıthın heart Concern1ıng
hıch lurks ın human soul. We the sınfulness of the wıcked: there 1s
blame hım for mıstakes. We blame fear of (10d before hıs eyes.’ Now thıs 1s
hım for the suffering ın the world °How MOST sıgnıfıcant statemen of Scripture.
Ü:  — there be (30d when the people of We must not lıghtly Dass Ver ıt. It 15 al
Sudan suffer much”?’ ask thıs point COMe LO the heart of the

Verses an (Is 99:7), do not INecan problem 1ın bringing the Christian 1NeSsS-
that CVETIY OM of 1S murderer. Rather Sage LO postmodern soclety. Your pOost-ıt. 1S general reflection an comment modern DETrSoN has fear ofGo0od He IMaYythe capabılıty human nature has LO sınk respect ‚Jesus oreat eacher He MaYy
tOo the deepest depths of depravıty an
scshame 1ın OUT treatment of other human

be iınterested ın attendıng Christian
SEerVICE LO hear about ‚Jesus hrıst She

beıings. ÖOne has only to Lturn the tv MaYy CVEelN attend home Bıble Study
NEWS LO SCE iıntense suffering INn of Group to ınvestigate the Christian faıth
places ACTOSS thıs world those wh have have known Man Yy wh: have ONe thıs
the of lıfe an en OVvVer others an have found hemselves deeply 1M-
inflhıet suffering them ast VYCar VIS- pressed Dy the teachıng of the Gospels.ıted Indıa and W as hocked LO read ach But there 1S st1ll yet NO fear of (z0d
week 1n the Indıan Tımes of mothers-1in- before theır eyes’. untiıl they begın LO
law wh: murdered theır daughters-1n- know the f{ear of God, there 1s5 1E€ 4SONM
law 1n order LO fınd for theır SONMNS another for the Cross of hrıst Let explaınbrıde who would brıing fresh dowry ıth whyher These WerTe not VIC10US, hardened “The fear ofthe ord 1S5 the beginnıng of

913crımınals, these mothers-in-law. Rather wısdom. You recall how when Adam
wWerTe they fallen human beings who Sa an Kve first sınned, they themselves
the opportunity of riıches by kıllıng de- because they wWerTe afraıd You remember
fenceless who WerTrTe ın theır how when they wWeIe expelled from 0d’s

understand that ndıan pr1Ssons that ange wıth amınghold astonıshıngly hıgh numbers of such SWOrd hıch uUurne CVCIY WaY stood at
who have een convıcted of such the entrance tO the Garden. You-

murders. they ATre only the Nes who ber hOow when Abraham prayed for the
have een caught! More recently, have LWO atıes of the plaın, he salıd, ‘1 have
SEEeN the devastatıon 1ın Naırobi1 an Dar- een bold tLO speak LO the Lord, who
es-Salaam. nothıng but dust an ashes. You

'The last sentence 1ın thıs sectjion: L17, remember hOow when aCo awoke from
“T’he WaY of they do not know (Is hıs TeEeAaAmM he Was afraıd and saıd, ‘How
59:8) Peace, shalom, that wholeness an A W ESOINE 1S thıs place. 'Thıs 15 NOTMeE other
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than the house ofGod, the gate of heaven.’ what OUu. postmodern socıety has lost
You remember how when (GG0d spoke LO that 15 why there 15 fear of (+0d
Moses from the burnıng bush, he hıs before theır CYVYES.
face for he W as afraıd LO look God So

could thıs fear of God? The devastatıng verdicet
Why?

would suggest four 16450115 Fırst, be- In conclusıon, SEe how aul ends thıs SPC-
God 15 (30d an Aare but dust of tiıon: very mouth 1s sılenced and the

the earth We AaTre INeTe WOTINS compared whole world 15 held accountable to God.’
LO hıs incomparable glory an majesty. There 111 be EXCUSES argumentsSecond, because hıs creatures ATe before the Judge of a ]] the earth There
made LO worshıp hım remember the wiıll be diıscussıon of OoOu. S1INS. No
meanıng of that word worshıp 15 ‘serve'‘.
OMe Chrıistians order God ou ıfhe blamıng SOTNEOTIE else dam ın the

Garden, an then Kıve dıd No protesta-
WerTrTe kınd of gen1e of addın’s lamp tions of iınnocence. Sınner Man, SsSINNer
whi 1S5 there LO be brought demand 3, standıng before Almighty (30d
and told hat LO do for theır com(fort. How wıll not have word LO er Before that
false an howN: He has made for SE  Q of crystal that surrounds the throne,himself. Our PropDer posture before hım 1sS encırcled by the heavenly beıngs ador1ıngLO bow low al hıs feet, LO hıde 0 faces an praısıng God, the SINNer 111 be
and SaY, ‘Lord, hat do yYou want LO utterly lost for words. Speechless, lıke the
do?’ T’hırd, lıves AT sustaıned DYy (10d
and l days Aare numbered ın hıs INa  » wıthout the weddıng clothes.
book he WAas to wıthdraw fifrom hıs Guilty before God! Brunner has wrıt-

ten, ‘“Gunlt 1S that element 1n S1N by whıchhand of provıdence for Just OIl moment, ıt belongs unalterably tO the past, an
would LO ex1ıst We lıve and INOVEe . unalterable element determiınes theand have beıng by hıs 9graCce. present destiny of each soul.?* Guilt

fourth, he 1S the Judge ofAl the earth who that OUuUrTr past Ca  » be made111 eman! aCccount of how STEW- g0o0od Indeed, only truly CONCE1IVeard OUTrT days an an 0oOSe gıfts lıves whole when SCcEC them 1ın S
ıth which he has endowed

But unregenerate IN  » an dark shadow of guilt
that 1s why that terr1ıble, hıdeous,have fear of (10d They INaYy belıeve hameful en of Christ had TLO be hat1ın hım 1ın iıntellectual kınd of WAaVY, 15 why the ord of Glory broke into

assenting LO the poss1ıbılıty probabılıty tıme an hıstory, an carrıed hısof hıs ex1ıstence 1ın SOINE form another
But they do not bow before hım theır spotless soul al] S1N, all rebellıon,

1gnorance an darkness, reDel-Creator an Lord, CVeEeL LO be worshıpped lıon, perversıty, deceıt, prıde,an adored 1ın holy fear. And hereın uncleanness, faılure, the poı1sonhes the r00L of S1N. Whether that S1N and 1ın heart He died forbe selfishness, rebellıon agaınst the laws S1INS.of God, deceıt, crookedness, faılure, Let then prostrate ourselves beforeunbelıef—whatever expressıon S1N may hım ın dust anı ashes. Let fall beforetake, at the r00T of it. hes thıs absence of hım an CI V, ‘“God be mercıful tOofear of God sinner!
W as speakıng to irnend recently

whose parents had worked for Many pproach, soul, the seat, where
1n hına He told that hıs father Jesus AaNnsSWEeTs Praver,

discovered there WerTe LWO Bıble books ere humbly fall before hıs feet, forhıch when read by Chınese led them LO
faıth 1ın Chrıst—Genesıs and Romans. ONne per1s ere

Why these LWO books? Because they both Thy promıse 1S only plea; wıthz
present Bıbliıcal world VIEW. hat 1Ss venture nıgh
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T’hou callest burdened souls tO thee, Notes
anı such, Lord,

Jn 18:38
Bowed down beneath load of S1n, by Mt 2'7:24

atan sorely pressed, cts 3.109ff.
Jn’By Wäar wıthout an fears wit. cts 1n  0O

COINE to thee for rest. Phıiıl
Rom S: TZH,; L/ Cor 15:292Be thou Shield Hıding-place, r SN CD FT 16 S LQthat, sheltered car thy sıde, cts of rıghteousness Matt 6:1 ATre

evıdently these TEeeEe the
horizontal, 1.e., g1VviINng to the needy, theINa y fiıerce AaCCUuUSsSeTrT face, anı tell

hım thou hast diıed verticle, 1.e., PrFrayver, an the ınward, 1.e.,
fastıng See D T
Matt 292:36—39wondrous love! LO ee dıe, LO

ear the and shame, Matt 132521
1 loyd-Jones, Romans, An Expost-

hat gu1lty SsSinners such m1ge David Searle +  Thou callest burdened souls to thee,  Notes  and such, O Lord, am I.  Jn. 18:38.  Bowed down beneath a load of sin, by  Mt. 27:24.  Satan sorely pressed,  Acts 3:12ff.  Jn. 13:2,27  By war without and fears within, I  Acts 1:18.  come to thee for rest.  FPhil, 2:  Ron 5: 128 170 1 Cor. 1522  Be thou my Shield and Hiding-place,  D AIADH8DN SN E  that, sheltered near thy side,  Acts of righteousness in Matt. 6:1 are  evidently in these three areas:  the  horizontal, i.e., giving to the needy, the  I may my fierce accuser face, and tell  him thou hast died.  verticle, i.e., prayer, and the inward, i.e.,  fasting. See vs. 2-18.  Matt. 22:36-39.  O wondrous love! to bleed and die, to  bear the cross and shame,  10  Matt. 11:25-27.  11  D. M. Lloyd-Jones, Romans, An Exposi-  That guilty sinners such as I, might  tion _ of Chapters 2:1—-3:20, Banner of  plead thy gracious Name!  Truth, Edinburgh, 1989, p. 210.  Matt. 12:34.  John Newton, 1725-1807  13  Prov. 17  14  Brunner,  The Mediator,  Lutterworth,  London, 1934, p. 443.  Of Related Interest  The Death of Christ  James Denney  Editor: R.V.G. Tasker  This classic work on the atoning nature of Christ’s death was  as being, a religion of redemption, then it is of little conse-  born out of the author’s concern that the trends in biblical  quence.  criticism at the beginning of the century were neglecting this  James Denney was Professor in the United Free Church  central New Testament doctrine. He believed that if the  College, Glasgow. His Book, The Death of Christ, was first  Christian religion is not what the New Testament presents it  published in 1902.  0-85364-788-—7 / pb / 256pp / 176 x 110mm |/ £2.99  The Cruciality of the Cross  P.T. Forsyth  First published in 1909, Forsyth’s study establishes the  Throughout the book there is an emphasis on the holiness  centrality of the cross within Christianity. For Forsyth,  of God’s love as inseparable from his judgement.  firstly, in the atonement we have the act of God; secondly,  it alone makes any repentance or expiation of ours satisfac-  P.T. Forsyth (1848-1921) was a leading Congregationalist.  tory to God; and, thirdly, that as regards man it is a  His books include: The Person and Place of Jesus Christ, The  revolutionary act, and not merely a stage in his evolution.  Principle of Authority and The Church and the Sacraments.  0-85364-835-2 / pb / 128pp/176 x 110mm |/ £1.99  Not ashamed of the Gospel—New Testament Interpretations of the Death of Christ  Morna D. Hooker  Emphatic that the death of Christ cannot be interpreted in  enough in understanding the profound truth, taught espe-  isolation from his resurrection, the author argues that the  cially by Paul, that Christ became what we are in order that  concept of substitutionary atonement does not take us far  we might become what he is. (Didsbury Lectures)  0-85364-543-4 / pb / 143pp / 216 x 135mm |/ £8.99  The Cross in the New Testament  Leon Morris  ‘This outstanding book deserves the attention of a wide company of readers. It is certain to enrich the thinking of many a  Christian preacher.'— Raymond Brown  0853646376 / 454pp / £4.99  Paternoster Press PO Box 300 Carlisle Cumbria CA3 0QS UK  12 e EuroJTh 8:1Hon of Chapters 1—3 Banner of
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T'hıs classıc work the atonıng nature ofChrıist's death Wäas beıng, rehıgıon of redemption, then it. 1sS of httle NSEe-
born OUT. of the author’s COMNCEeTN that the trends bıblıcal UuECNCE.
ertic1ısm at the beginning of the century wWere neglecting thıs James Denney WAä:! Professor the Uniıted HFree Church
central New Testament doctrine He beheved that the College, Glasgow. Hıs Book, The Death of Chrıst, Wäas Lrst
Christiaan rehıgıon 18 not hat, the New Testament presents ıt publıshed Iın 1902
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The Crucilality of the Cross
Forsyth

ırst publıshed 1909, FWForsyth’s study establıshes the Throughout the book there 1S emphasıs the holiness
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BD} The Cross of Christ
P The Righteousness of God Romans 21—929
1 La TOLX de 7T1S eft la Justıice de Dıeu (Romaıns

3:21-—22)
Das Kreuz Chrısk und dıe Gerecht:gkeıt Gottes
(Römer 3:21-—22)

RESUME forensıque legal aul vıent de parler
de nNnOLre culpabılıte devant le Juge,

II arrıve qu'un medecın emette consıderant QUEC le monde entier des
dıiagnostıc ıncorrect et cela peutl AQUvOLFr comptes [u} rendre. Maıntenanlt, ı1l
FTavesSs consequences. Ce es  $ DasS le Cas parle d’un Dıeu qul acquıtte le coupable
de l’apötre aul Il TESSE DAaS DOUFr salut est trınıtaıre et theocentrıique.
OUS (LINeTNer Ia question de la fOol
Chrıst, MALS ı7 DOSE des fondements but de Ia lo1
solıdes et SÜUrs. Nous Ia quelque aul eecrıt: Sarns Ia loL ete manıfestee
chose apprendre de [uL la Justıce de Dıeu, atteste: dans la /o1 et

<< Maıs maıntenant 3} Apres les prophetes D, On peut d’abord definır
AQUOLF parle de nNnOLrTre corruptıon et de la loL LOUTt le systeme Judaique
notLre culpabılıte devant Dıiıeu, aul dıt d’observances ceremonıelles et ecultuelles
Vec soulagement Maıs maıntenant D tel qu/’ıl est ınstıtue dans ’Ancıen
OChrıst est venu! La CrolLX represente le Testament. 73 s’agıt de la [oL UU

grand OUrNnNan de Phıstoiure humaıne. ensemble de commandements
Remarquez I’indıcatıon temporelle exıgeanit la productıon d’vxeuvres.
vehriculee Dar Ces MOLS Maıs Calvın definı Froıs USasges la loı
maıntenant DA L’xwuvre Chrıst est Premierement, elle CONVALNC de peche,
faıt hıstorıque et LO  S Urn DUre theorıe. deuxıiemement, elle refrene le mal chez

l’incroyant, troısıemement, et c’est Ia SoONn

L’Evangile est theocentrique. Elprıncıpal, elle faıt connalitre
Nous SOINIMNMNes traın de devenır de croyant Ia pensee et la volonte de Dıeu.
pDplus plus centres Su  \ nous-memes, Il est ımportant de reaffırmer Cces choses
COMPDTrIS dans les Eiglıses evangelıques: ”’heure actuelle, DOUFr 6vıter deux
Ia grande relatıon Je-tu tend. etre ErTEUrFS, UunNne Dart l’antınomısme, et, de
remplacee Dar la relatıon Je-moL. Il nmen  @: l’autre, I’ıdee selon laquelle la premıere
est DAasS AaıNnSsSL VvVec aul Il 6ecrıt: Maıs allıance auraıt et| N allıance des
maıntenanlt, Ia Justıce de Dıeu ete (PUUTes qul auraıt echoue. Dans les deux
manıfestee D II place Dıeu cenftre. CaSsS, perd de UU le but prıiıncıpal de Ia
salut DVec Dıeu. lor

.Je GQUE l’expression Justiıce de La Io1 annoncaıt prophetiquement Ia
Dıeu J} refere Ia fOoLSs ’attrıbut de de la grace Jesus-Chrıst. Jean
Dıeu qu'est Ia Justıce et / la Justıce quı parle Iıtteralement d’une gräce la
OUS est ımputee. attrıbut de Dıieu place d’une gräce (1 16) En effet,
qw ' est sa Justıice comporte [a foLs Ln lorsqu'on comprend 1en la I0ı Lienant
Justıce DaAassıVE et Uune Justıce actıve: ıl compte de fonctıon prophetique, Ia

la foLs les relatıons dıvınes voıt LULNLE gräce donnee Iravers
seın de Personne el ses relatıons de la [o1 dıvine. La gräce plus grande

vec NOUS, SO  s peuple Cependanlt, le mol quı est Dar Jesus-Chrıst
Justice” est AauUsSsL employe dans sSens remplace Ia grace de Ia I0ı Il LrOD
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PeEU de predıcateurs de 1LOS Jours qul Troisıemement, Ia fo1 est confiance: elle
connaıssent V’enseignement de Ia [o1 consıste sen  Z remettre Ia mıserıcorde
dans ’Ancıen Testament. ela est et Ia Compassıon de Dıeu Chrıst.
ria necessaıre la comprehensıon La fo1 selon Ces FroLs aspects est
de l’weuvre de Chrıst. produtte O0O14S Dar le Saınt-Esprit de

Diıeu, Car, SAaNns [uL, O0OUS SOMMeEeS MOFrTtS
Le salıt est plus qQUE le pardon. dans LOS peches.
Mmessage du pardon est glorıeux et

merveılleux, MALS Ia porte. de Ia CFro1LX peche et Ia gloıre dıvıne (v 23)
reduıt PaS cela. Il AauUsSsL Ia Alors qQUeE la forme verbale << FOUS ONnt

Justıce de Dıieu et Cce. Justıce ımputee peche » est aorıste, le verbe Suıvant
Dar Dıeu Cet enseignement est SOUTCEe << et Sont DrLUES z} est present, quLl
d’encouragement et de force: notLre ımplıque QUE O0OUS demeurons dans cet
relatıon DEecC [uL est retablıe el nOoLre etat. On peut FEMArquer le lıen etablı LC1
sStatiut presence est celu.L d’hommes entre la gloıre de Dıeu et le peche. al
et de femmes qul SONL, LO  s seulement rencontre MO1LNS hulıt facons de
acceptes, MALS AUSSL accueıllıs rendre compte de connexıon
favorablement, Tas QOuUverts uniıque. Leon Morrıis eerıt: << Les

commentateurs tendent - ımporter leur
Par Ia fol Jesus-Chrıst DOUF LOUS PFODre comprehensıon dans D

CeUX quı ecroıent. al suggestıon personnelle.
Il O15 faut definır la fOL, Car Ia langage GQUEC aul employer est celuL
confusıon regne PFrODOS. Je CONCOLS du sacrıfıce, quL OUS orıente
la foL comportan FroLs elements. ındubıtablement vers la pensee la
Premieremenlt, Ia foL ımplıque la CFOLX. Or Jean, dans So  s Evangıle,
comprehensıon de la verıte. En ED consıdere la MO de Chrıst-—avec Lout
Eaul utılıse de nombreux qu’elle ınfamant Un
vocables appartenant domaıne glorıficatıon! Voıla quı constıitue DOUr
cogniltıf. La fol comporte le SQVOLF de les JSuifs Uune pıerre d’achoppement, et
certaınes choses suJet quı est Un folıe PDPOUF les paıens: Ia
Jesus-Chrıist. Deuxıiemement, la fo1 est gloıre est QUE Dıeu etaıt Chrıst PDOUFr
SOUMILSSLON verıte. On souvıent reconcılıer le monde vVvecC [u:-meme, le
de la anıere ont aul de Tarse s’pst Dıeu Juste etaıt ’ @uvre DOUr obtenır la
SOUMLS OChrıst Quı es-LU, Seigneur Justıce DOUFr les coupabdles.
USAMMENFASSUNG

ımplızıeren eın zeıtlıches Geschehen,rzte stellen 919)  > eıt eıt falsche das Werk Chrıstı ıst eiıne hıstorısche
Dıagnosen, dıe tragısche Konsequenzen Tatsache, nıcht eıiıne Theorıe.
ach sıch zıchen hönnen. Auf Paulus
trıfft dıes nıcht zu! Er ıst keineswegs Das Evangelıum ıst theozentrisch.
übereılt ın seıiınem Anlıegen, UNs zU Wır alle, dıe evangelıkalen G(emeıinden
Glauben Chrıstus führen, sondern eingeschlossen, werden ımmer
legt zunächst eıne solıde und sıchere egozentrıischer; geht Uuns nıcht mehr ın
Grundlage. Wır sollten UVO.  e seiınem erster Lınıe dıe Ich-Gott-Beziehung,
Beıspiel lernen. sondern nuUu och uUuns selbst. Paulus

Jjedoch begınnt mıt den Worten nun berRömer S21 6  nun ber "Auf dıe
furchtbare Bloßstellung UuNnserer ıst dıe Gerechtigkeit Gottes
Niıederträchtigkeit Unı Schuld DOr ott offenbart-. (Jott steht 1 Miıttelpunkt; dıe
folgt der befreiende Aufruf 6n  nun ber Erlösung geht vVO.  S ıhm aUsS. Der
Chrıstus ıst gekommen! Das Kreuz ıst griechısche ext lıest wortlıch ‘dıe
der Wendepunkt der Menschheits Gerechtigkeit Gottes’ Luther übersetzte
geschichte. Die Worte 6,  nun ber dıes mıt ‘“dıe Gerechtigkeıilt, dıe vVor Ott
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gılt‘) meınt der Begrıiff beıdes, dıe Gnade Die größere Gnade aber, dıe
göttlıche Gerechtigkeit als Eıgenschaft durch Chrıstus kam, erseiLizte dıe Gnade
(jottes als uch dıe Gerechtigkeıt, cdıe, des (jesetzes. Nur wenıge Prediıger vO  e
DvO  S ott kommend, Uuns zugerechnet heute sınd mıt dem alttestamentlıchen

Verständniss des setzes vertrau. Dıiıeswırd. Dıiıe Gerechtigkeıit (iottes als
göttliıche Eıgenschaft bezıeht sıch sowochl Jjedoch ıst erforderlıich, wenn wır
auf dıe ustıitia DAassLVA) als uch auf dıe OChrıstus und seın Werk verstehen
iustıitia actıva) und verweıst som1t auf wollen.
dıe Bezıehungen ınnerhalb der Gottheit
als uch auf (jottes Bezıiehung Erlösung beinhaltet mehr als nu
seinem olk Darüber hiInaus jedoch Vergebung.
wırd der Begriff Gerechtigkeit uch ın S0 großartıg und wunderbar dıe
eınem forensıischen (jurıstischen) Sınne Botschaft 1919}  S der Vergebung LST, das

Kreuz verweıst auf mehr noch, nämlıchgebraucht. Paulus hatte aufgezeıgt, daß
wr vUOoOr dem göttlıchen Rıchter schuldıg sowochl auf dıe Gerechtigkeit (Giottes als
sınd—dıie gesamte Welt ıst (jott uch auf dıe Gerechtigkeıit, dıe, 0O  - (jott
verantwortlıich. An dıeser Stelle nuUu kommend, Un zugerechnet wıird. Dıiıese
verweıst Paulus auf eiınen Gott, der dıe Botschaft ıst eıiıne Quelle der
Schuldıgen freispricht. Obwohl dıe Ermutigung und Stärkung: UNsSere

Erlösung eıne triınıtarısche LSt, ıst S1Le Bezıehung ott ıst wiıederhergestellt
och uch zugleıich theozentrisch. worden und Status DOFr ıhm ıst

nUuU der DO Männern und Frauen, dıe
Der Zweck des (jesetzes. nıcht NnU angenommMmen, sondern

‘Nun ber ıst hne Zutun des setzes wıillkommen geheıißen und vO ott
dıe Gerechtigkeıit (iottes offenbart, Ilıebevoll ın dıe Arme geschlossen worden
bezeugt durch das (jesetz und dıe sınd.
Propheten.‘ Mıt dem (jesetz ıst zunächst
eiınmal das System des jJüdıschen Durch den Giauben OChrıstus gılt
Zeremonıialgesetzes gemeınt, WLe wWL1Lr S1Le allen, dıe glauben
ın den Schrıiften des finden Calvın Es ıst notwendig, den Begrıiff ‘Glauben)’
unterschı:ed dreı Anlıegen des (jesetzes: definıeren, da oft mißverstanden
erstens, DO  S Suünde überführen, wırd. vollzıeht sıch ın dreı
zweıtens, dıe Nıchtwıedergeborenen DOr Schrıtten. Erstens ıst Glaube eın
Sünde bewahren, und drıttens, dıe Verstehen der Wahrheıt, wWLe dıe ın Eph
Gläubıigen ber den Wıllen Giottes 4, 1 7 —924 verwendeten kognıtıven Begriffe
ınformiıeren. Dıiıese Eınsıchten sınd uch deutlıch machen. Wır MmMUuUSSenN bestiımmte
heute och vO  S Bedeutung, ındem S1Le Fakten ber Jesus OChrıstus wIiıssen,
Urn DVOr wel Irrtümern bewahren bevor wır glauben hönnen. Zweıtens
kRönnen, namlıch den des Antınomiısmus bedeutet Glaube, sıch dıeser Wahrheit
einerseıts sSOowL1e der Auffassung, wonach unterwerfen. Man eriınnere sıch, WLe
der erstie und eın und der Werke Wa  - Saulus vO  > Tarsus sıch Chrıstus
und als solcher versagt hat, unterwarf: wer bıst du, Herr®?‘ Drıttens

beinhaltet Glaube Vertrauen. Vertrauenandererseılts. Beıide Irrtümer vermogen
nıcht den bedeutendsten Zweck des bedeutet, sıch 2anz auf das Erbarmen
Gesetzes erkennen, näamlıch den, auf un Miıtleıd (iottes Ln OChrıstus
prophetische Weıse aufdıe zukünftıge werfen. Alle dreı Stadıen des Glaubens
Gnade ın Chrıstus hıngewıesen werden vO Heılıgen Geıist Gottes

ınıtızert. hne ıhn sınd wır fot Lınhaben In Joh 1,16 heıßt wortlıch
‘Gnade anstelle vO Gnade’ charın ntı UNseren Sünden.
charıtos). Das Gesetz, rıchtıg verstanden
(einschlıeßlich seıiıner prophetischen Sünde und. dıe Herrlıichkeit (iottes
Funktıon), wa  s Gnade, und wWwWar eıiıne 23)
durch das göttlıche Gesetz vermıttelte Dıiıe Zeıtform des Verbs ermangeln’
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drückt AdUS, daß wır fortgesetzt der UNsere Stelle Opferterminologie
Herrlichkeit Gottes ermangeln. verwenden un Un unzweıdeutig zU

Auffallend ıst ıer dıe verblüffende und Kreuz welısen. JJohannes seinerseıts ın
einzıgartıge Kombiınatıon 9}  - seıiınem Evangelıum verstand den T’od
Herrlichkeit und Sünde, für dıe MLr OChrıstıi—all seıiner Schande
mındestens acht Erklärungen begegnet ungeachtet—als Herrlichkeit. Den Juden
Sınd. Leon Morrıs bemerkt ın dıesem eın Argerniıs und den Heıden eiıne
Zusammenhang, daß ‘dıe Ausleger dazu Torheıt, besteht dıe Herrlichkeit darın,
tendıeren, Jeweıls ıhre eigene Bedeutung daß Gott ın OChrıstus dıe Welt mıt sıch
Ln dıe Passage hıneinzulesen.” Ich verschnt hat; der gerechte (Giott handelte
moöchte 1er eınen eıgenen Vorschlag ın Gerechtigkeıt, somıt Gerechtigkeit für
anbrıngen. Paulus wırd ım Anschluß dıe Ungerechten erwırkend.

have close frıend who)just Lwo weeks agOo al] accountable LO (G(0d, that have
rece1ved VE bad NEWS from hıs doctor. of repayıng OUuTr assıve debt!
VOuUNgS INa  - ıthLwo SONMNS still at school;, for Teach them LO be thorough an LO follow
ten VCars he has een reated for iıllness closely the great apostle’s method.
he dıdn’t have—through WTIONS d1iagno- Romans begıns ‘But LO W From
S18. 'The truth Was he had Taın tumour that devastatıng verdıct of OU'  — guilt be-
hıch has NO een discovered but hıch fore God, aul turns TLO the passıon of hıs
15 DOW inoperable. How ould you feel ıf lıfe an work: Jesus OChrıst has COmMe Je-

SU. hrıst has lıved an has dıed an hısVOour doctors made that kınd of WTONS
dıagnosis? Not Paul He has een dem- Cross 1S5 all aul’s boastıng. He 1S 110
onstratıng LO beyond possıble urnıng OUT mınds to the meanıng of the
argument that stand 1ın the of Cross an the work accomplıshed there
the Judge ofa ]] the earth guillty sınners, So wıth immense relıef, havıng een bro-
OUT mouths shut, all OUTr words sılenced, ken by hıs of vileness before
deserving nothıng but eternal punısh- God hear hım CY'V, ‘But now! There 1s
ment. However, unlıke friend’s doctors, shıinıng hope! There 1S way! The WaYyPaul has excıtiıng NEWS of how gullty of the Cross. 'The Cross 1s nothıng less
sSınNnNers INaYy be saved from condemnation! than the turnıng poınt 1n human hıstoryNow speakıng LO yVou 0)81 who ‘But now!”There 1S another implicatıonhas een 1ın the pastoral miınıstry for Ver here whiıich should not mıss. It 1s
thırty VYCars have become persuaded poınt the apostle tıres of makıng 1ın
that LOO IManYy preachers be 1ın LOO hıs exposıtıon of the Gospel. He 1s 1mply-much of hurry LO brıng people tLO the ıng 1ın these LWO hıttle words that hat he
pomint ofcommıtment LO Jesus Christ Any 1S setting Out 1s not SOINeE theory he has
buılldıng 1sS only g00d the foundation dreamed 'Thıs 1S not 11le phılosophy,hıch it 1s bunlt Likewise, need 1e school of thought he 1s propound-solıd foundation when seekıng LO ıng ‘But NOW he 15 referring to
buld the lıfe of God 1ın the souls of INe  - hıstorical fact, Jesus Chrıist has een Orn
an Paul has een preparıng that Man , has lıved an has diıed and een
foundation by cuttıng AWAaY those false raı1sed from the dead The Cross stands
1ıdeas have about ourselves untiıl he 1s hıstorıical event! We must not M1SS
oOWNn LO the bedrock of the realıty of OUur that ıimplıcatıon of the temporal force of
condıtion ın the sıght of God the words ‘But NOW’.  3 So COMmMe to the

ome of Vou INaYy traın those who maın burden of the verses for todayg0o1ng LO be preachers. Teach them to ob-
the apostle’s method an LO learn The Gospel 1$ theocentriec

from ıt. Teach them TtO PTreDAaTE the ground
ell an 1ın theır preachıng to demon-
strate from the Word of God that

Recently spen evenıng wıth good
friends who wanted tO tell about the
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eXCc1UNg thıngs happenıng theır church word rıghteousness hıch understand
As lıstened eart sank 1T became Paul here uses wıth dual connotatıon
increasıngly apparen LO that thıs first referring tO OM  s relatiıonshıp ıth

G(od and hAhıs relatiıonshıip ıthlıvely congregatıon W as wanderıng fur-
ther an further aWAaV from the teachıng old that ÖLKALOGLVN A  pre  d  om  S x  1-of Scripture As gently could SUu$- nantly term of relationships.“ Our God
gested certaın hıngs they wWeTIe yl rıghteous owards himself an there-
WerTe dıstorting an changıng the INEeaN- fore hıs aCtıVv1CLYy rıghteous (We mMaYy

dıistinguısh these LWO 1ustıtıia passıva1n of the They brushed COIN-
ments LO 0)01 sıde an sa1d ‘We don’t and ı1ustıiti1a aCct1va 'T ’hıs he
bother about thıngs lıke that We nOot Iso rıghteous owards hıs wayward
purısts lıke you! creatures On the OIle and hıs rıght-

Ca only speak for Scotland an he MUST deal Justly an severely
Ireland the LWO countrıes whiıich have ıth the gu1llty On the other and
mınıstered have to SaYyY that thınkıng because of hıs rıghteousness he has PrO-
an worshıp and SINS1INS and preachıng vided hıs mercy— also aspect of hıs
ATe becomıng less an less theocentric rıghteousness— a rıghteousness hıch
nstead of the ‘} hou relatıonshıp, avaılable TLO the unrighteous! hat he
have the ‘I-me relatıonshıp how feel has provıded ıth the 1Neanls Dy hıch
whether comfortable wıth hat’ unrıghteousness Ca  b be put AWAaY that

whether 1T appeals LO enter 1INntoO rıght relationshıp wıth
whether 1T SU1TtS needs al thıs moment hım
Not aul’s theology of the Cross! He OWEeEeVer rıghteousness—complex COIN-

begıns But 1OW rıghteousness from cept that 1T ıs—has second MECAMNS for
(G10d has een made known (10d al 1T cannot only be understood of restored
the centre Salvatıon begıns ıth God relatıonshıps It also used Jegal
The Savıo0our the Medıiıator between thıs passase of OMl  - standıng be-
an INa TY1S brıngs to (iod It Wa fore holy (iod aul argument FreQULTES
(G0d who loved the world that he DaVe 1t to be He has spoken of OUu. guilt
hıs only egotten Son 1OW the before the Judge—the whole world
Cross of Chrıiıst it the rıghteousness of accountable tOo (G30d Now he speaks of
G0od which has een made known (30d wh' acqguıts the guilty!

Salvatıon then theocentric 'Irını-"Thi OU' thıs phrase translated
the rıghteousness from (G0d’ Larıan yes—how could 1T not be? But
You wiıll know that Man y of the COININEIN- nonetheless essentially theocentric It
tators want tOo translate 1T the God wıth whom have LO do It (i0d
o0eSs rıghteousness from G0d’ under- the first Person of the rınıty wh: ınıt1ı-
standıng the phrase here LO refer tO tes salvatıon 'T he ogreat eme ofthıs
rıghteousness God ımputes to S111NeTrs whole discourse of Romans the rıght-
Personally, prefer to understand S of (G0d’ In OU  b thınkıng,
phrase ıth 0OSe commentators wh: wrıuUng, preaching, worshıp an
read 1L referring both LO the attrıbute let. forget that and let.
of (0d’ rıghteousness, and then, the maıntaın S bıblıcal emphasıs of
grounds of that attrıbute, to the rıght- theocentricıty

hıch he ımputes LO sinners.
don’t want to enter iınto the debate 2 The of the law

that has een for SOINE NO
about the relatıonshıp ofrıghteousness tO Paul wrıtes that ‘the rıghteousness of
law an whether here Paul referring LO God apart from law has een made
the of ‘getting 1n LO the covenant known to hıch the Law an Prophets
(as Sanders has argued”“ That ı nNnOot testify’ We must first define law take

PUurDOSe KRather wiıll restrict myself 1T aul uses the word the of
to brıef comment the MECAaMINS of the the whole Judaiıstıec system of ceremon1ı1lal
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observances and worshıp laıd down 1ın the Such insıghts iınto the PUurpoOse of the
Scriptures, law therefore as COTN- law ATe ımportant today they have

mandment constraınıng LO an PTrO- EvVer een ä3CcCCount of LWO COTNINONMN

ducıng works‘”. 'T’hıs 1S clearly Paul’s hıch ATr being wıdely taught 1ın
meanıng, followıng it o0es hıs COTNN- Man Yy churches. First have TEeE-EeTINeEeT-
ments law ın the prev1ous where Nn of antınomıanısm that 1ın Man Yy
he has stated that NO 0)81 wiıll be declared pulpıts cavalıer an unınformed attı-
rıghteous Dy observıing the law  o OWeEever tude tO the holy law of God 1S5 being COTNMN-
Paul qualıfies thıs comment Dy hastenıng veyed to Chrıstian people. The argument
LO remınd the Law testified LO thıs goCS that because hrıst 15 the en! of the
rıghteousness of G0d It 1S5 CSSAaTY, law  A (and ‘“end’ 15 understood solely
therefore, LO remınd ourselves of the ‘*termınatıon'’ an not fulfilment’), the
POSe of the Law only remaınıng law 1S ove— and ofCOUT'SC,

Accordiıng LO Calvın, the Law had wıth much teachıng, there 1S5
threefold PUTrTrPDOSEC. First, ‘whıiıle ıt shows element oftruth there But wiıithout the
the rıghteousness alone acceptable LO restraınts an clear teachıng of the 111
God, ıt. N  9 ınforms, convıcts,-and an mMın of (Go0d contaıned ın the law, thıs
lastly condemns, CVETYV INa  - of hıs OW law of love tends LO have few boundarıes

""he law 1S lıkeunrıghteousness an z: lead to acceptance of stand-
MIrTOr. In it contemplate OU weak- rds hıch ATre far removed from bıblıcal
11655S, then the inıquı1ty arısıng from thıs, teachıng.
and fınally the cComıng from second EeEITOT 1S the teachıng hıch
both hus ıt. constraıns LO seek for SaysSs that the first cCovenant W as CO VE@-
STaCle,. nant of works intended LO provıde rıght-

“CThe second function of the law 1S S  N before God for those wh kept ıt.
al least by fear of punıshment TLO restraın However, that first of rıghteous-
certaın INenNn wh: ATre untouched by anı Yy 11eSS faıled, though apparently, 1n theory
Car for hat 1sS Just an! rıght unless al least, ıt miıght have succeeded ıf only
compelled by hearıng the dıre threats of INe  . anı had een INOTeEe obedient.
the law 'The unregenerate need brıdle Its faılure W as why God sent hıs Son LO
to restraın them from slackenıng the make second (and thıs tiıme successful)
reıns the lust flesh LO fall clean attempt LO provıde INeCalls of attaınıng
aWAaVYV from all pursult of rıghteousness.’ rıghteousness.

“ °h) thırd and princıpal use, which PeCT - Not only Are both trands of teachıng
taıns INOTrTe closely LO the ProODer use of the woefully WTONS, but both faıl to STasp the
law, finds iıts place 11 behevers 1n PUrpDOoOsSeC of the law oth faıl to recognıse
whose hearts the Spiırıt of (+0d already 1ın hat WaYS the law 1s st1ill ‘'holy, rıght-
lıves an re1gns.’ 14 11 enable them to OUS 00 (Rom 12) Perhaps, how-
learn the nature of0d’s wiıll for them an CVETL, the moOost Ser10us flaw 1n such
confirm theır understandıng of that wiıll teachıng 1S the faılure toO STasSsp the PTFO-
It wiıll Iso them LO obedience an phetiıc function of the law 1ın poıntıng to
TAW them back from the slıppery paths the promiı1sed rıghteousness of God ın

hrıst erucıfhed an rsen. It 1s to thatof transgress1on.
Calvın 91 ves good ST 1n seekıng prophetic aspect of the law that Paul 1S

to understand how the Law (and Proph- poıntıng here—*to hıch the Law an
ets) testify LO the rıghteousness of (10d the Prophets testify’

accept Calvın’s cComments then here 15 'The law ulfils prophetic funection ın
powerftful incentive to Chrıstians LO CONM- that ıt. contaıns the promıse of

tinue LO study and to teach the Law Men demption 1n Christ 'T’he moral law Ca  »
an need it LO WAäarn, ınform, COIMN- be taken portraıit of Christ, for he
vıct, condemn them 'T’he profligate fulfilled ıt. perfectly. The ceremon1al law
need it to restraın them Believers need it
tO reveal the wiıll of (30d tOo them

1sS most certaınly foreshadowing hrıst
through the whole sacrnfic1al system an
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the approach LO Go0od ın the worshıp of the Study ıth her chıldren, takıng paıns-
ent of Meeting Recall how Moses W a! takıngly through the books of Moses and
instructed LO make everythıng ın the ent faıthfully relatıng them I9 the and
of Meetin accordıng tO the dıvıne 1N- especılally to the Epistle to the Hebrews.
structions for al the oıfts, sacrıfices and How much rıcher an fuller OW: read-
worshıp offered 1ın the earthly SanCcLuary ıng an appreclatıon of the STaCcCEe of God
WeTIC CODY an shadow of hat 15 ın In Chrıst has een aCCcCount ofthat early
heaven‘’ (Heb 8:5) Even the e1ıvıl law traınıng. So do not neglect VOUrr study of

the Books of Moses. emember thatholds the promıse of the dıyıne rıghteous-
ess TtO be made avaılable through OChrıiıst the Emmaus road, the Rısen T1Segan
the Kıng an Head of the Church, for wıth Moses LO expound LO Cleopas an hıs
when ıt. W as gıven the inescapable ımplı- companıon those thıngs Concern1ıng hım-

self. How long for the realıty of suchcatıon W Aas that Israel W as theocracy
ruled by God Kıng exposıtion LO be heard ıIn OUTr churches.

Our Englısh 1V—probably O! of the
most wıdely used J6lChristian people Salvatıon 1$ Q& than
ın the Englısh speakıng world— has SOTINE forgiıveness

whıch Ar’e unfortunate 1ın theır
translatıon, tOo SaVvVy the eas Perhaps the We have 1ın Englısh great classıc the
worst of ese 1s ın ‚.JJohn 1°1  ©} ‘From the Chrıstian lıfe, T’he Pılgrım s Progress, by
ullness of hıs STAaCcEe have a ll rece1ved John Bunyan In 1t, he depicts the sinner
ONeE blessing after another.’ It really 0eSs
make the fullness of Christ’s salvatıon

under deep convıctıon, dressed ın rasgs
ıth huge burden hıs back,

sound rather lıke Amerıcan tele-evan- slowly toılıng hıs WaY the hıll called
gelıst’s appeal. The Greek phrase °charın Calvary. At the LOp of the hıll, Pılgrım
ntı charıtos’ 15 lıterally STaCce 1n place reaches Cross an he stands an
of orace‘”. Because the Jaw, rıghtly Uul- the One hangıng ere 1ın shame an
derstood along ıth ıts prophetic func- suffering. As he LO the realısatıon
tıon, Was STAaCEe through the dıvıne law that e ‚Jesus 1S5 ere for hım, hıs bur-
The greater DSTACE that CAarmne by Chrıst den 15 suddenly loosed from hıs back an
replaced the STAaCcEe of law rolls oWwn ınto the EMPTLY tomb an he

So Calvın wrıtes of the law an ıts SEES ıt 1110Te Pılgrım cr1es, Blest
sacrıficıal System: °Hor hat 1S INOTe vaın Cross, blest sepulchre, blest rather be the

absurd for INe  H LO offer loathsome Man who there W as put LO shame for me
stench from the fat of cattle 1ın order to Forgiveness! What gylor10us MESSaSC
reconcıle themselves LO God? Or LO have have tO proclaım, that guıllty sınners,

LO the sprinklıng of water and weıghed oWn wıth the burden of theır
blood tOo cleanse AaWAaY theır filth? In short, guilt, CcCH be washed and made clean; that
the whole cultus ofthe law,enlıterally through the death of hrıst (0d forgıves
an! not hadows and fıgures TC- not only past S1INS, but present and ‚VenNn

spondıng LO the truth, 111 be utterly future S1NS, for the effects of the Cross ATre
rıdıculous. G0d not command SaC- not Just retrospectıve but Iso PTFrOSDEC-
rılices ın order tOo busy hıs worshiıppers tıve. So IMNanYy of OUT hymns exult ın thıs
wıth earthly exerclses. Rather he cleansıng of the 00 of Chrıist
that he miıght Lift theır mınds higher.”

My dısappoıntment 1ın workI ere 1sS ountaın filled wıth (070]
drawn from Emmanuel’s veıns,pastors an preachers 1s to fınd that OVeTlr

SINNers plunged beneath that flood90% of them know hıttle nothıng of the
law an therefore understand h3ttle lose eır SUu1Ity stalıns.

nothıng of how the law bears wıtness tO 0d’s forgıveness 1s remarkable that
hrıst ındebted tO godly mother he o0eSs not Ven remember longer the
who would spend al eas hour CVEIY offences have commıtted agaınstSunday afternoon 1n concentrated Bıble him!*®
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But there 1S5 INOTeEe to salvatıon than poınts regard ımportant for preachıng
forgıveness, glor10us an wondertful 1ın OUT day My definıtiıon of faıth SEES it
though that forgıveness 15 when consısting 1ın three stages.
preachers an evangelısts expound salva- First, faıth 15 understandıng of the
tıon an the Cross only iın terms of for- truth Recently heard radıo broadcast
g1veness, they ATe mıssıng Out Servıce Dy well-known British evangelı-
ımportant anı strengthenıng aspect of cal organısatıon. It W as wondertful

portunity LO SaYy somethıng sıgnıfıcant LOthe Gospel. They ATE neglecting the rıght-
of God and that imputed rıght- the lıstenıng miıllıons about the Cross of
from God Nor 1S5 Z merely Christ an ıts meanıng for sinners. But

matter of semantıcs, splıtting of haırs, W as deeply disappoıinted 1ın hat eard
the pursult ofmınutıilae. Here 185 aspect As far Ca remember, the lısteners
of salvatıon hıch 1s surely OTIe of the WerTe Sımply urged tOo Sa y prayer an
most immense comiforts anı C  urase- promısed they would fınd Jesus there LO
ments that anı Yy child of (0d Ca  - Eever be help an AaNSWeTrT Lattle truth of the
offered. Gospel, far less of Chrıst’s death, W as

' 'h1 of ıt (0d ın hıs rıghteousness conveyed durıng the mınute broadcast
conifers hıs rıghteousness uponNn gui1lty SIN- But yet, wıthout SOTNE understandıng of
DeTrs 'The omn1potent, almıghty, faıthful, the Gospel, there cannot be AalnıYy faıth— at
ver blessed, eternal God, before whom least not ın the bıbhlıcal of faıth
the heavenly creatures e1] theır faces Let iıllustrate thıs LO yYou from the
an fall OoOWN 1n adoratıon an worshıp, In OUT first study, pointed out that
thıs cts OUT behalf an ın perfect ın Ephesıans aul speaks ou
rıghteousness declares that those whıi the condıtion of OSe outsıde of hrıst
have faıth 1ın hıs Son Iso rıghteous. He then deals ıth the condıtion of those
Our relatıonshıp wıth hım 15 restored an ın hrıst want Vou LO notice how Man y
OUTr STAatus 1ın hıs 155 that of INen words he usSes whıch have clear COgnNn1-
anı who not merely accepted, tıve reference. He speaks 1N
but Are welcomed and embraced. As about the futilıty ofunbelijevers’ thınkıng.
STLAN! before the holy God, surrounded by In 18, he DOCS LO Sa y that they
that SC  Q of crystal, not TACe of S1N ATeEe darkened 1n theır understandıng anı
deceıt rebellıon prıde uncleanness thıs 15 because of the lgnorance that 15 1n
15 reflected ın 1r We have U place them Irue, he COVEeT'S INOTeEe than the dark-
eternally SONMNS and daughters of OU. ened SLATLE of elr mınds 1ın those three
heavenly Father. Vverses, for he refers also to theır hardness

of heart, theır separatıon from the lıfe of
(z0d and the free reın hıch theır passıonsThrough faıth 1ın ‚Jesus Christ to

all who believe have 1ın rushıng headlong further an fur-
ther AaWaY from God But CAaNnnNnoOot faıl LO

ere Are Man Yy definıtions of faıth As notice hıs clear references LO darkened
yYyOungs IMa lıstened LO preachers tryıng mınds an 1gnorance of God
LO deser1ibe faıth and often found myself In Verses 20-—21, the MO00d changes
perplexed. Perhaps the most V1Iv1d INEeIMN- he turns to those who ATe ın Christ an

have ın 3 connect.on 1sS hearıng he Say>S thıs °‘You however dıd not COINE

Bılly raham, the Amerıcan evangelıst, LO know Christ that WaYyY Surely you
desecr1bing faıth In Christ beıing lıke heard of hım an wWere taught of hım 1ın

accordance ıth the truth that 1S ıntrusting VOur weıght to chaır an sıttıng
ıt. ome later, Camne ACTOSS Jesus.’ Hearıng ımplies lıstenıng LO

Brunner’s definıtion of faıth hıch knowledge being imparted Beıng taught’
found the most helpful had COINE ACTOSS explıcıtly states that What WeTe they
LO that point iın spırıtual life.* How- taught? “T’he truth that 1S 1ın Jesus.’ Theır
CVECT, shall attempt definıtion L11OW faıth had begun wıth knowledge of the
whıch wiıll Iso SETVE LO make several Gospel being ıimparted LO them
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'The erb *know’ 1ın refers pr1- Cover defenceless head ıth the
marıly LO Comıng LO know ıth the mınd. shadow of Thy 14  WINg.
Its reference 1sS LO learnıng dıiscıple,
pupıl, because indıspensable prerequı1- COUFTSC, all three stages of faıth ATe

inıtıated an inspıred Dy the Holy Spirıtsıte of entering ınto that relatıonshıp 15 of G0d It cannot be otherwıse. Until heSOINE knowledge of the truth
The second stage of faıth 155 submıssıon works wıthın u AI dead LO G0d,

to that truth Recall how the Damascus resentful of hıs claıms and EVEIN enemıles
road, Saul of Tarsus W as confronted by and hostile owards hım 'The Spirıt must

therefore do hıs creatıve work ın u anthe rısen Lord, wh told hım that he W as it 1s creatıve work avıd SayYsS 1ınfindıng iıt hard to kıck agaınst the goads
Saul NEeW much of the teachıng ofhrıst Psalm 91:10, ‘“Create “bara”, nıhılo) ın
an hıs death The probabilıty ofhıs beıng DPUTEC heart, God an

steadfast spırıt wıthın metudent 1n Jerusalem duriıng Jesus’ T’hose wh: W1N souls ATe W1Se Alas, ıt.earthly mınıstry has een established.!* not INanYy of have that wısdom.He could ell have listened LO ‚Jesus and
the debates of hıs fellow Pharısees about But surely the wısdom to W1N souls
thıs Nazarene. But though he undoubt- for hrıst must COINE from SOINE under-

standıng of faıth and the NECESSATLY COIN-edly had SOINE knowledge of the truth, he
ponents of faıth hıch God ske toW as refusıng LO submıt LO ıt, He W as

desperately resisting ıt Now Christ establısh In people cCo-operate wıth
confronts hım an he asks, ‘Who Aare VOU, the Spiırıt 1n hıs work of grace 1n theır hves.
Lord”” ‘Lord'’”-that first admıssıon of SUT -

Sın and the divıne gloryrender LO the 1Imper10us claıms of ‚Jesus
Christ hıs lıfe then he obeys the
instructjions hrıst g1ves hım We COTINE LO the final consıder

We have Englısh hymn hıch gOCS S mornıng. H' learned
lıke thıs it speaks eloquently of thıs
surrender of faıth

child (along ıth Romans 6.23) ‘Hor al
have sinned and fall short of the glory of
(10d.’ ere AT LWO poınts shouldMake captıve Lord, an en shall notice about ese words.be free; The first 15 that Paul uses the a0rıstForce tTO render SWOTrd,

shall CONQUCTOTF be when he SaVYyS, ‘all have sınned’, clearly
meanıng that OUT sınful actıons ATre 1ın thesınk e’s alarms when by myse past and ATre 1ın complete ın EATTI1-stand; iIng that awftfı verdıct of guilty! How-Imprison wıthın Thıne Aarms, anı CVET, hıs next erb 1s5 ın the present tenseStrong be hand *$ and should be read ıth the I1  9 We ATe

The thırd stage of faıth 1S5 TUuS by fallıng short of the glory of God’, W e
TUS INecan throwıng of ourselves continue to fall short of the glory of (+0d’

The second poıint LO notice here 1s5 theuponNn the an cCompassıon of (z0d 1n
Christ We cast aAaWAY CVEIY erutch .on intrıguing connect1ıon the apostle makes
hıch have leaned 1ın spirıtual between S1N an the dıvıne glory As
lameness rest all weıight far Ca  ; ascertaın, such connectjion
Christ alone. Agaın, have ManYy 15 not made anywhere Ise ın the

have found aTt least eıght suggestions 1ınhymns hıch CXPDITESS thıs clearly: Varı0us commentators to precısely
er refuge ave 1910)  9 angs hat Paul here Dy 0d’s glory

elpless soul Thee:; Leon Morrıis wrıtes: ‘“Commentators tend
Leave, leave nNnOot alone; STt1L LO read theır OW meanıng ınto the DaS-

Support CO  ort sage.””® hat being S tempted LO
trust hee 1s stayed; all be bold to ffer yet another SuUuS9gES-

help from Thee brıng; tıon to why Paul should make thıs
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connection between OUT sS1N an the divıne ea of T1S So Luther (followıng
ugustine), Robert Haldane, Wm Hen-glory drıcksen, Lloyd-Jones, Leon Morrıis,COUTSE ıt. 1sS5 self-evident that SINCE

God 1S ofu. CVES than to look S1N, John uUrTray, et al. Understandıng the
fall or of hıs radıant glory hat phrase both essentı]al attirınDutie of

God and, consequent upOI that attrıbute,
DOCS wıthout Ssayıng. But remember that the standıng he confers through the
the apostle’s ogreat theme 15 the rıghteous- ea of T1S ATe Barth, Barrett,
NEess of (G0d an that he 15 g01Ng LO sShow Bruce, anday Headlam, et al Note
how the rıghteous (i0d has acted eC1- however that DBarrett derstands the

rıghteousness hıch conifers uDON S1N-sıvely to conifer rıghteousness ou1lty
SINNers through the Cross of hrıst The eTrs essentaally eschatologıcal, Comm Lın

loc.language he 1S about LO usSe 1S5 the lan-
guase of sacrılıce an 1S5 pointıng UunN- Sanders, aul and Palestinıan uda-
erringly tLO the Cross. LSM , SCM, London, 1977, 544 See also,

Paul, the Law and the Jewısh People,How OU. ord deser1ibe hıs shame SCM, London, 1985 Also, T1g.an degradatıon when he W as LO hang 1ın T’he Clımax of the Covenant: Chrıst and
anguısh 1n hıs darkest hour that Cross? the Law LN Paulıne eology, T&T ar.
'To OUu. amazement an wonder, he de- Edınburgh, 1991
ser1bed G hıs glory! It Was the moment Leon Morris Trıghteousness’ 1S5
when God would glorıfy hım At the last sentaally forensıc term T’he Apostolıc
SUPPECT, Judas took the bread and went eachıng Cross, alePress, Lon-
Out ınto the nıght, hat the ord ‚Jesus don, 1955, ch { SEE Iso T’he Epıustle LO

Komuans, Eerdmans, rand Rapıds, 1988,say? °‘Now 15 the Son of Man glorıfıed an Addıtional ote A, 100{f£. Yor examples(+0d 1S glorıfıed 1n hım (Jn 13:31: What of OSe who hold rıghteousness’ tO be1s5 thıs have, that glory shınes from
the aCcC  ess and horror of the Cross of essentıally though not exclusıvely) rela-

tional term, SEE; avıd Hıll ree Words
Christ—to the eWSs stumblıng-block and ebrew Meanıngs, C 1967, 8anı LO the Gentiles foolıshness? Surely the Alıster McGrath, Justification Dy aı
glory 1S that God W as 1ın Chrıiıst reconcılıng arsna. Pıckering, Basıngstoke, 1988,
the world LO hımself, the rıghteous God 24 and 1Iso hıs Iustıtia Deı, GUP: 1986,

Vol L 1—36ff.actıng iın rıghteousness, provıdıng rıght- John Murray, T’he Epıstle LO the Komans,for the unrıghteous. The dıyıne
glory 1sS that ın hıs rıghteousness he Justi1- arshall, organ CO ndon, 196/7/,
1es the wicked!*‘ 110

ıth yet another of OU.  — hymn Calvın, Instıtutes, 2.1.6—12.
Rom 10:4wrıters, SINg, Heb 8  ’ cf. Eixod 25:40

Ca  S ıt. be that should gaın interest O E= . 0O : Idem, DE
Jer 31°:34the Savı]ıour’s blood? mıl Brunner, Dogmatıcs, Vol 11L,1ed He for who caused Hıs paın—for

mM whi Hım to ea pursued? 162H., etc

azıng love! How ıt be that Thou See Tarsus Jerusa-
lem T’he Ciıty of Paul  z  s OU; London

houldst dıe for me? 1962, quote Dy ‚JJerem1as Eixpost-
LOrY Tıimes, 'The Key Pauline Theology,Notes Vol No L, Oectober 1964, Z
George atheson,KOn the empora force of “‘VLVLÖE’, SEE Charles esley, 170788Cranfield, Romans, ICC, T&T ar

Kdınburgh, 1975, 199 Idem, 141 ote 111
Many cCommentators take ÖLKALOGLVN O0vV See also, Jn 1:14; 14:4: 12:23.: 28; 13:32;
ere referring only LO the rıghteousness 9' etc
IC God confers SINNETS through the Rom
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N The S®acrifice of ‚Jesus Christ The Current
Theological Sıtuatıon
Le sacrıfıce de Jesus 7rıs Ia sıkfualıon
theologıique actuelle
Das pfer Jesu Chrıstı Kkıne aRrRiIiuelile
theologısche Bestandsaufnahme
Henr1 Blocher, aux-sur-Seine

R  JME motıf prıncıpal chez CellX QUL
rejettent l’expiatıion substıtutiıve, ressort

Au debut du sıecle, Ia SıLuatiion celaırement elle Daralıt ınadmıssıble la
etfaıt sımple les evangelıques sensıbılıte contemporaıne elle
dans Loutes les denomınatıons, appartıent PasS croyable
defendaıent DVDec ULS£UEUF Ia dısponıble }} rgument prıncıpal mel
proclamatıon de Ia Cro1x avuan Ia nature metaphorıique du
sacrıfıce eXxpıaLoLre langage b1blıque correspondant el la
substıtution penale (dans Ia lıgne de pluralıte plus dıvergente
Calvın et Warfıeld) Dans cCoNnNLexXtie des schemes de representatiıon—doubdle

relatıvısatıon On Ooltfedogmatıque et spırıtuel fort dıfferent
les catholıques PFPOMAaLNsSs accordaıent ımportiance strate.  ue de
VEec e  &2 SAanrns ırer les dıs)onctions QUL Jouent le ro  Ze de
CONSECQUECNCE Les Iliıberaux FTESUDPOSES, celle du Jurıdıque

opposaıent DEec vehemence et du relatiıonnel
La T1ıon antılıberale (Barth rtıcle analyse les facteurs culturels

Brunner) honneur le langage QUL Jouent CONtre Ia doctrıine evangelıque
penal et substıtutif, MAaAaLS SAaNs verıtable tradıtionnelle COMLPTFLS Ia dıffusıon des
refour Ia doctrıine Les tendances hermeneutıiques du SOUPCOTL 3} Puus A
theologıiques plus nties sonft PEXAaMLNe les arguments 1l  &2>
cContraıre, eloıgnees des DOSLLLONS eSQUISSAN UnN. thh  ese Su  S le langage
evangelıques orthodoxes Sau UunNne ıle metaphorıique QUL revalorıse la portee
plus DOsıkıve Allemagne VDec des cognıtıve et LnNtentkıon
bıblistes Hengel explıcatıve systematıque des
Stuhlmacher et volutıon de representatıons b16lıques II! demasque
Pannenberg) Les theologıes de la le caractere arbıtraıre de plusıeurs
liberation, partıculıer femiınıste, les dısjonctions dont sert contre
denoncent brutalement. Les catholıques I’ıdee de substıtution penale A Cıte des
(le JesulLte Sesboüe seraıt fexftfes probants S” l’unıon ıntıme et
representatiıf) semblent fOUS ındıssocıable de notıions veut
abandonne le scheme penal Aux MAarges OPPOSEr II conclut donec la necessılte
du mMmOUuvement evangelıque, quelques Uuns partır de exXxegese et de la reflexıon

ötournent et reprennen nombre des theologıque de maıntenır la doectrine
crılLques Iıberales cClassıques (celles deJa LO  \ Sar enır compte, DOUFr

Faust Socın) temoıgne l’ouvrage Ia anlere pedagogıque et
collectıf, SO la dırection ohn apologetique, des dısposıitions
Goldınga,, Atonement Today, Londres, CONLraıres dans l’esprit de LOS
P.C.K. 1995 contemporaıns
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NFASSUNG Das Hauptmotıv derjenıigen, dıe dıe
stellvertretende Sühne ablehnen, ıst

ZUu Begınn des Jahrhunderts Wn dıe eindeutıg: S1Le erscheıint ıhnen
Sıtuatıon denkbar einfach: dıe unvereıiınbar mıt der zeitgenössıschen
Protestanten aller Denomiıunatıonen Sensıbilıtät, SLe gehört nıcht dem,
verteidıigten mıt aller Kraft dıe Was als glaubhaft gelten annn Das
Verkündıgung des reuzes als Hauptargument betrıifft dıe
Sühnopfer, verstanden als metaphorısche Natur der bıiblıschen
stellvertretende Strafe (ım Sınne UON Sprache SOwLe dıe Vielfalt der mehr
Calvın und Warfield) Vor einem der wenıger stark voneiınander
dogmatısch und geıstlıch vollkommen abweıchenden Darstellungen. Der

bıblısche Befund erfährt som.ıt eıneandersartıgen Hintergrund stiımmten dıe
Kathaolıken mıt ıhnen übereın, ohne doppelte Relatıvıerung. Zudem fallt
allerdıngs dıeselben Konsequenzen dıe strategısche Bedeutung der
daraus zıehen. Die Lıberalen hıngegen Aufspaltung, z B Lın eıiınen
wıdersetzten sıch vehement. Jjuristischen und einen relationalen

Die antılıberale Reaktıon (Barth, Aspekt, auf, der eıne Rolle als
Prämiısse zukommt.Brunner) hıelt dıe Sprache 0O  _ Strafe

und Stellvertretung ın Ehre, Ahne jedoch Der Artıkel analysıert dıe kulturellen
wırklıch Z damılt verbundenen Lehre Faktoren, dıe der tradıtionellen
zurückzukehren. Die neueren evangelıschen Lehre entgegenwirken,
theologischen Rıchtungen haben sıch WLe z B dıe Ausbreıitung der
dagegen vO den orthodoxen “‘Hermeneutiken des Verdachts:‘.
evangelıschen Posıtionen entfernt Außerdem untersucht dıe Argumente
(abgesehen UDO.  S eınem posıtıveren Flügel sıch, ındem eıiıne Theorıe der
ın Deutschland, der metaphorıschen Sprache entwirft, dıe
Bibelwissenschaftler WL1Le Hengel der dıe kognıtıve Tragweıte N

Stuhlmacher sSowıLe dıe erläuternd-systematısche Absıcht der
Weiterentwicklung Pannenbergs bıblıschen Darstellungen würdıgt. Er

entlarut den wıillkürlichen Charaktermfafßt) Von den Befreiungstheologıen,
UOr allem der feministischen, werden S1Le der vielfältıgen Aufspaltungen, derer
erbarmungslos denunzıert. Die MMa sıch ın Auseinandersetzung mLıt der
Kathaolıken (der Jesuit Sesboüe sSel Idee der stellvertretenden Strafe bedıent.
hierfür stellvertretend. genannt) scheinen Er zıtiert beweiskräftige Texte ber dıe

verbürgte und untrennbare Eınheit derStrafmodell vollständıg aufgegeben
haben. Rande der evangelıschen Begriffe, der IN sıch wıdersetzen ıll
Bewegung schwenken einıge und Er betont abschlıehend dıe aus Exegese
akzeptieren eıne Reihe der klassıschen und theologıscher Reflexıon sıch
ıberalen Krıtiken (wıe S1Le bereıts UOnN ergebende Notwendigkeıt, dıe 1er
Fausto Sozzın.ı vertretien worden waren). behandelte Lehre aufrechtzuerhalten,
Als Beleg dafür sel hollektive Werk wober Jjedoch abweıchende Sıchtweisen
unter der Leıtung vO ohn Goldıngay des zeıtgenössıschen Geıstes auUs

(Atonement Today, London, SPCK, pädagogıschen und apologetischen
genannt. Gründen berücksıchtigt werden sollten.

°Is iıt. anYy wonder that there 1S much ıtself be lıberated from thıs theology We
abuse 1n the modern socıety when the must do AWAY wıth the atonement, Z
predomınant ıimage of the ulture 1sS of 1ıdea of blood S1N uPDON the whole human
“dıyvıne child abuse” —(God the Father de- TACce hıch zx be washed aWAaYV only by
mandıng an Carryıng out the sufferıng the blood of the lamb.” Such explicıt
death of hıs OW: son? Chrıstianıty 1s LO evaluatıon of tradıtional doctrıine, by Lwo
be lıberatıng for the oppressed, ıt. MUST representatıve femınıst theologıans, noOo
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only unveıls ONM sıde of the current theo- 1938 the Supplement Dıctionnaire
logıcal sıtuatıon but Iso suggests the de la Bıble publıshed learned synthesıs
stakes of OUTr debates: between those who of that atrı by the bıblıcal scholar
V1IECW ‚Jesus’ death the Medebiıielle. Laıberal Protestants Anglı-
platory sacrıfıce OUTr behalf 1ın OUr Cans already felt outraged al the doctrine
stead (and often cherısh thıs doectrine an complaıned about ‘blood’ theology,the dearest truth of theır faıth) and those ın theır CYCS ugly relıc of prımıtıve
who Judge the SaImne LO be the MOS offen- stages ın man’s relız10us evolution. T’he
S1Ve and damagıng of all fantasıes of sıck British T'  ’ only, had staged attemptsmınds, miıld Compromises wiıll not do In al refashıoned orthodoxy, wıth

epoch, however, OT find Man y ale (who sımply refurbiıshed rot1ıus’
‘seekers of h‘lagöth’ °rectoral’ theory), McLeod CampbellOur SUTVEYVY makes claım of being VICarlous confess10n), Moberlyexhaustive. We shal]l TAaW rough PIC- (vicarıous repentance), and, most V1gor-
Lure of maın tendencıles, wıthout rehears- OUS of all, Forsyth the Justification
ıng an documenting 1n detaıl the varıety of od)
of Op1N10NS. But shall Lr y tLO analyze The vehement reactiıon agaınst ıberal
the arguments, an the factors al work, optımısm 1ın the theology of er1s1s’
hıle focusıng theolog1ans wh Are brought back pena substitutionary lan-
nearest LO us— acknowledged brothers SHuUuUage Nnmaınlıne Protestants. Note-
an sısters 1ın the fellowshiıp ofthe Gospel worthy WerTIT'e mıl Brunner’s T’he
— and, yet, have moved to the other sıde Medıator and, later, Karl Barth’s volume
of the great diıvıde We then sketch 1V/1 of the Church Dogmaktıcs; however,

possıble reply. Barth’s discourse of ‘the Judge Judged ın
OUT stead’ made ıt clear that ıt. mean

roots and Ve: and return tOo the orthodox theory—closer
countermoves scrutıny shows ıt 1S5 matter of Jesus

Christ being the INa  - cannot be an
een from afar, at least, the sıtuatıon qat not satısfactıon of Justice Brunner’s
the beginnıng of the X X3n century looked Dogmatktıcs (vol 11) Iso revealed the
faırly sımple. Evangelıcals, 1ın all denom!1ı- chasm that N: between hıs posıtıons
natıons, wWerTIT’e strongly attached LO the and, SaY, Wartield’s. Other eaders of

theological thought were even fartherproclamatıon of the the atonıng
sacrıfıce, understood penal substitu- removed ifrom the latter. Gustav ulen
tıon; they WerTITe heırs tOo the KReformers, branded the Same under the L1aIinle of the
especlally Calvın, and LO the further ‘Latın theory’ claımed the polemic
elaboration by orthodox dıvınes, whose scheme, Chrıstus Vıctor, the °“classıcal]’
work Revıval mMmovements had taken OV!  ’ doetrine. Bultmann had Jucıdly perceıved
Benjamın Warftfield (1851—-1921) W as that the interpretation of the
offering masterly contrıbutions 1n defence °combiıines representatıons ofsacrıfıce an
of the doctrine (collected ın The Person Jurıdıical theory of satisfaction”® but he
and Work of Chrıst). Roman Catholıcs, ould retaın nothıng of thıs mythological
almost unanımousliy, would Iso teach the husk ofthe true IN  c— a false scandal
Same interpretation of Chrıiıst’s death, that hınders the workıng ofthe LIrue SCAT-
hıch Bossuet had preached wıth eT- of the ome bıblıcal scholars,

eloquence; they ould not TAaW the ıth INOTEe conservatıve approac tOo
Same conclusıons Protestants, they bıblıcal trustworthiness, stil] clung to
would relax the ephapax LO allow for the Isa1ı1ah wıtness LO atonement Dy
sacramental Trepetiıtıon’ of the sacrıfice 1n V1icCarlıous punıshment:;: OIl MaYy N1armne
Holy Mass anı for the extensıon of mer1- Oscar Cullmann an Joachım Jeremias.
tor10us satısfactıon LO the sufferings of The followıng generatıons, OoOWN tOo the
the ul, but they would maıntaın present, have not flocked back tO the
plıatıon by the blood of the Lamb:; late sacrıfic1al fold Liıberationist theologıes,
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includıng femiınıst ONe€S, have tended tOo 0es retaın bıblıcal an tradıtional lan-
distrust the model of sacrıficıal explatıon "T’hrough hıs obedience unto
an EVEeN tO charge 1T ıth people u death Jesus fulfilled the substitution of
effects 1T induces submıssıveness an the Suffering Servant who “offers hıs lıfe

”resıgnatıon among the oppressed whom sacrıfıce of expıatıon hıle he W as
they call to take an fıght for free- bearıng the S1NMN of multitudes” “whom he
dom an y Case these theologıes show Justifies takıng uDOIIN hımself theır
heavy preference for exemplary models offenses” (Is Jesus made recDa-
Chrıstology an! soter10102y More phılo- ratıon for offences and satısfactıon to
sophıcally inclined trends (wıth the influ- the Father for OUuUTr S111S (no 615 cf 623
NCcCeEe of Paul Rıcoeeur weıghıng Man Y the pena dımensıon NOot spelled OUT cf
look Scripture for network ofsymbols ONNe could hardly fiınd today

set, of fıgures LO use or1d for inter-
wh: would
sıngle theologıan of TeINOWnN an influence

preting human exIistence an make the nahold the doctrine of penalworld ‘ ıve able dwellıng-place. Even substitution!? Scholars WerTe convınced
moderates prefer LO keep the by renewed patrıstıc an medieval stud-
old doctrine of sacrıfıce”.aßyfi Jürgen 165 that 1L NnOot essentıal LO Catholic
Moltmann has rejected the sacrıfıc1al faıth INOTEe mystiıcal mMmoOo0d and eıl-
understandıng of Jesus death wıth the ard influence worked together (Teıl-
argument that the viıctım of sacrıfiıce o0eSs har' de Chardın had vlolent distaste of
not T1Se aaln LO lıfe however hıs OPPOS1- Jurıist1ic WaYysS of thought) the anthropo-
L10N, he 111185 ırenıcally at the wıdest logıcal Lurn (and the influence ofAnthro-
possıble ecumenıcal embrace, has STOWN pology) re-ınforced the trend One Ca  }
less vocal recently‘. Wolfhart Pannenberg pOo1N' to the work of systemat1c  AA  He theologi-could nNnOot be claımed for the orthodox p - Aallıs lıke Gustave Martelet*® and Bernard
sSıt1on al the tiıme of hıs Grundzüge der Sesboüe, and tO SYMMDOS1A lıke MortDOUrChrıstologie despite Strong statements 1LOS peches  U PE an Sacrıfice dans les
(he confessed proxımıty LO Barth) he religions.”® Catholic wrıters emphasızejJected satısfaction agaınst Melanchthon sacrıfıce but wıthout pena implıca-an Calvın, an argue that Jesus really t10N homage and thanksgıvıngbroke the Law—wiıth 1nterpretatmn  E of (tödäh) consecratıon of Lıfe an INOTe
Galatıans strangely involved?. But technically, symboliıc exchange ıth
he LOO has COIMME much closer to tradıtional subversiıon of the relationship between
Kvangelıcal tenets hıs sect1ion entıtle oıft an counter-giıft Chrıstian AaCcr1-
Expıiation Vıcarıous Penal Suffering fice. They put forward the \inıtiation
appears tOo confess them NO he tells of scheme’, en the 0OO0T LO lıfe, aCCOord-
the change of place between the innocent 171 to the 9raın of wheat parable (Jn
an the gullty' an he comments 'T’hıs 24
Car]lOous pena suffering, whiıich rıghtly One MaYy observe renewal of interest
deser1ibed the Carı]ılous sufferiıng ofthe the adventurous ıdeas of the French
wrath of (G:0d at S1MN rests the fellow- scholar (ın the S5.) Rene Gıirard
shıp that Jesus hrıst accepted wıth Though hıs theses met wıth distinet

S1MNNers an wıth fate such hıs dısdaın the part of specılalısts, Man ylınk the basıs hıch the death of
10

have found to discuss them— an
Jesus Ca  b count explatıon for indıcatıon of influence .“
Germany INaYy be the only Tea today In the meanwhıle, Kvangelıcal theolo-
where number of nNnOotTe bıblıcal-erıtıical Q1aNSs have strengthened the Case for the
scholars, such Martın Hengel eier Calvyvınıan and Wartfieldian vIC CSPEC-Stuhlmacher, “ clearly defend penal Sub- clally ı ıts bıblical foundations. 'The 107
stitution. the academıc jJungle has een the

On the Roman Catholic sıde, oradual Australıan Anglıcan Leon Morris, whose
but spectacular reversal has taken place several contrıbutions the OP1C,Although the e unıversal Catech1ı1sm The Apostolıc Preaching of the Cross are
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invaluable treasure Among exegetes, Evangelıcals. T’hey, reads the charge, ATrTe

OI should mentıon LOO Howard gu1lty of the sın of readıng meta-
Marshall (The Work of Chrıst, 1969; Jesus phor lıterally and merely personalısti-
the Savıour, and OUu. colleague cally "sic].”“® Atonement heorıes have not
Samuel Benetreau.“” Systematıc theologı1- respected the distance between the SaCT1-
AanNns iınclude Berkouwer, wh stood fic1ıal an Jegal ımages and the realıty of
firm The Work of Chrıst, .JJohn Murray ‚Jesus’ death.“‘ One should SLTress the
(Redemption Accomplıshed and Applıed), symbolıc status of that language.““

The force of the argument 1S 6,  multi-oger Nıcole (who Joıned Morriıs
agaınst the waterıng OoOWN of ‘propıtia- plıed’ by the emphasıs pluralıty. The
tiıon’ ın Dodd’s interpretatıon), and Judıcıal imagery 1S5 only ONe N:ManYy,
‚.James Packer ıth hıs exceedingly 1ıne fact that further relatıyvızes iıts doectrinal
ecture ‘What Did the Cross Achijeve? T'he impor  t29 The other sın accordıng TLO

unton’s accusatıon 1S ‘°to Tea ONNe meta-Logic of Penal Substitution,’ Tyndale
Bulletıin (1974) 5 , } And, of COUT'SC, phor of atonement, the legal, ın i1solatıon

MaYy not forget the preacher-exegete- from the others.’” The implıcatıon 1sS that
systematıcıan of the century .John the Varı0ous metaphorıcal models achlj]eve
Stott, and hıs T’he Cross of Chrıst. unıty N themselves®*: dıvıide et

On the edges, the left edges, however, ımpera!
of the Evangelıcal movement 9)]81  D INAaYy Many er1ıtics 111 not EVEN ogrant that
observe STOW1Ng uneasıness ıth that the penal scheme 18, at least, ONe valıd
tradıtional hallmark ofEvangelıcal faıth model for approachıng the mYySsterYy of OU.  _”

T’he MOST sıgnıflıcant express1ıon of deep salvatıon. John Goldingay denıles
that Isa1ıah 53.5—6 an 10212 implıeschange 1ın thıs respect LO be the

Symposı1um eld al St John’s College, punıtıve understandıng of sacrıfice.’ In
Nottingham, hıch generated the 1mMpor- sacrıfıces, he claıms, punıshment 1s
tant book Atonement Today All contrıbu- impliıed: layıng hands the offerıng,
tors sound aNX1l0US to dıstance themselves the offerers ıdentify wıth ıt and Dass tO
from explatıon through substitutıve ıt. not theır ouilt but theır sta1ın. 'The offer-
punıshment22 'T'heır 1E€ 4A4S0O011S for domng ıng 15 then nOot vicarıously punıshed but
deserve OU. closest scrutıiny. vicarıously cleansed.” Den1al of the

penal character ofsacrificial ea1S verYvy
COINIMNON (unlıke Goldingay’s opınıonguments strategıes
Is 53) Goldingay adds that ıt. 15 ‘question-

'The first consıderatıion that 1s5 en put able whether the Old Testament SPEES

forward 1S5 the change ın OU. cultural sıtu- sacrıfices propıtiatıng 0d’s wrath,’
an that ‘T*he languages of atonement-atıon. Preaching penal substitution
propıtiatiıon-elonger makes ‘lıvıng ontact ıth real g}ation and ofI1ı do not

people an the real 1SsSues that CONMNCET N COINeE together.
them'; actually, longer preach ıt, When OIle consıders method, OT 1S
but rather Moltmann’s .‘empathızıng struck by the ole ofdısjunctıveO_
God.’ Ka Chauvet sımılarly stresses s1t103NS. Stephen Travıs StTarts offdefin-
that the doctrine smacks of masochiıstic ıng retribution ‘penalty hıch 15
plety, wıth (GG0d who hampers hıfe, wh: iınflıceted the offender from outsıde, nOot
obeys mercantıle logıc, wh: cts from intrinsıcally “buınlt ınto” the cts LO hıch
the outsıde: these traıts AT uncongenı1al ıt 1s attached.’ He consıders that ‘dıvıne

Judgement 1s Iso expressed ere ItheLO OU.  H culture, they do not belong LO ‘what
1sS avaılable for belief.”“* These thoughts end part of Deut| ın non-retributive terms
already underlıe earher treatments.“ of 0d’s “hıdıng hıs face  ” Eiven INOTeEe

'The maın argument, then, Stresses the decısıvely, he that wrath 15 not the
metaphorical nature ofthe Scriptural lan- retrıibutive inflıcting of punıshment irom

outsıde,’ Romans 1.24,26,28 shows,DUa of sacrıfiıce. It 1S found ın almost
CVETIYV erıtic of the tradıtional doctrine of and, therefore, as hılasterıon T1S o0es
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not suffer punıshment TOM God and Maybe he/she Ca  — represent the ideal of
thereby vert hıs wrath.”“ Sımilarly, the self. The ımage of WTa of Go0od 1S
Greene contrasts, ‘the best firamework utterly shocking! Paul Tıillıch’s analysıs of
for understandıng the Cross,’ the OT the forms ofanxıety Angst) 15 true LO fact
hand ‘unıversal moral law retributiıve whereas 1ın the XVIth CenturYy, the dom1-
Justice,’ an the er 'eschatologıcal nant form WAas the dread of damnatıon,
Cr1S1S, Judgement transformatıion. OUTr modern anxıety (and VE INOTeEe pOSt-
Another COININON separatıon opposıtıon modern anxıety, under the gulse of fun) 15
1sS the OT!| made between ‘Jegal ıimputa-  _ that of meanınglessness. Penal substitu-
tıon’ an ‘Teal an costly ıdentificatıon)’ tıon o0eSs not. speak’ TLO ıt.
(wıth sıngular TEvVeTreIl! for dıyıne de- ÖOne INaYy ad that the WaYy 0198
crees) Smaıil wrıtes: Christ’s ‘solıdarıty COMNSUMer socıety functions, ıth MN1-
wıth 1ın sınfulness Carmne about, not present advertisement (and INAass produc-
by SOINE legal ficetion external dıvıne tıon requiıres 1t), fosters edoniıstic
decree, but by entering sınful sıtu- tendencıles. The target of advertisement,
atıon an takıng uDONI hımself fallen the prospectıve Customer, 15 seated uPDOoN
humanıty. related dıs)unction, all- the throne, LO be propıtiated 1n order that
pervasıve 0)81  D 1ın Atonement Today, 1s the hıs/her pleasure INaVYV be the cho1ice of thıs
dıs)unction made between the ega. that commodiıty. hıs affects Ven
forensıc an the ‘relational.”“* Mıichael evangelısm
Alsford, 1n hıs sympathetic Lreatment of Soc1ial condıtions ECNCOUTASEC indıvıdual-
post-modern1ism, insısts that the ‘norma-
tıve mode of ex1ıstence’ 15 relatıonal oONe

1Sm, an! o0es the 'ground-moti1ive’ of
humanıstic thought It 1s intertwıned

and he promotes the word "cCoadunacy’ ıth the demoeratic (egalıtarıan) ıdeal
better LO CAÄADICSS it.“ The antıthesıs of law oth features contrıbute to the erosiıon of
an DEeETrSoN leads tOo the ma)Jor objection objectiıve standards. “T’he ma)Jor dıfficulty
agaınst pena. explatıion: S1n, being mMOsSt 1n the ontext ofsecular estern culture,’
personal thıng, cannot be transferred. Colıin Greene discerns, 1S the almost COTN-
Smaıiıl 1sS fully ofthe Socınlan orıgın plete dıssolution of the iramework of unı1-
and modern-humanıistic ro0ots of that versal moral law 'T ’hıs constitutes part of
objection; yet he “cannot but assent’ to it 43 the “er1;ısıs of modernı (ef. NewbigınAs to the dısJ)unction between love an 1989). “* Moral law an Judıcılal law, ultı-
Justice, ıt 1S5 trıte hardly needs LO be mately, stand fall together. It 1s
mentioned (though ıt 1sS still operatıve). SurprI1se, therefore, ıf the ratiıonale of

]Judgment penalty SECcEeIN to decompose
otiıves factors under CVYCS 'T’he wholeJudıcıal system

undergoes SECVeTe Cr1S1S, Pıerre
45Before dealıng wıth arguments, ıt INaYy be Burney’s analysıs convıncıngly sShows.

helpful brıefly to glance qat the condıtions All thıs produces inımıcal reactjions to the
an forces that have made the penal- 1ıdea of objectıve guilt an guılt-transfer.

'The brıghtest of artısts an thınk-sacriıfhic1al VIeW, wh: MNCEe had such PDOW-
erful gT1p consciences, unbelıievable CI5S, for generatıons wıth inereased
an unpalatable today efficacy 1ın medıa explosıon, have

'The secular mındset LO be the belled agaınst institutional NOTTINS, soc1l1al
rst foremost factor. In world hıch an moral order (far INoTe biıtterly,
looks ıncreasıngly lıke man-made world avVveTaQe, than the general publıc has

done) From ıllıam Blake LO Michel(ifor better an for worse), the of the
Numinous loses ıts edge; the AW: of the Foucault We uggest that thıs stance
sacred, the fear of the Lord, INean almost W a4As orn of the resentmen ofg1 PCO-
nothıng. 0d’s only CXCUSE, 1f he/she 1S ple they have SCEII that W as an
allowed LO exıst, 155 hıs/her powerlessness remaıns 1ın other hands, whom they de-
before human free-wiıll and hıs/her uUuSe- spıse (ın ancıent tımes, they had LO flatter
fulness 1ın provıdıng wıth fulfilment the princes anı the wealthy, Just toO get
28 EuroJTh



The Sacrıftice $ esSsus Christ: The Current Theological Situation

theır lıvıng; 10 ıt DaYy>S INOTeEe to flatter Regardıng the drıft change ın publıc
the streak of rebellıousness ıin all 1ndı- opınıon and sensıtıiviıties, wısdom
viduals). PTresSsSeC>S ıtself through complex attıtude.

'The effect of the VOunger SCIENCES of On the OIl hand, IMay not 1gnore the
human behavıour has een ımportant fact, neıther 1n the choıce of language, 1910)8

factor, especlally ıt, provıded the herme- ın the rythm ofpedagogy; should make
neutıcs of SUSPLCLON ıth theır 001S OC1- ontact ıth OU.  — ne1ghbours at, the place

oftheır preoccupatıons (e.g the anxıety ofOlogy, mostly of the Marxıst strıpe, has
masked under the ‘superstructures’ of meanınglessness) an nOot force upOoN
Ethics, Relıgıon, Law, the play of class them schemes that ATe alıen LO them
interests—0oppressors’ WECaPDONS ın the Luke’s diseretion 1S model here: though
class struggle, tO be denounced an de- ıt 15 Dy absent TOoM Luke-Acts,
stroyed. The Sociology of Knowledge has the sacrificial meanıng of the death of
ımbıbed much of thıs spırıt a! currently Christ 155 dıplomatically pedagogıcally
exerts strong ınfluence. Psychology, and left ın the background, SINCE the work W as

Freudıan Psychoanalysıs the most almed al predominantly Gentile audı-
Uum1ınous kınd, has Iso dısmantled the NCEe On the other hand, should be
prestige of moral Judgement an SU$S- Wa of letting the fact surrreptiously be-
gested reduection LO UunCOoNSCIOUS drıves. COINE the OrM Publıc opınıon 0€eSs not
ontrary to popular m1sconceptıon, make truth (ıf wısh LO avOo1d the QUaS-
Freud unloosed the lusts he discov- MIre of relatıvısm). Pragmatıc consıdera-
ered 1n the hıdden depths of the psuche; tıons should not shape the CECONOMY of
he realızed theır estructive potenti1al; he faıth Chrıistina Baxter puts her finger
maıntaıned ethıc of 164S0O01 an mod- the decısıve pomint: ‘D)Does salvatıon have LO
eratıon; but the WaY hıs stated theory be experienced salvatıon for ıt. LO be
rooted 1ın the (Kdıpus complex both hıcs consıdered salvatıon? T'here INaYy be

bıblical warrant for arguıng that ıt. 1S5 notanı Relıgion contrıbute to undermıiın-
ıng the of objective ouilt an of necessarıly the Case that have LO feel
dıyıne wrath (a rather obvıous neurotic saved, feel better, for salvatıon LO have
fantasy). Occurred. In er words, felt needs AT

not necessarıly Lrue needs, the truest
needs. Our contemporarı1es’ COMNCEeT'I 1sAnswers questions
to find STAaCl0US neighbour, longer TLO

Constraıints of an competence PTeE- find STAaCl10US God, but they do need
clude an y treatment of the cultural forces tLO fiınd the STaCclous God whose

STAaCE theır eternal destiny still depends.that low agaınst older Chrıistian ortho-
dox convıctions. We shall be ontent 'T ’hıs that the category ‘what 15
ıth pointing LO dazzlıng (enlıghtenıng) avaılable for belhef’ induces treacherous
interpretatıion of Sociology of Knowledge thoughts; should not recelve ıt!
approaches, an tLoO V1gorous demon- the question 1S‘ do OUr fellow-theolog1ans

wh: u agaınst penal substitutionstratıon that Freud’s second per10d
longer deals ıth oult wıth Symptom guard themselves enough that sıde?
LO be dissolved ın terms of UunconsSC1l0us 'The force of cultural wınds should render
mechanıcs but ırreducıble factor of the INOTe vigılant agaınst the anger
human lıfe, Iso positıve factor of PCT- that they Carr’ y aWaY from bıblical

truthsonal growth an cultural progress. Psy-
choanalytıcal efforts al deconstructing 'T’he topıc of metaphors ould deserve
sacrıfıce ın the Bıble not Pass wıthout full-scale treatment, whıiıch, unfortu-

answer theır OW b 7  ground.“ Ifwe a1ft nately, cannot ffer here.  50 Although
°“hard’ facts anı r1gorous reason1ıng from most current words stil] ear the mark of

metaphorıcal Or121N, it would be alse,matters of aste an 1deology, observe
that there 1sS hlıttle of weıght left agaınst 1ın OP1IN1ON, LO make the ESSEeICEe of
penal-sacrıfıcıal VIEWS of atonement. language only an exclusıvely metaphoriı-
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cal Metaphors TreSsuPPOSEC dıstance tıon that sacrific1al victım o0es nOot rıse
(metaphereın) from non-metaphorıcal agaın (one cannot aVO1d SOMMe dissımılar-
use hıch mMust Iso have ıts place; nom1- ity)—but the whole system W as de-
natıon 1S first (ef. Gn 19{) an there ATEe sıgned by God to forecast Christ’s
cConcepts attached LO lınguıstic signs.” atonement, shadows’ of the ‘real thıng”
hıs entaıls, suggest, that metaphorı1- (söma, Col 17) 1n hım We May PrFreSUMEC
cal language (wıthın the o0T2a lınguistic ıt 1S the of emıinently PTrOoODeTr meta-
eb) knows whole gamu of dıfferenti- phors
ated levels, ıth Varıo0ous degrees of COgN1- The charge that the classıc KEvangelıcal
tıve relevance. It 1S nNnOot enough to Say doctrine ısolates the Jegal metaphor
metaphors! We should dıstıiınguıish be- sounds strange indeed. We should SaVvy
Ltween occasıonal, ‘lıve, metaphors an the contrary! 'The opponents isolate the
regular, systematıc, metaphors which Varıo0ous metaphoriıcal strands an play
MaYVy longer be perceı1ved metaphors them offagaınst OM  D another, to sShow that
an COINE NeaTr LO concept-status. We 1L1LOTIe ofthem should be taken lıterally. We
should acknowledge varyıng dıistances: strıve to dıstınguish the maın Sets
SOTNE metaphors merely point to ONMNeEe ıtem ‘cycles’—we Count fıve of them, of Ssacrı-
of lıkeness 1n LWO utterly fore1ıgn, fıce, punıshment, ransom, victory an
lated, objects; others almost ıdentify the OVEeTrT, ıth due attention paıd to ach
LWwO We faıl TLO SCceEe such prelımınary specıfıc angle an! contrıbution—and LO
reflections T those wh deprıve the show how unıfıed pıcture CINETSECS from
legal and sacrıfic1al metaphors ofanl DIE- them a11.° Actually, often find LWO of
C1sSe cognıtıve ımport They SEEIN LO ımply them, Ven three, In the Samne vVerses, an
that metaphors cannot yıeld determiıinate it 1S dıfficult tLO dısentangle them (e.g Rm
knowledge, O' else, they praıse meta- m1xes forensıc language [Just,
phors for 91V1InNng hat ratiıonal discourse Justice, Justify, leavıng unpunıshed], y alnll-
cannot g1ve— a LYygzically romantıc, som-language LIredemption| an sacrıfi-
ırrationalıstic, theme c1al language |means of propıtiatıion,

"T’he Jegal sacrıficıal metaphors 1ın blood|) A ats phenomenon 1s easıly
Scripture have such frequency an plaıned when realıze how easıly
regularıty, they constitute such stable Ca translate ON ‘language'’ iınto the
network, wıth predictable uscC, they Al other the sacrıfıcıal term Rıpper (atone,
ınsıstent, that they MaYy not be dealt wıth explate) 1s related to the °commerc1]al’

‘mere’ metaphors. 'The ıntımatıon that word köfer (ransom), hıle Kxodus
S0€5S ıth them 15 that they COMNVEYVY SOTINE shows that ın forensıc sıtuatiıons the Röferıntellıgence of the WaY the death of Jesus IMNaYy be the penalty infliıceted the guiiltyaccomplıshed OU. salvatıon. Noteworthy party (ın substitution for hıs lıfe) 'The
1S the fact that they ATe TAawn irom PT1VI1- key-phrase bearıng the SIN offense, which
leged realms, not from an y realm ın 1s not EeEVvVen discussed 1ın the book Atone-
realıty. Human Judges ATre instıtuted, ment Today, belongs both tOo the pena. and
cordıng to Scriptural VIeWwSs, elöhim, LO the sacrıfic1al languages. It has the
the representatıves delegates of God echnıcal meanıng of ‘undergoing the DECN-(Rm 13A4 Kıx 21:6; 2281° Ps 82, etc.); alty iIncurred’ (Gn 4.13; ıx 28.43; Lr
the sphere of law 1s5 ıntended LO mırror ÖL 19.8; 22.9, etc.) It 1S promiınentod’s dealıngs ıth men-—1indeed, not 1ın Isa1ah where John Goldingay uNeX-
only LO miırror but LO be the instrument of
hıs judgments (Rm 13.4) It 1sS eXerCcCIse

pectedly, but peremptoriıly, denıles alıy
thought of punıshment; consıder

of transcendence: the transcendent LOTIN Alec Motyer’s commentary LO be suffi-
of Justice applıed to creatures who tran- cıent refutatıon.
scend earthly hor1ızons, 'images of God G1iven the perfect unıty of Ethıcs anı
Metaphorical dıstance 1s greater ıth the
anımal sacrıfiıces of Levıtical law— and

Relıgıon 1ın bıblıcal perspective, ‘holiness’
1n cultiec language 111 be translated

thıs easıly disposes of Moltmann’s objec- Tıghteousness, Justice’ 1n ethıcal-juristic
30 E& EuroJTh



The Sacrıfice f Jesus Christ: The Current Theological Situertion

language “Uncleanness’ sımılarly 11l be relatıonshıp wıth Göd? Why ‘exper1ence’
translated guilt’ 1n moral-forensıc catego- when aul’s SayYsS ‘death’ (v 141)?

‘“estrangement’ when aul thıinks In termsres When Goldingay claıms that offer-
erTs ‘pass LO the vıctım | not theır ouilt of imputatıon’ (Logızomenos, 19)? Why
but theır staın,’ qask: hat LS the that erb ‘absorb’ that suggests mate-
spirıtual staın of S1Nn ıf not elr guilt mal substance LO be destroyed by physıcal
before God? the aqawful N of the hemical means? How dıd Christ °a -

sorb’ sın? How dıd that supposed absorp-sacred atrıkes dead presumptuous 1N0T7-
tals lıke Nadab, Abıhu, Uzzah (Lv tiıon’ cancel the spirıtual realıty of sın? It
1L0.2% 6  9 ıth the word wrath; cf. the 15 strikıng that thıs erude metaphor
aX10M °No OT Ca SCEC the ord an lıve’), CUTrs fewer than tımes 1n Atone-
hence the need for prıesthood prop1- ment Today.” ıt LS not evuen biblical!
tı1atory sacrıfıce, the Jegal *ranslatıion’ 15 Isa1ah’s Servant prophecy combınes
the demand that erıme be punıshed, and penal language an sacrıficial terms (‘he
Justice satısfied. "The notiıon of satısfac- chall sprinkle,’ 02.19. ‘guilt-offering',
tıon 1S5 bıblical, expressed by the erb asham, but ıt. o0eSs not mentıon

0d’s wrath Is ıt. the Case, Goldıngay,ratsah, Lar 26.41,43, cf. Is 40.2.) The
other ‘languages’ do not dıverge: the agaın, advances, that ‘the languages of
Chrıstus Vıctor scheme depends the atonement-propitiation-explation anı! of
forensıc OIle SOOIMN ON realızes that n do not COTNE together”®? It 1S
the Devıl’s WCAaDON 1S accusatıon, that the approxımately the Case ın Leviticus—

wıth the exception of chapter (the rıt-satısfactıon of Justice deprıves hım of hıs
hold (Rv ıf ONNe that the ual protects from dıvıne wrath, 6, an
Passover sacrıfıce w as atonement, ıt ımplıes bearıng sS1Nn, makıng explatıon,
ready AaNnswer 1s5 that ewWws consıdered that 17) But thıs INaYy be due LO lıterary
the eschatologıcal Passover would make SCHTE Not seldom, elsewhere 1ın Scr1p-

ture, do fınd both Janguages comıngexplatıon for S1NS. We AT not reducıng the
varıety of bıblical representatıons but indeed together 1ın the SaIinle

ffiırm the Organıc UNnity of theır whole Deuteronomy combınes the Janguages
fıeld, ıth the penal-sacrıfıcılal under- of wrath (v 22). retribution (v 35), VeENSC-
standıng at the centre (so ıt. 15 1ın apostolıc 11Ce ıf dıstınguıish ıt from retrıbution,
explıcıtation): fırm basıs for doctrine VV. and explatıon (kRıpper, 43)

Oritics of penal substitution do not Isa1ıah DL 1 evokes the SECVEeIEC rua.
aPPCaAr tO SsStress the metaphorical status hıch led Israel ınto xıle (‘anger’ belongs
ofother Janguages that please them INOTe LO the semantıc fıeld of rüah!) an ıt 1S
the language of friendsh1ıp of marrıed closely lınked LO the explatıon of inıquı1ty

and the removal of S1N (v 9); 34 .9ff tellsintımacy 1S less metaphorical than
that ofjudgement! They often put forward terr1bly of 0d’s wrath (whıich 15 also
metaphors that tell of the effects of retributiıve actıon, under the sımıle
Chrıst’s work ıf they WerTrTe substitutes of sacrıfice (v Kor Jeremı1ah 18.23,

explatıon 1s the thıng that ould vertof explatıon-language, such ‘lıbera-
tıon’; but they not alternatıve WaYS of 0d’s anser In Ps 78.38, makıng exXpla-
speakıng; they complementary, and tıon 1S Iso paralle]l to refraınıng irom
shed lıght the how of the Savıng exerc1zıng wrath 'T wo ve
efficacy. Eiven INOTeE dıstressing, notıice 1mpressı1Vve: Samuel 21 and 24: they

sımılarly conclude that the ord wasstrong lıkıng for vague Janguage and
rudımentary metaphors. Stephen Travıs reated’ and term that
SUuMnNSs the teachıng of Corinthlıans ımplıes propiıtiatıon; the Vulgate TEeI-

5.21 ın these terms "T’he essentı1al point dered repropıtiatus est Deus. In the hirst
1s that Christ has experıenced the Cas-c, ıt W as through the inflıctiıon of the

death penalty upDonNn the guilty famılysinner’s estrangement from God, he has
absorbed an thereby taken aWAaY S1IN, (Saul’s), the WaY for Davıd LO atone/
that miıght be brought ınto rıght explate (21.3, akapper). In the second
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Casc, 0d’s wrath beıing mentioned (24 1, retribution (NEB ‘He 111 DaVYV INa
ıt W as through the offerıng of sacrıfices ’), 12.19 15 equally clear: 0d’s wrath
(burnt-offerings Iso have the eXplatory (whose agents, LO brıng punıs  ent, mMas-
role, Lv 1.4) T‘hıs 15 INOTE than enough LO istrates ATeEe to be SCECI, 183:4:) 18 explaıned

the connect.ion between wrath and retribution (Vg esOo retrıbuam.). 'The
atonement ın bıblıcal thought The SAaTrne S aIine assoc]ılatıon 1S found ın the
data CXDOSC the inadequacy of the V1CW of Isa1ı1ah fi‘7 9 already cıted, 35 .4 anı!
sacrıfice which several, especlally Roman 66.6.15f (Vg reddentıs retrıbutionem); ın
Catholic, theolog1ans would preier, that of Jeremıjah 51.45 (ıra furorı1Ss), (ultor,
lıfe beıng orn of death It 15 based reddens retrıbuet) Scripture plaınly
projection of alıen ıdeas ınto the Bıble ‘*translates’ Num1ınoOus wrath Just retr1-

Lewıs wrote of hıs experı1ence: } myself, bution. Regardıng deeper phılosophiıcal
who first. ser10usly read the New esta- deconstructions of the retributiıve princı-
ment when W as, ımagınatıvely an ple, IMaYy SImMpLy refer to OoOu. brief an
poetically, al agos for the Death anı Re- er1ıtical analysıs of Rıcoeur's attempt.“
bırth pattern anı aNX10US LO meet COTI)1- 'T’he foregoing examples WAaTnNn

kıng, W as chilled an puzzled by the agaınst accepting er1ıtic1sms hıch belong
almost total absence of such ıdeas 1ın the to the system of thought the disj)unc-
Christian documents.’ tıons have found wantıng 1ın bıblıcal
er dıs)unctions fare hlıttle better uUu1- legıtimacy 'The basıc antınomy between

der bıblıcal scrutıny 'There 1S need to the legal and the personal 15 Iso radıcally
OPPOSC retribution an the CONSCQHUECICE foreıgn LO Scripture: there 1s nothıing INOTE
that INa from hıs eviıl cts When personal than ın-law relatıonshıps—mar-
the latter 1s5 stressed, ıt 1s not Tare that rlage ıtselfıs first. of a ll Jegal realıty (and
the thought of retrıbution be Iso present. the notion of DEeErsona 1sS first Jurıdıcal)
Galatı]ıans 6.7 states the law of harvest, 'The lack of thıs perception leads 0)81 LO
but it that ‘“God 1sS not mocked’—I1t 1gnore the classıcal dıstinecetion between
1S not matter of INeTe immanent causal- reatus culpee and reatus DO2NO2 (to usSe the
ıty We shall recelve back the ngs one commonest phrases, hıch WerTrTe iıntro-
through the body (hıterally, Co 9:10), duced by etier Lombard, although they
but at Christ’s Judgment-seat. Those who ATe OPECN LO er1t1c1Sm), the key LO the 1sSsue
perısh by theır OW.: corruption (ın theır of gullt-transfer. No distance MaYy be CTE-
OW. phthora, recCelve the ated between the 1ıdea oftransfer an that
retriıbution (mısthon) of theır in)ustice. of substitution, abundantly wıtnessed LO
Those who debase theır OW. bodies 1n the ın Scripture: they Are LWwO sıdes of the

Samne co1n. When 'Tom Smaıil skes ratherpractice of homosexualıty recelve the ret-
rıbution (antımısthıan) of theır sınful movıngly), he rejects the transfer ofOU.
cho1ices (Rm 120 Defining retriıbution ouilt upoN Chrıist ‘Am Just CONN1vınNg

inflıcted Trom the outsıde’ dısregards wıth the Sociınlans 1ın the indıyıdualıstic
the fact that the bıblıcal (0d 1S not sımply pre]udıces of the culture LO hıch both
and merely ‘“outsıde.’ He who fills heaven belong ?’ bound to hım
and earth works through the DTrOCESSCS of ‘Yes, brother, exactly ag!?
nature, hıch ATe ındependent of Further exposıtion of the grounds anı
hıs free an rıghteous deecrees. Justificatıons of the classıcal Evangelıcal

Stephen ITravıs, have SCCIL, Iso V1CW ould include the radıcal questions
creates Aposıtıon between wrath an other heores do nolt But tacklıng
retribution. He refers LO Romans these questions ould exceed the bounds
1.24.26,28, ‘“God DaVve them He o0€es of S quotatıion irom another
not notıce, however, the antımısthıan of reader of Atonement Today wıll provıde

Just quoted), an he 0es wıth sufficjıent SUIMMAaTrY and fıttıng
conclusıon: Once IHNOVE Out ofnot read to chapter In Romans

the day of wrath 1S5 the day of judgement relatıonshıps of mutual love and LruSt,
(dıkaiokrıis1as), further defined 1ın W ınevıtably the 1Ssue of oblıgatıons, an
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tıpathy owards the rthodox doctrine ofthe sanctıons that O ıth the neglect of
sacrıfice Demythiser Vaccusatıon anthem, must 115e In other words the

lationshıp necessarıly takes legal 'Interpretatiıon du mythe de la PCINEC
Conflıt des ınterpretatiions Essaıs d’herand therefore penal character meneutıque arıs Seu1l 330—34 7

Indeed wıthout thıs, the wrath of (30d 348—362 But SEE Iso hıs comments
loses 1ts moral ontent an could take 1vıne wrath Sur le tragıque Lec-
the character of INeTe petulance tures Aux frontıeres de la phılosophıe
InaYy not thınk of the Cross dealıng arıs Certf 1
ıth that penal dımens10on, then 1T recent of Interpretation 592/1
unresolved; are forgıven, cleansed, Jan ‘Atonement an crıpture
accepted, loved, but stıill liable.65 evıdences ‚.Joel Green brilhant contr1-

Thanks be to God—who delıvers butıon 'The Death of ‚Jesus an the Ways
of ‚Jesus and the Gospels Mess1-from a ll such habılıty, from a ]] condemna-
NC Status an! Shameful er1ıng, Derm

tıon through ‚Jesus T1S Lord! 3[ careful not to discard pena.
substitution but 1T avo1lds squarely affırm-

otfes 1T eıther
In "T'he Passıon of15an the S  erıng
of (30d sbury Theologıcal Journal 48

Joanne Carlson Brown Rebecca Parker (1993) Moltmann wrıtes (30d TANS-
‘FWFor God So Loved the OT. Chrıstı-
anılYy, Patrıarchy, and uUuSse Femunıst forms human S1711 INTO hıs S  erıng by

ch uman Christ not onlyCrıtique, ed .Joanne Carlson Brown the Brother of the victıms but Iso the
Carole Bohn New ork Pılgrım explatıon for the culprıts quoted Dyquoted Dy Charles Cousar ‘Paul Jo  5 Kelly “"T’he Cross the Church
an the en f Jesus 7 Interpretatıon 59 the eW1S. People Atonement TO-
(1998)

‘Expıiatıon upplemen: ıctıon- day, ed Jo  z oldıngay (London SPCK,
de la Bıble vol 111 ed Lou1ls 1T0O0 183 T’he last statement strongly

sugges sacrıficıal penal substitution but
arıs etouzey Ane 1290692 the context (to which had access)Barth expressly dısowns the tradıtional

mMaYy qualıify correct 1ıMpress10N.understandıng of Evangelıcals ogma- Esquitsse chrıstologıe, trans 148-
LLque 1V/1* Lrans ernan!: ‚ yser (Ge-
eVvVa OTr es 267 $ 59/9 fooghe arıs Cerf, 355 306 ear LO

253 the Church Dogmaltıcs trans Ibıd., 391{f.Geoffrey Bromiley) cf 268 not DYy Systemaltıc eCOoLOSY, IL, TAns Geoffreyundergoing OUTLr punıshment such‘’) 29() Bromikey (Grand Rapıds Eerdmans/
(no satısfactıon the rthodox sense) Hıs Edinburgh ar. 49{

‘Because he God he |Chrıst| 17 We INa y entıon the French translatıon of
aCcts hıs omn1ıpotence order LO be
OUT stead an for benefit the hıs art "Pourquoi1 ‚Jesus sa dü mourır?
whom ATe not found S 57/1 trans olay arre oRkhma

(1989) 1736salvatıon S 67A the The only partıal exception ave found
perfection of beıng, the partıcıpatıon och ereszty not VvVerYy amous) ' 1'0-
the beıng of God The ontologıcal ward Contemporary ıstology ed
ofBarth’s judicıal Janguage surfaces w.hen Jonathan eaC. Urisıs Chrıistologyhe eals wıth das IC  ıge when he
claıms that the person of Chrıst both Essays Quest of Resolutıon ed ıllıam

S1112 AaTre destroyed ate: Farmer Lıvonıa Mıich Truth/Dove
Booksellers 340{ff wh: 1NsS1ısStsdestined LO non-being The (dıalectical) the onnectıon between punısh-substıitution being ntaıls Iso the ment and substitution sacrıhlice buteme ofCarı0ous repentance anı confes- back solıdarıty example 344-6)

S1011l (p 213 59/92 4)
In hıs famous ecture ‘Neues Testament See n1ıs reKeponse scandale

und M  ologıe tirans dette Laffoucriere faute orıgınelle Ia soufi'7 ance et la mort
arıs Cerf CSP 160n arteletL/’Interpretation du OUVEeAL Testament avowedly antı-Augustinian the amne

arıs Aubıer-Montaı1igne 174 of IrensusRıccoceur maınly hıs

EuroJTh aur 33



Henriı Blocher

Tom Smail Can One Man Die for theJeEsus OChrıst Mediıateur Fissal
Sr la redemption et salut Parıs Desclee People? 7 ın Atonement oday Cıt

hıs foreword Goldingay ındicates
15 Xavıler Leon-Dufour et al Mort DOUFr N0 that Smaıil reactıon prompte the COIN-

peches Rechercheplurıdıscıplınarre SUur la VeEN1INS of the SYIN  IN (p X1) John
sıgnıfıcatıon redemptrice de la mort du Goldingay had formerly pushed forward
Chrıst Brussels Facultes unıversıtaılıres the Same argument hıs Xxpoundıng
Saint-Louis the New Testament New Testament
arce Neusch ed Sacrıfıce dans les Interpretation Eissays Princıples and
relıgıons STITLU! de Science et de Theologie Methods ed Howard Marshall KExeter
des Relıgions Parıs Beauchesne Paternoster/Grand Rapıds Eerdmans
In bıd sSee arcel Neusch ‘Une CONCCP- 358f
L107N chretienne du sacrıfice Le modele de Chauvet Sacrifice christianısme
saınt Augustin 1T and Loms-Marıe C1ıt 139 The last phrase croyable
Chauvet .a Sacrifice echange ısponıble 1T Was coined by Rıccoceur
symbolique 2’7171 —304 See the of Lumiere Vıe 20/101

bıd Chauvet B Sacrifice chrıs- (Jan -Marc Mort. du Chrıist
t1anısme Une notıon ambıgu@ 147 (refer- Colin untifon quoted (approvıngly) by

to ergote an Sacrifice Co  S Greene Is the Message of the Cross
echange symbolıque 289 00d News for the ent.ıe Century?

See Ichthus (March ıth the Atonement Today, C1ıt 231
by Gerard untz ‘“Rene Girard Des DE Charles Cousar Paul an the ean

choses cachees depuls la fondatıon du of Jesus CL (together ıth
monde Une relecture de la Bıiıble D and aSSsSurıng words ou the value of meta-

Christ de Dieu La MOTrTT. de phors
Jesus selon Ren:! Girard et selon le Nou- Chauvet, “Sacrifhice” chrıstianısme,’
eau Testament 6—1 bıblıog notes) CL, 145f, 148

20 Pıerre Gisel u sacrıfice avenement de ally sford 1n Atonement
la DPETSONNEC face la DCUTr de la et la KFemimnist Perspective Atonement 7T O-
fascınatıon de la mMO Fo Vıe 83/4 day, op CLE 162
(July SA hrıstophe Desplan- 30 Gunton quoted Dy Greene O CLE 737
que Pourquoi1 Jesus il d;\ mouriır? La 31 We ea wıth that pr'  1U10N found
TCDONSEC de Ren: Girard Hokhma Dale, Brunner, St, Lyonnet
(1988) 48692 arcel Neusch ‘Une COIN- OU La octrıne du peche et la
eption C1ıt 135ff .John Goldingay redemption (Vaux-sur-Seine: Edıfac, 1997%)
“Old Testament Sacrifice and theenof 11A3145
Christ ın Atonement oday Cıt 15ff 39 Goldingay, ° Sacrifice . CLE
rıstop. chroeder Standıng the 33 Ibıd.,
Breach TurningAway theTaof 7 “Your Inıquities Have Made Separatıon

between You anı Your God ın Atonement
71

Interpretation 592 (1998) 177
Before he wTote hıs two-volume COININEIN- Today Cıt 5()
Lary Hebrews he penne mportant 35 Christ Bearer of Dıvıne udgement
y - Mort. du Christ selon V’epitre aul’s Thought about the Atonement
Hebreux okhma (1988) 25—47 bıd I9
Wıth the exception ofChristina axter 36 Tbıd

3'7 Tbıd 28whose hıghly competen treatment ofhıs-
38torıcal 15S0U68€eS exceptionally ındependent Op Cıt 37

anı faır (we deplore weakness 39 '"T"om Smaıiıl Cıt 81
iıshment Oowards the en! of her “CThe 400 Ibıd 81f
Cursed Beloved Reconsıderation of Pe- 41 "Tom Smaıil CLE 89 quoting untion LO
nal Substitution 70f where the danger of the SaImne ec &3 Goldingay, AaCcr1-

confusıng MI1IXLUTre of retribution retalı- 1Ce ' 6
“"The Atonement and the Post ern De-atıon reparatıon restıitutlon hes LOO

ear for rest peace) hrıstopher construction of the Self; ın Atonement To-
Cocksworth “T’he Cross Our Worship day, CIl 214 On the Samne page, he
Our Livıng, 174 14A7 hardly ouches the stresses, after Levınas, the eed immedi-
moOost sensıtıve 1SSU6€es he offers fine COTINN- ately tOo ‘unsay’ what ı being sald; how-
ments Hebrews EeVeTr faıl SCE hım intent upon
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The Sacrifice f eSUs Christ: The Currenft Theological Situatilarn

An Introduction O Lexıcal Semantıcsunsayıng hıs statements relationalıty/
coadunacy. Academıe Books; TAnN! Rapıds: Zonder-

43 Op CLla TO7f 8 cf. ‘absolutely unthınk- Va  9 134
able.’ 'The Socinlan flavour of the whole 592 So unton, accordıng tO Charles
posıtıon 18 undısputable; the Socinlans Cousar, C:
had antıcıpated MOST of the arguments; cf. Goldingay’s clever humour, 1n “Your In-
Jean-Pierre Ösıer, Faust Socın le chrıs- 1quı1ties . cıt. 40, when he

the Lord TO ‘the mafıa Godfather’ (ä ProDOSfianısme Sarns sacrıfıce arıs Cerf,
53—99 the erb päqad) mMaYy betray LOO weak
Op. CLL., 2908 of the 1V1Ne callıng of magıstrates,

4A5 Theologıe et V’evolution socılale: tLO be assımılated tO mafı0sı, ON

redemption, damnatıon et justice,’ Tl talks serl10usly.
miıere Vıe 20/101 (Jan.-March We are led tOo 11 consıderatiıon:
60—77 should VvleW, explatory sacrıfıces, not

46 ralg aY, ”The Sociology of Know/lI- the victım only, but the couple of prıest
edge an the ofSuspicıon Sociolog1- and vıckım ‘'bearıng S17n together (Ex
cal Interpretation of Interpretation), 28.28; Lv 10L the fact that the prıes
T’he Act of Bıble Readıng. Multi-discıipli- eats the flesh of the sın-offerıng mMaYy be
LO Approach LO Bıblıcal Interpretatıon, symbol of eır solıdarıty) 'The hıgh-
ed mer Dyck Downers Grove, i In- prlest's returnıng from hıs sServıce the

Hohest Place—which Israelıtes watchedterVarsıty P 88Ll
4 '[ Jacques agey, reu! et le chrıstianısme. for wıth expectation—could be CONMN-

Exıstence chretienne el pratıque de l’ıncon- ıdered figure of the resurrection
scıent arıs Desclee, On the DII- (some ave suggested the thought 1n He
mal murder, Iso Jacques Gagey’s 9 28 for the parous1la; the resurrect.ion 1S5
interview by Jacky Rıgaux, elıgıon Au the parousıa antıcıpated)

In OUTr oectrıine du pech: el de Iarısque de la psychanalyse,’ Journal des
Psychologues 87 (May 14—18 redemptıon, O CLl., 133—148
Iso (no reference tO Gagey), Bernard - T’he rophecy of Isaıah (Leicester Ntier-
CO9E, ‘Psychanalyse et substitution SaCT1- Varsıty B SECE A4837t
ficjelle. Quels apports, quelles limıtes”? SaY, 4as Whybray does, that the phrase
Hokhma (1988) 63—892 “bear in1ıquıity” (nasa V  awon  m  ) 0es not

48 We AaTre thıinking of Marıe Balmary, the DOCIMN 18 unworthy quıbble, for
ınterd.ilt. Teul el laSacrıfıce the equıvalents LO shoulder in1ıquıty”

arıs Grasset Fasquelle, wıth (sabal f  awön) “bear S1Nn. (nasa‘
Domin1ique Stein’s reply, ‘Une lecture DSY- het‘) do To0 SOY that eUuUen 78 Aasa f-  awon  D
chanalytıque de la Bible, “le sacrılice 1N- occurred ıt, COU. nOot refer “W1CAarTl0us
terdiıt” de Marıe Balmary, Lumuiere Vıe punıshment and eriıng” 1gnores the
30/198 CLODer Bıble et psychana- use of Aasa 1n Nu 18519 an of sabal

La eyne WwWäas correct LO understandlyse Fragments, 4761
“Jesus the Man Women’s Salvatıon,’ 11 emphatic assertion of the
1n Atonement OdaY, CLl 135 1CAT10US atonement the oundatıon of
We made few remarks (altogether LOO hıs rıghteous-makıng WOT 7
brıefi) Ou rıgına. Sın Illumınatıng 5'/ ‘O Sacrifice .. Cil., (see above
the Rıddle New Studies Biıbhical Theaol- 33)

Op. cıt. )O 5 sSer1es ed Carson; Leıices-
ter Apollos, 109{f, focusıng In Travıs, ıbıd., 26, 3l, ımes), and
metaphors of orıginal S11n Ooldıngay, ‘O Sacrıfice, Cıt.,

51 Or meanıng defined by Eugene Nıda, (twıce)
omponentialAnalysıs O  eanıng:An In- 60 °Your nıquıtıes O cıt.,
troduct:on LO Semantıc Structures "The 61 Mıracles, prelımınary Study (New ork
Hague Mouton, eanıng COIMN- MacMillan, 118 In T’he Problem of

Paın London Geoffrey Bles, how-s1iısts of that partıcular structured bundle
of ognıtıve features, assoclated wıth the CVCI, he had not. yet COINE tO that sharp
lexical unıt, hıich makes possıble the des- discernment.
gnatıon of a ]] the enotata Dy the lexical Op CIE., T8f. We Iso mentioned that he
unıt question, quoted by Moi1ises claımed that 'hıdıng hıs face’ wWAas

Sılva, Bıblıcal Or and theır Meanıng. non-retributive (25); faıl LO SEeE hat
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enr Blocher

grounds, when E hıdıng happens a_ 63 La oectrıne du peche et de Ia redemption,
count of S1Nn. ıt. 15 terrible deprıvatıon cıt 7 40—43
““nfheted fom outsıde) 1f you wıll! Kız Op C:,
equates the hıdıng of (30d’s face wıth hıs 65 Jo  S Peck, ‘Review of.‚John Goldingay, ed.,
dealıng wiıt. the people accordıng to theır Atonement oday, T’he Evangelıcal Quar-
offenses, ormula of retrıibution. erLy 70/2 Dr 186

Of Related Interest
Sacriıfice ın the Biıble

Editors: oger Beckwith anı Martın Selman
The underlyıng goal of thıs volume, compiled by pattern of human hlıfe and the WaY of diviıne alva-
members of the Tyndale Fellowship, 1S LO ascertaın 107 ın Christ, 1s implhicıt ın the ceremonlal practice
how far the developed ıdea of sacrıfıce, both the TOM which ıt, ATOSE

0-835364-611—9) / pb / xı 186pp 21716 135m m

Paul Apostle of the Free Spirıt Revısed. 1U10N
Bruce

aul’s M1SS10NAaTYy actıvıty 15 portrayed agaınst the ‘A VE readable volume whıch combınes bıographıi-
background of historical, soclal, and political devel- cal shetch of Paul, ıntroduct:on hıs wrıtıngs and
opments ın the fiırst-century world outlıne ofhıs theology Lın 0)47  aV ıntegrated hole

Theology
0—835364—308—3 pDb / 510pp 2929 Mmm

Paul z Apostle to the Gentiles
Hıs Apostolıc Self-Awareness and ıts Influence the Soteriologıical Argument ın the

Epistle LO the Romans
anıea hae

In thıs ımportant book hae demonstrates that the Paul’s self-awareness of being apostle LO the
equalıty ofJew and Gentile 1S the maın focus of Paul’s Gentiles that has sıgnıfıcantly influenced the
soteriologıical en 1ın his letter the Romans. shape, the content and the tructure of his inclusıve
Paul presents the theological argument fiırmly ın soteriological argument.
favour of the ntiles, and hae argues that it, 15

0838353648298 DO 2929 1457mm £24.99

Paull’s Narrative Thought orld— The Tapestry of Tragedy an Irıumph
Ben Wiıtherington 111

'The author demonstrates that Paul’s theology,- ‘A superb account of Paul’s thought ıth much helpful
ments, practical advıce, and socılal recommendations exegesis of key Ln the letters fırst-rate

ultımately grounded ıIn sStOrT1es TOM the Hebrew ext-book Howard Marshall
scrıptures and from the lıfe of Jesus and those who
believed hım

— 85364-540- pb DD 229 152mm

Paternoster Press
Box 300 Carlisle r1a 0QS
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The Atonement ın Reformation Theology
P/expiatıon dans Ia theologıe de Ia reformatıon

Br  Ha Dıe Sühne ın reformatorıischer heologıe
Davıd Wright, Edinburgh

RESUME voıt le mınıstere de l’Eglise Un
mLıse du mınıstere de

L/’expiatıion constıtualit DaS suJet reconcılıatıon, c’est dıre de l’expiatıion,
de dıscussıon dans la CONLroOverse de la MALS auUSSL, comprenan ’Pexhortatıon
Reformatıon, la dıfference de Ia << Y reconcılıes D} (v 20)
Justıfıcatıon. Son traıtement theologıque ot  f adresse mU Croyanis, ıl envısage
est dısperse, ı7 apparailt, lorsqu’ıl est Un expiatıon quotidıienne de LOS peches
aborde, 1aıson DVec d’autres suJets, dans Un repentiance LOouJours
tels qQUE le sacrıfice, Ia Ia renouvelee. De plus, ıl s’attaque Ia
chrıstologıe. L’approche caracterıstique questıon de SAVOLFr quand Dıeu
de la theologıe dans Ia Reformatıon est commence de O0OUS5 aımer. Enfin, Calvın
l’exposıtion de l’Eerıiıture plutöt QUE la Iıt le PDPAaSsage presentant OChrıst

coupable et pecheur nOoLre
SuU le commentaıre de Calvın S
systematıque. Aınsı Ce etude ase

i Tous les elements la
Corınthiens- LOULT fenant doectrıine de l’expiatıon elaboree Dar la

compte autres exposıitions reformatıon sont vırtuellement presents
sıecle. Non seulement Calvın 67

USAMMENFASSUNG ber uch andere Auslegungen des
Jahrhunderts ate Calvın versteht dıe

Die ühne WAr, 2anz LMN Gegensatz zZU.  S geistliche Rolle der Kırche ın erster Lınıe
RKechtfertigung, zZUFr eıt der Reformatıon als eınen ‘Dıienst der Versöhnung” (d.h
eıne kontroverse Angelegenheıt. Ihre der Sühne) Mehr noch, dıe Wo  I Lafßt
Abhandlung erfolgte, wenn S1Le denn euch verschnen 20) als
erfolgte, unzusammenhängend unter Gläubige gerıichtet verstehend, steht ıhm
verschıedenen Überschriften wW1Le z B eın täglıches “Sühnen) UNSerer Sünden Lın
Opfer und dıe Messe,, 'Chrıstologıie‘ eftc. ständıg erneuerter Buße UOr Augen
Die charakterıstische Methode der Darüber hiınaus rıngt mıt der Frage,
reformatorıschen Theologıe ıst dıe WwWann anfıng, UnNnNns lieben. Die
Schriftauslegung und nıcht dıe Korintherstelle versteht Calvın SO, SLe
systematısche Theologıe. Aus dıesem OChrıstus darstellt als jemanden, der
rund escha, sıch dıe folgende schuldıg ıSt, Ja eın Sünder ıst, ın UunNnS. Sıe
Abhandlung UvVOr allem miıt Calvıns vereinıgt Iso LmM runde alle Bestandteıle
Kommentar Kor.ezıcht der reformatorıschen Sıuhnelehre.

Where o0€es ONNeEe find doctrine of the ent— a rehable indıcator of what the
atonement ın Reformatıon theology? It Old Church’s establıshment thought had
WäaS, belıeve, the subject of ma)Jor DSONC I 1ın Protestantism—Justifica-
CONLtroVversy, whether between the Old tıon recelves lengthy and ımportant
Church the 1ie evangelıcals be- attention, orıgınal S1N few an
tween evangelıcals themselves 0)81  (D the sacrıfıce of the INass 1s declared LO be
looks LO the ecrees of the Councıl of truly propıtiatory:
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Davıcd Wright
The victım 15 ONe an the Sam®e, the SAaImne The dıstinective Scots Confess1ion (1560)

deals ıth the sacrıfıce ofChrist ın artıcleNO offerıng by the mınıstry of prıests who
then offered mself the C  9 the 9, °“Chrıist’s Death, Passıon, an Burıal’,
INanneTr alone of offerıng being dıfferent. hıch ends ıth reference to ‘the EVET-
T’he frıuts of that bloody sacrıhıce 4AaTe Jastıng purgatıon and satısfaction’ PUTr-
rece1ved moOSsSt. abundantly through thıs chased for thereby. In wıdely
unbloody OT avaılable modern renderıng the LWO

Ul have een collapsed ınto ‘  atone-
But atonement PTrODEer 1S barely visıble. ment). 'The LWO words of the sıxteenth-

turn to the confessi1ons an cate- century versıon precısely reflect the
chısms of the Reformation mMmovements— Latin *
theır officjal presentatıons of doctrine, More ınteresting 1n thıs Confess1ion 1S5
ıt were-—the treatment 15 remarkably the preceding artıcle ‘Election’, ın
varıable. 'T’he Augsburg Confessjion of hıch the medıatıon ofChrist 1S get 1ın the
1530 has artıcles orıgınal S1N an JusS- frame of the “Mmaıst holie fraterniıtie’ be-

Lween Christ brother an ourselves.tıfıcatıon, and also the Son of God,
hıch affırms that he W as truly born, By the YFather’s appoıntment before the
suffered, W as erucıfıed, died, a! W as bur- foundatıon of the world, hıs Son took
1e 1ın order LO be sacrıfiıce not only for bodie of OUur bodie, esh of flesh, an
orıgınal S1N but Iso for al other SINS an ONe of OUuUr bones’.

NO ATre not afraıd to call God OU.to propıtiate od’s wrath‘. Moreover,
promiınent D the corruptions of the Father John ıt. 1s because he has
INass 1ın artıcle 1S5 ‘the abomınable g1ven hıs only Son to be OU  — brother. There
TOTrT of the sacrıific1al role of the INass follows aCcCcount of the suffering of the

(G0d-man for human salvation ° 'T ’he ScotsINEeanNns of hıch S1N W as taken aAaWAaV and
Confess1ion remiıinds how varıable ATe(+0d W as reconcıled”. 'T’he corrective teach-

ıng irom Scripture 1S5 then set forth T’he the forms and eXpress10ns of hat LOO
Catholiec Confutation of the Confession readıly sS1iL ‘°the Reformation/‘.
an Melanchthon’s Apology piıck all Another product ofthe S, firutful

decade for confess1i0on-wrıting, WAas thethree topıcs al length—original S1N, Justi-
ficatıon an the I1I1Nass On the last the Belgıic Confession of 1561 'T hıs has LWwoO
Apology provıdes extended discussion artıcles Justificatıion, ON of whiıich
of sacrıfıce, distingulshing LWO maın quotes Paul Sayıng that We AaTre Justi1-
LYDeES, propıtiatory and euchanrstice. 'The f1ıed by faıth alone’, and LWO others hıch

present hat might call the work offormer °Treconcıles God placates hıs
wrath merıts the forgıveness of SINS for Christ. The first of these VIEWS ıt the
others’; by the latter those wh have een manıfestation of od’s Justice an
reconcıled gıve thanks’. The only real DPTO- 1n Christ, an the second 1ın terms of S9L-
pıtıatory sacrıfliıce 1n the world 1Ss the iısfactıion. Our everlasting Hıgh Priest
death of hrıst The context determiınes ‘presented hımself1ın Ou.  i behalf before hıs
that, far atonement 1S concerned, Father 1ın order LO AD DCASC hıs wrath Dy
Christ’s sacrıliıce 1s saı1d only LO reconcıle hıs full satısfaction'. As ONSCHUECNC
God“ other of being reconcıled to God 1S

T’he early enevan Confession of 1536 needed ®
has brief artıcles ‘Salvatıon ın Jesus’ T’he Second Helvetic Confess1ion of
an ‘Rıghteousness 1n Jesus’. The former 1566 15 wıdely apprecıated the moOost
declares that “üıt 15 ‚Jesus Christ wh 15 mature ofthe Reformed confess1i1ons ofthe
gıven LO Dy the WYather, 1ın order that century. It 1s5 certaınly the longest, but ıt.
1n hım should 1TeCover a ]] of which 1n 15 scarcely INOTeEe satısfyıng tO those 1ın
ourselves ATe deficıent). The latter ques of explıicıt statement atone-
mentijons the reconcılıatıon of “enemles of ment Much 1S5 LO be found underJustifica-
God an subjects of hıs wrath and ]Judge- tıon (wıth clear cho of Corinthians
ment’.® 9:21), an SOMe 1ın the full artıcle ‘O
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The Atonement ın Retormatiar Theology
‚Jesus Christ, TIrue (G0d an: Man, the related the unıon of dıvınıty an human-
Only Savlour of the World’, hıch 155 pr1- 1ty 1ın Christ LO hıs reconcılıng work an
marıly Christological. Here paragraph delıghted LO quote Luther hımself, here

the passıon an all that Chrıst dıd and from hıs work The Councıls and the
endured for OU. sake by comıng 1n the Church:
flesh presents TY1S thereby reconcıl-
ıng the heavenly Father LO all the faıthful, We sSstT1aAaNs mMuUusStT know that unless

1sS5 1n the balance an throws weıghtexplatıng S1n, dısarmıng death and shat- counterbalance, shall siınk tO the bottomterıng condemnatıon and ell note that
modern translatıon has reversed the wıth scale. INean that thıs WaY ıt 1S

terms of the reconcıllatıon—believers to not true that died for u but only
the Father instead of V1Ce INa dıed, AaTe lost, But ea

an! dead he the opposıte scale, thenOM consults handy one-volume iıntro- hıs sıde g0oes OWN anı upward hkeductions LO the theology ofthe Reformers,
the result 1S hlıttle dıfferent. ılhelm 1g an EeMPTY Of’ he Ca  »

1esel’s Reformed Symbolıcs (1962) has Iso agaın Jump Out of hıs pPan But
he could ave Sal the unless

catıon and Sanctification’ °“Christol-
chapters ‘Unıion wıt. Christ’, “Justifi- he had become INa  » hlıke u that ıt.

could be sa1ld: God dead, passıon,02y Tımothy George’s Theology of the
Reformers (1988) devotes few LO 00 (G0d’s ean According LO hıs

comparıson of Calvın’s an nselm’s NAaiLure God cannot die, but SINCE (30d an
INa Are unıted OM PEeETSON, ıt. 1S5 Correctpresentatıons of the atonement, but tOo talk oOu ean when thatotherwiıse barely mentıjons the top1c— cdies whi 1s ONe thıng ONe Person wıthalthough he COMNCUTS wıth lan S1igg1ins’ God?Judgement that Luther followed OIX  CD

consıstent domınant theory of the In fact, ıt. 1S5 not merely that the doc-
atonement, drawıng instead the trıne of the atonement AaPDPPCAaATrs dıspersed
N$| of hıstorıic approaches. Edmund ın Reformation theologıcal wrıtings. The
Schlink’s Theology of the Lutheran Con- central Reformation decades wıtnessed
fessions (1961) subsumes few mentıjons hıttle 1ın the WaYy of systematıc theology.of atonement under justificatıion. Melanchthon’s Locı Communes an

'T’hıs selectıve SUTVEY ea LO the COIN- Calvın’s Instıtutio are not representatıveclusıon that theologısıng about the atone- of the lıterary endeavours of the leading
ment 1n sıxteenth-century Protestant Reformers. Peter artyr Vermiglı's Locı
reform 1S dıffused rather than COMNCEN- Communes wWerI’le compiled from hıs works
trated. It EINETSECS ın varıecd contexts of after hıs death Wolfgang Musculus, the
engagemen ıth Catholıcısm, wıth learned Augsburg Keformer, 1issued hıs
competing eXpress10ns of Protestantism. Locı Communes 1ın 1560 NnOot long before
As for the former, ıt. WwWas the fact that the hıs death, er 1Impressıve productivity
INass had een turned iınto sacrıfıce 1n translatıng the Fathers an comment-
usurpıng the place of Christ’s unıque self- ıng massıvely maJor parts of the Bıble
offeriıng that above al else persuaded sıgnıficant proportion of the eiorm-
Calvın to regard ıt not corruption of ers theologıcal wrıtings WerTe exposıtionsthe Lord’s SUPDPDET but cAhabolical of Scripture 1ın OI!  D form another
Jection of 1ıt, rıpe not for reformatıon but Calvın used four forms 1ın Geneva—
for replacement. thıs CONtroversy 9 lecture, pastors’ corporate Bıble
invıted exposıtıon of bıblıcal under- study French ' congregation’) and ONN-
standıng of Christ’s sacrıfıce. Strance admonıtıon.) Perhaps the MOsStT

Or agaın the supper-strife between characternstiec mode of Reformation theol-
Lutherans an Swıss/Reformed became 1S exegetical exposıtory. Locı
the catalyst for Chrıstological elabora- commonly appeare appended to the
tıon, especlally the Lutheran sıde. approprılate Passase of Scripture; the
Such developed Christology instinctıvely PapaClCY, tO Matthew 16:17—-19, church
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David Wright
and SLALE LO Romans etCc It W as at10nNn of men an ıth (G0d an the
alyın intentıon to EINSUTE that hıs COINN- other CONCETIUNS the by hıch
mentarıes WerTrTe not cluttered by locı MMaYy obtaın the benefit of IT
an! he put them 1INnto the Instıitutio 'The first that has reconcıled
irom the 1539 edıtıon onwards hımself through Chrıst There ollows

the rest of e 111 ımmediıately the explanatıon that God
volve around perhaps the locus classıcus 70R Chrıst an hıs person has
for the atonement the Bıble Corin- brought about reconcılıatıon 'The WaY
thıans 18—21 (on the assumptıion that which he 1L ext Dy not
atonement focusses specıfıcally the fO them theır SLTLS thıs Iso
theme of reconcılatıon) 111 take the explaıned by showıng how Ohrıist made
platform for OUur consıderatıon the COIN- guilt offerıng for OUTr S1115 an procured
mentary by John Calvın publıshed rıghteousness for The sSecond INnal
1547 French an 1548 Latın As po1ın that the STAaCcCEe of reconcılıatıon
pıck poınts hıs exposıtıon wıll refer applıed LO Dy the gospel that MaYy
tO other sıxteenth CeENTtUrYy ommMmMentators cshare 1T Here ıf anywhere aul
both Protestant and occasıonally Catho- wrıUungs have quıte remarkably
lıe But first present abrıdged TLext of portant passasge and must carefully
alvın' cComments what he calls here CXAUINTNNE the words ON  D by 0)81

quıte remarkably ıimportant Passapge.j— T’he MINILSEFY of reconcılıatıon 'Thıs
have sought LO omıt nothıng of sSub- MOST remarkable descr1ption of the (;0s-

stance Musculus 1ıkewı1se held 1T LO be pel MESSaAYC delıvered through
Passasge always LO be valued MOST hıghly ambassador toO reconcıle INe  ; an
Dy all belıevers, LO be instilled deeply ı LO (G0d It the SIN dıgnıty of mınıs-

mınds wıth specıal Care ters of the gospel tO be sent by (G0d LO
wıth mandate LO be the INESSCHNSCTS an

ohn Calvın 8 Corinthians the pledges of hıs good 111
18—-21 owards But thıs saıd not much

LO glorıfy miıinısters LO com(fort the godly
Moroever all thıngs of Go0od wh: that whenever they hear the gospel

has reconcıled LO hımself through they InNaYy know that (+0d dealıng wıth
Jesus hrıst and has S1ven the IN11N1S- them and 1T WerTrTe negotlatıng
Lr Yy of reconcılıatıon agreement wıth them about theır return

LO hıs DTaCce What blessing COU. be INOTeEeBecause (G0d W as hrıst reconcıl- desırable than thıs! hus let remember
1: the world LO hımself by not ımputıing
LO them theır S1115 an he entrusted LO that thıs the INnal PUrDOSC of the DOS-
the word of reconcılıatıon pel that although ATe Dy nature chil-

Ten of wrath the quarrel between God
'Therefore aCct ambassadors an Ca  . be resolved an Ca be

behalf of hrıst though (G0d WerTe rece1ved Dy hım into hıs STaCce Mınısters
horting through beg behalf of ATe S1IVenNn authorıity LO declare thıs g00d
hrıst Be reconcıled TLO God NEWS LO and LO asSssSurance

of0d’s fatherly love owards It truDE Hım wh knew S11 he made S1NMN that AalıYy er pPperson Ca Iso ear WIT-behalf that mıght be made the
rıghteousness of (+0d hım NEeESS to of0d’s STAaCE but Paul teaches

that thıs duty laıd speclally uDON
All thıngs (aAre of God He all i1sters hus when duly ordaıned I11N1S-

thıngs that belong LO hrıst kıngdom, ter declares fifrom the gospel that God has
ıf he had Ssa1ld °If wısh LO be Christ’ een made Prop1ıt10uUs (propıtiatum) LO

he should be ear 0d’s ambassadormust be regenerated Dy God but thıs
ordınary gıft out publıc duty 0d’s TC-

Who reconcıled There LWO 1Nal sentatıve an endowed ıth rıghtful
POo1INTS here OIle CONCETMANS the reconcılı- authorıty LO make S declaratıon tOo
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God W ın Chrıst. ome takez tOo Was first ın tıme an ın order Iso

IMNeanNn sSImply ‘(G0d W as reconcılıng the regards God; but, regards u hıs love
has ıts foundatıon 1ın the sacrıfice ofworld LO hımself iın Christ), but the INEAaANMN-

ing 1S5 fuller and richer than that, for he 1s hrıst For when thınk of (30d apart
sayıng, fırst, that God W as ın Chrıst an from medıator, Ca CoOncelve of hım
then that by thıs ıntervention he W as only being ansr y wıth u but when
reconcılıng the world to hımself. Thıs 1S medıator 15 interposed between u
sa1d of the Father, SINCE ıt. ould be uUN- know that he 1s pacıfıed owards But
natural LO SaYy that the dıyıne nature of SINCE it 15 Iso needful for to know that
Chrıist W Aas 1ın hrıst hus he 15 sayıng Ohrıst Camne forth LO from the ountaın
that the Father W as 1n the Son, 1n aAaBTree6- of 0d’s free 9 Scripture explicıtly
ment wıth ‚.John 10.38, ‘I 1ın the Father eaches both; the Father’s wrath has een
an the Father 1n me. hus he who placated by the ons sacrıfice and thus
has the Son has the Father Iso Paul the Son W as offered for the explatıon of
CEXPTESSES hımself 1ın thıs WaYy that human SINS, because (30d has had

maYy learn LO be satısfıed wıth Chriıst uDON them an has made thıs sacrıfıce the
because ın hım find (G0d the Father pledge of hıs rece1ving them iınto hıs fa-
also, he commMunılcates hımself LO by VO 'To 108 wherever there 1s5 sS1N
hıs Son there 15 also od’s wrath for (G0d 15 not

'The second clause deals wıth the work propıt10us Owards untiıl he has blotted
of Christ, which 1S LO be propıtiatıion, Out OUT S1INS by NOt ıimputıing them Sınce

OUT consclencCes cannot STasp . bless-SINCE apar from hım God 1S displeased
ıth all because have departed ıng apart from the intervention ofChrıst’s
from rıghteousness. has (30d sacrıfıce, Paul 1Ss rıght LO make ıt the foun-
peared LO humankınd 1ın Christ? For 1eC- datıon an of reconcılıatıon far
oncılıatıon, 1ın order that the hostilıty ATe concerned.
mıght be ended an wh: WerTe strang- Havıng entrusted O He Say>s agaın
eTrTs mıght be adopted SOTMNS Although that commM1sSsS10N LO ffer E reconcılı-
Christ’s comıng had ıts SOUTCeEe 1ın the Vel- atıon LO has een g]ven tOo mınısters of
flowıng love of (0d for u yet, untiıl hu- the gospel. Hor objectıon could be
INa  ®} beings know that God has een raısed. 1 miıght be asked, ‘Where 1S Chrıiıst
propiıtiated by mediıator, there cannot the peacemaker between (30d an hu-
but be theır sıde separatıon which manıty now? How far from o0€eS he
prevents them irom havıng ACCEeSsSs LO God dwell”?’ He Say>S that he 19165 suffered,
But of. INOTe SOONMN L11OW CVEILIY day he offers the frunt of hıs

By nolt ımputıng them Notice hOow suffering tOo through the gospel hıch
human beings return LO favour—by he has g1ven LO the world SUTeE an
being regarded rıghteous, DYy obtaınıng certaın record of hıs completed work of
rem1ssıon of theır S1NS. As long God reconcılhlıatıion. hus the duty of mM1n1S-
ımputes SINS to u he cannot but ters 1s LO apply LO the frunt of Christ’s

deathregard wıth abhorrence, for he cannot
look ıth frıendshı1ıp favour upOoN SIN- But ın Case anyonNn«ec should imagıne thıs
Ners But thıs MaYy aAaPPCaLr to contradıct applıcatıon ın SOINEC such magıcal
hat 1S5 sa1ld elsewhere, that We WeTC the papısts have invented, should
loved by hım before the foundatıon of the note carefully hat he SaVvyY>s Nnext. an how

for hım the applıcatıon consısts entirelyworld’ (Eph 1.4), an LO contradıct st1ill
INOTeE .John 3.16, where he SayS that hıs of the preachıng of the gospel. Kor the
love for W as the TEASON why he eXP1- POPEC an hıs priıests use thıs pretext
ated SINS by Christ, for the mMust LO provıde SOINE shadow ofwarrant for the
always precede the effect My 1S altogether ungodly an execrable traffic
that Were loved from before the foun- they onduct Ver the salvatıon of souls.
dation of the world, but nOoLt apar from ”The Lord”/, they SaYy, ‘has g1ven COIN-
Christ But do agree that the love of God mıssıon an! authorıity LO forgıve sıns.’

EuroJTh



Davıc Wright
accept thıs, provıded that they CarTr’ y Out both explatory sacrıfıce and fault
the work of ambassadors Paul here erıme. But the meanıng ofthıs word an
deser1ibes ıt. The mınısters of the of the entire sentence wiıll be better Ull-
church restore to (G0d’s favour 1ın derstood ıf COMPDATE the LWO sıdes of
rıght an! orderly by bearıng wıt- the antıthesıs contaıned ın ıt Sın 1s
NEess LO through the gospel of how God posed LO rıghteousness for Paul teaches
has een reconcıled by hıs STAaCE that WerTrTe made the rıghteousness of

God result of Chrıst’s havıng eenAs though (i0d Were exhorting. 'T‘hıs made sS1N. Here rıghteousness not1S of the greatest ıimportance and ındeed quality habıt but somethıng ımputedabsolutely to g1ve authorıity LO tO u SINCEe ATE saıd tOo have receı1ıvedmınıstry. For who would OW QU'
tıon that that iınvolves hıs eternal salva- the rıghteousness of Chrıist What then 1s

mMean by ‘sın"? It 1S5 the ouilt aCccounttıon LO depend merely uponNn human ofhıch Are accused before the Judge-testimony? ment of God As man’s CUrse used LO beWe beg behalf of OChrıst .
Be reconcıled. We should ote that here cast uDON the sacrıficıal vıctım,

aul 1S dealıng wıth behevers and he de- Christ’s condemnatıon W as absolu-
clares that he has LO execute hıs comm1s- tıon an ıth hıs strıpes ATe healed.

T’he rıghteousness of G(i0d ın hım Fiırst,S10N to them V day Chriıst nNnot the rıghteousness of (G0d here notqauffer Just LO explate OU. S1INS ONCE, NOr
W as the gospel instituted only ın order the rıghteousness that 1S o]ven to by
that the SINS commıtted before bap- God, but rather the rıghteousness that 1S

approved by hım, Just 1ın John 12.43thetısm should be forgıven u but rather, glory of God INECanlls that hıch (+0dSINCE S1N CVECLIY day, by daıly for- PTOVES an the glory of INe  - that whiıichg1veness (30d recelves iınto hıs favour.
'The work of the gospel ambassadors 1S WI1NsS the vaın approval of the world So 1ın

perpetual, for the gospel MUST be PTO-
Rom 303 when he SayS that We have
COINE short of the glory of (10d?’ heclaımed ceaselessly 1n the church LO the that ın urselves have nothıng 1nen! ofthe world and ıt cannot be preached hıch LO glory before God 'To AaPPCAaAr to bewıthout promıse of the forgıveness of

SINS. We have here explıcıt and rele- rıghteous before INe  - 1s5 not. dıfficult, but
vant passage LO refute the ungodly eacn- that 1S only false semblance of rıght-

COUSNECSS, hıch finally brıngs about OUTıng of the papısts hıch requıres 111e  - LO rulın, for the only Lrue rıghteousness 1sseek the forgıveness of post-baptısmal that hıch 15 accepted of GodSINS elsewhere than 1n the explatıon a_

complıshed ın Chrıst’s en He We IMNaYy 110 return LO the contrast
drawn 1n thıs between rıghteous-calls u much after baptısm before ess an S1N. How Ca  » become rıght-1ıt, to that OT)!| explatıon made DYy Chrıst, EOUS before God? In the SaIne WaYythat MaYy know that always recelve hrıst became SINNer. For he took, itforgıveness by TEeE unmerıted STaCcCEe WEerTre, OUTr DETSON, that he miıght be the

Hım wh NEeUW sSLN Note ell how offender 1n OU Name an thus mıght be
ın all aul’s wrıtiıngs there 1S erWaY reckoned sınner, not because of hıs OW
of returnıng iınto God’s favour than that offences but because of those of others,
hıch founded exclusıvely upoN SINCE he hımself W as PUTEe an free from
Chrıst’s sacrıfıice. Let learn then al- CVETYVY fault an oTre the penalty that W as

WaYS to look LO hım, when wısh to be OUur due and not hıs OW Now 1ın the SaIne
absolved from ouilt 1S5 commonly WaY ATrTe rıghteous ın hım, not because
taught that here C  sın explatory have satısfied 0d’s Judgement by OUuTrT
sacrıflıce for S1N, that ıt. 1S rendered OW works, but because aAare Judged 1ın
pıaculum 1ın Latın In thıs an other Das- relatıon LO Christ’s rıghteousness which

Paul has borrowed E express1on have put by faıth, that ıt. mMay be-
TOM the Hebrew 1ın hıch asham COMe OW: hat 1s why have chosen
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LO retaın the preposıtion In rather than to Tea-minıstry almost part ofthe

effecting of reconcıhatıion. ‘It 1s the ıllus-replace ıt by PDET, through’, SINCE thıs
g1veSs meanıng INOTeE ın lıne wıth aul’s trıous tıtle of the gospel that ıt 15
intention. embassy LO reconcıle INe  v an LO

(G0d.’ When hear the gospel, INaYy
Why reconcıiliation? know that (God 155 engaged wıth (f£rac-

tare) and, ıt. WEerc«, negotlatıng (DACISCL)
about return to hıs favour. It 1S5 (10dCalvın lets hıs answer LO thıs question

emerge the exposıtion proceeds: 'Dy entreatıng, beseechıing, beggıng
nature children of wrath'; (0d 18 ınfensus, through hıs servants (v 20) Calvın PTrOpP-
hostile LO ere translated weakly, ‘dıs- erly STresses that thıs mıinıstry 15 O1 of

declaration—that (+0d has een madepleased’); Tregards wıth abhorrence’
(ex0SOS, hated): enmity, N: of God, etc propıtious LO sinners— and he Ca  w COI1-

ome points of translatıon suggest NeTV- 1Ne both emphases follows (on 19)
OUS translator! 'The reference (v 19) LO “ ’he church’s mınısters 1ın due order
separatıon theır sıde”, the sıde of STOTEe to 0d’s favour when through the

gospel they ATe wıtnesses LO of 0d’shuman beings, should perhaps be affect-
ıng them (eorum respectu); ‘quarrel favour havıng een reconcıled LO us.  7 (The
resolved’ (v 18) 1S weak for ‘dıyısıon Latın 1s bolder than Smaıiıl’s translatıon:
abolished’ (dissıdıio abolıto) de reconcılıata nobıs De: gratıa.)

We need nOot elay Ver S question. Musculus nıcely complements Calvın
alvın makes ıt. clear that whıiıle SINS fifrom INOTeEe anthropologıcal angle ‘“Rec-
AT still counted agaınst there C: be oncılıatıon cannot take place between the

between God an ourselves. unwillıng, but requıres the assent an
Musculus T1INgSs E out INOTE explicıtly, wiıll of both J1eSs Our reconcılatıon
but commentator reveals need for far (+0d 1sS concerned, 1S ındeed COIN-

direct address LO the question 6  why? al pleted erfecia 1ın the death of the
the outset.!* ator Chriıst, but TOM sıde it 15 not

completed erfecia unless genunmnely
God’s inıtiatıve accommodate ourselves to ıts terms (con-

dıtıiıonıbus) that Ca be receptive
Calvın leaves thıs largely unnoticed untiıl (capaces) of ıt. These terms AT CI-

15 reached, but Musculus’s INore LANCEe an faıth 1n hrist.
expansıve exposıtıon hıghlıghts ıt. most 'The metaphor of the ambassador lends
effectively: ‘“God not waıt for untıiıl ıtselfLO imagınatıve development 1ın INOTE

than OI! commentator, especlally Muscu-pursued reconcıliatıon supplıants,
but he reconcıled when WerTe 12N0- lus anı Thomas Cajetan de V1ı0 before
rant of hıs PUurpOosCcC, ındeed alıenated and whom Luther W as sumMmMOoNed al
dead ın SINS, and of hıs OW. free Augsburg 1n oth alvın an Mus-
inıtiatıve an through hıs Son. culus (entrusted tO the word

of reconcılıatıon’) out of theır WaYy LOOffended maJesty takes the lead 1n OIl-

cılıng ıts enemıiles.’ We AT samplıng here fiınd fault ıth the multıiplıcatıon of
the commentarıes of pastor-theologlans, of reconcıl1ıatıon under the DPapDaCy
for whom it W as the MOST natural thıng to — — MNasses, prıvate confess10ns, papal 1N-
lace theır works wıth worshıp, exhorta- dulgences, absolutions, hat Calvın calls
tıon, rebuke an consolatıon. 'The age of That whole godless anı execrable traffic
the restrictedly academıc commentary that they exercise 1n the salvatıon of
had not arrıved. souls’ Mınısters have warrant ın Scr1p-

tLur LO be ambassadors of the gospel—no
INOTeEe an less.The miıinıstry of reconciliation Paul’s phrase has accustomed LO

This deserves INOTEe than routine atLten- speakıng of ‘the mınıstry ofreconcıliatiıon’
tıon, for Calvın 1s5 not the only exposıtor task LO be undertaken, al least
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shared, by human agents. Why do not understands God actıve through
comfortably talk of OUTr engagıng 1ın ‘the hrıst reconcılıng the world’. Although

miınıstry of atonement’? Or Ven ın ‘the there 1sS obvıous dıfference between the
mınıstry of salvatıon/redemption/etec.”? latter, INOTE instrumental role for hriıst
alvın wants LO emphasıze, and Muscu- an! other interpretations hıch stress
lus EVEeN INOTE clearly, that human m1n1s- the comıng of God 1ın Christ,
Lry 1s almost part of the atonement. 'To the WaY Calvın develops hıs cComMent
paraphrase Cyprıan and ManYy fter hım, thıs clause— CChriıst Immanuel, for
including Calvın), ‘No atonement wıthout example—shows that conceptual sharp-the church’s miıinıstry 1EeSS W AasSs elusıve.

'The dıfference between Catholicism
and Protestantism INaYy be expressed 1ın How V aSs reconcıliatiıon effected?
the followıng terms: whereas the former
sacramentalıses ‘the mınıstry ofreconcili;- not ımputing theır SINS to them)’ 1s
atıon’ (or atonement), the latter homıilet- Calvın’s dıstıinetive versıon of the Pauline
1ses ıt. ext—non ımputando instead of the nom1-

natıve partıcıple (ımputans) of the Greek,God w as 1ın Christ the Vulgate an Erasmus, but he leaves
hıs readers tO 1SCcCover hıs 1Te6€4sS0on Hıs

Here dogma an exeges1s meet, wıth no exposıtıion of hat he calls the offiıcı.m
agreement N exposıtors an SOINE- Chrıst draws upon varıety of COI-
tımes confusıon. Calvın dıvıdes the state- cepts—propitiation, placatıon, pacıfıca-
ment, makıng “God’s being 1ın hrıst/ the tıon, removal of hostilıty, explation,
ıntervention hıch effects ‘the reconcılıng rem1ss1o0n, adoption (a dıistinctive alv-
of the world”’. He has doubt that “+0d/’ in]ıan note), sacrıfıce, mediıatiıon. He PUFr-here the Father, for ıt WOU. be s ues exegetical path ın
awkward to SaVy that ‘the divine nature of presenting the ımport of not Iimputing.hrıst W as 1ın hım Musculus wıth What becomes crystal-clear (and thıs MaYythıs readıng, but VeErYvY brıefly— God hım- be why Calvın opted for the instrumental
self ındwelling hrıst hıs Son  w Erasmus’s gerundıve) 1sS the 0TL2a absence from hıs
Paraphrases put ıt. neatly, “God the Fa- mınd-— and irom sıxteenth-centuryther W as 1ın him ’ But for Bullınger the ommentator have looked at—of the
text speaks unquestionıngly of two-na- tıon that 0d’s ıIn Chrıiıst of ıtself
ture Chriıstology, LO whıiıch, ın relatıvely reconcıles non-ımputes. 'T’he profu-short treatment of these Verses, he 91ves S10N of metaphors emphasıses that Ol-
dısproportionate an! faırly techniıcal T cılıation, 1.e. the pacıfyıng ofWTa 1s not
tention.** oth Bullınger an Calvın cıte achıeved wıthout rem1ssıon of SINS, that
John 10:38 (°I 1ın the Father but 1S, the non-ımputing of SINS, hıch
wıth dıvergent ınterpretations. Conrad quires the medıatıion of Christ’s sacrıfice.
Pellıcan, Reformer ın ase and Zurich
an! able Hebrew scholar, presented both, Which ‘world?’ 1s reconcıled?
apparently wıthout discerning theır 1N-
compatıbilıty—..e. both “God the Father alvın omıts an Y mentıon. Musculus,
Was 1n hım' anı "Truly hrıst W as God”’, however, that SOME ın hıs day from
an! there Was salvatıon lıfe for thıs an sımılar attempted LO
unless he wWerTe 'The explanatıon for revıve the erTor of unıversal salvatıon,thıs hıes, ] thınk, ın the derıvatıve charac- faces the question. ‘As far the work of
ter of Pelliıcan’s material.” reconcılıatiıon 9Q06S, ıt 1S5 ready (paratum)Others make comment al all t00O an sufhficıent for the reconcılıng of the
brıiefly to be of much help Cajetan g1ves whole human race.’ But, noted
three possıble constructions (and then above, for Musculus there Ca  » be TeC-
combiıines them all), OIl being sımply oncılıatıon ıth the unwillıng. But 1ıf, ın
°God WAas 1ın Christ personalıter). Another LO ‘the minıstry of reconcılı-
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atıon), al the world embraced it, then neıther o0€eSs Calvın resort LO the tıme-
mortal would perısh. Sınce thıs 1S5 NnOt the eternıty dıfference.)

'The Reformer confronts the SaIine prob-Casc, Musculus concludes that only those
chare ın ‘Thıs unıversal (generalıs) grace‘’ lem at greater length ın Instıtutio DG
who embrace ıt 1ın repentance an faıth 4, where he dıisplays sharper touch but
What could be neater? nds ıth long quotatıon from

It W as left LO Catholic Cajetan toO sShOW Augustine, which includes the followıng:
CONCEeT IN tOo lımıt ‘The world’ LO 0d’s ‘In marvellous and dıvıne WaY (30d loved

He knewpeople, suggesting that the phrase be EVEeN when he hated
construed differently— reconcılıng the how, at the SAaIiIne tıme, LO ate ın each 0)]81

world-in-Chrıist’, that 1S, not the world ın of hat had made an LO love what
he had made 'T hıs ınvokes dıstinetioniıts entirety but ıt. 1s yoked to Chrıst, a ]]
not between SINNer an S1N but betweenfrom an y natıon wh: AT members of

rıst, the elect 'T *hıs construal, he be- SINNeEeTr an creature, hıch 1ın turn INaYy
lıeves, SQUAaTES both wıth the truth and ralse SOINE eyebrows. It 1S not the glory of
ıth the ratıo of the miınıstry of reconcıli- the gospel LO get forth love for S1IN-
atıon. ners? Yet e 15 how Calvın hımself put

ıt of have 1ın ourselves somethıng
When did God start lovıng us deserving of0d’s hatred But because

the ord wılls not LO lose hat 15 hıs ın u
alvın ralses mMmoOomMmentous 1SSUue, hıch out of hıs OW. kındness he still finds
EMETSCS much from hıs exposıtıon somethıng tO love. OWever much IMaYy
from Paul’s text He has saıd, ‘Dy not be SINNers DYy OU: OW fault, neverthe-
imputıing . . ‘As long (0d imputes less remaın hıs creatures.’
SINS to u ıt, 15 NECESSATY that he regard Thıs 1S iındeed fascınatıng section of

the Instıtutio. At 0)]81 stage alvınwıth abhorrence (ex0SOS), for he cannot be
frıendly propıt10us to sinners.’ But WerTrTe to be adaptıng INOTeEe Lutheran lJaw-gos-

not loved before the foundatıon of the pel model (unless AT overwhelmed Dy
world? Was not 0d’s love the ofthe fear of0d’s wrath, wiıll not fully Srasp
explatiıon of sıns? alvın concludes that the dıvıine mercy) At another poınt he

qsserts that, although hıs explanatıon 1S5Scripture teaches LWO apparently contra-
dıctory hıngs ‘1 admıt that the love of God geared °to the weakness of capacıty
1s pr10r 1ın tıme an! also 1ın order regards (captus), 1.e. accommodated, “it 1S not sa1ld
(Go0od quantum ad Deum), but irom OUTr falsely In fact hat Calvın CXDOSECS here
poınt of V1CW (respectu nostrı) the begın- 1S5 the dıfficulty of propoundıng propıtıa-

tion an penal substitution wıthoutnıng of love 1S placed 1ın Chrıist’s sacrıfıce.’
(Not the least interesting feature of. setting dıvyıne Justice Ver agaınst dıvıne
sentence 15 that alvın uses Lwo words for 9 an Father Ver agaınst Son In
love, dılectıo anı amor.) wrestlıng wıth ıt. here observe Calvın

One of the Nıngs Calvın wants LO Sa y the bıblıcal theolog1an much the
systematıcıan. Propitiation 15 somet1ımes1s clear enough: sSInners cannot be PCTI-

suaded that (0d 1s mercıful to untiıl erıtic1sed for dıvıdıng the Trinıty One
SEE that embodıed 1ın the sacrıfiıce reply miıght be that must follow Scr1p-
of the medıiıator. Hence Paul 1sS rıght tO ture, ın the lıght of hıch the Trinıty LOO
make S sacrıfıce the begıinnıng an 15 tO be construed.

of reconcıllatıon nostrı respectu.
But Calvın o0€es not appeal to hıs ell- Being reconciıiled CVCT’V day
known theme of accommodatıon 1ın order
LO resolve the dıfficulty, hıch 1ın realıty Musculus TEW attention LO the absence

of object you 1ın as thoughpersısts. ÖOne miıght deduce fifrom thıs
paragraph that, accordıng to Calvın, God God Were exhorting through u beg
both loves anhates (sınners, the elect) behalf of Chriıst Consequently
from eternıiıty. (It 1S interesting that ‘Be reconcıled’ need not be viewed
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addressed LO the Corinthlans but illus- qualıtas habıtus but gıven Dy 1mMpu-
ratıve of the general proclamatıon (z0d tatıon, the 1S guilt, an Calvın
has entrusted LO hıs servants. Or perhaps Ca talk of ‘“Christ’s condemnatıion)’. We
there WeTITe SOINE Nn the Corinthjans become rıghteous before (God 1ın the WaY
who had NOot responded ın repentance an ın hıch hrıst became sınner. He
faıth an still needed LO be reconcıled. adopted, ıt. WEerTrC, OU'  — HNam,

Calvın had problem 1n treatıng °‘Be LO become ouilty under OUu. Name an be
reconcıled’ spoken toO belıevers, toO Judged sınner, not by hıs OW: offences
whom Paul has LO execute hıs commı1ıssıon but by others’.
(the mıinıstry of reconcılıatıon) CVETYV day Melanchthon close tOo thıs
He then takes OUr breath aWAaV °“Christ ‘made sS1Nn. Christ W as quiıddam rennr

not suffer 1ın order 19105 only to explate Pa Deo, ‘somethıng ouilty (neuter) be-
SINS Just S1N daıly, also fore God, whereby he felt the horrendous

by daıly rem1ssıon ATe rece1ved Dy WTa of the eternal Father agaınst all
God iınto favour (gratiam). 'The volce of S1INS, though he had polluted hımself
the gospel ambassador 1S LO resound 1ın wıth Vour SINS an mıne an everybody’s.’the church toO the en of the world What Erasmus’s Annotatıones, the other
surprıses here 1s the usSe of ‘explate’ of the hand, reflect COIMNCEeTMN (whıich he aser1bes
ever-repeated dıvyıne forgı1veness of Iso LO Lefevre d’Etaples) that Christ
ever-repeated SIınNNıng. It remınds OIl 1M - should not from thıs text be called

sınner').mediıately of the Lutheran formula sımul
LUStus, sımul pPeCcCcalor, sımul penıtens. Yet however ‘made S1N 1S exegeted, all
But 1ın the context 1n thıs commentary, Commentators SLTress that 1ın thıs charac-
alvın applıes ıt. LO condemnatıon of ter Chrıist oTe the penalty for OuUu.  — S1NS.
Catholic teachıng hıch requıres people He 1s called redeemer, SaVys Melanchthon,
°to seek rem1ssıon of SINS after baptısm because he paıd the prıce for More
elsewhere than from the explatiıon 1I11- than other wrıters Melanchthon dwells
plıshed (peracta!) 1ın the death of Christ)’. the dread awfulness ofthe transactıon.
He rejects the dıstınetion between Pre- Musculus 1ın turn emphasıses (+0d the
baptısmal an post-baptısmal S1INS, hıch agent: ‘God hımself laıd hıs innocent
had had enormously far-reachiıng effects Son all S1INS, LO be explated the

the shape of mediıeval relıgıon 1ın the C  9 outsıde the gateWest So here observe example of iıllustration how exeges1s IMayhat earlıer characterised the dısper- ect dogma rather than determiıine ıt 15
S10N of the doctrine of atonement In the provıded Dy the Dominıcan Ambrosius
Reformers. In myrıad lıke thıs Catharınus Polıtı) “God made hım S1N. 1S
the once-for-all reconcılıatıon - figure COTNINON to scrıpture (thoughplıshed ın Christ’s sacrıfice 18 turned by other instances o1ven), meanıng that
Reformers LO sharp crıt1ique of entral God placed all SINS, especlally orıgınalelements ın papa. relıgı0n. S1IN, hım In hıs body, erucıfied an

dead, S1N 1S al the Same tıme erucıfıed an
The great exchange dead hıs PreDaTES the ground for Polıti

tOo lınk the next clause, that miıght
In hat W as Chrıst made sın"? T’he become the rıghteousness of God ın hım),
COINMMON explanation, found 1ın Erasmus,® tLO Chrnist’s resurrection. ‘Rıghteousness’
Pellıcan, Musculus anı ın Catholic wrıt- here Tıghteous people  9 the
eTrTSs lıke Cajetan, cıtes Hebrew of analogy of CITCUMCIS10N— 0r sımply, ‘the
c  s1n ın the of ‘sacrıfıce (hostıa) for rıghteous’.
S1N. (Exod 30:10, eviıt 4:21: Hosea 4:8) It 1s5 wıth thıs final clause ofthe chapter

that less of oNseNSu: becomes evıdentalvın mentiıons thıs ınterpretation, but
prefers OnNne that o0es greater Justice LO the N:Our ommentators. Polıiti's leanıng
parallelısm ofthe Just the rıght- Owards the rıghteousness of °*the 111e

Are saıld to be made 15 not creature’ through 1ın Cajetan. He
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The Atonement Retormation Theology
concentrates mınds. We INAaYy en wıthfiırst speaks of rıghteousness COoMMUNN-

cated LO Trom the merit, the sanctifica- Bullınger’s commendatıon of ıt
tıon, the reconcılıatıon of Chrıst’, but then
of being transformed gradually iınto In T1e COmMPDAaSS e chapter 15 full of SAaV-

ıng doctrine, urge that ıt be en readthat rıghteousness, that PTrogreS- an re-read. It has wondertful warmth ofsıvely become rıghteous ın under- the Holy pırıt, ıt. reinforces hope beyondstandıng, motı1ve, actıon an! endurance.
Kor Calvın, the other hand, rıght- MeASUTE, ıts CO 1S of the hıghest. It

here 1s matter solely of 1MpUuU- presents the vehes depiction gospel
an the most exalted praıse of the mınıstrytatıon, not o1ven tO but acceptable LO of the Word You Ca scarcely read INOTEGod (zELL probata). He backs thıs wıth

SOINEC comparatıve exegesı1s. By the great vivıd passage elsewhere Pa  E Pay heed,
exchange, Chrıist became sınner, So there{fore, belhıeving soul, to hat the Lord

1S ellıng youATe NO rıghteous ın hım, Aan! ATrTe
assessed (censemur) by reference LO
Christ’s rıghteousness, hıch put Summary
by faıth that ıt. becomes urs’'. ‘In

The atonement W as not 1Ssue 1ın Refor-OChrıist‘ rather than ‘through (so
Erasmus, although orıgınally 1n 1516 he matıon CONtroVverSsy, unlıke Justificatıon.
translated ın ıLlo) 1s sıgnıfıcant dıffer- Its theologıcal treatment 1s dıspersed,
ENCE for alvın pearıng under other heads, such SaCcr1-

1Ce and the INass Chrıstology, ıf at allMusculus explicıtly gets .. ın the
The charaecterıstic mode of eformatıonframework of ‘: exchange‘’ (commutatıo),

an forcefully parallels the LWO INOVE- theology 1sS scrıptural exposıtion rather
ments. By bearıng OuUu. S1INS Chrıst INOTeEe than systematıcs. So z centres

Calvın’s comments Corinthiansbecame sinner lıke than W by A takıng note of other sıxteenth-CeE1VINg hıs rıghteousness by ımputatıon,
become rıghteous lıke hım Melanchthon, CENTUrYy exposıtıions. Not only o0eSs Calvın

the CONTtrarYy, wants LO further. ‘We subsume the church’s mınısternal role
wıthın ‘the miınıstry of reconcılıatıon’, 1.e.ATe pronounced not guılty but rıghteous, atonement, but also, through akıng ‘Be(G0d Justifyıng, that 1S, accepting an

aT the SaIiInle tıme renew1ıng vıvıfyıng reconcıled (v 20) addressed LO
He COVEeEeTr'Ss wıth hıs rıghteous- belıevers, he envısages daıly ‘explating'

ess lıke Coat; ıt 15 imputed LO and of SINS 1ın ever-renewed repentance.
Moreover, he grapples ıth the question9T the SAaInNle tiıme inıtıates 1ın 1e and

eternal rıghteousness.’ Calvın would not when God started lovıng No less
have disagreed, but he not fınd ıt. 1ın frankly, Calvın reads the passage Pre-
thıs passage. senting Chrıist guilty and sıiınner In

OU.  =- person’. Vırtually all the ingredientsstudy of thıs kınd cannot produce of Reformatıon doctrine of atonementsystematiıc unıfıed presentatıon of the
atonement ın Reformatıon CYVYECS hat Arl here.
would have een possıble, submıt, only

oOtfesby concentratıng OIl  D Reformer OTle
confessıon catechısm. Nevertheless,
doubt ıf an y sıgnıfıcant element of doc- Canons and ecrees of the Councıl of
trıne of the atonement faıthful LO the Irent, Lr CANATrOeder (Rockford, 1
maın thrust of the eformatıon has een 146

T’he OR of Concord. T’he Confessions ofomıtted entirely. Furthermore have the Evangelıcal Uuclheran Church, irremıiınded ourselves how the Reformers
professed LO do theology, out of the Tappert (Phıladelphıiaa, 29—30, JÖ,

92952—3Scriptures 1n interaction wıther SCI1D- Reformed Confessions tR Century,ura exposıtors. 1n Coriınthlans ed. Cochrane London, 12
have passage that marvellously Cochrane, Reformed, 170; Phılıp a
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T’he Creeds of OChrıstendom ols 6th ICS Lewıston 6586 Its brief
edıt (New ork 111 447{ treatment of Calvın not wholly
Schaft UCreeds 111 444-—6 accurate

13Ibıd 111 406-—8 In ‚postolı aul Aas Epıstolas ad
Cochrane eJjorme 246 (hıs OWI) work Corınthios (Basel 399 The
2—3 See instead Schaftf Creeds 111 Commentary Wäas first publıshed 1559
257 S53 Melanchthon spe of ‘the evil’ of
orge eology of the Reformers ash- wıth which 15 horr1ıbly ansry and
vılle Ü 59 eferring to hıch has een horrıbly condemned by
lan S1gg1ns Martın Luther’s Doc- (30d/’ Preface tO hıs incomplete COTINIMNEeN-
rıne of Chrıst (New Haven an Lon- Lary Corinthlans (ıt dıd not reach ch
don Corpus REeformatorum 8—9
Cited the Formula of Concord Sohd araphrases ad loc Opera Omnıa ed
Declaratıon VIII ed Tappert OR of LeClerc (Leiıden 1703-—6) VII 9925
Concord. 599 for the or1ıgına. Luthers In Omnes Apostolıcas Epıstolas Com
er Weımarer Ausgabe) 590 mentarıl (Zurich 290 The first

edıtiıon of the cCcommentary CorinCalvın Commentarıes T’he Second EpIS-
tle of Paul the Apostle LO the Corınthians thlans appeare 1535

Lr Smaıil Edinburgh T7 In Omnes Apostolıcas Epistolas Paulı
The text. ofCalvın COMMEeNTS that ollows Commentarıl Zurich 300—

largely from Smaıiıl eXcept that ave 301
Erasmus Annotatıons the New Testa-provıded esh translatıon Pauline

Verses anı ıghtly revıised SOINE COINN- ment Acts-Romans— I and Corın-
mentary ere modest Ep- thıans ed Anne Reeve and M Screech
ochs the Hıstory of Interpretatıon of udıes the ıstory of OChrıstian

Thought X LL Leıden ad locCorinthlans 1221 by Rıchard Mead
Commentarıa Omnes Dıvı auıLewiıs ed.) Interpreting Corın-

Fhıans Ta D4 An Kxercıse Hermenenu- Epistolas (Venice 2334

f Related Interest

Ahrıst Our ace
T’he humanıty of Chrıst for the Reconcılıation O; Or
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R The Cross and the Eucharist: the doctrine of the
atonement accordıng to the Catechısm of the
Catholıc Church
La CFO1LX et l’’eucharıstktie: Ia doctrine de
l’expiatıion dans le catechısme de 1’Eglise
Catholique
Das Kreuz und dıe Eucharıistie: Dıe ühnelehre
des Katechismus der Katholischen Kırche
Leonardo De Chirıico, Rome

RESUME eSQULSSEE, et UunNne theologıe des
sacrements largement developpee. Le
Catechıiısme accorde beaucoup plusDans le Catechısme de l’Eglise

Catholıque D} de 1992, la doctrine de ımportiance Ia representatıon
l’expiation est traıtee sSur mode eucharıstique de l’expiatıon et SO  S

quelque PDeU mıneur e actualısatıon sacramentelle, qu ’a
point de UU catholıque SuU l’evenement hıstorıque SUTUÜenu UuNe fOoLS

l’expiatıon est presente dans le contiexXtie DOUFr Loutes et port redemptrice.
du commentaıre de ’artıcle Ia Ia fın de Ia sectıon Si  S la passıon et [a
profession la Fol Chretienne (C  est / mort de Jesus-Chrıst, e Catechısme
dıre le symbole des Apötres) quı declare: pnarle de notLre partıcıpatıon
< Jesus-Chrıst souffert SOLLS Ponce sacrıfıce du OChrıst 3} La
Pılate, A et crucıfie, ıl est mort et ete partıcıpatıon reelle de l’Eglıse

sacrıfıce du Chrıst est parfaıtementensevelı A Le commentaıre du magıstere
FrouvVve dans les paragraphes 595 legıtıme, et est faıt un DUr truıLısme,

6923 dans le cadre de Ia dogmatıque
La portee du sacrıfıce du Chrıst PDOUF catholıque. L/’ımplıcatıon de l’Eglıse est

le salut est precıseE Lermes de S1 ımportante QUE ’eucharıstie
reconcılıatıon }} (615, 614), << elle-meme est presentee le

redemption et de reparatıon D memorıal sacrıfıcıel du OChrıst et de SO  S
< d’expiatıon et de satısfactıon 3} (61 6), D l’Eglıse >} (1362) L’eucharıstıe est
MAaLSs rencontre AUCUNMNE explıcatıon DOUFr l’Eglıse, MALS AUSsSSL !’Eglıse et
de Ces itermes Le Catechısme adopte le DUar l’Eglıse (14748) S71 OUS PXAMINONS
point de UU d’une expıiatıon unıverselle attentivement quı est explıcıtement
et ıLlımıtee, accord. Uvec la tradıtıon affırme ımplıicıtement aAdmıs dans le
bıen etablıe du concıle Trente. Catechısme quı l’o@euvre

bref expose consacre - la port de Ia redemptiıon, A est claır GUE les
redemptrice de la passıoNn et de Ia MO lıgnes dıreectrices fondamentales de la
de Jesus-Chrıst la porte Ia theologıe sont Jeu dans les points qQUE
comprehensıon specıfiıqguement OUS DVenans DOLF brıievement. La

notıon de Ia re-presentatıioncatholıque des sacrements general et
de l’eucharıstie partıculıer sacramentelle du sacrıfıce du Chrıst,
(1322-1419). Une lecture, meme rapıde, allıege celle de Ia partıcıpatıon de
du contenu du Catechısme laıssera l’Eglıse sacrıfıce, touche COPUFr du
percevoır contraste frappant entre catholıcısme. Dans anıere aborder
Uune theologıe de la CFroLX rapıdement ’ w@uvure de la CFOLX et l’eucharıstıie, le
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Catechısme reıtere sımplement "nsemble apporter d  C  €  lement HNOUVEeEeauU quı pourraıt
l’enseiıgnemen du concıle Trente tel le rapprocher une theologıe

qu’ıl ete reaffırme DAr Vatıcan II, Sans l’expiatıon plus evangelıque.

USAMMENFASSUNG Eucharıistıe SOWwLeE deren Aktualısıerung
LmM akrament hervorzuheben als ıhren

Im Katechtsmus der Katholıschen hıstorıschen (als eLwas eın für allemal
Kırche UVUO  _ 1992 wırd der Sühnelehre Geschehenes) und heilschaffenden
nuU  s eıne Art Nebenrolle zugestanden. Charakter aufzuzeıgen.
Die hatholısche Sıcht der ühne wırd Am nde des Abschnutts ber das
ım Zusammenhang mıt der Auslegung Leıden und Sterben Jesu Chrıstı
des vierten Artıkels des Bekenntnisses verweıst der Katechısmus auf ‘unsere
des chrıstlıchen Glaubens dem Teıilhabe Opfer OChrısti‘ 618) Da
Apostolıschen Glaubensbekenntnis) dıe Kırche tatsächlıch eıl hat Opfer
erläutert. Dort finden wır dıe Worte Chrıstı, erscheınt ım Rahmen der
“Sesus Chrıstus, gelıtten unter Pontıus katholıschen Dogmatık als vollkommen
Pılatus, gekreuzıgt, gestorben und zulässıg, Ja als eıne Bınsenwahrhelit. Dıie
begraben.. Der maßgebliche Kommentar Rolle der Kırche ıst maßgebend, daß
dazu findet sıch Lın 595623 dıe Eucharıstıie als das ‘Gedächtnıs

IDıe Heılsdımensıon 199}  S OChrıstı Opfer das Opfer OChrıstı und seınen Leıb, dıe
wırd miıttels der Konzepte ‘Versöhnung’ Kırche) erscheınt Die

6156 14), Erlösung und Eucharıistie ıst Iso eın Opfer für dıe
Wıedergutmachung‘ SOWwLeE “Sühne und Kırche VO  S der Kırche und durch dıe
Genugtuung‘ 616) beschrıeben. Eıne Kırche Wenn ma dıe

explızıten Behauptungen und ımplızıtennähere Erläuterung der Begriffe findet
sıch Jjedoch nıcht Der Katechiısmus Annahmen des Katechısmus bezüglıch
vertrıitt 1 Eınklang mL1t der des Versöhnungswerkes sorgfältıg
etablıerten trıdentinıschen Tradıtion betrachtet, dann wırd deutlıch, daß ıUn
dıe unıverselle und unbegrenzte dem 1er urz Umrıssenen das
Dımensıon der Sühne elementare Gedankengebäude des

Dıie Rnappe Erläuterung der Katholızısmus zulage Frıtt Die
soteriologıschen Bedeutung des Leıdens T’heologıe der sakramentalen
und Sterbens Jesu Chrıstı bahnt den Repräsentatıon des Opfers Chrıstı
Weg einem spezıfısch hatholıschen mıt der Theologıe der
Verständnıis der Sakramente LM khırchlıchen Teılhabe Opfer Chrıstı
allgemeınen sSsow1ıe der Eucharıistıe m stellen das Herzstück des Katholızısmus
besonderen 15322-1419) Selbst eın dar. In seıner Behandlung vO.  S

flüchtıger Blıck ın das Kreuzesthematık und Eucharıistıe
Inhaltsverzeichnıs des Katechiısmus wıederhaolt der Katechıiısmus schlıcht das
offenbart dıe gewaltıge Dıskrepanz Gros der trıdentinıschen Lehre ın der
zwıschen der Rnapp uUumrıssenen Form, W1Le SLe UVO Z weıten
T’heologıe des reuzes und der

worden Wn  - Neues 11 Sınne eiıner
Vatıkanıschen Konzıl nNeil formulıert

ausführlıch entwiıickelten
Sakramentelehre. Der Katechısmus hat eventuellen Annäherung eıne stärker
scheinbar eın größheres Interesse daran, evangelısch epragte Theologıe der
dıe Repräsentatıon der Sühne ın der Sühne findet sıch 1er nıcht.
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Generally speakıng, Roman Catholıc doc- dıfferent bıblıcal images an models of
trınal statements, both creedal formula- the atonement AT evoked ın order LO
tions an catechistic tools sShow hıgh present ıts multifaceted meanıng. Accord-
egree of theologıical sophıstıicatıon. 'The ıng to Catholic commentator, Robert
w1ısdom, depth, wıdth of the sapıentıal urray, z descriptive WaY of present-
tradıtiıon of the church 155 apparen 1ın ıts ng the atonement stands ın continulty

Moreover, Catholic ıth W1Se tradıtiıon 1n the Church’officıal wrıtings.
ATremagısterıial documents usually whereby model of the atonement 1S5

artıculated 1ın language medıiıtated, gıven ‘dogmatıc status’.® In thıs respect, it.
pondered an polıshed that they often 1sS interesting LO ote that Murray COIN-

requıre sqeveral readıngs ın order to be trasts the alleged super-partes posıtıon
endorsed by Catholıc teachıng wıth thegrasped. It should be recogn1ısed that the

Vatıcan, N Man y other thıngs, Iso marked evangelıcal tendency LO favour
produces masterful pleces of theologıcal the penal substitution theory’ the chjef
elaboratiıon. 'T hıs 1sS Vel truer wıth soteriologıcal paradıgm for comıng to
gard LO the works of indıvıdual catholic gr1ps ıth Christ’s Savıng work the

'The C(Oatechısm 0eSs not CSPDOUSCtheologıans, thı of Yves Congar, e  r
Rahner, Avery ulles However, ere an ımage of the atonement the COIN-

ATE Lwo doectrinal ATrTEas 1ın hıch thıs trolling-princıple NOr 0eSs ıt elevate an Y
combiınatıon of riıchness of thought and ımage LO play the role of hermeneutical

regulator of the doectrine itself. Therefore,exposıtory abılıty 1s not evıdent OM
would eXpect: OTIe 1S ese 1S eschatology, 1ın expoundıng magisterıal teachıng
the er 1S the doctrine ofthe atonement. the atonement, the Catechısm 1S sa1d to

On eschatology an the atonement, have Sımply restated ‘the COTININON themes
Just LO Namle LWwO vVe broad theologıcal whıch have always stimulate the

Church’s prayerful reflection’.*locı, Catholic magısterl1al teachıng 1Ss
rather sober, hardly resemblıng the un- These rather hasty consıderations ATe

mistakable symphoniıc Catholıic WaYy of sufticıent LO provıde general ıntroduc-
theologı1izıng. On these doctrınes, the tıon LO the understandıng of the atone-
magısterıum usually echoes scr1pture- ment ıt. 1S5 artıculated 1ın the Catechısm.

LO deepen apprecıatıon of ıt, ıtborrowed Janguage an quoCtes long Pas-
reflecting early church tradıtion. NECESSATY tO explore the dynamıcs of the

What LO be lackıng—thıs 15 fırst, doctrinal exposıtıon whiıich entaıl the
perhaps misleadıng impress10on—I1s the hıstorıical events related tLO Calvary and
attempt LO Construe typıcally catholıc the sacramental corollary attached LO the

offerıng of thepıece of doctrine wıth al] ıts consolıdated
eatures.

In the 1999 Catechısm of the Cathaolıc The sacrıfıce of Christ and ıts
Church, the somewhat ‘low-key TrTeat- historico-salvıfiıc signifıcance
ment of the atonement 15 consıstently
pursued 1ın lıne ıth the above mentioned The catholıc V1eW of the atonement 1S5 DÜ
theologıcal moderatiıon. From merely sented 1ın the ontext of the exposıtion of
quantıtatıve poınt of v1leW, thıs scant the ourth Article of the Professjion of the
proach 1s shown, fırstly, Dy the rather Chrıstian aıth (1.e the Apostles’ Creed)
hurried exposıtıon of the sıgnıfıcance of hıch states “Jesus hrıst suffered under
Christ’s death hıch COVeTSs less than Pontius Pılate, W as cerucıfıed, diıed an
paragraphs —623)— a proximately W aA! burıed’ T‘he magisterı1al cComMent
1% ofthe whole Catechısm. Secondly, the Ca be found ın paragraphs 5956923
Catechıismi's 1SCOuUrse the atonement In the first part of the sectıon, after
adopts merely descr1ıptive lıne 1ın deal- recallıng the trials of Jesus, attention 1S5
ıng ıth the varıety ofways ın hıch the g1ven to the fact that the responsı1bıilıty for
Bıble speaks of the of hrıst In the ‚Jesus’ death 15 not attrıbutable LO the
text promulgated by DODEC John Paul IL, ewWws specıfıc ethniıc group, but LO all

EuroJTh 5



eanardeoe Chirico

sınners the whole of the human 1TaCce understandıng the events related LO the
VEhat 1S5 LO SaYy, the OTl hand, According LO olfhart Pannenberg,
eWSs ATeEe not collectively responsıble for thıs partıcular section forms hıgh poınt
Jesus’ death and, the other, all sıinners of the entire work because here finally
WerTrTe the authors of Chrıist’s passıon an attention 1S paıd LO modern exegesı1s 1n
death that the sacrılıce ofJesus 1s not presented

Subsequently, the Catechısm unfolds appeasement of the Father 1910)48 15
the redemptive sıgnıfıcance of the events ıt lımıted to the erucıfix10n/’. In Pannen-
related LO the ın od’s plan of salva- berg’s Op1n10n, the PropDer focus of thıs
tıon. COChrıiıst’s death W as ıIn accordance tO part of the Catechısm 1S instead, and
od’s wiıll LO make Hıs love effective 1ın rıghtly ın hıs VvleW, “Jesus’ entire lıfe of

commıtment to the mı1ıssıon he receivedthat WaY m  9 ıt W as Iso the fulfil-
ment of the Ser1iptures’ foretellıng hıch from hıs Father for the salvatıon of
prefigured hat W as to happen, and, 1n humanıty  z
Z context, Isa1ah’s prophecy of the suf- hıs 1S not TLO Sa V that there 15
ferıng Servant 1s5 mentioned More- attempt LO provıde soterl1ologıcal insıghts
OVECTI, it W as tor OU.  — sake that hrıst dıed, far the atonıng meanıng of the
that 155 He experıienced reprobatıon not 1S concerned. As menti.oned ın the intro-
because He hımself had siınned but be- duction LO S aPCrT, the Catechısm, 1n

God ‘“establıshed hım 1ın solıdarıty ıts rather descr1iptive veın, employs dıffer-
wıth sinners’“'The reference ent formulae anı definıtions ıth refer-
to the clause tfor OU. aake’ 1S explaıned 1ın NCE tLO COChrıst’s ea 'The 1S SCCIHIL,
terms of Jesus assumıng ın the SLALE of fırst, 1ın the context of the relatıonshıp

waywardness of S1N thus establıshıng between the Son an the Father, then ın
solıdarıty wıth sınners. In lıne ıth the relatıon to the Paschal theme and, lastly,

sobrıety of the catholic treatment of the 1ın terms ofhat ıt accomplıshed redemp-
atonement already referred LO, further tıvely. More specıfically, Chrıist’s death 1S
hınts AarTre g]ven LO the WaY the nature referred to ‘voluntary offerıng tO the
of B ‘solıdarıty" should be understood Father for the salvatıon ofmen an
'1'0 wıden the pıcture, it should be noted aCT ofcomplete an free submıssıon LO the
that the substitutionary language 155 Iso Father’s 1117 (1008); ‘the Paschal sacrıfiıce
evoked when, ın the ontext of reference that accomplıshes the definıtive redemp-
LO sa1a 53,10—12, ‚Jesus 1S sa1d tO have tıon of men redemptı1ıve sacrıfıce
‘accomplıshed the substitution of the suf- for a | ]} mystery of unıversal
ferıng Servant’ an thus atoned for redemption’ In eNcCompassıng

faults an made satısfactıon for clause, the salvıfıc apprehensıon of
S1N. Solıdarıty and substitution Christ’s sacrıfıce 1S specıfıed 1ın terms of
PCar to be the LWO relevant hermeneutical ‘Teconcılıatıon’ (613, 614), Tedemption
keys LO substantıate theologıcally the bıb- an reparatıon), “atonement an satısfac-
hcal express1on for sake What tıon’ but further elucıdatıon of
LO be prevalent, however, 1s interpre- ese terms 1S5 provıded. Theır theologıcal
tatıon of the for sake clause whereby meanıng 1S left loosely undefined thıs
hrıst 1S thought ofchoosing to be NeaTr LO semantıc Imprecısıon should be SCEIN 1n
sınners, alongs1ıde them, besıde them relatıon to the rather descr1iptive PUrpDOSC

already referred toO‘Hor sake takes UuUance of meanıng
underlınıng the fact of Jesus sympathız- Concerning the nature of the sacrılıce
ing wıth the fallen human 1AaCcCce of Chrıist, the Catechısm specıfıes that ıt

On the whole, ese paragraphs stand 1S “‘unıque’ 1ın the that üit, completes
Out for theır concentratıon the salvıfıc and SUrpasses all other sacrıfiıces’

that 1S5 Old Testament sacrıfiıces. It 15sıgnıfıcance of Jesus’ lıfe an mınıstry
hıch finds ıts clımax al Calvary T’he full therefore retroactiıve an retrospective
STLOTY of Jesus 15 the COTe of the presenta- unıqueness, unıqueness 1ın cComparıson
tıon ell the ProODer ontext for ıth the sacrıfıces of the old cCovenant
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hıch have ceased 1n the DNEW dıspensa- been, and wiıll be sıngle human
tıon. Whether not the e Covenant being whose nature has not een assumed
demands that the sacrıfıce of Christ be Dy ‚Jesus Christ, OU'  — Lord, there 15 noL,
made present agaın and agaın 1s not INeN- has been, an 111 be sıngle
tioned al thıs pomint. It 18 true that earlhıer human beıng for whom hrıst not

the Catechısm Say>S that Chrıst’s W as suffer; however, nNnOot. all ATe redeemed Dy
‘Derfect an unıque oblatıon the cross’ the mystery of hıs suffering”.®

EVEIN though the semantıc contours The appeal LO thıs Councıl 15 not COIN-
of thıs perfection an unıqueness ATe not. vincıng for number of 1Te64S0O0NS Fıirstly,
spelt out As 111 SCC later, the under- it should be recalled that Quiercy refers
standıng ofthe finalıty ofthe 1S5 dealt LO Chrıst’s sufferıng, nOot LO hıs death
ıth 1n the Catechısm bDy inserting ıt ın the ontext of paragraph 605 would 1N-
the wıder sacramental system hıchca stead clearly ımply. Moreover, Quiercy
for re-presentatıion actualızatıon of thınks of Chrıist’s sufferiıng 1n analogy
the sacrıfıce ofhrıst and partıcıpatıon 1ın wıt. the ıncarnatıon, not ıth hıs death
ıt, the Catechısm maıntaıns. Finally,

One aspect which perhaps deserves whereas Quiercy upholds the realıty of
consıderatıon 1Ss related tO the vexaltla reprobatıon, paragraph 605 uses the QUO-
quaestıio concern1ıng the extensıon of the tatıon from the Councıl LO stress 0d’s
atonement. In thıs respect, the Catechısm unıversal redeeming love. As matter of

hıstorıical fact, the PUrDOSC and the focusthe unıversal, unlimited thrust
of the atonement 1ın lıne ıth the ell- of the councıl of Quiercy W as the rejection
establıshed trıdentine tradıtion. Added TO of double predestinatıon an not the
that, have SEEIMN from the Para- dorsement of unlımıted V1CW of the
graphs already quoted, ın the Catechısm extensıon of the atonement. Perhaps, ıt 15
there ATEe EXTS hıch poınt tO not unfaır LO SaYy that, 1ın thıs respect, the

unıversal applıcatıon of salvatıon ıth- Catechısm has made unfortunate
OUuLt, of COUT'SC, explıcıtly affırmıng ıt, choıice of hıstorıc magıster1al text. whıiıch,

The statemen °“COChrist diıed for all though not incompatıble wıt the general
INe  - wıthout exception’ 1ın hıs ‘unıvyversal thrust of thıs section, 0es not 1ın fact
redeemiıing love’ epıtomiızes verYyY directly back hat has een argued ın
clearly the catholıc posıtıon the mat- ıt.
ter Later read that the exıst- On the whole, then, it 15 concıse CXDO-
CeNCcCceEe 1ın OChrıst of the dıyvıne person of the sıt1ıon of the fourth artıcle of the Creed
Son, wh: al ONCE SUrpasses an embraces hıch underlınes the importance ofJesus’
al human PeETrSONS, an constitutes hım- entire lıfe earth an recapıtulates
seif the Head of a ]] mankınd, makes wıde N of fundamental ıimages of the
possıble hıs redemptive sacrıfıce for all’ atonement wıthout provıdıng cistinet
In order LO SUupport the unlımıted inter- theologıcal framework ıth regard to the
pretatıon of the death of Christ, the ate- shapıng of overall doectrinal interpre-
chısm quotes the Councıl of Quiercy (853 tatıon In the fınal paragraph of the SPC-

AD), hıch 1ın turn affırms that ‘T*here 1sS tıon however, typıcally Catholic
not, has been, an wıll be apprecıatıon of the sacrıfıce of COhrıist
sıngle human beıng for whom Chrıst begıns LO eEMETSEC when oOUuUr partıcıpatıon

1ın Chriıst’s sacrıfice’ 1s evoked an thenot suffer’ 'Thıs alleged concılıar
confirmatıon of the V1CeW of unıversal poss1ıbılıty ‘of being made partners ın the
extensıon of the redemption achlıeved by paschal mıstery 1Ss envısaged. 'T ’hıs 1S jJust
the aPPCars LO be, LO Say the east, the antıcıpatıon of hat constitutes
rather inapproprlate. In actual fact, the foundatıonal ene of the Catholic dog-
full quotatıon of the Councıl of Quiercy 15 matıc system hıch 1s developed later 1ın
the followıing: as ere 1sS5 nOot, has the Catechısm.
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The eucharıiıst S the eucharıst supersedes the ‘“once oni of
sacramental re-presentation of the
sacriıfice of Christ Calvary, the altar absorbes the an

the sacramental system encapsulates the
redemptive event. In the lıght of thıs SUS-

'The brıef exposıtion of the soter10logıcal taıned emphasıs, ıt. 1S5 not al all surprısıng
sıgnıfıcance of the passıon an death of tO read the Catechısm statıng 1n rather
‚Jesus hrıst o0es not represent all that doxological eın that ‘the Eucharıst 1S the
the Catechısm teaches the accomplısh- SOUTCE and summıt of the Chrıistian lıfe’
ment and applıcatıon of redemption. It (which 1s5 actually quotatıion from
sımply N: the 0O0T LO the specıfiıcally 11) No parallel statements, at least
Catholic understandıng of the a_ comparable ONES, Aarve referred to the
ments 1ın general an of the eucharıst 1n
partıcular. We ATEe not interested here tO follow the

Even quick perusal of the contents of Catechısm the why, how, when, where
the Catechısm wıll sShow strıkıng CONMN- an Dy whom the eucharıst 1sS celebrated,
Tas between brıefly sketched theology NOr 1s5 thıs the 0OCcasıon LO formulate
of the and fully developed a_ theological analysıs of the eucharıst
mentology. On the OIl! hand, sober PreSs- wıthın the Catholic doectrinal system:‘entatıon of the atonement of hrıst and, rather, ATre concerned wıth the hat 1S

the other, maJestic depiction of the celebrated 1ın the eucharıst 1ın terms ofthe
sacramen of the eucharıst. 'Thıs 1sS EeV1- between the once-ifor-all event of
dent ven from quantıitatıve poınt öf Calvary the continulng celebration of
VIEeW: there 1s outstandıng dispropor- the sacrament
tıon ın the CCONOMY of the whole ate- First of all, ıt 1S ımportant LO hıghlightchısm between the brıef WaY 1ın hıch the language employed by the Catechism
Christ’s death 1sS reated (less than ıth regard LO the relatıon between the
paragraphs), and the detaıled exposıtion eucharıst an the In provıdıngof the sacrament of the eucharıst hıch SOTT of basıc definıtion, ıt. that the
COVEeTSs almost 100 paragraphs in eucharıst Te-presents (makes presenTheologically, thıs quantıitatıve the sacrıfıce of the’ because ıt. 1S5 ıts
dısproportion involves shıft of attrıb- memonal and because ıt applıes ıts frut’
ted ımportance from the definıtive S1g- (1366) Other eXpress10ns include the fol-
nıfıcance of Christ’s sacrılıce al Calvary lowıng: the eucharıst ‘perpetuates the
tO the euchariıstic re-presentatıiıon of that sacrıflıce of the throughout the ages’sarcrıfıice. (1323), ıt 1Ss the perpetuatıon of Jesus’

We ATe conironted here ıth eruc1a|l offerıng ıt ‘makes present the 0)81
poıint ın Catholic magısterial teachıng sacrıfıce of hrıst the Savlıour’ (1330), ıt.
the Catechısm 15 far INOTe interested ın 1S the emorı1al of Christ’s Passover, the
presenting the eucharıstic re-presenta- makıng present an the sacramental of-
tıon an the sacramental actualızatıon of ferıng of hıs unıque sacrıfıce) (1362), 1ın ıt.

(1.e the eucharıst) ‘the sacrıfiıce of Christthe atonement than ın presenting ıts NC
an! for all hıstorical CCUTTEeENC salvı- offered ONCEe for all the remaıns
fıc achlıevement. COUTSEe, Catholicism EeVer present’ (1364) Ifwe wıden the
o0es not perceıve the dıstinetion between of the magıster1al teachıng LO earlıer
the cross-offering an the mass-offering documents, the eucharıstic vocabularypolarızation contraposıtıion be- becomes Eeven riıcher. In the encyclıcaltween LWwoO conflıcting elements, ıf 0)81 Mediıator De.: (1947), for instance, POPpeCould ımply the exclusıon of the other Pıus XI wrote that the eucharıst Trepre-an! vilceversa. 'The Catholiec miıindset 1S sents’, Te-enacts’, symbolıses’, Tenews’
able tLO conıugate the Lwo offerıngs an “shows forth’ the sacrıfıce of the
tO theır recıprocal exclusıve- CI‘OSS.8 Apart from the complex termiınaol-
1eSsSs Havıng saıd that, the lastıng adopted, ere ONCE agaın the ate-
lmpression 1S that the whenever’ of the chısm 0es not fully delineate the
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theologıcal connotatıon of eucharıstic pledge of the Church’s uMmllonmn ıth
vocabulary Hım Hıs body 'To show the CONTINUNLTLY

of the Catholic Church’s teachıng zWhat ı all-together clear ı that the
catholic understandıng of the connect.on respect the Catechısm extensıvely quotes
between Calvary an the eucharıst the the Councıl of Trent and VaTrıl0us Vatıcan
cross-offering inextricably related to 11 documents 13 It throughout apparen
the mass-offerıng The latter LO be ull- that the Trent-Vatıcan I1 forms the
derstood renewal and perpetuatıon of Strong backbone of the Catechısm the
the former an essentaally lınked LO IT eucharıst 'The LWwoO councıls hıch ATr

The eucharıst emorlal filled ıth consıdered dıfferent Man Yy respects
the realıty of that hıch it. COTMNMNEIMNMNO- stand nonetheless lınear CONTINUNLTY
rates and therefore 1T neıther merely S doctrine

'The eucharıst Iso sacrıfıce statesrecallis NOr actually repeats the sacrıfıce
of the9but renders it sacramentally paragraph 1365 NOt JusSt 0ODlatıon It
present”. 10 In the eucharıst, the realıty sacrıfice because 1T the emorı1al of
signıfıed—1. the body and blood of the Christ’s 'The sacrıfıce of OChrıst
ord Jesus—whiıch has ıts pProper mode of made present the eucharıst that
existence elsewhere truly contaiıned the sacramental act hıch makes 1t PTC-
i1ts symbolıc presentatıon 'T ’he eucha- sent shares the Samne sacrıficıal nature of
rıst thought of nOot being the comple- the Iner words the eucharıst
t1on 10r the reduplicatıon of the but sacrıfice the sacrıfıce a!
ıts sacramental re-enactment wıthın the because the sacrıflıce
lıturgıcal gatherıng of the church. In S Because 1T sıngle sacrıfıce ıth the
respect, it should be pointed out that the the eucharıst has also redemptıve
popular evangelıcal er1t1que of Roman value an effects In fact the Catechısm
eucharıstic teachıng sımply N maıntaıns that often the sacrıfıce of
when attrıbutes LO Catholic1ısm the VICW the Cross by hıch “Ohrıist Pasch has
accordıng LO which the eucharıst INeTe een sacrificed” celebrated the a  ar,
repetıtıon of the It not repet1l- the work of redemption carrıed out
L107 but somethıng subtley different! quoting The councıl ofTen

So interwoven the eucharıst wıth the spoke of the eucharıst beıng Iso ‘truly
that the LWO sacrıfiıces Aare cons1ıd- the Catechısm, thıspropitiatory’;“

red OIl  0> sıngle sacrıfıce (1367) propıtiatory connotatıon of the eucharıst
though have already SEEIMN the has een dropped Out. the that, 1T

Iso sa1ıd LO be uNn1QU€ sacrıfıce not repeated explicıtly OWever the
Apparently the tetelesta: of ‚John rıdentine theology of euchanrıstic PD1-
(‘1t finıshed’) the ephapax theme of 1atıon TeMmMaıns basıcally unaltered
the etters tOo the Hebrews an Jude (‘once that the eucharıst recogn1ısed havıng
for all’) Alre understood dynamıcally both sacrıfhicıal status anı redemptıive
to include subsequent enactments of the funection
SaIne sacrıfıce 'The Catholıc concept of

CD T’he eucharıst 15 the sacrıifiıce ofL1ıme allows such elastıc ınterpreta-
tıon the body of YT15S5 the church

omıng back tO the relationshıp be-
Lween the an! the eucharıst the So far have SCECI1 that the Catechısm
victım ofthe sacrıfıce the SAaInNe whereas focuses the hıstorıical event of the
the dıfferent bloody for the atonement and ıth much L1NOTeE

former, unbloody for the latter (1367) detaıjled theologıcal construction the
The unbloody sacrıfice of the eucharıst sacramental events whiıich enact 1T
the bloody sacrıfice of Calvary made PTEC- The lınk between the offerıng

the consacrated host vıirtue of the
sent the myster10us of hrıst and the eucharıstic offerıng ONMNe of the

tenets of the whole OCatholıic under-
heavenly priestly M1IN1ISEICYy of Jesus, and standıng of the nature of the atonement
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anı! the WaYy 1n hıch ıts redemptive be apprehended 1 unfolded. T’he ate-
achıevements are communıcated LO chısm envısages eccles1al actıve Dar-
kınd ere 1S yeLt another key element of tıcıpatıon ın the sacramental enactment
extraordınary dogmatıc weıght hıch of the eucharıst. Not only 1s5 the eucharıst
sStems from the teachıng of the Catechısm the sacramental re-presentatıon of

COChrist’s sacrıfice but ıt 15 Iso the a_
the Roman Catholic faıth
an which belongs LO the essentıal COTe of

mental enactment of the sacrıfıce of the
As already indıcated, at the en! of the churceh. 'T’he church’s ınvolvement 1Ss

section the passıon an death of ‚Jesus promınent that the eucharıst ıtself ıs sa1ld
Christ, the Catechısm makes reference LO LO be the ‘memonaal of the sacrıfiıce of

Chrıist and hıs body, the church‘’ (1362)OUTr partıcıpatıon 1ın Christ’s sacrıfice’
where our stands for the collective In the eucharıst, ‘Tthe sacrıfice of hrıst

partıcıpatıon of al] who, by of the becomes also the sacrıfıce of the members
incarnatıon, Aare somehow unıted wıth of the body’ (1368) an therefore ıt. 1nNn-
hrıst (ef. 22.2) I should be noted cludes the Church’s offering (1330) In

the sacramental aCct, the church 1S thethat, for Catholiıcısm, OUr partıcıpatıon'
has dıstiınct eccles1al sıgnıfıcance, INealN- recıpıent of the benefits of the eucharıst
Ing the church’s partıcıpatıon. Thıs but ıt. 1S Iso the actıve agent, the offerıng
clause— 0our partıcıpatıon 1ın Christ’s Darty and, because sh; 1s the body of
sacrıfıce—ıimmediately sounds alarm Christ, the church 15 the ontent of the
bell 1ın Protestant EATS inasmuch offerıng ıtself. 'The eucharıst 15 somethıng
the unıqueness, suffic1ency, completeness offered for the church but Iso from the
and finalıty ofthe ould not contem- church an! Dy the church (1118) 'The
plate allıYy SOTT of addıtıon, supplementa- church 15 diırectly involved ın hat
tıon contrıbution OUT part happens 1n the eucharıst than hat 1S
indıvıduals church 1FE 1S Chrıist’s, offered 1n the eucharıst 1S5 her offerıng, her
ıt 1Ss not OUT'S ın the that do not sacrıfice. It 1s Iso true that, accordıng LO
actıvely partıcıpate 1ın ıt but only thank- the Catechısm, the church’s sacrıfıce 1S
fully and undeservedly reCcelve its g‘r - isolated from ıts Head, ıf ıt WerTe
C10US benefits by faıth. COUTSC, the another sacrıfıce, but, the CoOnNtrarYy, the
church’s actual takıng part 1n the sacrıfice church offers iıt ın Christ, ıth Ohrist and
of hrıst 15 instead perfectly legıtimate, through COChrıist (1368), thus ıt 1s the OIle
indeed sheer truı1sm, wıthın the CGatholic an Same sacrıfice of Christ (1367)
dogmatıc framework. Where Protestant Here, the Catholic understandıng of
sensıtivıty perce1ves incompatıbılıty, the NLO mystıca between hrıst an the
indeed impossı1ıbılıty of form ofS  - church 1S5 fully 1n V1CW an! forms the theo-
ergısm between the perfect work ofChrist logıcal background agaınst whiıich the
an OU. tO ıt, the Catholic mınd- whole discourse of the Catechısm the
set allows, indeed requiıres that hat 1s partıcıpatıon of the church ın the sacrıfiıce
attrıbutable to T1S somehow pertaıns of hrıst needs LO be consıdered. In the
tOo the urc. ell Accordiıng TLO the eucharıst, Chrıiıst an the church
Catechısm at, thıs poınt quotes closely intertwıned that, Raymond
22,0), the possıbılıty of being partners 1ın Moloney has maıntaıined, ‘the OTle wh
the paschal mystery 15 offered LO CVETV- offers 1s the OIl! who 1S5 offered, namely the
body 'Thıs rather cryptic eXxpression body of Christ, Head and members, 110
1s not spe. Out ın thıs paragrap but 15 unıted 1ın ONe great cCcCOoMMUNI1ıON of WOT-
instead nserted prolectically antıcıpatıng Shlp’ 15 In the eucharıst, the relatıonshıp
hat wiıll follow 1ın another section. between hrıst and church 1S thought of

In order to recelve clarıficatıon the belongıng to the categorıes ofhead and
matter, have LO refer tOo the section members formıng together the whole
the eccles1al aspects of the eucharıst, Christ, the Chrıstus Head an
where the teachıng the WaYy ın hıch members unıte: 1ın the offerıng of the
z partıcıpatıon 1ın Chrıst’s sacrıfice 1sS to eucharıst.
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So, the mode of partıcıpatıon of the the extensıon of the ıncarnatıon of Christ,
church 1ın the sacrıfıce of hrıst 18 1a- formıng wıth Hım mystiıcal body, and,
mental; the sacramental event 1n which by WaY ofthıs mystıcal un1o0n, exchangıng
the particıpatıon takes place 1s the eucha- properties ıth Hım an takıng actıve
rıst; the theologıcal ratiıonale hıch- part ın Hıs redemptıve work.
rants partıcıpatıon 1S the mystical unıon What 15 INOTEe foundatıonal LO Roman
between Christ an the church, head and Catholicism than ıts over-archıng 1Ta-

mental structure an ıts magnıfıcıentmembers, whı form ONe body 793);
the ontent of the sacrıfıce includes the ecclesiologıcal self-apprehensıion? Hav-
church herself 1n that the church, the ıng sa1d that, there 1s perhaps the pOSSI1-
members of the mystical body, cannot be bılıty of pushıng the analysıs urther
separated from the Head whiıich 1s offered. by underlınıng the typıcally Catholıic

epıstemologıcal framework 1ın which
ref and provis]ıonal ese sacramental an ıncarnatıonal

evangelıcal evaluatıon princıples operate an whıich SOVETINS
them INnean the kınd of (theo-)logıc
hıch functjions beneath the surface ofbriıef SUMMAT’Y ofSOTNE ofthe promınent

aspects ofhat the Catechısm teaches the Catholic dogmatıc dıscourse, 1.e the
the an the eucharıst could be help- both-and approach, the et-et In the

al z poıint. First, the sacrıfıce of Catholıic Catechısm, have the
Ohrıist has LO be made present and aCctu- and the eucharıst, the once-for-all event

and the sacramental re-presentation, thealızed ın order for its benefits LO be
sacrıfıce of hrıst and the sacrılıce of theplıed Second, ıts re-enactment OCCUTS 1ın

the eucharıst. Thırd, the eucharıst 15 the church, eic hıs kınd of stereosCcop1C
sacrament from the church and by the epıstemology enables Catholicısm LO ]Jo1ın
church. Lastly, the church 1S mystically together LWwO elements LO form

integrated whole According tOo 1ıt, ma1ın-unıted wıth Christ, formıng sıngle body
ıth Hım taınıng somethıng o0€eSs not necessarıly

Ifwe look carefully al hat 15 explıcıtly InNean negatıng somethıng else; the
affırmed implıicıtly assumed ın the CONTFrAaFrY, LWO contrastıng perspectıves
Catechısm far the work of redemp- IMaYy brıng dıfferent lıght LO the SaIne

tıon 1s concerned, ıt. becomes clear that truth, the comprehensıve truth, the
the undamental Catholic framework of Catholıic truth !© As everybody knows, the
thought 155 al stake ın hat have Reformatiıon endorsed totally dıfferent
brıefly Overvlewed. mındset stemmiıng from radıcally dıffer-

ent epıstemologYy, the s0o-Called aut-aut'The theology ofsacramental re-DresSeCNHM-
tatıon of the sacrıfiıce of hrıst combıned approach, the eıther-or. Not Dy chance,
wıth the theology of eccles1al partıcıpa- the Reformers Sa that ıt. W 4S NECESSaT’Y
tıon 1ın the sacrıfiıce ofChrist to the VeC tO make fundamental cho1ıCces involvıng
eart ofCatholicısm. On the OTl! hand, not only the affırmatıon of the truth but

also the rejection of hat W Aas perce1vedAre confronted ıth the sacramental prın-
cıple of Catholic theology whereby dıyvıne incompatıble ıth bıblıcal teachıng
STaCe, 1ın order LO be mediated LO created Therefore, eXpress1o0ns lıke solo Chrısto,
nature, needs ever-enacted DFrOUVLSLONS (ın- sola gratıa an sola fıde CXPDICSS vVe
stantıatıons) of grace beyond the un1ıque clearly the need for theoiogıcal r1gour an

integrity In the lıght of hat has eenevent ofCalvary, EVEeN though NOot wıthout
Calvary, and Passes through the ecclesıal sa1ld concern1ing the teachıng of the ate-
‚DDAaAratlus and procedures of chısm, OI! wonders whether the old eplS-

beyond the sovereıgnty of STAaCE temologıcal 1sSsue between Catholic1sm
beyond the reception by faıth, EVen and Protestantısm 1S stil1 neuralgıc,

strategıc poınt of dıfferentiatıon hıchthough not wıthout faıth On the other,
the incarnatıonal princıple of Catholic impınges Man Yy of theır rFreESPEC-
theology whereby the church 1s SECCIH tıve theologıcal orjlentatıions.
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In ıts dealıng wıth the ole 1ssue of these constitutive matters 15 still ıth
the an the eucharıst, the ate- an 1S5 wıde an fundamental EVeTrT
chısm sımply reıterates the bulk of the In closıng, find INOTE adequatetrıdentine teachıng re-expressed by words than those used Dy the World Evan-
Vatıcan 1L, wıthout breakıng an Yy Ne gelıcal FWFellowshiıp ın ıts 1986 Perspective
ground LO possıble rapprochement Roman Catholıcısm. Chronologically,wıth INoTre evangelıcally shaped theol- they Were wrıtten prıor tO the publıcatıonof the atonement. In E respect, of the Catechısm but, nonetheless, theyMUusSt confess that, fınd the recent OCU- Ca  . be referred LO the thrust of thıs 1ie
ment T’he Gift of Salvatıon released ıIn the magıster1al document: ‘At bottom, OUur
USA al the en of 1997 an subser1bed LO evangelıcal crıtique of Roman Catholic
by SOTINE evangelıcals Catholıics, al the sacramentology poınts the confliet be-
ve least puzzlıng ıf not. misleading.“‘ Lween LWO opposıng VIeWS ofthe Chrıistian

faıth Rome SeEeSs ıtself extensıon ofMore than that, the possıbılıty ofg_
ıng ın constructive dıalogue the doc- the ıncarnatıon, thus dıvınızıng human
trıne of the atonement 1S5 not promıiısıng, beings they cooperate ıth 0d’s STAaCEg]ven the centralıty wıthın the Catholic that 1s conferred by the church. Over
framework of the related 1sSsues of the agaınst thıs V1ECW stands Our evangelıcalsacraments the church which, ın the commıtment LO the free oıft of rıghteous-Catechiısm at least, aAaPPCAaAr to be UuUNnQguUuCS- NECSS, imputed solely Dy the STAaCce of God,tioned and unquestionable. receıved by true faıth that aNnSWers to

Don Carson has recently wrıtten that 0d’s Word, and based fully uDoN the
at the rısk of oversimplıficatıion, Cathol:i- once-for-all explatıon of gui1lt through the
C1sm elevates ecclesi0logy OVeTr oterıol- finıshed sacrıfıce of the perfect Substi-
OZYy whereas 'evangelıcalısm 0es the tute, Christ Jesus. 'Thıs confess1on 1S forreverse’ *  8 ould rather prefer to SaVy the gospel’.“”that Catholicısm, unlıke Kvangelıcalısm,
sacramentalızes an eccles1astic1zes SOTeEe- Bıbliographyr10logy. In fact, the acknowledgement
that ecclesio0logy 15 elevated above soter1-
ology actually that, 1ın Catholic John Armstrong (ed.), Roman Catholicısm.

Evangelıcal Protestants Analyze Whattheology, ecclesio0logy an sacramentol- Dıvıdes and Unites Us Chicago 00dydetermine the doctrinal profile of Press
soter10logy. In the end, the sacramental errtIit Berkouwer, De Sacramenten (Ktand eccles1al attachments tOo the work of T’he Sacraments, TAnNn! Rapıds, Kerdmans
Christ, found ın the Catechıism, deprıve
the atonıng death of hrıst of ıts finalıty Henr1 Blocher, Scr1ıpture an adıtiıon
because, though consıdered Dara- Kvangelical Response’, Evangelıcal Revıew
MoOount, the 1s NnOot apprecıated of T’heology B (1997), 11A17

Gerald Bray, Sacraments Mınıistry ınefficacıous per By ascrıbıng to the Ecumenical Perspective (Oxford Latımereucharıst the possıbıilıty of applyıng the Studies 18,unlts of the LO m the Catechısm Donald Carson, ‘Reflections Salvatıonmakes the of faıth but
not sufhicıient In order LO be Ssaved. More-

and Justification the New Testament’,
Journal of the Evangelıcal T’heologıcal

OVEerT, Dy assıgnıng to the church hıghly- Socıety 40:4 (1997) 5391—608
christological status ıth QUAaSL- Herbert Carson, T’he AL of the Vatıcan.
ontologıcal overtones, the Catechism res. ook at Roman Catholıiciısm Dar-
makes ıt possıble for the church to play lıngton Kvangelıcal Press

Catechism of the Catholıic Church LondoncCo-operatıve role ın salvatıon. These Geoffrey Chapmanall controvers1ı]al 1sSsues that Kvangelıcals
have tradıtiıonally and crıitically dealt Norman Geıisler—Ralph MacKenzıie,
wıth 1n theır em ts TLO evaluate Roman Roman Catholiecs and Evangelicals. Agree
Catholiec doectrine.r The dıfference

mMmenits and Dıfferences (Grand Rapıds:er Book House
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Kılmartin, ‘Eucharıst’ New Catholıc Introductory revIleWws an commentarıes
Encyclopedıa, vol (1967) 608615 the Catechısm ATe als (1994),

Marthaler (1994), McecGrath (1994),Hywel Jones, Gospel Church An Evan-
gelıcal Evaluatıon of Ecumenıcal Docu- Nıichols (1995) an McClymond (1996)
mMments rch nıty (Brıdgen Evangelıcal works dealıng wıth ıt. ATe

Evangelıcal Press ofales Ge1isler-MacKenzie (1995), Carson
Berard Marthaler (ed.), Introducıng the (1996) an occasionally Armstrong

Catechısm of the Catholıc Church London The Catechısm contaıns 2,8060 Dara-
SPCK graphs

Michael McClymond, Further Along the obert Murray SJ, “The Human apacıty
for God, and (G0d’s inıtiatıve) alsWay Revıew ofCatechısm of the Catholıc

Church— A Review Essay’, Chrıstıian (1994) 6—33 the quotatıon 1S from 315
Scholar Revıeuw (1996) 7 Jo  z cDade S, "The eaofChrist, hıs

Alıster McGrath, ‘)Do We Still eed the Descent the Dead, an hıs Resur-
Reformation? revilew of the Ne atnolıc rection’ als. (1994) 143161 the
catechism)', Christianıty oday Dec 12 quotatıion 1S from 143)

28—33 Pannenberg (1995) 5556
Raymond Moloney SJ, UCHhAarıISs: (London Denz. 621—624

Geoffrey Chapman In thıs respect, valuable materı.al Ca  - be
Aıdan Nıchols, T’he plendour of Doctrine. T’he found Kılmartın (1967), Scheffczyk

Catechısm of the Aatholic Church TrLS- (1968) and Moloney (1995)
tıan elıevıng (Edinburgh T&T Clark Denz.3 (1986) 264 —

267
Wolfhart nnenberg, ‘WMWatechısm of the Raymond Maloney S, ”T’he doctrine of the

AatiholLc Church Evangelical Vıew- Eucharıst) als (1994) 259—92 773
pOo1nNt , Pro Ecelesıa 1V:1 (1995) 4958 the quotatıion 18 from 265)

Kılmartıiın (1967) 613Le0 Scheffczyk, ‘Eucharıst’ Rahner (ed.),
Sacramentum unı An Encyclopedıa of OW! B: poınt TO Blocher (1997) 126
eology, vol London Burns ates 1366 the Dbloody sacrıfhce hıch he

RL Chrıst) Wäas to accomplısh ONCeEe for al
Paul Schrotenboer (ed.), Roman (atholı- the ould be re-presented, ıts INEeNN-

C1SM. Contemporary Evangelıcal Perspec- perpetuated until the en! world,
tıve (Grand Rapıds aker Book House an! ıts salutary be applıed tOo the

forgıveness of the S1NSs daily commıt’.
er references tOo Trent ATe SS 138/1,Alan Stibbs, T’he Fınıshed Work of Chrıst

London ale Press 1367, 1341,; 13’7/4, 1376, 1341, 1394
John o T’he UCross of OChrıst Le1ices- C 8Q 1323, 1324, 1344, 1346, 1364, 1369,

ter 1373, 1388, 1392, 1399, 1405
Vıttorio Subilıa, II problema del cattolıcesımo Denz. 1743, 1753
(T T’he Problem of Catholıcısm, London Moloney, “The doctrine Eucharıst)
SC  Z als. (1994) 2677

Vıttorio Subıiılıa, La cattolıcıta del ese constitutive aspects of atnNolıc
Cattolıcesımo oOr1ıno0 Claudıana epistemology ave een masterfully stud-

Michael Walsh (ed.), ommentary the led, though from neo-orthodox pomnt of
Catechısm of the atiholic Church London v1IeW, the works by Subilıa
Geoffrey Chapman The text Ca  - be found Chrıstianıty

oday Dec S,
Carson (1997) 606oOtes ( Stibbs (1954), Berkouwer (1968) PaS-

sım, Bray (1984), (1986) 255—27/3,
'The Catechısm Wäas aunched October ‚.Jones (1989) 55—83 Carson (1996)

151—16811th 1992, though the English ofhcial
translatıon WwWäas publıshed only 1994 chrotenboer (1988)
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e  C Ambivalent Disciple: Barth’s Use of Calvın ıIn
the Göttingen Dogmatics’
Un dıscıple ambıvalent comment arth utılıse
Calvın dans Ia dogmatıque de Göttiıngen
(19241925)
Eın zwıiespältıiger Jünger: Barths Verwendung

Calvın ın der Göttinger Dogmatık
Chung, Oxford

RESUME theologıques. arth miıralıt Calvın
LOUT s’opposant ur Par certaıns

relatıon theologıque S  rl arth UVec Za  e  coötes, arth developpe une manı.ere
Jean (Calvın est demeuree LTOP longtemps ereatıve les appo theologıques
LSNOrEE du monde academıque, S(L raıson Calvın. Maıs, SO d  ®  autres aspec ıl
legıtıme. Consıderant arth affırme A  erıtique et re S(anrns hesıter Soe5 arguments
plusıeurs reprıISsES lourde er l’egard Aınsı, manıere d’utliser Ia SaLeSse

Ia theologıe Calvın, A est essenhel theologıque C'alvın peut etre caracterısee
prendre Mla relatıon arth COMMe eti  £ Ia foLs elogıieuse el er1ıtıque,
Calvın afın comprendre correctement voLre hostile. Dans SENS, arth DeEULT etrı
caractere la theologıe arth. consıdere COMMeEe ayanı attıtude
Dogmatıque Göttıngen constıtuail, Q- ambıvalente ULS-A-ULS Calvın. raıson
OFN1gINe, contenu des premers Ce: ambıvalence hent faıt arth

donnes F’unıuversıite Dar n’avaıt WUOCUTL desır reproduire les ıdees
Barth Tle MONLFre (Calvın et qu ıl avaıt SsSe5 TO,  TE
arth faıt usage tres attentıf des preoccupatıons et objectıfs, lesquels etaıent
arguments theologıques Calvın PDOUFr condıtiıonnesDr sSc5 presupposes
construıre SsSCc5 TO|  TE posıtıons phılosophıiques el theologıiques.

USAMMENFASSUNG herangezogen hat. arth LUCOC.:  D eın
Bewunderer und auch zugleıich eın

Karl arths theologısche Beziehung Krıitiker C'alvıns. Er hat manche seiıner
Johannes Calvın ıst UonN der Forschung vıel theologıschen Eınsıchten auf kreatıve,

lange ıgnorıiert worden, noch dazu ohne LIMN Grunde aber bejahende Weırse
ersichtlıchen Grund. Berücksıichtigt weıterentwickelt. Andererseıts hat sıch

arth den starken Eınflupn UonNn Calvıns arth ber NLıe davor gescheut, Calvıns
T’heologıe wıederholt bekräftigt hat, Posıtiıonen brıtısıeren oder
scheıint geboten, seıne Beziehung zurückzuweısen. Seıin Umgang miıt
Calvın untersuchen, Wesen Calvıns theologıschen KEınsıchten ıst
UvUonNn arths T’heologıe besser verstehen einerseıts anerkennend, doch zugleıich
können. Dıie Göttınger Dogmalık, dıe auf auch hrıtisch und zuwelılen 8ar
Barths erste Uniwersitätsvorlesungen Lın den ablehnend. arths Eunstellung
‚Jahren 1924925 zurückgehlt, zeıgt, Calvın ıst Iso gespalten. Der Grund für
arth Calvıns theologısche Argumentatıon dıese Ambıvalenz liegt darın,
auf sorgsame Weıise ZzZur Entwicklung seiner keineswegs darum bemüht WT, Calvıns
eıgenen theologıschen Posıtıionen (jedanken Läutern, sondern vielmenhr
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. Chung
SeCLNE NL, UOTL Voraussetzungen bestiımmlten, Anlıegen
philosophischen und theologıischen verfolgte

Introduction stance of theology proper dealıng ıth
the doectrine of (G0d (Chapter an the

Karl arth’s Göttıngen ogmaltıcs doctrine of umanıty apter In
product of hıs rst attempt LO artıculate hıs preparatıon for ese ectures Barth
hıs 111e of Chrıstian dogmatıcs af- obtaıned great assıstance from Heıinrich
ter hıs break ıth liberalısm, an ıt W as Heppe’ Reformed Dogmatzcs  E  A Y  EL and
based hıs ecture COUTSC Unstruction Schmid’s Lutheran dogmatics.‘ 'The lec-

the Chrıstian Relıgıon tıtled fter John tures Iso dısplay hıs Ne d1Scovery ofthe
alvın Instıtutes of the OChrıstıian Relıg ımportance an relevance of both the
LO  S the Unıiversıty of Göttingen Reformatıon theology an the Protestant
1924/25 ese (Göttıngen lectures dog- orthodox theology for hıs work of estab-

lıshıng NEW foundatıon for the futurematıcs WerTrTe ON of the three cycles of hıs
whole ectures dogmatıcs delivered Chrıstian Reformed dogmatıcs

Göttingen an unster (1924/6),
üunster (  9 an Bonn and Basle After much head
(193161) respectively.“ Eıver hıs astonıs.  en agree ıth rthodoxy
inauguratıion the honorary professor almost all po1ınts an! ear myse lecturıng
of Reformed Dogmatıcs the Unı1iversıty OU: ings that would ave
of Göttingen 1921 Barth had een eamed COU. really be E  ® when Wäas

concentratıng hıs N studyıng tudent when Wäas pastor afen
alvın theology, other Reformers theol- excıtedly waıltıng how the ole wiıll

an Reformed theology embodied look tO when Ca  - get SOINE dıstance
Reformed catechısms an! confessı10ns from 1t fter 1T 1S5 finıshed
cludıng the Geneva Catechısm an the
Heidelberg Catechism.® Hor example,
hıs letter of anuary 22 19292 LO Edward One of the mMoOst sıgnıfıcant contrıbu-

L10NSs however of the Göttıngen ogmualt-Thurneysen arth talks OU' the LCS that 1T provıdes 0)81  0> ıth
progress of hıs study of Calvın anı the excellent pıcture of Barth’s INanner
Reformatıon JN Calvın’s theology for the develop-

What do do? study hiefly the Reforma- ment of hıs OW dogmatıc arguments an
L107N everythıng connected wıth 1T Calvın’'s role Barth’s theologıcal anı
volumınous card ıindex INTO being dogmatıc formulatıon an elaboratıon

Ever hıs startıng the wrıting ofhıch everythıng of ımportance finds ICS
Romans 11 (1920) arth had studıed SeT1-place 'The Calvın ecture for the

91VES consıderable rouble ously an carefully Calvın’s theology by
readıng hıs Instıtutes, commentarıes,

hus 1 arguable that the Göttıngen catechısm and confession.? As result of
ogmaltıcs demonstrates the e_ . study, he DaAaVC lecture COUTSEC

Calvın’s lıfe, reformıng work an! theo-QUEINCES of hıs careful study of Reformed
theology ell hıs of 1NCOTDO- logıcal thought Göttingen 19292.}°
ratıon approprıatıon of the Reform arth’s knowledge of Calvın’s theology
ers theology includıng Calvın obtaıned the PTroOCEeSS of hıs study of and

In these ectures arth presents hıs lecture alvın made great ıimpact
these rst ectures dogmatıcs notOW: VIieE of the prolegomena LO dogmat-
difficult therefore to ınfer that the (1jöt1CS, addressıng the doctrine of the Word of

God revelatıon apter 1), Scr1pture  nı Lıngen Dogmatıcs demonstrates arth’
(Chapter and preachıng apter 83).” VIEW of Calvın theologıcal 1ıdeas an
In addıtıion, he provıdes artıculatıon of formıng together wıth hıs

of approprıatıon and ıncorporatıon ofhıs understandıng of the doctrinal sSub-
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An Ambivalent Disciple
them for hıs OW: dogmatıc reflection hıs EXamıne deeply the sıgnıfıcance of

11115 LO ınvestıgate such theme Calvın role arth theologıcal devel-
detaıl by focusıng Barth’s specıfic I1NeN- opment despiıte referring to the Namnle of
L1LONS of Calvın’s Narme an C1ıtatıons of Calvın several places along wıth other
Calvın’s theologıcal arguments the figures who made iımpact uDOIN Barth
Göttıingen Dogmatıcs In the PTFOCECSS Hans Urs VO  - althasar’s book reveals
would make contrıbution to the of the SsSarmne tendency akıng äaCccount of
Calvın eruc1al an indıspensable role Calvın’'s definıtely erıitical role the
the development of Barth’se theology SENECSIS an development of Barth’s 1ie

Numerous scholars prımarıly German theology.‘
an Scandınavıan Lutherans, have COI- Barth’s relatıonshıp LO Calvın and
centrated theırN £the Calvın role Barth’s theology have
theologıcal relat10nsh1p  S CTE  A S OE of Martın Luther een neglected an 1gnored for long LimMe
and Karl arth.}! As result, the charac- wıthout an Yy legıtimate 1TEAaASONMN It
ter of theır relationshıp LO be refutable that arth held Calvın an hıs
wıdely understood Furthermore IMNan y theology hıgh regard an alvın WAas

ımportan scholarly works the rela- OINle of the MOST frequent dıalogue part-
tiıonshıp between e  r| Barth and FrIie- NeTs of arth hıs theological formula-
drıch Schleiermacher (1768—-1831) have t1on an elaboratıon throughout hıs
een produced OWEeEeVver there entire theological Career from the early
comprehensıve work dealıng ıth the per10d of the 910s— alone wıth deep
theologıcal relatıonshıp between Calvın feelıng of frustratıiıon for hat he Sa
and Barth other than few monographs  D DG Calvın’s faılures It true that arth
an artıcles several specıfıic topics.”“ lıved ıth Calvın theology and paıd the
Moreover, there has een scholarly closest attentıon LO Calvın for the entiırety
work that deals wıth Calvın ıImpact anı of hıs lıfe Hence for correct a! deep

understandıng of Barth’s theologıcalinfluence the theologıcal begınnıng of
arth the OT191N of hıs theologıcal break thought comprehensıon of hıs relatıon-
wıth lıberalısm an the subsequent theo- shıp ındebtedness LO alvın and of
logıcal development of hıs dogmatıc Calvın eruc1al role Barth’s theology
thınkıng. truly essentıjal and fundamental art.

Hor example, addressıng the ı of theologıcal relatıonshıp wıth alvın de-
ber-Barth’s theologıcal beginnings”“, SETVES much scholarly ınterest. and atten-

hard Jüngel mentions Calvın’s t1on anı thıs attempts LO fill the
sıgnıfıcant role arth etermınatıon Sap It hıgh time that should DaYy
LO radıcally break wıth ıberal theology markedly deserved attentıon LO Calvın
an hıs strıngen endeavor LO establısh promınent role Barth’ theology In thıs
1e model for Reformed theology He the CONCETN ofE hes
wrıtes ıf Calvın’s role W as not orth endeavorıng to answer the question
mentıonıng Furthermore 1t regretta- LO how arth sed Calvın’s theologıcal
ble that Ven Bruce MecCormack o0es arguments for hıs OW. PUrpDOoOSeC of UrsSu-
not SCeE alvın S foundatıonal ımportance INg Ne paradıgzm ofReformedd theologyarth’s theologıcal begınnıng an de- the modern ontfext of the 20th CenturYy.

Through CXAMINAN and investigatıngvelopment hıs otherwıse consıderably
insıghtful work Karl Barthi’s Critically Calvın’'s role Barth’s Göttingen Dog-
Realıstıc Dıalectical Theology He only QaL- MALLCS consıderable lıght should be
trıbutes neglıgıble an subsıdıary role shed upon Barth’s relatıonshıp to Calvın
LO Calvın the enetıc development of
Barth’s theology.“ Thomas Torrance ] 7 Theological analysıs of Barth’

use of Calvınexception Although elsewhere he a-

knowledges Calvın’s influence, hıs
book, Karl Barth An Introduct:on hıs It sıgnıficant feature ofarth use of
Early T’heology9 he faıls LO Calvın that he mentıj.ons the Narmne of
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alvın along wıth the great theolog1ans of Word of God’ but erıiticızes modern defi-
the past such Augustine an Thomas nıtıons iınvalıd SINCEe ‘all those other

definıtions speak INOTeEe less expresslyAquıinas:
We ATe generatıon that has tO learn of faıth, relıgı0n, the relıg10us COI-

SClousSNeSS, sometimes wıth explıcıt
agaln, somet.ıimes EVEe by Name, hat ATeEe lımıtatıon to present-day faith”“ not ofthe
the presupposıtions that Thomas, Word of God In sayıng thıs, Barth sShows
Augustine before hım, anı Calvın er

could quietly take for granted.”® evidently hıs antıpathy LO the overall
proach of modern theology tOo dogmatıcs

It INaYy be feasıble that . statemen from the perspective of indiıvıdual hu-
IMNa subject rather than the objectivedemonstrates lucıd example of arth’s
Word of God an realıty of 0d’s revela-regardıng Calvın OM of the most 1M-

portant representatıves of classıcal rot- tiıon. He appeals to Calvın tO valıdate hıs
estan theology the Sarne level wıth definıtion of dogmatıcs:
'T’homas Aquınas the doctor of the Ro-

The tradıtion them o0es not dateINa  - Catholic church ell Augustine
of Hıppo the founder of the theology of only from Schleiermacher. It gOeS back by
the whole estern an Latın church. One WaY ofpıetıism tO Protestant orthodoxy. Not

Iso poınt Out that arth belıeved Zwinglh alvın, ONeEe must SaY, 1n
that he and hıs students c<hould learn spıte of the bad impress1ı1on that m1g be
Calvın’s theologıcal presupposıtions ın made by first gyglımpse of tıtles hlıke
order LO establısh hıs an theır OW Commentary True and aLlse elıgıon
theologıcal assumptions an substantıal Instıtutes of the Chrıstıian Relıgıon We

ave only tOo read the first of esearguments. 00 tO be convınced that do nOot avearth mentijons the Namnle of alvın TtO
emphasıze hıs an hıs students’ dıfferent ere theology of relıg10us consclousness.
sıtuation from Calvın’s ‘; repeat, Calvın, LOO, wiıll the knowledge of
not Thomas an alyın We have LO God dırectly self-knowledge only 1n far

insıght ınto pOoverty, nakedness,learn the MOST rudımentary presupposı1-
tıons that WerTI'e needed LO answer the through the fall compel LO ask after
question (speakıng ou od) We Ca  . God 'Toz extent, but only LO thıs extent,
take only the smallest steps.””” Exploriıng uman Warenes of God be the object

of theology for Calvin.  22the dangers and questions ın wrıting dog-
matıcs, arth seeks to put great sStress

the diıfhculties that each theologıcal It 1S noteworthy here that ın the ve
generatıon must conifiront when they beginnıng of hıs dogmatıc reflection
bark the task of dogmatıc reflection. arth 15 gulded by Calvın’'s fundamental
hıs implıes that for arth the dıfficulty ıdea of the correlatıon ofthe knowledge of
of the task of dogmatıc elaboratıon hes 1ın God and ourselves. hıs that
the fact that CVETYVY attempt aT, 1Iie dog- arth completed hıs break wıth the

thropological startıng point of the ıberalmatıcs for NDNEW generatıon of people
school of Schleiermacher and HerrmannMUSLT begın ıth creatıve startıng point

and LIEW foundatıon rather than and egan LO endeavor LO establısh DNEW

pristinatıon of old work. Hence, CVELY theocentric startıng poınt and foundatıon
for dogmatıcs through the help of the Re-theologıcal begınner should learn her

predecessors’ presupposıtions includıng formers’ theology includıng Calvın’s For
Calvın’s but he must not repeat an hım, the fact that (10d has spoken (Deus
produce them slavıshly because hıs sıtu- dıxıl) should be the only adequate foun-
atıon an theologıcal ontext ATe dıfferent datıon for an ProOPDCr object of the entire
irom theırs. theology an dogmatıc reflectijon. Be-

Accepting the modern attempts to de- sıdes, the above Passage demonstrates
1nNne dogmatıcs Sscıence, Bart. defines another erıtical poınt 1n terms of Barth’s
‘dogmatıcs’ ‘scientific reflection the 1e W of the relatiıonshıp between the
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Reformers iıncludıng Calvın and later render LO modern SCIENCE’s demand of
Protestant 0  0OdOoxy. arth SEES here apologetic discussıon of presupposıtions
Protestant orthodoxy’s deviatıon from the of theır dogmatıc constructions:
Reformers’ orıgınal COMNCeTrTN 1ın that rot-
estan orthodoxy W Aas not strictly faıthful 'To the exten that theologlans increasıngly

lost Sıg oftheır eme becameLO theır essentıjal insıght ınto the TO-
priate and unıque object of dogmatıcs, ofelr9egiınnıng the ragıc retreat
that 1, the Word of God By implıcatıon, hıch the theology of Schleiermacher
arth acknowledges the possıbılıties of en! wıth 012a capıtulatıon, ere flour-

18 ıntroductions, prolegomena, debateslater orthodoxy’s departure from an: be-
ou scriıpture, ınspıratıon, revelatıon,trayal agaınst the undamental. Pr1INC1-

ples of dogmatıcs that the Reformers miracles, relıgı10n, an rCason, an apolo-
espoused. It 15 al thıs poıint that Barth’s getic to establısh Jus the

discıplıne an ıts emeappreclatıve acknowledgment of NOTINAa-
tıve ole of Calvın’'s theologıcal ıdeas Nevertheless, arth acknowledges thewıthın hıs dogmatıc formulatıon stands
out necessıity of prolegomena for hıs OW

dogmatıcs because hıs work 15 ınevıtablyyet, however normatiıve an help- siıtuated LO the modern aASC "T’hıs 1S5Calvın’s theologıcal insıghts IMNaYy be, siıtuation that OT Ca  ® ESCaPC. myselfarth o0€es not forget the erucl1al fact that neıther Ca  » 1910)8 wısh LO do We Ca  - [0)81%he and hıs students ATe not lıyıng ın the
Samne classıcal age of theology, that 1S, of SImply TEVEeTrsSe the change that CaIine

about ın Protestant theology around 1600they ATeEe lıyıng 1n the modern aAgC after the and aCT lıke Thomas Calvın 'ThısEnlıghtenment an Schleiermacherijan 1S V1IECW  225 Such statement demon-anthropocentric revolutıon ın theology.
IThus, ıt. ımplıes that Calvın theology tirates that arth has wısh tOo sımply

return LO the pre-modern classıcal theol-mıght have SOINeE liımıtatiıons inade- of the Reformers although he feelsquacı1es that cannot be applıed dırectly tLO free LO gaın help from anı onsult themthe modern age Dıscussıng the necessıty for hıs task of reformulatıon of NnNeof ‘prolegomena’ to modern dogmatıcs, eiorme dogmatıcs. On aCCOUNT ofarth states, 'Melanc.  on, Zwinglı, and Barth’s fırm convıctıon ımportance,Calvın acted sımılarly. They WerTrTe SUTI’e value, an relevance of the classıcal dog-of theır that they hardly thought ıt
orth the effort LO devote INOTeEe than few matıcs iıncludıng Calvın’s Instıtutes, he

ENCOUTAYECS hıs students LO begın theırLO the cConcept an method of theır study of dogmatics ıth classıcal wrıters:sc1ence.’ 'Thıs statement ıimplıes that
SINCE Calvın lıved ın dıfferent aAgeC when regards VOuUur prıvate study ofogmatıcs,there W as desperate need for dogmatiıc CAannot advıse yoOu to begın wıth modern
prolegomena, Calvın miıght not provıde wrıters. Even though you ma later decıde
0)81 ıth AIl valuable example an tLO along wıth the great CcNlieler-
fiframework for hıs artıculatıon of modern machernan revolutıon 1C characterızes
prolegomena LO dogmatıcs. However, ıt osS all modern ogmatıcs, urgent
must be poınted out that ar has recommendatıon 1s5 that VoOou shoul know
wısh tOo attack alvın for hıs SCAanty TrTeaAat- hat VoOu aAare domg when yYou takı  D z
ment ofprelımınary discussıon ofthe COINMN- havıng first earned an consıdered
cCept, task and method of dogmatıcs the unreconstructed ogmatiıcs of the er
because he understands ell the hıstor1- wrıters, for example, the medieval ogmat-cal an theologıcal sıtuatıiıon hıch made 1CSs of Bonaventura, the reformatıon dog-Calvın and other Reformers have hlıttle matıcs of Melanc.  on, Zwinglı, an
interest 1ın an COIMNCEeTIM ıth so-called DIO- Calvın, the dogmatıcs of orthodoxylegomena to theology. KRather, he erıit1- collected by Schweızer eppe the Case
C1zes the post-Reformation orthodoxy and of the Reformed, Hase Heılınrıiıch Schmid
Schleiermacher for theır LOO hasty — the Case of the utherans
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One of the MOST promiınent features of not reluctant, ıf NECESSAT'Y, LO beyond

Barth’s Göttingen Dogmatıcs 1S5 that it alyın One excellent example might be
SECES ‘preachıng the startıng point an hıs understandıng and applıcatıon of the
goal of dogmatıcs’. 'Thıs that for notion of 'preachıing':
arth dogmatics should the M1N1S-
Lr y of the proclamatıon of the Word ofGod But the question then arıses: Why specıfi-
ın the Church. 'To legıtimate hıs CONVIC- cally 1S the church’s preachıing OT
tıon about the equatıon between the Word 1gnoteruman volces proclaım thıs
of God an preachıng, arth appeals LO Word LOO, an do they not do by COININON
the Reformed fathers includıng Zwinglı, experi1ence? Does not God sSpea. through
alvın and Bullinger: nature LOO, through sStory, through

On the CoOntrary, the eformatıon orJlenta- Handel’s argo all kınds of J00d art?
C2  . Sa y that (G0d 0eSs not speaktıon 1IC took precısely E: direction the dırectly tO people today? No, cannot, 1SmMoOStT sharply, the church of wınglı an the obvıous AMNSWEeEeT.. Calvin SaVYS, God 1sSCalvın, maıntaıned z equatıon loudly not tıed tO such 1ds such ınferı0refinıtely fifrom the vVe outset The

preachıng of (50d’s Word 1S Word *' As ave already saıld,noSTLANdsSs
1ın the WaYyY of takıng the ıdea of preachıng

Once agaın, thıs statemen demon- broadly, INnoOre broadly than Bullınger an
trates that Calvın 1S5 OIl  D of the MOST alvın 'The general breakup of the
ımportant theologıcal authoriıties LO Chrıstian body sımply compels tOo do
whom arth appeals for the legıtımatıon day
and valıdatıon of hıs dogmatıc argument
It also ımplıes that Bart began LOD One C iınfer irom the Passasge that
clate reireshingly the sıgnıfıcance of the arth feels free LO develop hıs OW dog-Reformation theology for hıs task LO matıc ar  en CVEeN though he wıshes tOo
ablısh and artıculate modern Reformed remaın faıthful LO the orıgınal and PFO-dogmatıc theology Furthermore, ıt INaYy found insıghts of alvın staunchlybe pointed Out. that ıt. 15 indeed the Case possıble. In terms of theologıcal prıincı-that the Reformed athers iıncludıng ples, arth intends to be faıthful LO the
alvın take the entral place 1ın Barth’s Reformers’ deep an valuable thought,dogmatiıc reflection an theologıcal COTNMN- and 1ın practical construction of hıs dog-struction aTt thıs stage of hıs theologıcal matıc SysStem, he seeks tO advance further
development. In fact, S inıtıal attıtude theır insıghts 1n correspondıngan relatıonshıp of Barth’s LO the Re- LO hıs OW: characteristic theology Thus,formed fathers Iın general an Calvın’s he ttrıbutes the 1e64ason for hıs go1ng be-
theology 1ın partıcular 185 NnOt to change yond Calvın 1ın hıs reinterpretation of the
consıderably but to continue to play ıdea of ‘preachıng to ‘the general breakuperuc1a|l role foundatıonal asset an of the Chrıistian body’ 1ın hıs day On the
TESOUTCE 1n the future work of dogmatıc basıs of the above discuss1on, ONe z  -
elaboration hıs later attempts al suggest that Barth’s attıtude anı rela-
reformulation of dogmatiıcs iıncludıng tıonshıp LO Calvın IMNaYy be character1sed
Chrıstliche Dogmatık Lın Entwurf ell by both reverentıal dependence and

Kırchlıche Dogmatık illustrate 1ndıs- insıghtful cr1ıt1que, not Dy slavısh TrCDEC-putabliy. arth’s emphasıs preachıng tıtıon an repristination wıthout an ythe basıs an! goal of dogmatıcs 1sS LO sıgnıfıcant endeavour for erıitical CNSAYEC-determiıine the direction hıch he 111 ment.
take 1ın reconstruction of modern Re- Addressing the relatıonshıp between
formed dogmatics crystallızıng 1ın the the fact of Deus dıxıt (God speaks) an
Church Dogmatıcs. Scripture understood 1n the Reformed

It INaYy be relevant LO SLress that ın church ın contrast to the Lutheran church
spıte of hıs hıgh regard and deep respect 1n the sıxteenth CENTUTY, arth makes
for Calvın’'s theological thought, arth 1S consıderably appreclatıve comment
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Calvın VIe ofan attıtude LO Scr1ipture 1Te€4ason 1T arguable that Barth’s VIeE of

Scripture has dıfferent dımensıon fifrom
'To egree an ıth intensıty that Are Calvın’s As ar hımself sStates MOST
almost intolerable LO oday, people had forceful of a ]] Calvın, wh: fınds the

speak 10108 (50d the 1g ofthıs SUPTEME proofofScripture ı the fact that
hıstorical datum though 1T could be one (GG0d speaks ıt. personally.””” In other
an! had een attempted before 5  ad words, hıle Calvın AaPPCAT’S to ıdentify
SOINE of the SEeTIMMONS ofalvın wıth S Scripture the Word of (G0d an revela-

t1o0N ıtself arth trıes tO maıntaın themınd How thıs INa grasped tılled
and l1aımed the first. instance sımply Reformed an Lutheran ONSEINISU:|! (firom
by the authorıty ofthe bıblical00 hıch hıs perspective) hıch makes stinc-
VcCcar Dy VcCcar he 1ıre of Xpoundıng tıon ‘between the ı111Ner Word the APOS-  31systematically down to the ve last verse! tlies an the outer Word of the apostles.””
How S: INa always along the For Barth, ‘“Scripture 0€eSs indeed ear
uncrossable all ofz authorıty, CODY1INS wıtness to revelatıon, but ıt. ı nNnoOot revela-
OWN hat he finds copıed ere the tıon ıtself. 932 Thus, ıt plausıble that
hlıyıng words of (G0d WeTe ear there (as hıle Calvın exerts indelıble ımpact
he mself SayYS the Instıtutes) becomes upon Barth’s theologıcal argument for the
hımself wholly an speech an DeT- authorıty an indıspensabılıty of Scr1p-
SUuasıon Ca exhaust ture for the task of dogmatıcs ar
MSe though nOo WeTe INOTE self- makes rıtical usSe of Calvın’'s deep
vıdent than thıs torrentıjal talk about God sıghts for the confirmatıion an valıdatıon

spıte ofall the objections 1C. m1g be ofhıs OW arguments T’hough not accept-
urge agaınst ıT 1C. MmMse knew 1INngs Calvın V1IeE of Scr1ipture the Word
ell enough! Why Was thıs? In the first of (+0d ıtself he rather presents hıs DECU-
instance er 1E4S0OII1l than ar 1e W of Scripture the human
thıs Because he ear Moses Jeremı1ah WItTNeEeSS TtO revelatıon
an Paul spea. ou Go0od because he Another worthy LO be
ear ere the rumpe that summoned discussed terms of Barth’s theologıcal
hım tOo battle usSe an: 1Incorporatıon of Calvın - doctrine

of Scripture that arth LO accept
'Thıs lengthy statemen sShows COMNVINGC- Calvın STIress uDON the secret test1monYy

ıngly that arth knowledgeable about of the Holy Spirıt
Calvın S reverentı]al attıtude LO Scripture Such ATeEe wıthout CADCI1ECINC hatbesıdes endorsing alvın WaYV of theolo- alvın hıkes tO recall and appeal tO a
Z1Ng, hıch totally dependent the
cConvıctıon of the authorıty of Scripture connectıon the secret eSLLMONY Holy
the Word of (G0d As Calvın heard God’ D by hıch the WıtnNesSs of crıpture

becomes gef. wıtness TO Yet thecommand an! PCTITINISS10N tO preach the
vVe. reference tO the Holy Dırn that 1;  9 TOWord of (10d an LO speak 10108 Go0od

and through the Bıble Bart wants tO (G0d MSe the present the church
an Iso remınder that aveproclaım the Word of God testified by ere somethıng neıther to be experiıencedScripture obedience toO (30d demand
NOr tO be thought not. LO be asserted thatarth VIEWS the task of ogmatıcs (G0d hımselfbears wıtiness LO hımself Thatto thıs M1N1STry of the proclama-

tıon of the Word of God FKor S 16401
he 0es not the heart hat makes
theologıanhe intends LO maıntaın hıgh VIie of

Scripture WITLNESS ofthe Word of God One MaYy ınfer frome statement that
that revelatıon It ımportant how- arth intends tO legıtımate and Justify hıs
CeVeTr LO poın out that arth retaıns theologıcal thought by appealıng LO
nuanced dıstinection between TEeC L1EVE@- Calvın’s insıghtful ıdea an thıs shows
latıon (the orıgınal Word of od) an the Calvınıan charaecter of Barth’s theol-
direct revelatıon (Scripture) Hor thıs Nevertheless OT  D Ca  — notice that
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Barth’s basıc attıtude to Scripture 1S dıf- tıon LO (God 1ın that Calvın’s Geneva
ferent from Calvın’s 1ın that arth sShows Catech1ı1sm begıns ıth affırmatıon
hıs convıction about Scripture the wıt- that °the en! of human lıfe’ 1s5 ‘°to share Hıs
NEeSss tO the Word of (G0d by employıng the gx00d thıngs, LO be Hıs image, LO learn LO
actualıstic and dynamıc Lterm ‘becomes). NOW an Hım that He IMaYy be
In er words, for ar Scripture 1S5 glorıfıed 1n us.  »17 It 1S5 undenı]able that

Barth’s reference LO Calvın’s Genevaorıgınally not od’s OW: self-wıtness LO
humanıty but fallıble human wıtness LO Catechısm 1S further example ofBarth’s
revelatıon, an ıt. ‘becomes’ the Word of apprecılatıve reception and posıtıve
(30d by the secret. wıtness of the Holy dorsement. of Calvın’s theologıical insıght.
Spirıt T’hus, for arth Scripture cannot Addressing the 1sSsue of G od the
CONVEYV the Word of God ın substantıal subject of revelatıon’ Barth er1ıticızes
and essentiıal9but 1ın dialectical sharply the sıgnıfıcant role hıch natural
and paradoxıcal There 1S NeC- theology had played 1ın Protestant theol-
ECSSaTYV an inherent relatıonshıp between from the en! ofthe sıixteenth CenNturYy:
revelatıon an! Scripture. 'The relatıon-
shıp between the Word of God an The er Reformed theology partıcular
Scripture 1S contingent, dependıing upon attacne hıgh importance tO thıs prelım1-
the Holy Spirıt’s sovereıgn work LO make Na STTrUCLUTEe ccordıng tO Schwe1l1zer
Scripture become the Word of God In 0)81 mı1g. EVen SCE ıt ONe of the MOsSstT
contrast LO Barth’s convıctıon, hat 1S valuable eatures of Reformed theology It
strıkıng 1S5 that Calvın belıeved that Was gıven place of honor the 19%
Scripture Ca  - CONVEYV the Word of God 1ın CEeNTtUrYy both the hirst part of Schleier-

substantıal an essentiıal anı macher’s Chrıstianal Schweizer’s
he used the notıon of the secret inner OWI)1 Glaubenslehre Yor part, a  oug.

Reformed, want part of it.®testımony ofthe Holy Spirıt LO explaın the
PFOCEeSS 1ın hıch human beings COTNE to be
assured an convınced of the already The salıent poınt here 15 that arth
tablıshed fact that Scripture cCarrıes the acknowledges quıte affırmatıvely hıs be-
Word of G0d ınherently an essentially.““ ıng Reformed theolog1an undenı-
Accordingly, even though ıt 1s the Case able fact Despite that, he 0eSs not
that arth posıtıvely apprecılates an endorse the old Reformed theology’s advo-
uses Calvın’'s theologıcal notıon of the CaCYV of natural theology and revelatıon.
cret testimony of the Holy Spiırıt, ON 'Thıs demonstrates Barth’s spırıt of free-
should remember that he employs the dom 1ın doing theology by retaınıng both
1ıdea 1ın dıfferent context, especlally 1ın posıtıve er1tical relatıonshıp LO the
accordance wıth hıs dialectical an aCtUu- old Reformed theological tradıtıon It 1s
alıstiec assumptions. 'Thıs tO dem- Iso sıgnıfıcant LO poınt out that he bases
onstrate that Barth’s theology POSSCSSES hıs antıthetical argument LO natural the-

peculıar dıiımensıion fundamentally
dıfferent from Calvın’s.

ology, which had een advocated by both
the old Reformed orthodoxy an modern

Discussing the question ofhumanıty 1ın 1ıberal theology, upDOoN Calvın’s theologıcalparagraph 4, chapter 1} Bart contends argument:that the question of humanıty should be
resolved 1ın the context. of humanıty's alvın at the end of the discussion the
latıon LO God, eriticızes modern the- hirst chapters of the Instıtutes Wäas perspi-

CAC10uUsSs enough to raıse the ole questionology’s faılure LO understand thıs TU
‘Modern theology cannot ıth agaın, TLO OPPOSEe the Christian knowledge
good cConNnsclience to the statement of Pascal of (30d dialectically to natural knowledge,
that could not seek God 1f had not LO proceed though ere WerTrTe only

the former.already found him .° Hor Barth, Calvın
g1ves g00d example LO understand However, ıt should not be overlookedhumanıty’s place an sıgnıfıcance 1n rela- that Barth’s interpretation of Calvın’'s a_
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SUuppOort from alvyın However, ın V1eW ofgument the natural knowledge of (G0d

might be miısleadıng 1ın that he to Barth’s interpretatıon of the place of the
overımpose hıs OW theologicalO_ doctrine of the Trinıity 1ın Calvın’'s Instı-
s1t10NSs and interpretatıve ogrıd uPpOI ules, it MUST be remembered that Calvın
Calvın’s 1deas, an consequently mi1sın- o0€S not address ıt wıthın the exaCt COIl-

terpret them Unliıke Barth, Calvın text. of dogmatıc prolegomena, but rather
denıed the ex1ıstence an the ımıted treats ıt. 1ın the PTFOCECSS of discussıng the
valıdıty of human natural knowledge of knowledge of God the Creator, that 1S,
God For alvın the problem hes not 1ın wıthın the ontext of the doectrine of God

Hence it 1S arguable that the oldnature ıtself the heatre of 0d’s glory
but 1ın the noetic effect of S1N human Reformed orthodoxy’s treatment of the
mınd Whether interpretatıon of doctrine ofthe rınıty 1ın the ontext ofthe
Calvın’s thought natural theology 1sS doctrine of (30d faıthful LO Calvın’s

orıgınal intention an CONCETN, butcorrect NnOot, ıt. mMaYy be iırrefutable that
Barth’s treatment of ıt 1n the context ofBarth appeals LO Calvın ın order to make

hıs eruc1lal an central arguments valıd, dogmatıc prolegomena LO be
vıable legıtimate. Thus, ıt mMaYy be departıng from Calvın’s foundatıonal
concluded that Calvın’s role 1ın Barth’s insıght.

Wıthın the context of hıs diıscussıon oftheologıcal construection mıght be INOTeEe
less formatıve, determinatiıve an consti1- ‘the Realıty of the Incarnatıon', Bart
tutıve rather than sımply confirmatory addresses the eme of the ıdentıty and
an instrumental ın Man Yy of sımılarıty between the Old Testament
doectrines. an the New Testament, appealıng LO

Defending the valıdıty an justifiabıil- Calvın’s fundamental an profound
ıty of hıs treatment of the doctrine of the insıght:
Trinıty wıthın dogmatıc prolegomena 1n What 1S true, for all the reservatıons thatcontrast LO ıts tradıtional place wıthın the

INa Yy th: detaıl, 1S hatontext of the doectrine of God, arth er1it1- alvın Says OU: the matter Inst. IL,C1zes Schleiermacher for hıs neglıgent aL-
tıtude to the doectrine of the Trinıty and 10—11, hıch sımply ask yvYou to read

that you wiıll be persuaded that nNOotappeals agaın to Calvın’s strong valuatıon Just presenting prıvate V1CW ere  42 eadof ıt Calviın, wh tells that the distinection
between earher and ater 1S5 cdistinetionAgaın, ıt. o0es not ave an y natural force,

al the moOst only decoratıve force, when the STOT1CA. admınıstratıion of revelatıon,
fter the of Schleiermacher ıt. 15 of the covenant between (30d and u  ’ but

not diıstinction ıts substance. T’he IVput rıght al the en! of dogmatics.4o Is ıt nNnOot
of the statement that OChrıst has COTINEremarkable thıng that the OCctIrıne of the

Trimity wWas basıc for alvın that he the flesh o0es not he the word ‘has’,
EVEenNn had Servetus burned for obstinately the chronological perfect, but the
deleting 1ıt, yet 0)81 ould suspect words °come the es 'Thıs 18 the fulfill-

ment for1C. the athers waıted, but wıthhıs iınterest it from the posıtıon
he g1ıve ıt hıs traın of hought the

41
the ‘has’ the waıtın not StOD; ıt truly

Instıtutes. egan at that poınt
It 15 arguable from the statemen that 'The above passage og1ves clear evidence

Barth’s ındebtedness LO Calvın’s theologı1- that arth aCccepts Calvın’s argument for
the sımılarıty an the ultımate unıty ofcal argument 1S heavy an founda-

tıiıonal that alvın could be regarded the Lwo 'Testaments Hor Barth, the Old
0)81 of the moOost influent.al figures 1n Testament 1s wıtness to ‚Jesus Christ 1ın
Barth’s theologıcal construction an de- expectatıon for hıs comıng to the world

the Medıator an Incarnate God, the Newvelopment. In terms of MOS al doc-
trınes iıncludıng the doectrine of the Testament being sımılarly wıtness LO
Trıinıty, arth seeks the argumentatıve ‚Jesus hrıst ın remembrance and cele-
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bratıon of the fulfillment of the expecta- LO the Lutheran 1e W but appeals LO
tıon of the people of God for the comıng of Calvın’s contention for the legıtımatıon of
‚Jesus hrıst In thıs T:  9 there 15 hıs OW posıtıon. He cıtes appreclatıvely
fundamental an essentıal unıty an Calvın’'s followıng argument
ıdentity rather than mutual contrast on Son descended froman! opposıtıon between the LWO esta- heaven, yet wıthout eavıng heaven. Won-ments. Barth regards OCalvın’s insıght
iınto thıs fact OM of the MOST eruc1al he wılled to be born the vırgın’s
theologıcal contrıbutions that Calvın womb, tO OU: the earth - yet he

continuously filled the WOT. EVEenN he hadmade ıIn the sixteenth century It 15 note- one from the beginning.”worthy, however, that arth advanced
Calvın’'s foundatıonal insıght iınto an It must be emphasızed that the
CONCETN wıth the unıty ofod’s covenants Lutheran theolog1ans called thıs
ınto dıstinctly innovatıve an creatıve Reformed understandıng of Christ’s
doctrine of the prior1ity of the Gospel an humanıty PXLIra Calvınısticecum 1ın that
STFaCcEe Ver the law an command 1ın hıs the Reformed aAarguec that outsıde (extra)
small pamphlet Gospel and Law ell Chrıist’s flesh, the dıvıne Logos 1S Out

the Church Dogmatktıcs, cerıtic1sıng both ere omnıpresent God Sınce the
Luther’s an Calvın’s arguments thıs Lutherans belıeved ın the comMuUNI1cCatıon
poıint from hıs peculıar dogmatıc PeTSPEC- of the attrıbutes (communıcatıo ıdıoma-
tıve. In thıs connection, it 1s arguable that tum) between Christ’'s humanıty an dı-
Barth’s basıc attıtude to Calvın’s theo- vınıty, they could not accept the Reformed
logıcal thought Ca  - be characterızed denı1al of the omnıpresence of Christ’s hu-
both passıonately apprecılatıve anı manıty. Bart. makes it clear that he 1s
hesıtatıngly eritical. One Ca  b Iso poınt the sıde of the Reformed argument, Say-
Out that Ven when Barth endorses 1ng that ‘*the Lutherans, however, heard
Calvın’s theologıcal arguments, far 1n al thıs only the word “outsıde” (extra),
fifrom repeatıng repristinatıng them an they thus termed thıs doctrine the
slavıshly, he develops and advances them Calvınıstic eXLIra. have three 1640115 for
further 1n innovatıve an creatıve WaY fully accepting thıs Calvınıstic xtra.’*6 It
ın accordance wıth hıs OW peculıar theo- MUST not be overlooked that ıt. 1S sıgnıf1-
logıcal an phılosophıiıcal presupposıtions cant for Bart tO accept the Reformed
and belıefs In thıs S  J1  9 arth be posıtıon of Christ’s humanıty at thıs stage
classıfied progressive Calvınıan
rather than conservatıve Calvınıst

because ıt, 1s closely related LO hıs inter-
pretatıon of the importance and meanıng

theolog1an. of the sacraments, especlally the Lord’s
Addressing the relatiıonshıp between SUPDPECT 1T 1S5 arguable thus that durıng

incarnatıon an revelatıon, Barth S per10d of Göttingen, arth agreed
that 1ın ıts humıiılıatiıon 1n ıts exalta- wıth the Reformed understandıng of the
tıon, the humanıty of Christ, ın contrast, sacraments“‘ hıch W as epıtomi1zed an
1S 1n specıfic, prescr1ibed place, for ıt. systematızed by Calvın INOTeE than an yOoNn«c
remaıns finıte, and the finıte 15 not CapDa- else. Furthermore, by agreeing ıth eXIra
ble of the infinite.“* In arguıng for the Calvınısticum, arth leaves doubt that
finıte character of COChrıist’s humanıty, he endeavors to ınheriıt the valıd -
Bart. ralses eritical question about the ments of Reformed theologıcal tradıtiıon
Lutheran V1CW of the humanıty of Chrıst, an he ould tak.  D opposıte posıtıon
hıch attrıbutes the dıvıne attrıbute of agaınst the Lutheran posıtıon even
ubıquıty LO Christ’s humanıty the basıs though he regards Luther OI! of the
of the belhlief that Chrıist’s dıvınıty an most ıimportant teachers an dialogue
humanıty ca  n be approprıated and partners 1n hıs theologıcal elaboratıon.
communıcated LO ach other an thus be For thıs reason, arth could argue that
regarde mıingled 1ın WaYy As wWwe understand Calvın, for example, ve
Reformed theologıan, arth o0es not hold badly ıf do not SEE hat wholly
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co-decisıve role the sacraments played 1n of the Holy Spirıt ın the Chrıstian under-
hıs theology, especlally the Lord’s standıng of dıyvıne revelatıon and estab-
Supper.’ lıishes Chrıistian epıstemology based

Dıiscussıng the subjectıve poss1ıbılıty of the theme ofthe permanent prior1ıty
revelatıon, arth puts great Stress work of the Holy Spirıt Ver human
the essentaalıty of human of SPONSEC of faıth an obedıence. It 1S5 also
faıth an the close correlatıon between ımportant LO notice that arth develops
faıth an obedience. Once agaın, Barth Calvın’'s ethıcal theme of faıth and obedi-
appeals LO Calvın’s theologıcal wısdom for ENCE ınto noetic an epıstemologiıcal
the SUupport of hıs OW argument: theme ın relatıon tO the realıty an pOossI1-

bılıty of 0d’s revelatıon.
In hıs 1545 atechısm alvın could EeVvVen Dıiscussıng the inevıtabılıty of phılo-
ıstıngu1s four categorıes for hat must sophiıcal influence upDOoN OUT under-
take place OUur part (naturally the standıng of Scripture an theologıcal
work of the Holy Spiırıt) ar obedience, reflection ın relatıon LO the eme of
PTrayver, anı anksgıvıng. Yet only LWO DeCI- Chrıstian freedom, ar that
sıst: axr obedience. Thıs paır 1S Calvın Iso had hıs OW phılosophy:
unıversal an cdistinctive that eIOoTrTMeEe

Luther and Calvın had e1Ir phılosophy.dogmagics CAaNnnOo poss1ıbly faıl tO asse
them * So far Ca  ® SEE they WeTeEe both Platon-

ısts, a.  oug of cQifferent chools tO
arth claıms here that when the 1TEVEO- onNne of understandıng of SCIY1D-

TUr 15 ıt. matter of indıfference wherelatıon of God centered the Incarnatıon
of ‚Jesus hrıst LO humanıty COINE from E hatO_
event of 0d’s encounter wıth humanıty, sıt1ons brıng wıth In ONne z

18 decıs1ıve, namely, for U of theıt. generates humanıty's hearıng of the
oughts of scrıpture, ofhat 18 meant,Word of God, whiıich 1S expressed by

humanıty's faıth an obedıence. In thıs Suppose LO be salıd, wıth hat 1S5 saıld the
connection, Barth evaluates hıghly text It 15 true that all seek
Calvın’'s emphasıs the ole of the Holy o0gmas the and them

best LO ourselves.Spırıt 1ın the lıfe of the hrıst]ans For
Barth, when the revelatıon of (10d OCCUT'S By sayıng thıs arth CXDTESSECS hıs1n genuıne n  9 Chrıist dwells 1n
humanıty the Holy Spiırıt fundamental convıctiıon about the PrOVI-

s10nal character an lımıtatıon of human
alvın formu1ated the problem when he work of theologıcal formulatıon an bıb-

hcal interpretation. 'T’hıs ON ofsaıd as long T1S remaıns utsıde of
u AT separated from hım, all that the MOSt promınent stren.  S of Barth’s
he has suffered one for the salvatıon theological mınd-set. On the basıs of
of the uman Tace remaıns useless of such convıction he could retaın erıt1-

value for Therefore, tO share wıth cal an free relatıonshıp to hıs theolog1-
hat he had receı1ved from the Wather, he cal predecessors an fathers includıng
had tOo become OUTS LO wewıt. us Calvın Kor thıs rCason, arth could STLAtTEe
Or agaın, ‘the Word of (30d 15 lıke the SUll, follows:
shınıng all OoOSsSe whom ıt. 1s5 PI’O- What wıll protect 18 bıt postle’sclaımed, but wıth effect the blınd ree bıt of Luther alvın, viewedNow, all of ATe blın Dy nature e not thınkers heroes but uthorıtiesespect Accordingly, ıt cannot penetra
into OUT mınds unless the pırıt, the DYy hıch LO orJıent ourselves. TEee thınkıng

ıth the help of authorıties—this 1sS theiInner teacher, through hıs ıllumınatıon
WAaY of the relatıvıty of zmakes entry for ıt. ‚5!

formula, but are NO alkıng only OU:
It 18 here that Bart advances further the relatıve condıtjons. Freedom an

Calvın’s Stress an insıght into the role authorıty ATe not mutually exclusıve OINlCe
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ONe consıders both AaATre totalıities operatıng the thıcal elements, ofboth faıth an

dıfferent levels.°* obedıience.
'T’hıs statemen: demonstrates that Barth’s choice of these 1ve features

the determıinatıve marks of the ReformedBart celebrates and cherishes the spırıt
of freedom OI  CD ofthe most central prın- school aAaPPCAaTrs LO sShow not only the
cıples ın hıs theologıcal elaboratıon. 'Thıs plausıble princıples of the Reformed

that arth believes that eXcept dogmatıcs but Iso hıs OW peculıar inter-
Secripture and the inner testiımony of the pretatıon and understandıng of the Re-
Holy Spirıt, there Ca  - be absolute formed theology an! the dogmatic V1Is10ns
authorities LO hıch Christian theologı- an goals that he wants LO accomplısh
Aans should submıiıt themselves and for through hıs work. FKor example, ONNeEe Ca  -
hıch they surrender theır freedom of ralıse Ser10uUs question to whether the
thought Kor Barth, °‘Christian freedom, Reformed Christology Ca  . be truthfully

hope, 1S demand that must be made character1ızed strictly cdialectical’. It
unconditionally.  293 'Thıs attıtude should be that the modern notion ‘dialeectical’
applıed tOo Calvın ell Although arth May not be attrıbuted 9 the tradıtional
respects alvın and the profundiıty an Christology of the Reformed theology.
greatness of hıs theological thought, KRather, ıt. could characterıze Barth’s OW
alvın INAaV not be the absolute standard versıon of Chrıistological reformulation
an! erıteriıon agaınst hıch Barth’s theo- hıch wiıll be maternalızed ın the Church
logıcal arguments mMust be Judged an Dogmatıcs.
evaluated. kather, for Barth, EVEeN Nevertheless, arth appeals tLO Calvın
Calvın’s theology should be Judged bDy the for the legıtimation of hıs posıtıon
authorıty of Scripture the result ofıts follows:
faıthful exegesı1s. In lact. ıt. 1s the Case that
thıs attıtude an relatıonshıp of Barth’s LO hope that VoOu wiıll ear wıtness that
Calvın mMust be regarded utterly faıth- SOTINE egree even ere the Prolegom-
ful LO Calvın’s foundational wısdom e1].:  < ave respected hat regard the
bodied anı crystallized by the well-known valıd rules of OWN school. By studyıng
Reformed slogan semper reformanda’ the symbols the Reformed confessions
WaYys reformıing), hıch has een overtly Calvın Instıtutes you MaYy make E for
neglected an dismı1ssed by SOTNE factıons yourselves that these do fact. ave LO be

the maın rules of Christian, Reformedwıthın the Reformed theological Camp,
especlally by certaın extreme ofthe dogmatics.”
so-called orthodox Calvınısm.

Discussing the dogmatic 1OTIN 1n the 'Thıs statement demonstrates one of
Reformed dogmatic theology, Bart PTeC- the most ımportant facts ın Barth’s rela-
sents 1Ve dec1ısıve marks of the Reformed tıonshıp LO Calvın, namely that ıt 1Ss

through readıng Calvın that arth Camleschool, hıch he ıntends tO accept an LO be member of the Reformed schoolfollow ıIn hıs OW:') dogmatics: an he earned foundational wısdom an
Formalısm 1n the teachıing ONn pPr1InNC1- princıples5yfor being Christian

ples; the Word vouches for the content, not Reformed dogmatic theologıJan. Thus, ıt 1Ss
VICEe 9 the understanding of the unden1ılable that Calvın’s ımpact uDOIN
relatiıon God, emphasıs the thought of arth’s theological growth and develop-
God; OUT salvatıon 18 enclosed the glor1- ment 1S5 determinative an! constitutive.
fyıng of God, not vice, VeISa, the However, have discussed far, it
thought of God, StTress God’s subjectivity, MUST be remembered that Barth’s usSe of
freedom, and maJjJesty; the oOncept of Calvın’s theological argument Canno be

ıdentified effort of servıle anthe objective poss1bılıty of revelatıon,
strictly diıalectical chrıistology; the COINMN- slavısh repetition an reprıstinatıion,
cCept of the subjective possıbilıty of revela- but rather endeavor of eritical
tıon, equal of both the relıg10us approprılatıion an incorporatıon, hıch
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includes Varıo0us procedures of argumen- wıshes to establısh Ne theology solıdly
tatıve advancement, substantıal 1INNOova- founded uponNn the Word of God wıtnessed
tıon, creatıve reapplıcatıon an er1tical by Scripture. In effort LO do thıs, arth
readjustment LO hıs OW. characteriıstic endeavoured tO obtaın helpful
Reformed theology. insıghts from Calvın’s theology. Nonethe-

In. connectı1on, ıt. mMaYy be helpful tO less, arth CAamne LO hold ambıvalent
cıte the followıng statement of Barth’s: attıtude an relatıonshıp LO Calvın

because arth Iso discerns Man Yy Nnalıve
It 15 OIl thıng quote document hlıke the
Nıcene Creed Contemporary SOUT’CEe

assumptıions an beliefs operatıng 1ın
Calvın’'s thought, hıch ATre not compat-an quıte another TO read an! Uunderstian! ıble wıth hıs OW phiılosophicalO_ıt, authorıty. Dogmatıcıans do the sıt1ons an convıctjons.

latter They ave rıght anı EeVEeN duty
tO do Do not eXpecCct that wıll ere Addressiıng the problem of0d’s know-

abılıty and conceı1vabılıty, arth reflects
present and expound alvın When let uponN_n Calvın’s (;eneva Catech1ı1sm of 1545,alvın speak, let hım do OW. which accepts the knowabılıty of (30d
traın of hought, certaınly wıth much establıshed fact followıng the mediıieval
regard possıble for the hiıstorıical INeanN-

ıng of hıs words, but only order to achjeve dogmatıcılans’ argument:
the elucıdatıon of matter IC quota- Wıth Varı0ous reservatıons they acceptetıon from alvın Ca  o gıve at thıs partıcular knowabılıty. For them knowıng
moment Was humanı  S MOST entral matter We

recall the introduct.ion TO the (Geneva Cate-One INnNaYy Construe from S statement
that 1ın the elaboratıon an artıculatıon of chısm of 1545 'T'he chief end of human lıfe
hıs OW: dogxnatic visıon and arguments, 155 that shoul know God, DYy whom
Barth has iıntention of slavıshly WeTe ereated °
poundıng Calvın’s theologıcal contentijions
anı 1mpos1ıng them upon hıs readers, but The above statemen reveals that
rather of usıng them for the elucıdatıon arth 1S convınced of the possıbılıty of
an iıllumınatıon of hıs OW') posıtıon. 'Thıs human knowledge of (+0d an thıs behef
1S Barth’s conclusıve LO the QUu€ES- of Barth’s 1s5 truly consıstent wıth Calvın’s
tıon to how he utilıses alvın 1n the thought In thıs connectıon, ıt. 1s of the
construction of hıs dogmatıc Ssystem. It 1sS utmost ımportance to remember that the
ıindeed the Case that arth learns MaanYy doctrine ofthe knowledge of God W as vıtal
valuable an eruc1al insıghts from LO both theolog1ans, ıth the latter being

heavıly iındebted LO the former for hısCalvın’'s theologıcal work, and the atter’s
reformulatıon of the doectrine of thetheology makes constitutive and OrMAäa-

tıve impact uDOIN the former'’s dogmatıc knowledge of God.®® The above statement
work. On the other hand, ıt. must be mMaYy be regarded outstandıng ‚X Aamnll-

membered that Barth makes use of ple of thıs indebtedness.
Calvın for hıs OW:' partıcular DUrDOSC and Another ımportant an unforgettable
goal, hıch to consolıdate the whole theme 1n the T1TeAa of the doectrine of God
Wwısdom of the past masters LO remold 1S the election of (Girace das Gnadenwahl).
ıt ınto dogmatıc system sulted for hıs First of all, ıt. should be pointed Out that
peculıar phiılosophıcal an theologıcal a_ Bart accepts the tradıtional Reformed
sumptıons. Why 0eSs he do 0°ere MaYy orthodoxy’s treatment of the doctrine of
be Man y 1TEASONS for hım LO do yet, election wıthın the sphere of the doctrine
OIl  D of the moOost CONSPICUOUS 1E 4S011S5 INaYy of (God rather than ın the realm of the
be the fact that arth 15 keenly CONSCIOUS doctrine of salvatıon of which Calvın
of hıs and the church’s lıyıng ın aDC of sShOows excellent example 1ın hıs last
theologıcal ecrıs1ıs after the allure of the edıtion of 1559 Instıtutes. It 1s arguable
project of the Enlightenment and modern that Barth’s discussıon of the doctrine of
ıberal theology. HFor thıs vVery YrCasol, he election wıthın the context of the doctrine
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of God antıcıpates Barth’s antıpathy LO of the Reformed orthodoxy’s deplorable
Calvın’s doctrine of double predestina- practıce of rıg1d logıcal deduction about
tıon hıch 111 be made clear hıs certaın reprobate indıvıduals One Ca  .
Church Dogmatıcs detect here the incıpıent seeds of Barth’

Nevertheless the Göttıngen Dog- SET10US challenge agaınst Calvın the
mMmAatıcs Barth begıns hıs diıscussıon of the whole Reformed theologıcal tradıtıon
doctrine of electiıon ıth affırmatıon of terms of the doctrine of election an Pre-
alvyın theologıcal AaX10IN regard LO the destinatıon Barth herewıth showıng
relatıonshıp of 0d’s election an human manıfestly the seeds of hıs antıcıpatory
faıth revolt agaınst the tradıtional method an

approach LO Tean the doctrine of electionWe stil] only LUrn OUuUTr al the
helplessness of such confess1ıon yet He Calvın to STOUpP of supralap-
ave TLO admıt that where ere al thıs Sar1ıans S LO s1gnN1fy that

arth retaıns hıs supralapsarıan posıtıonthe only elevant that Ca D1Ve throughout hıs theologıcal Career spıtetO the question why O! beheves (30d wiılls of hıs trenchant crıt1que of Calvın’sIT He OU aı anı awakened 1T 59
doctrine of double predestinatıon hıch

hıs statemen demonstrates that includes od’s eternal decree ofboth elec-
urıng S per10d of Göttingen ar t10N of SOINE people an abandonment of
accepted Calvın theologıcal ıinsıght ınto others before the foundatıon of the world

'Thıs that arth WAants LO endorseand SLTress uponNn the ultımate prlıorıty of
the sovereı1gnty of (30d Over human faıth and follow Calvın’s supralapsarıan
an relıg10us lıfe OWEeVer thıs 19 - S1g. legıtimate an valıd Nonethe-
tıve attıtude LO alvın dıisappears when less 1L questionable that Calvın
he begıns LO address ‘the shadow sıde of supralapsarıan relatıon to the doctrine
election: reprobation.””“ ar er1tic1ses of election In fact he had knowledge
the Reformed orthodoxy’s endency tO fO- about the dıspute between the Supralap-
CUS the question tO wh ATeEe the Sarlılamnls the Infralapsarıans, and IT
certaın reprobate people addressıng that hıs posıtıon miıght  64 - be closer to
and dıscussıng the doctrine ofpredestina- that of Infralapsarians.“” In thıs EC-
tion  61 For Barth, 0)81 Ca  - also find thıs tıon, 0)81 Ca suggest that arth SEESs hıs
tendency ı Calvın, wh neve  eless W as OW face an rather than Calvın

the I11TTOTr of Calvın S LextINOTeEe CAaut]l0ous hıs presentatıon an
teachıng of the harsh ramıfıcatıons of the For arth 0)81 of the most ımportant
doctrine insıghts of Calvın relatıon to the doc-

Lrıne of election INAaYy be the fact thatThe certaın people the ervers10N of the alvın seeks the belıevers ASSUuTrTance ofdoctrine ofpredestinatıon INntO doctrine of
predestined INd1ıvı1ıduals W as the oJan faıth an election only the face of Jesus

Chrıist rather than theır OW') grounds ofhorse hıch WwWäas finally set the holy relıg10us CEXDECET1CENCE and psychologicalplace Ihon f truly classıcal 0_ condıtion SOINE later Reformed theolo-nents of the doctrine (e Calvın) 1T
aPPCars only occasıonal logıcal deduc- Q1aNs
tıon z becomes ıncreasıngly entral alvın partıcular had only 0)8[OSe who ollowed wıth 1ts We not ance of electıonmythologiıical arbıtrarıness 1T quıickly ourselves NOT EeVvVen (0d the Fathermade the ole doctrine unbehevable
untenaDble EeVeln for ıts MOST. zealous cham- thınk of hım apart from the Son hrıst

then the IN1TT0OTr 16 mustI} contemplate OUuUTrT election and MAaY do
Although arth reluctant tO er1ıtic1ze wıthout self- deception know of er

dırectly hat he sSECES Calvın’s faılure reply the question OU: ertaınty of
an 1107r arth acknowledges here that God 'hıs first S OWI) ertaınty, an
alvın IMaYy be regarded orıgınator E ir to be sought revealed
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WT  en, an preached Word whose ontent aPPCAaArs LO be constitutive an formatıve
1S5 T1S But ıth thıs AL SWeTr Calvın an 1ın several eruc1al of discussıon 1N-
hıs followers WerTe not merely setting forth cludıng the doectrine of the Word of God,
the nature SOUTCE of theır SSUTAaIICcC of the relationshıp of the Word an preach-
God but Iso the nature an SOUT’CE of Ing, the authorıty of Seripture an the
theır SSUTAaNC' of election, salvation, an! role of the Holy Spirıt ın revelatıon, the
faith.° unıty of the Old Testament an the New

Testament, the chrıistocentriec nature of
As chrıistocentric theolog1an, arth OU. SSUTAaNllCeEe of election, an How-

miıght have een strongly attracted LO CVvVerl, it 1s Iso the CAase that Bart wıshes
Calvın’s penetratıng insıght ınto the 1M- LO beyond Calvın’'s theological argu-
portance of the role of ‚Jesus Christ the ments 1ın several where he finds
ultımate foundatıon of OU. of Calvın’s anachroniıstic arguments LO be
faıth an election. Barth’s later elabora- incompatıble ıth hıs OW. characterıstic
tıon an artıculation of hıs OW doctrine theologıcal assumptıions a! behefs.
of election of SraCce ın hıs Church ogmuat- Second, Barth o0€eSs nNnOot sımply expound
LCS demonstrates hıs strıngent effort LO and repeat Calvın’s argument ın slavısh
recapture Calvın’s christocentric insıght INanner 1n the Göttingen Dogmatıcs.
and advance ıt radıcally ınto INOTeE a_ Rather, he allows alvın LO speak ın order
cess1ble form of Chrıstian doctrine from LO elucıdate an explaın hıs OW theologı-
the actualıstiec and dialectical DETSDEC- cal an dogmatıc arguments INOTE ffec-
tıve. In thıs connection, OI! MaYy argue tıvely an persuasıvely. However, ıt o0eSs
that Calvın’'s ımpact uDON arth 1ın rela- not INeAan that Calvın’s role 1n Barth’s
tıon tO the doectrine of election miıght be argumentatıve endeavor 1sS sımply confır-
INOTEe than sımply confiırmatory an matory an supportive. Although ıt. 1S the
instrumental. Even though Barth 1Ss CAase that arth uses Calvın’s argument
skeptical about an opposed LO Calvın’s and insıght LO verıfy an valıdate hıs OW
project of retrieving an reemphasızıng posıtion 1ın several ımportan instances, it
Augustine’s doctrine of double predesti- 1s5 also unden1ably true that by readıng
natıon ın terms of od’s double actıons of and studyıng Calvın, Barth has obtaıned
election an reprobatıon of certaın people eruc1al wısdom an valuable iıntellectual
in the pre-temporal world, arth o0es not qsSsetits both constitutive an formatıve
1gnore Calvın’'s eruc1a|l an valuable 1N- for hıs peculıar attempt at reformulatıion
sıghts iınto the chrıistocentric ground of an reconstruection of Ne Christian
OU:  — SSSUTAaNcCeE of election Aan! faıth but Reformed dogmatıcs
recaptures them ınto hıghly innovatıve Third, it must be remembered that
and challengıing reconstruction of the Barth’s approprlatıon and interpretatıon
doectrine. Thıs 1S remarkable example of Calvın’s theological thought 1S5 always
of Barth’s spirıt of Treedom 1ın doing checked an controlled by hıs OW. DECU-
theology. har theological impulse and behefs. He

finds Man Y of Calvın’'s arguments an
Conclusıiıon assumptions not tOo be compatıble ıthhıs

theological and philosophical presupposı1-
On the basıs of the above discussıon ONMNe tions an thus 1s5 ınclined to dısmiıss an

misınterpret Calvın’'s orıgınal theologıcalMay TAW several ımportant conclusıons
about Barth’s use of Calvın 1ın hıs (joöttin- intention an insıght. Moreover, he SOTINE-

gen Dogmatıcs. First of all, the inıtıal times mısconstrues an misapplıes
attempt LO lecture dogmatiıcs, the (jOt- Calvın’'s contentions an! VIEeWS LO the de-
tıngen Dogmatıcs 1S5 MOST. helpful for OTle 9gre«c that Ven when he uses the SAaInNe

Janguage Calvın’s, hıs meanıng 1sS COIN-to observe the trajectory of Barth’s dog-
matıc thıinkıng an reflection. It 1s Iso sıderabily different from Calvın’s because
ımportant LO note that 1ın Barth’s theologı- he uses sımılar Janguage ın VerVv dıffer-
cal reflection anı thought Calvın’'s role ent context. Bruce MecCormack aAaPPCAars to
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apree wıth 5 poınt ın statıng, ‘Barth Reformed Dogmatıcs repr TAnN Rapıds,
dısplayed marked tendency throughout Dıie Dogmatık der evangelısch-Lutheri-hıs lıfe LO use borrowed categorıes ın

schen Kırche, ed. Schmid ( 4th ed Frank-WaYy that WAas entirely peculıar LO hımself T’he(and hıch ften contradıcted the inten- a.M./Erlangen,
tiıons of oOSse who orıgınally coıned Doectrinal eology of the Evangelıcal RA

theran Church (Phıladelphia,them).’°® Thus, 0)81 MaYy conclude that hıs Edward Thurneysen (ed.), arl Barth-
relatıonshıp to Calvın OC be charac- Edward urneysen: Brıefwechsel,terısed ambıvalent although hıs BaUr1C. I'VZ, 3928—9
bıvalence has justifiable 1TEASONS an 'T’hıs o0es not INean that arth dıd not
grounds firom hıs OW. perspective. study Calvın before 1918 In fact, arth

began LO read Calvın from the per10 ofhıs
Notes theologıcal study Bern

through partıcıpatıng hıs ather’s lec-
ures the eformatıon Kıver SINCE hıs

S  r Barth, NiIierTrTıcC der chrıstliıchen iınterest Calvın had not decreased but
Relıgion Prolegomena, 1924, ed Han- increased gradually consıderably
nelotte en (Zurich T’he S  r Barth, Dıiıe Theologıe Calvıns, 1922,
Göttıngen Dogmatıcs: Instruct:on Lın the ed Hans Ur1ı1Cc. I'VZ,
Chrıstian elıgıon, vol 1, trans Geoffrey T’he Theology of ohn Calvın, trans
Bromiley TanN! Rapıds: Wm Kerd- Bromiley TAaN! Rapıds: Eerdmans,
MmMans, ıdem, “Unterric. der

ıhrıistlichen Relıgıon Die Lehre VO  - Engler, ‘Das utherverständnis S  r|
Gott/Die Lehre VO Menschen, 1924/5, arths’ (Doctoral 1SsSertatıon Tübıngen,
ed ınrıch Stoevesandt (Zurich IVZ, Dıem, Karl Barths Krıtik

T’he öttıngen Dogmatktıcs, vol deutschen Luthertum (1947); eC.
(contaıns the first thırd of the German ‘“Zwıischen Luther und 5  r| Barth
dıtıon) Stimme der Gemeinde kırchhiıchen
Barth’s ünster ectures WerTe publıshed en und ZU. Polhıitik”, Wırtschaft und

19927 under the Die Chrıstlıche ultur 18, May (1996):; Hans tto efel,
ogmaltı L Entwurf, Dıie Lehre UO “CThe Ethıcs ofspe and Law Aspects of
Worte Gottes, Prolegomena zZur OChrıst- Barth-Luther Debate’, Ph.D Thesıs: ale
lıchen ogmaltı and Bonn and asle lec- Universıiıty, (0)  ©; ‘Die Theolo-
tures WerTe publıshed IDie Kırchlıche gıe des frühen S  r| arth iıhrem
Dogmatık Church Dogmatıcs). Verhältnis der Theologıe Martın
Matthıas Freudenberg has recently pub- Luthers’, (Doctoral 1ıssertatıon Bochum,
hshed &D sıgnıfıcant work Barth’s Klappert, Promitss1ıo und und.
men wıth Reformed theology Gesetz und Evangelıum heı Luther und
the öttıngen per10 See, Karlar und ar (1976); ıdem, Erwägungen
dıe reformıerte Theologıe: Dıie Auseıinan- ZUIMN "Thema Gesetz und Evangelıum be1
dersetzung mıt Calvın, Zwinglı, und den Luther und 5  r\ Bart. T’heologısc.
reformıerten Bekenntnisschriften während eıträge (1976), S1ıemens,
seıner ‘Kar l arth der ollender der luther1-Göttınger Lehrtätigkeit
Neukıirchen, But he 18 concerned schen eformatıon? Eıne notwendiıge
wıth Barth’s Calvın ectures alone wıth- Replık Klappert’, T’heologısche
out analysıng Barth’s use ofalvın the Beıträge (1977), 31—35; oest,
Göttingen Dogmatics ‘Kar' l arth und das lutherishe Verständ-
Revolutionary eology ın the akıng Nn1ıs VO  - Gesetz und Evangelıum
Barth-Thurneysen Correspondence, 1914-— Gedanken und Fragen 1edera
1925, trans .JJames Smart London 'The einer stehengebliebenen Dıskus-
Kpworth Press, 81 S10N’, KuD (1978), 6—-1
'"T’hıs theme of the eei0. form of the Peters, ‘Kar'l arth Luther”?, hıs
Word of 1sS discussed extensıvely Rechenschaft des Glaubens: Aufsätze
Urc Dogmatics 1&2 (1984), 2—129; ıdem, ‘Karl Barth und
eINTIC eppe, Die ogmaltı der eU0uan- Martın Luther’, Luther (1986), 1138
gelısch-reformierten LFC: TE  < an ed 9; ungel, 'Evangelıum und setz;

Bızer ( 2nd ed. Neukıirchen, ugleıc. ZUIM erhältnıs VO.  5 Dogmatık
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Hans Urs VO  — Balthasar T’he eology ofEthık hıs AAarı Studıen (1982)

180—209 Bayer atlıche eologıe Karları TAaAans es (San TAN-
des Kreuzes? Barmen zwıschen arthun! Ignatıus Press
Luther (1984) M S  r\ Barth Göttıngen Dogmaltıcs C1IL
Marquardt ‘Martın Luther und e  r
arth Tyrannos, Belıner Theologısche Ibıd B

Ibıd p. 8Zeıtschrıft (1984) 5—9 Gerhard
21er. S  rl arth ıngen mıt Luther Ibıd p. 9

hıs Luther Studıen 111 (Zurich Ibıd p. 9
ıdem ber cdıe Reformatıon hinaus? Zur Ibıd
Luther-Krıtik S  r TK Ibıd
(1986) 3375 Raılıner Gesetz und Ibıd

Ibıd MS It worthy LO note thatEvangelıum Kın lutherisches Sonder-
arth OM1TS Luther Z hst of classıcalthema? (C’atholıca 41 (1987) 30—41

Luther und Barth ed S  r| Hauschildt dogmatıcılans It because arth Sa

(Erlangen Martın Luther Verlag hım ırregular ogmatıcıan See Ger-
It worthy LO ote that ese German an hard Ebeling e  r| ıngen miı1t
Englısh works the relatiıonshıp be- Luther’ hıs Luther Studıen 111 (Zurich
ween Luther an arth prımarıly focus 448

s  r| Barth ((öttıngen Dogmatıcs CITthe eme of law an gospel
12 Daryll| Ward “”T'he Doectrine of ectL10Nn p. 3

the theologıes of Friedrich Schleier- Ibıd 33
macher and s  r/ Barth’ (Ph Thesıis the Ibıd 545
Unıiversıty of Chicago IDhetmar Ibıd 5’7
Lutz Homo vıator arl Barths Rıngen 31 Ibıd
mıl Schleiermacher (Zurich Theologı1- Ibıd 2092
scher Verlag, arı and Schleıer Ibıd 68
macher beyond the ımpasse? ed On Barth’s V1IieE of crıpture SCC Klaas
Duk: treetman (Philadelphıia Runıla Karl arı Doctrine of Seripture
Fortress Press (Grand Rapıds Eerdmans

13 orton Davıes T’he Vıigılant God Provı- arth states Calvın briılhantly states
dence the Thought of Augustıne Aquı hat ave mınd when he SayvYs that the

SaImnle pırı who has spoken through theNLas, Calvın and Barth eier Lang,
Erıc Dean ‘Relatıon between Scr1p- mouths of the prophets must find EeNTrYy

tLure Tradıtion Theoretical ate- ınto hearts and persuade that they
mMents by Calvın and Barth Encounter 93 rendered faiıthfully hat they had een
(1962), 7—91; alter Kreck oNnNan- told tO Sa y by Ibıd 295
116S alvın und e  rI Barth’, ırche Ibıd 83

Ibıd 83  EKonfession umene Niesel ZUIN

eburtstag (1973), T1 —BA Ibıd 91
ber Jüngel, Theological Be- Ibıd 99
sinnınNgsS Karl arth Theologıcal Leg- Fredrich Schleiermacher Chrıstian

irans arre Parl (Phıladelphia AL ed Mackintosh Ste-
T’he estmıinster Press S wart (Edinburg. ar

15 Bruce MecCormack Karl arth Urıitı- (L272
2A3 5  r/ arth öttıngen ogmaltıcs C1tcally Realıstıc Dıalectical Theology (Ox-

ford Clarendon Press Dealıing See Instıtutes
wıth the Safenwil per10 irom July 1911 Ibıd 147
tO September 19921 MecCormack mentı]ıons 43 Ibıd 148
Calvın only twıce! See B(almost Ibıd 159
the half of the whole 00. Kıven hıs 4A35 Ibıd the cıtatıon from Jo  S alvın
discussıon of the öltıngen Dogmaltıcs he Instıtutes 11

46 Ibıd0es NnOt acknowledge Calvın erucı]al role
Barth’s theologıcal development See 4'{ In the ater per10d 1S theologıcal evel-
E opment ar abandons hıs endorsement

Thomas Torrance arlar An Intro- of the Reformed understandıng of the SAaCcC-

duction LO hıs arty eology, 1910—-31 raments denıed baptısm the status of
London sacramen
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Ibıd., 169 Nas and Karl Barth Sacred ocetrıne and
Ibıd., 172 Natural nowledge of G(Gjod (Notre Dame,
Ibıd., LO1: cıtatiıons from Instiıtutes, IIL, Ind Universıity of OLre Dame Press,
144: ILL, Z Ned Wiısnefske, Our Natural

51 Ibıd., 259 nowledge of (10d Prospect for Natural
592 Ibıd., 260 Theology after Kant and arı (N:Y. Pe-

Ibıd. ter Lang, Henr1i oulllard, T’he
Ibıd., 294 Knowledge of God, trans Samuel

ıd Fem1ano (N.Y. Herder Herder,
Ibıd 59 Ibıd., 451 arth refers LO alvın's Instı-
Ibıd., 351 ules ILL, 23
T’he classıcal discussıon alvın's doc- 60 Ibıd

61trıne of the owledge ofGod 1S Benjamın Of’ ONe O2  w ralse Serl10us QUEeS-
arfıeld, ‘Calvın  S Doectrine of the tıon to whether arth g1ves ere

Knowledge ofod’, Calvın and Calvın- ınvalıd carıcature of the Reformed ortho-
157 (N; X xfor: Unı1iversıty Press, 193 dox
anı Iso SEeE Kenneth Kantzer, “John 692 Ibıd., 455 arth refers tOo alvın's Instı-
alvın's eOory of the owledge of God ultles III  9 DD
anı the Word of (50d (Ph.D 1ssertation. 63 Ibıd., 467
Harvard Universıity, On Barth’s Fred Klooster, Calvın’s Doectrine O  Te-
vleW, SCEC Peter Cook, “The Know/l- destinatıon TanN! Rapıds, Mıich. Calvın
edge ofGod the Theology ofs  r| Ba Theological SeEmM1NaTYy,
Ph.D Thesıis: T’he Queen’s Universıity of 65 S  r/ Barth, Göttingen Dogmatltıcs, O Cit.,;
Belfast, Jo  S ‚yyden, ‘Kar'!l 4770 Barth refers LO alvıns Instıtutes
Barth’s Vıew the owledge ofGod an ILL, 2  ’

66ıts relatıon LO the Philosophical Episte- Bruce McCormack, Karl ar Urıitz-
mology of mmanuel Kant’ Ph.D T’hesıs cally Realıstıc Dıalectical eology,
The University of Chıicago, Dıymıaty Cit.; AA orge Hunsinger calls .
School, Sebastian atczak, Karl practice of Barth’s ‘the procedure of
arı (i0d. nowledge of Dıvıne assımılatıng" hıs How LO ead Karl
Exıstence (N.Y. St, Paul Publications, ar T’he ape of Hıs eology (Oxford

Kugene Rogers, T’homas Aguı Oxford Universıty Press, 613

Of Related Interest

Calvın and Englısh Calvinısm
Kendall

The author demonstrates that the English Hıs book 15 ımportant clarıhcatıon of
'Purıtans/’, IC he ca 'experimental Cal  VIN'S posıtiıon relation those who ave
predestinarlans’, WerTrTe followers of John een regarde hiıs followers
Calvın’s SUCCESSoT Geneva, eodore Beza,

not of Calvın se Dr en!| ma1ın- ‘DrKen excıtıng study LS majJor step
taıns that hat became known Englısh forward ın the reappratsal of Purıtanısm
V1Nısm Was largely the thought of Beza nNnOot student ın the Purıtan fıeld Car PXCLUSE
Calvın hımself from reckonıng wıth £hıs ımportant

contrıbuti:on. '“— JDr 41 Packer

0-85364-8927-1 DO 2929 mm

Paternoster Press
Box 30  e Carlisle rıaCA3 0Q5S
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E  K Intending to Speak: Crıtique of Ronald Hall’s
Word and Spirit

TLntention de parler: erıtique de l’ouvrage
de Ronald Hall, PDPar Ia Parole eft Dar LI/’Esprıt
In der Absıchlt, V reden: Kıne
Auseinandersetzung mıt Ronald Word
and Spirıt’
Myron Penner, Ediınburgh

Word and Spırıl. Kıerekegaardıan Derrıiıda. Ce, QUEC Kıerkegaard
RonaldL.Hall
Crıitique of the Modern Age attrıbue l’acte de parole UunNne efficacıte

ontologıque DOUFr Ia realısatıon de SOL
Bloomington, In Universıty of ndıana d’une anıere hıstorıguement concrete
Press, 1993, X111 218 9 dans le du mM L/’entreprıse de
ISBN 253 Hall est DvOLUECE Q- l’echec qu ıl

concentre OULre INesure sSur les enNONCES
RESUME La erıtıque conftre Derrıida

porte DasS et Ia pensee de Kıerkegaard
Dans So  S OUUTragse ıntıtule Par la Parole comprend ıen MLECUX Q- partır des
et l’Esprit, un  D crıt1que notıons d’ıntentionnalıte et de
kiıerkegaardıenne de l’äge moderne, proposıtıons consıderees des
Ronald Hall de Ontrer QUE la Aacies ılloceutionnaıres. projet de Hall
conceptıon de l’usage du langage chez montre QUE ’acte parole est

facteur ımportant (une condıtıonKıerkegaard annoncaıt Ia t+heorıe la
parole cte et qu’elle peut servır formelle necessaıre) Ia constıtution de
de tremplın UNe crıtıique, la fOLS de la subjectıvıte humaıne, meme S  7
l’epistemologıe modernıste et la constıtue DasS Lrn condıtıon suffisante
theorıe postmoderne de Jacques DOUTF le pleın developpement de SOL.

USAMMENFASSUNG Jjedoch seıner Betonung des
lokutionären Aspekts vO Sprache.

Ronald Hall stellt ın Word an Derrıda ıst Halls Krıtik LMMUN,
Spiırıt Kıerkegaardıan Crıitique of the Kıerkegaard versteht INa besser L1MN

Sınne eiıner Intentionalıtät, undModern Age dıe These auf, daß
Kıerkegaards Sprachverständnıs der Proposıtionen sollten als ıllokutionare
Sprechakttheorıie vorgreıfe und som1t als Akte aufgefafßt werden. Halls Werk
Krıtik sowochl der modernen hebt den Sprechakt / eınen
Epıistemologıe als uch der bedeutenden Aspekt (eine notwendıge
postmodernen Theorıe Jacques Derrıiıdas formale Kondıtı:on) für dıe
fungıere, ındem SLe den Akt des Konstıtution der menschlıchen
Sprechens mıt der ontologıschen Subjektivıtät hervor, obwohl dıeser
Fähigkeıt versıehlt, eın konkretes nıcht ımstande ıSt, sowochl eıne
hıstorısches menschlıches Selbst notwendıge als uch zugleıch
ınmıtten des Flusses der eıt ausreichende Bediıngung für eın
realısıeren. Halls Projekt scheıtert entwickeltes Selbst darzustellen.
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Introduection! cal work. One of Kıerkegaard’s central
preoccupatıons 15 human subjectivıty an

In thıs seek LO address the 1INnoO- the teleologıcal development of the self
vatıve attempt to wed certaın features through ıts expressıon of three cdistinet
of Soren Kierkegaard’s thought to the exıstence-spheres: the aesthetic, ethıcal
speech-act theory of Austin an John and relıg10us spheres.“ Hall performs

Searle Dy Ronald Hall 1n hıs book, startlıng permutatıon ın Kıerkegaard
Word and Spırıt Kıerkegaardıan Urt- studies Dy ınterpreting Kıerkegaard’s a -
t1que of the Modern Age It 1S conten- count ofuman subjectivity 1ın lıght of the
tıon that Hall over-extends hıs thesıs and recent innovatıons 1ın the phılosophy of
that, despite deep agreement wıth hıs language by 'speech aCL theory Hall
proJect, and despite hıs r1gorous analysıs, proprlates the speech act theory approach
there ATe SOINeEe SEer10Us problems ıth hıs LO language, hıch attempts LO explaın
argument T’hese problems notwıthstand- exactly hat happens when humans
1ng, find that there 1S5 much value ın speak to each other by focusıng de-
Hall’s study an hıs work 1S invaluable scrıptive analysıs of speakıng distinet
1TESOUTCE for Kıerkegaardıan scholarshıp, aCT performed by humans wıth intended
especlally 1ın relationshıp LO postmod- goals, of explaınıng how
ernısm an the phılosophy of Jacques Kıerkegaard understands the human self
Derrida Although one-siıded, Hall’s prın- to emerge and become establiıished
cıpal thesıs 15 ımportant step owards hıstorıcally concrete entity through the
constructive dialogue ıth Derridean de- stages of ex1istence. 'Thıs second emphasıs
construction. What 15 needed 1S5 SOTNE SOTrLt- of Hall’s places hım ın the debt of such
ing exhaustive treatment of Hall’s "ordınary language’ phılosophers
project 1S not possıble 1ın thıs S1ZEe Ludwiıg Wıttgenstein, Austin, an
an hat 15 INOTC, INanYy of Hall’s points ‚John Searle.
ATre difhecult anı obscure. 111 not COINMN- T’he prıncıpal thesis“ hereafter P]1) of
Ce myself here wıth SOINE of the INOTEe Word and Spırıt 1s the claım that there 1sS
abstruse an TeNuUuOuUS poınts In hıs argu- essentiı]al connection between speakıng
ment but wiıll focus attention hat an personal unıty such that ır 1S only 1n

eem the gravamen of Hall’s thesıs. the fehlicıtous speech-act, defined the aCT
Dy hıch OWN OUTrT words an OW LO

Word and spiırıt: Hall’s princıpal OU'  — words’ (Word and Spiırıt, OL). that the
thesıs human selfachjeves the NECESSATYV hıstor1-

cal continulty ıt needs LO emMerge through
the filux of temporal exiıstence an achleveWord and Spırıt 1S Ronald Hall’s VeIY*-

ambıtious attempt LO provıde COIMNPTE- ex1ıstent1jal conecretjon. Hall claıms that,
hensive analysıs of the hıstory of philoso- °‘Our task humans 1s LO thematize thıs
phy, ancıent LO present, ell incıpıently present celf LO self-under-
phenomenological analysıs of the human standıng that wiıll enable LO actualıze
perceptual phenomena of sıght and sound, ıts incıpıent actualıty (Word and Spirıl,

epıstemiıc theory, philosophical E 10) 'T’hıs 1S5 able LO happen only when
thropology, an theory of lıngustics. grant the human speech-act charac-
However, Hall’s chıef purpose 15 tOo artıcu- terısed first-person speakıng) ıts rıghts
late ontology of human PDPETSONS 1n ontologıcally efficacıous human aCT
which human personhood CMETSECS from hıch ‘bonds 1ın responsıbilıty to the

linguistic modes ofbeing 1ın the world gıven actualıty of the world an others’
all relıes prımarıly upDonNn LWO SOUTCES (Word an Spiırıt, 88) Hall repeatedly

for inspıration. First, the general theo- claıms to be artıculatıng Kıerkegaard’s OW:
retical context of hıs argument 1S, posıtıon and argues, by delving ınto the Ssub-
the tıtle of hıs book connotes, the nıne- sequent pseudonymous hıterature, that thıs
teenth century Danısh thinker Soren 1s Kierkegaard’s understanding the
Kıerkegaard’s phılosophical and theologi- matter (Word and Spirıt, 10)

80 EuroJTh



®  ® Intending 1O Speak: A Critique aı Ronald Hall’s Worg elale Spıirıt ®

Let begın OUTrT discussıon by brıiefly and responsıble Once agaın Hall finds
lookıng al the basıc argument ın whiıich hımself LO be continuıng 1n Kıerkegaard’s
Hall develops Typically speech-act volce Dy purporting LO elaborate
theory understands speakıng LO be 1N- claıms 1ın Eıther / Or that Chrıistianıty 1N-
dıspensable iınstrument hıch 15 used by troduced EeEINSUOUST1I1eES ınto the world by
humans to perform specıfıc actıons (Word bringıng spırıt iınto the WOT (Word and
and Spiırıt, 48).° The premiıse from hıch Spiırıt, When Chrıistianıty W as 1N-
it begıns 1s that humans regularly use augurated world-picture, ıt. broke the
language LO communıcate wıth each other (Classıcal Greek) pıcture of the
and that generally these attempts at COIN- self/world relatıon statıc, Platonic,
munıcatıon successful to relatıvely synthesıs where the self W as viewed
hıgh degree T’he aspect of speech-act fundamentally bonded LO the world

T’he dıfference between these LWOanalysıs that Hall SE1ZEeS uponNn 1s the
inherently iıntentional StEructure of lan- world-pictures revolves around how they
guagsge entaıled by thıs view— although, model the world and consequently the

111 SPCE later, Hall 0€eSs nNnOot adequately self/world relatıon. T’he Greeks (so an
aCcount for iıntentionalıty 1n hıs OW: the- Hall tell us) WerTe ‘psychical’ an TE-

One wh: performs og1ven speech-act sented the world ın terms ofvısual ımages
ıntends to accomplısh SOINE partıcular and metaphors (Word and Spiırıl,
en Hall extends thıs ıimplıcıt intentional 'The psychıca world-picture SEES the self
Structure to nclude the speaker’s OW locked 1ın closed, statıc relatiıonshıp wıth
actualıty, emphasısıng that 'every pre-determined COSINOS whose SOUTCE of
speech-act 1sS form of 91VINg ne’s word order 1S5 eternal, ıimpersonal logos prın-
to SOINE er (Word and Spirıt, 10), and cıple. Chrıstianıty the other hand, 1S
that thıs abılıty to speak 1n the fiırst-per- 'pneumatıc an has Hebraıc focus
So  - entaıls treatıng ourselves °con- the spoken word (dabhar) of Yahweh at,
crete “I„ However, Hall SEeCes ıt, thıs lI’ the VE center of realıty", hıch 15 eES-

present ın 0108  — speech-acts 1S only 1NC1p1- sarıly dynamıc and personal (Word and
ently present’ ‘merely human possı- Spirıit, 29) 'Thıs world pıcture 1S5 ‘dabhar-
bılıty" that awaıts DrFroOPDeCr thematiısatıon centriec’ an ıstens for the N ın
an approprlation to become fully QaCTLU- creatıon, ‘breath of speech)’, the spırıt of
alısed actualıty (Word an Spırıl, 10) God an other PCTISONS. However, Hall

'Thıs last poıint Hall claıms LO be getting finds that the Hebrews WerTrTe exıistentaally
dırectly from Kıerkegaard. When the challenged ıth respect to genulne ‘I_
pseudonym (known tOo only the CONSCIOUSNeEeSS’ because of the Hebraıc
aesthete) declares 1n KEıther / Or that ‘“lan- preoccupatıon of iıtself the people of
guage 1S absolutely qualıified by spırıt and Gr0d; that 1S, 66  We aTrTe  2 caused them not
therefore the medium for expressing the to attend fully tO the development of
ıdea, namely, Ithe human person’s|] Ee11- CONSCIOUSNESS of themselves 1ndı1ı-
tıal ıdea’, Hall that thıs g1ves eV1- viduals who speak before (10d G0d hım-
dence that Kıerkegaard belhıeved that ‘The self speaks, that 1S, 1ın the fiırst-person’
self that 1S o]ven ın relatıon, 15 gıven (Word and Spırıt, 30) 'Thıs possıbılıty for

full ex1ıstent1al conecretion had LO waıt forwıthın the first- speech-act’ (Word
and Spirıt, 10) 'To be successful 1ın the the advent of Chrıstianıty.
everyday aCT of usıng language to do All hıs TLO ather for Hall ın the
somethıng (for example, promısıng) ON fehcıtous speech-ac7 the genulıne posıt-
must not only enter the relatıon estab- ıng of spırıt spirıt 1ın the mediıum
lıshed by the aCct, but O! must Iso relate speech. Hall finds the speech-act LO be ‘the
that relatıon back tOo themselves. paradıgmatiıc express1on of radıcal hıs-

In turn, Hall continues, thıs Cannot torıcal novelty an openness’ (Word and
happen unless have adequate world- Spiırıl, 47) Hıstorical novelty (the envıron
pıcture 1n hıch have conce1ved of the for exıistentıial concretion) OCCUTS only
world hıstorıical an of myself free ın sıgnıfıcantly free human actıon. Hall
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observes that the speech-act, because of Il The great divorce
ıts confess10nal nature, MUST always be
couched 1ın partıcular tense an thıs integral part of Hall’s crıt1ique of
forces LO be present 1ın words. It 1S Derrida and postmodernısm revolves
ıIn performıng the intentjional speech-act, around hıs understandıng of how the aCct
where 0)81  q» lıves to ne’s  2 words an of self-relatıon becomes demonıic. Let
WTI1S one’s words, that the telos of the first. address how Hall handles the dıffer-
human PerSonNn 1S fully realızed; that 1S, 1NICcCceEe between the LWO agesthetice-ceommun1i-
that OTle becomes hıstorıcally concert1ized catıve medıa of language and musıc. The
In exıstentıial ıimmediacy (Word and key LO understandıng how these ATre
Spırıt, SS Imagıng the world 1ın dıfferent hıes 1n graspıng how the DPeCT-
terms of the fiırst-person address of God formance ofach ofthese LWwO medıa facılı-
allows for the self LO Tea from ıts atLes the Tadıcal hıstorıical novelty an
orJ1entatıion to the “SensuoOus’ embodıment openness’—1n short, freedom-— of human
1n the world T’he self 1s then free (‘sun- actıon (Word mn Spiırıt, 47) It 1S5 CasS Y
dered’ irom the world) to take responsıbıil- LO QUESS that for Hall, whiıichever OT of
1ty for ıts words by bındıng ıtself to ıtself. these LWwO be demonstrated LO POSSCSS
Hall that 1ın the end, Word actual- the greatest potentıal tO CINDOWECI the hu-
1Zes Spirıt hıstorıcally incarnate. INa  - ındıyıdual ıth thıs freedom 111 be

Wıth the posıtıng of posıtıve spırıt (ın the super10r aTrTT, form Radıcal freedom
the form of human personhood) by hrıs- engenders radıcal responsıbılıty; an thıs
tianıty Caine the possıbılıty of negatıve radıcal responsı1bıilıty 1n turn provıdes the
spırıt, hıch Hall (and Kıerkegaard) refer envıronment for ex1istentıjal concretion,
LO ‘demonıic’. In Hall’s words, the PeT- hıch 15 the goal of humans GUC potentıal
{0)  = of c  spirıt' has achıeved ‘sundered/ selves.
bonded’ relatıon LO her/hıimself an! the In Eiuther / Or Kıerkegaard (through
world hıch 1S5 expressed fundamen- deseribes MUSIC and language 11SU-
tal 1TrONYy (Word and Spırıt, 121—123) Hall OUS media; that 1S, they involve the
understands Kıerkegaard’s concept of of hearıng an rece1ving SON1C sense-data.
1TrONY LO ‘desıgnate relatıon speaker They Iso have ın ‘spirıtualıtyears to hısl/her| OW words’ when OTIe stemmiıng TOM theır movement 1ın tıme,
has achl1eved Warenes spırıt’s d1ıs- hıch 1S kınd of negatıon of the MISU-
rticulatıon irom the physıcal, phenome- OU! Hall elaborates further: ‘When the
nal, WOT. an ıts subsequent, radıcal 1s qualıified by temporalıtyfreedom. Thıs 1TONY Ca be posıtıve then ıt perpetually slıps AWAaVY, A
negatıve— a healthıness sıckness. ıtself for the sake of the 1ıdea’ (Word and
Irony 1S healthıness 1ın far ıt PTFO- Spırıt, 42) Musıc an speech ATe COIN-
vıdes the communıcatıve 1n whıich stantly c  outrunnıng hemselves’ they
subjectıvıty Ca. AaPPCAar Dy, Hall CXPDTESS ı1ıdeas through actual MOvement
SUCS, makıng ıt 'i1mpossıble LO understan 1ın time. oth mMusıc lJanguage ınvolve
the full 1TONY of speech-act wıthout negatıon of the 11SUOUS— 9a SsSunder-
meetıing the subject wh 15 behind ıt. ing—of the ıdea spiırıt) from the SOUNd
the ground of ıts meanıng (Word and (Word and Spırıl, 42) In thıs theySpırıt, 122) 'Thıs posıtıve form of 1TONY 15 ATr’e both spıirıtually qualıified and PNECU-hat Hall deser1ibes ‘mastered 1TONYy’ matıcally qualıified.
(Word and Spırıt, 204-206) Demonic But for A, Janguage and musıc ATre Iso
1TrONY, hıch Hall nds lays at the vVe fundamentally dıfferent. Where they dıf-
center of the modern sens1bılıty", 1s fer 1s how relate LO spırıt and the sensual.
‘deadly siıckness’ that takes the lıberatıng Hall finds S, dıfference 1n the fact that

ofthe speech-act an uses them when musıc negates the ıt 1s
°to CXPDTESS spırıt ın complete dısengage- merely ‘aesthetic nullıficatıion’ (Word
ment irom the hıstorıical continulty of the and Spiırıt, 43) 'T'hıs 1S performed dırectlyg1ven actualıty (Word an Spiırıt, 120) by relatıvızıng everythıng, includıng the
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self/spırıt—the performer the audıence antıcıpate where he LO have prob-
the an theır collective rela- lems accepting Derriıda thesıs
L10NS LO the med1ıum—by havıng ere Are LWO problems Hall
wıthın ıtself 1ts OW:' tiıme necessarıly de- has wıth Derriıda deconstructive thesıs
tached from ex1ıstentıjal concretjion It that wrıtıng the fundamental CXPIES-
only wıthın the Liıme-Space of the S1011 of language First mediıum WTI1t-
that anythıng immediıate and thıs ın essentıally vıisual an sStTatıc
s1ical contınuum pPre determıned COS- Thıs 0es not SQUaTE ell wıth Hall’s PSY-
111055 determıned by the notes the Page chıcal/pneumatıc and sensual/spiıirıtual
(Word and Spırıt 44—47) In the en thıs dıstınetions Derrıida’s deconstruction

merely abstraction from spırı based fundamental rejectıon of West-
‘demoniıc sensualıty" not posıting of IT er logocentrı1ısm Whıle thıs ould SEEIN
NEW kınd of bondage, not radıcal TEeE- LO endear hım LO Hall 1T quickly pointed
dom It “dıscarnrate spirıt’ and there- Out that Derrıda INOTeEe antı-photocen-
fore demonıc PEI VEIS1011 of the posıtıve trısm than genumnely antı-logocentrısm

of spırı hıstorıcally incarnate (Word and Spırıt 140—72) What INOTeEe
(Word an Spırıt 43) Hall proceeds to u that Derrıda

Musıc sımply aCcC the 1TESOUTCES avaıl- hıle defiance of the estern phılo-
able LO the speech act deser1bed the sophıcal tradıtıon merely IN from
PTEVIOUS sectıon For all the speech aCT Platonic photocentric pıcture of the
embodies the self an makes spırı where Logos readıng, LO wrıtıng
hıstorıcally concrete eNt1ILYy Dy the es- world-picture hıch maıntaıns
Sar fırst. Person self-representatıon It certaın affınıty wıth modernısm (Word
creates the VaCUuuUuUIn for sundered/ and Spırıt 173) The shıft from readıng
bonded self-world relatıon LO fill whereas (1 hat Derriıda ca the logocentric

essentaally performs only the first tradıtıon an iIts ıncumbent metaphysıcs
half of the dısj)unet. 'The MOST that of of Plato an hıs progeny LO
INaYy accomplısh wıth the Hall wrıting Dy Derriıda trıck
has attrıbuted LO ıt ı grea divorce”® of Hall contends that Derrida TEeEINAUUINS
the spiırıt-as--self from worldly embodıment herently bound modernıst logos
—— q perpetual abstraction irom self. 'T’hıs aB1Nng of the world SOINE apposıte
INaYy perhaps poınt  O a the WaY tLO the ex1ısten- 'The postmodern shıft effected Dy
t1ıal coneretion but ıf thıs world--pıcture ı Derrida)’ deconstructive INOVE LO wrıting
stayed, ıt inescapably demonıic. Hall SCHNUINE shıft, but ı not complete
understands the demonıc LO be present break ıth logocentrism. “ Books an
when the aCct of self-relatıon 1TEeTINAalıNnls other wrıtten works visual an
abstracted from dıscontıinuous ıth ahıstorıical ıth kınd of eternal lLogos
hıstorıcal conecretion that ıf the self- behind them (Word and Spırıt 1(2=13)
relatıon understood fractured that Hall finds happenıng Derrida
multıplıcıty wıth temporally unıfiıed reconfigurıng of logocentrısm
CXDTESS10N. pneumatıc dynamıc terms VerSuUus the

tradıtional psychıcal StTatıc terms
The demonıcal Derrida 'To add to hıs W 065 errı reduction

of Janguage LO wrıting fares EVEeN
The above discussion precısely the when examıned under the spirıtual cate-

SgOTME€S of (ior lack of better terms Hall)poın aT hıch Hall es wiıt. the
hıspostmodern deconstructive phılosophy of posıtıve spırıt/demonıical spırıt

Jacques Derrida Hall submıts Derriıda second problem reveals errıda’s true
contentıon that language reducıble tO demoniıcal self Hall makes explıcıt the
wrıting LO ‘'Kıerkegaardıan analysıs musıcal affınıtıes wrıting already

Iuded to above (Word and Spirıt 143fIirom wıthın the framework of hıs preced-
171 analysıs of speech-acts an As Wrıting has movement through tıme
Hall mself admıts, 1t faırly CasS V LO and reQULTES ontext of possıbılıty an!
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contingency, but ıt has of tıme INaYy be broken: an Yy of the DPErSoNS 1N-
ıts own-— lıke pıece of musıc. volved IMaYy wıthdraw. Irony 1S sayıng the

In Derrida  s conception of wrıting ıt opposıte ofhat INean and mı1ıs-present-entaıls endless ınter-play of sıgnıfica- Ing myself1ın words; that 1S, the words
tıon, hat err refers LO °dıf- present LO the other LO be OW:
ferance.’ The tellıng LNOVEe 1S Derrida  S hıs negatıve expressıion of spırıtualshıft irom iıntentionalıty LO ıterabıilıty. As c  1S essentıal for the posıtıve deter-
Hall understands errı thıs poıint, mınatıon of spırıt' (Word an Spiırıt, 203)
ıterabiılıty refers to the break between ıthout ıt. the bonds of relatıonshıp rısk
1ıdea and mediıum; that 1S, sunderıing of turnıng ınto bondage 1ın deontologicalspırıt an world Derrida insısts Oppress1ıon of ‘moral heavıness. As Hall
that he 1sS not doıng AWAY wıth intention- notes, the 1TrONY ın all of thıs 1s5 that the
alıty but 15 undermiıinıng ıts authorıtarıan telos of thıs wıthdrawal from the er
strangle-hold the ‘“entire an SYS- an the ethıcal demands inherent 1ın the
tem of utterance.’ Wrıting 1sS NO mus!ı- speech-act 18 ultımately ıtself ethıcal
cal because ıt. 1S adrıft ın demonıcal COMNCEeEeTN 'Thıs 1sS healthy form of 1TrONY,ofplay, abstracted irom hıstorically mastered 1ITONY, when dıs-owning of
concrete exıstent1al ımmediacy. errıda’s words SEerves the sıgn of radıcal
Concept of ıterabilıty performs the first freedom (and responsıbilıty) to OW: them;alf of the dıs)unct of Hall’s sundered/ that 1, wıthdrawal firom ethıcal
bonded schemata. The S11gn 1S radıcally duty ‘bears wıtness tO hıgher, posıtıvedivorced from both the sıgnıfıer an the determınatıion of subjectivıty, namely,human subject ıteratıng the sıgnıfier. subjectivıty spırıt, self’ (Word and
Hall beheves thıs leaves the human sub- Spırıl, 204) Mastered 1TrONY remiınds of
ject demonically abstracted from the an PTESECTVES Our transcendence and
9 constantly shıftıng, perpetu- ireedom, thereby facılıtatıng the actualız-
ally 1ın motion wıth place of rest. ıng of actual selves.

Ultimately Hall’s argument 1S5 Pra$sg-
matıc ONM Hıs conclusıon 1s that Derriıda Hall’s Kierkegaardian theory of
an lıke-minded postmodern theorısts speech-aectsleave wıth WaY of genulnely copıing
wıth the ve real flux of tıme an real- Hall has provıded wıth vVer y complexıty  12 It 1S possıble (and he ould argue, analysıs of both Kıerkegaard’s Eııther Or,necessary) to fınd stabılıty In the mıddle anı the phılosophy of language. Hıs
of flux (Word and Spırıt, 196) Hall SEES bringing of Kıerkegaard ınto discussion

other WaYy through the horns of the
dılemma of nıhılısm ONM! hand

ıth speech-act theory 1S especlally iıllu-
miıinatıng for OU: understandıng of both

glıb fide1ism the other, ıf accept of INQUITrY. Admiratıon for hıs-Derrida’s construal of the WOT. (Word ment 15 tempered however, by SOTINE
and Spırıt, 198) What 15 abeled post- reservatıon. NO want to explore SOINE
modernısm) 1S for Hall, sımply 'modernity questions have about the Kıerkegaard-brought LO ıts final demonıiıc conclusıon’ 1an ontext and the substance of hıs
(Word and Spirıt, 198) princıpal thesis. } My LWwoO maın eritic1sms

'T’he WaY forward 1s5 through Juxtapo- of Are that the ONeEe hand ıt 1s NnOotsıtıon of felıcıtous speech-acts an Kıerkegaardian (strictly speakıng)Kıerkegaard’s mastered 1TONY (Word and Hall thınks, an the other and ıtsSpirıt, 203—04) Hall defines 1TONY the aCCount of speech-act theory involves
negatıve ofwıthdrawal’” (Word and limıted conception of communıcation.Spiırıt, 203) In the freedom of the rela-
tıonshıp (the posıtıve spırıtual power) of Hall and Kıerkegaardindıvıdual DPeETSONS Opposed 1ın the playıng My first eritic1sm of 15 that ıt, 1s nOotfield of speech-acts, the bond hıch holds obvıously Kıerkegaard’s OW VIEW. all’sthem together, the felıcıty condıtıions, claım to be Kıerkegaardian depends
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strong V1eW of the lınk between and all the other pseudonyms (puzzle-pıeces)
Kierkegaard—that Ca be faırly an theır respectıve roles 1n the grander
assured that A’s theory of gesthetics scheme of the authorship?”® These ATre
15 Kierkegaard’s. certaınly essentı]al questions that must be asked
‘Kierkegaardıan) 1ın that ıt shares SOINeE (includıng others lıke them) ın completing
of Kierkegaard’s central an 15 the task Hall has get, out for hımself and
oriented LO the phılosophical 1issue In ıt 155 precısely at thıs poınt that Hall faıls
WaY that he ould hımself approach I: accept Carte blanche faıl to
indeed, 15 taken rıght from the g1ve Justice LO the central focus of
of Kierkegaard’s hıterature. However, Kıerkegaard’s authorshiıp, hıs AaNSWeTrT LO
find strong lınk between an the question of how OT MaYy become
Kierkegaard’s OW: personal posıtıon Chrıstian wıthın Christendom.*  7 Hall
LeEeNUuUOUS 9a1 best toO thı Kıerkegaard’s aD SWerTr 1sS

ere 1S always problem exegeting through fehcıtous speech by the mastery
Kierkegaard because of hıs extensıve of the 1ıronıc. ese, however, T1NEeTre
uUusSe of pseudonyms. 'Thıs has partıcular epıphenomena of hat Kıerkegaard PTO-

vides the ANSWEeET. But thıs 1s gettingpertinence for 1n that Hall almost
exclusıvely draws Kıerkegaard’s PSCU- ahead of myself. Let first look alt the
donymous KEıther / Or, other pseudony- pseudonymous
INOUS works 1ın the formulatıon of hıs authorshıp 15 ON of the least
thesıs. Hall 1sS of the danger ın straıghtforward of al] Kıerkegaard’s
dealıng wıth pseudonyms and acknow- authorshıiıp. Kıerkegaard 1s doubly
ledgıng that Kıerkegaard speaks 1ndı1- moved from hıs words: not only 1s
rectly through pseudonyms states, ‘Whıle Kıerkegaard not usıng hıs OW: Vo1Cce LO

agree that mMUust always be careful not DpCH A’s words but he Iso employs
LO ıdentıfy Kierkegaard ıth hıs pseudo- ıntermediıate pseudonym, Vıctor Ere-

ıt. 1S Just much of miıstake to miıta, wh: 1s the °“edıtor’ of Eıther / Or,
thı that Kierkegaard hımself 1S COIN- thus 15 the ON  D wh': takes eredıt for
pletely absent from hıs pseudonymous presenting ıth words collected
works’ (Word and Spirıl, 4—5) So far together ın book-form Unlıke SOINE of the
1ın full agreement. other pseudonymous LEeXTS, Kierkegaard

Havıng realızed thıs, Hall’s task NO 0es not aDPCAar aT all, 1ın eıther preface
1s admıttedly LO Lry to terret out postscr1pt, LO discuss the te  A It 1s
Kıerkegaard’s OW: vo1lce’ ıth respect LO always Eremita speakıng an provıdıng
the 1Ssues at, hand—namely (Word exegetical advıce. 'T’hıs 1sS not LO TEeINOVE a ll
an Spırıt, 'Thıs task 1s viırtually 1M- possıble ACCESS LO Kıerkegaard’'s volce ın

the Text, It 1sS rather to demonstrate thatpossıble LO perform Kierkegaard wıth-
Out takıng ınto account hıs entıire CAannoOot approach an hıs authorshiıp
authorshıp. The prımary 1Te6e4asS0Oon for thıs ın sımple, prosaıc MaAanNnnNner, Aanı:! naıvely
1s that each ofKierkegaard’s pseudonyms quote from Kierkegaard’s other pseudo-
Adre lıke pleces ın the puzzle of (or EVEeN from non-pseudonymous
Kıerkegaard’s global authorship. In order works) where they spea. the Same
LO STasp the volce of Kierkegaard In the 1ssues tO SUPpOort the claım that A’s
pseudonymous fragment, OIle must have OPIN10NS represent Kıerkegaard’s PeI-
SOTNE sıgnıfıcant conception of hat it 1S sonal understandıng. Prıma facıe INaYy
that Kıerkegaard 1S5 doıng (perhaps ‘per- not, for example, attrıbute the edıtor
forming’ 15 better word) ın an through remıta of Eiuther / Or'’'s homily LO hear-
the body of hıs lıterary corpus. ” Why 15 ıt, ıng hıs “most prec10us sense’ er
thıs partıcular pseudonym that he uses? Or, 4-—5) dırectly LO Kierkegaard. We INaYy
What aspect of the overall puzzle 1s thıs legıtımately note that Kıerkegaard fiınds
pseudonym highlıghting/representing? ıt worthwhiıle LO have hıs pseudonym
And, how o0€es E pseudonym fıt 1ın wiıth, challenge the estern tradıtiıon of PT1VI-

contrıbute greater understandıng of, leging sıght the super10r S€Il$619 wıth
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INOTre Judaiıc priviıleging of hearing.“ On already poınted out ıth respect to the
inspection INaYy find that Kıerkegaard relıabıliıty of assertions.
had several rTreasons for introducıng thıs The 1Ssue here (ın Eıther / Or) 1S radı-
Concept. cal disjunct between lıyvıng one’s lıfe artThere are Lwo factors that mıiılıtate does, an lıyvıing lıfe ethıically,agaınst the thesıs that aesthetic Judge 1ıll1ıam recommends. We mMusttheory of communıcatıon ın Kıther / Or 1s choose how arbıtrate the cho1ices that
completely Kıerkegaard’s OW: 'T’he first present themselves LO us—eıther 1n er1t-1S5 that 1S5 hıimself expressıon of the erionless pluralısm, hıch 1S de factodemonic, delıghting 1n flux, wıth fixed embracıng of all values, ın choosingself”, an hıs entire chapter, ”The Imme-
dıate Stages of the Erotiec The Musıcal-

to make good an evıl the cate Orles bywhich define 0108 ex1ıstence. 'Thıs 1S5Erotic’ 1s best Seen parody of Hegel’s nNnOot matter for purely ratiıonal invest1-agesthetics.““ Kıerkegaard MAaYy ell hold gatıon into the MOST reasonable form of
to SOINE of opınıons, but most lıkely lıfe; ıt 15 exıstenti]al ınvestigation. The15 foıl LO vılıfy Hegel an elucıdate
the agesthetic V1CW of lıfe 'To be true tOo

mMmovement irom onNne stage LO the Nnext 1S
not annıhijlation of the prev1ous stage.the aesthetic, Kıerkegaard must have 'T’he stages themselves Aare less assertions

accomplısh thıs pıcture Dy embodyıng the of proposıtional fact about the WOT.
aesthetic, not. proposıtionally COMMUNN- they ATre lıfe-forms, WaYys of being-in-catıng ıts foundational princıples (like, for the-world.* ıt. 1S5 especlally true ofthe
example, in the stages of the aesthetic and ethıical 1ın Eıther/Or thaterotic)—for that would destroy the AeS- the INOVE firom OonNne LO the other 1s not madethetic qualıity of A’s wrıting an make Dy Treason but by choosing, wiıllıng tothe communıcation iınto ıts opposıte. accept WaY of being-in-the-world. 'To do
cCannot spea for the other pseudonyms,

Kıerkegaard hımself.
otherwise 15 LO have already made the
INOVEe from ONM  D LO the other; LO thı thatThe second reason for scepticısm there 1S better WaYy of being 1S5about Hall’s strong notıon of the A to already be 1n the ethıcal, LO thınk thatKıerkegaard lınk 1S that thıs readıng there 1S5 dıfference 1S tOo already be

to requıre naıvete ıth respect to aesthete an therefore all attempts DyKıerkegaard’s theory of the stages better ethıcıst LO impıinge nNne’s  7 moral sens1-rendered ex1ıstence-spheres’) anhat bılıties 1S futiıle and al best makes lıfethe other pseudonyms represent 1ın theır INOTeEe interesting—that 1S, INOTe agestheti-
OW: rıght members of the completeauthorship. Hall ould have belıeve

cally pleasıng. The shıft from OTIle WaYy of
being-in-the-world tO another involvesthat Kıerkegaard’s stages are modalıties Aufhebung—that 18, recontextualızed ıntoof sayıng) an not merely exıstential wıder frame of reference—of the formermodalıties (Word and Spirıt, (4) 'Thıs 1S such that ıt 1S caught-up’ 1n the latter 'Thısproblematic when apply thıs tO sh1ı 1sS prımarıly matter of faıthKierkegaard’s personal V1IECW The QuUueES- In hıs later pseudonymous works,tıon that ımmediately LO mM1n 1S, Kıerkegaard works OUT hıs inıtıal theory'Why dıd he not Just SaYy Sa It 1s not 1ın much INOTre thorough an complexenough LO sımply assert that Kıerkegaard WAaY, partıcularly through hıs pseudonymalready Sa V thıs vıa Even ıf “Johannes Clımacus.? Climacus an! .Jo-

grant thıs tenuous poıint, Hall must still hannes de Sılentio 1ın Fear and Trembling“‘account for the fact that almost CVETV- work Out respectıively Kierkegaard’s 1N-thıng that 1S 1ın Eıther / Or ıth respect LO tellectual ex1istential notions of faıththe stages 1s amplıfıed 1ın the later works. Neıther of these authors mentıon thatıt 1S5 truly that the Case that the stages °the mark test of thıs lıfe of faıth 1sS
Aare modalıties of sayıng, Kıerkegaard’s faıthful speech reflexive ıntegrity’ (Wordsubsequent sılence thıs poınt 1s od and Spirılt, (6) What 1s INOoTre, ven arFurthermore, there AarTrTe the problems grant Hall that thıs 1s ın fact the Case,
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that for these pseudonyms and for sem1ınal workAustin outlınes three dıffer-
Kıerkegaard ıt. really 1S the Case that the ent aspects LO each instance of OU speak-
mark of the h3ıfe of faıth 15 reflexıve integ- ıng that comprise the total force of OU.  —

rıty 1ın OU speech, ıt st1il] 0es nOot follow attempt al communıcatıon: (1 the locu-
that thıs hlıfe of faıth LS the speech-act for tıonary aCT the physıcal aspect LO OU:  d

Kierkegaard.“® The aCT, of faıth for (3 communıcatıon, typıcally the aCT of PCTI -
1S condıtıoned by ınwardness, formıng utterance of SOINE words 1ın

rooted 1ın interest, and enacted by ec1- SOTINE language (e.g., sayıng ‘Go LO the
S10N. hat thıs faıth entails, SOTT store’); (2) the ıllocutionary aCT the aspect
of ep1ıphenomenon, ınhabıtıng of OU. communıcatıon hıch pertaıns LO
speech-acts, reflex1ıvely integral the actıon Are usıng the lınguwstic ut-
speech, 15 perfectly consıstent wıth Chimacus terance LO perform (e.g., commandıng,
—— OIle miıght EVEeN Sa y that faıthful speech promiısıng, askıng, etc.); (3) the perlocu-

realızıng the ultımate telos of speech- tıonary aCT the aspect of OU.  — cCOMMUNICA-
cts 1s NECESSATY for the lıfe of faıth But tıon hıch pertaıns tO the effect the OU.  i
Hall wants INOTC, he that faıthful lınguistic aCT has audıence. These
speech 1s both and suffıicıent for three aspects ATe definıtive of speech aCT
Kierkegaardıan faıth T'O SaVy that thıs 15 theory’s approac to language an ıt 1S5
the ESSEIICcCE of faıth for Kıerkegaard 1S tO the notıon of ıllocution that 15 partıcularly
put the Cart before the horse. far I1NOTeEe ımportant. As Kevıin Vanhoozer notes,
suntable substitute substrate for the “T’he notiıon of the ıllocutionary aCt allows
lıfe of faıth LO be passıonate belıef

‘ıfe-view.’
Austıin to dıstınguısh the ontent ofhat

SaVYy (e.g., the and reference of our
Hall trıes LO immunıze hımself LO thıs sentence) an ıts force (1.e., what ATe

Sort of objection by arguıng that usıng the ontent of sentence LO do)7 32
‘Kıerkegaard’s analysıs of faıth, self, and My maın CONMNCEeTTN ıth Hall’s versıon of
spırıt relıes, ın WaYyS not always clear EVEeN speech-acts 15 that he leaves ıth
LO Kıerkegaard LO hımself, the bıblıcal eruc1al ambıgulty regardıng hat counts
model of faıthfulness’ (defined FI), speech-act. In hıs clearest statement
‘Yahweh the paradıgmatıc self, the OT the matter, Hall ollows Austıiın ın
wh speaks ıth words’ (Word and Spiırıt, akıng the ‘paradıgmatıc speech-act to be
101) Hall sSees hımself makıng explıcıt enacted ın the first-person sıngular actıve
Kıerkegaard’s operatıve bıblıcal basıs. VvOo1ce, indıcatıve mMO00d/’, whıich amounts LO
There ATr at least three thıngs that need takıng the speech aCcT °to be Some ng lıke
LO be tru: for Hall’s defense tOo work. Fırst, “I promıse” (Word and Spiırıt, 10) 'T ‘hıs
Yahweh has to be SEENMN 1ın Scripture LO be 1s vırtually the of Hall’s discussıon
the paradıgmatıc self-as-speaker. all the nature of speech-acts an 15 not
has argument from here, thıs 1S VerYvY iınformatiıve. He spends lot of time
abundantly clear. Second, Hall’s analysıs tellıng hat speech-acts do and how
must fit ın the ole of Kıerkegaard’s they do 1t, but ver y hıttle tellıng hat
authorship. have argued that ıt does, but they Ar  D
must be reconce1ıved an! nuanced dıffer- In another ımportant section he elabo-
ently Lastly, Hall’s cConcept of speech-act rates ‘the speech-act normatıve
must be robust enough LO accomplısh all iıntent.ıonal phenomenon’ (Word and
he vests ıt ıth thı that all’s COI- Spırıl, Here W ! catch glımpses of
cept of the speech-act 1S the poın al whiıich Hall’s grander v1lsıon of the speech-act
hıs theory 1S5 weakest. he emphasızes (correctly 1ın v1lew) 1ın

Austin.ıan fashıon that speakıng 15 actıng
Hall and speech-acts (ergo intrınsıcally intentional) and that,
The maın poıint ustıin’s book, How “L’'0 realıze the telos of the speech-act 15 TO

realıze the telos of human beıng, that 1S,LO Do T’hıngs Wıth Words,” 1s the revolu-
t1ıonary claım that humans use language to be human ın the fullest sense’ (Word
1ın order LO perform specıfic actıons. In thıs and Spırıt, 68) 'Two thıngs Hall o0eSs not
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sentence. On Arıstotelian vleW, DO-SEEIN LO realıse 1S that fırst, the introduc-
tıon of intentionalıty has made iıllocution- s1t10NSs ave actual ex1ıstence aspects of
ar V cts ımportant feature of hıs proposıtional attıtudes an ıllocutionary
eOTY; NOr o0€es he SEEIN tO SEE that hıs acts.® IT Hall 1s commıtted LO the V1ECW
above poınt INaYy be the Case (L.e., the that speech-acts ATre inherently verbal

communıcatıons those words whiıichıdentity of the telo. of human speech-acts
an human subjectivıty) an yet the PCTI- comprıse the locution of token sentence
formance of indıyıdual speech-acts mMaYy 1ın language, not proposıtions (ın the
remaın only OT!| aspect (and that not above sense) uttered ın partıcular
foundatıional) 1ın the PTFOCECSS of the estab- ontext illocution, then ere ATe

lıshment of human subjectivıty. further complıcatıons ıth hıs view.*
When look elsewhere 1ın Word and defender of Hall MaYy Lr y an beg off

Spırıt, Hall has lımıted the communı1ca- at . point, Sayıng that thıs 1S only
tıon of speech-act to the locutiona M1noOr conceptual ambıgulty, forced
utterances of words 1ın token sentence hım by the constraınts of hıs sıtuatiıon
In departure from Austin an hıs OW (tiıme, > edıtor, etc.), and that ıt.
prevl1ous emphasıs intentionalıty, Hall ally makes dıfference LO hıs overall
focuses the speakıng of words an the projJect, but S sımply 1s not the Case

locution ofen sentences 1ın hıs discus- 'T’he WaYy ıt. 1s possıble LO have hıs discus-
S10NS of speech-acts. Hıs paradıgm of S10N of the demonıi1c, whether ın musıc
the speech-act 15 the God-who-owns- speech-acts, 1S5 only because he has lım-
hıs-words, an fehicıtous speech-acts ıted the speech-act to ıts locutionary aCL
those whose words ATe owned by elr of eıng enunclated partıcular S@I-

speakers, an But here already tence 1ın partıcular lJanguage Hall must
encounter dıfficulty. all’s VerYy claım have the lınk between the audıtory
that MUST oOWNn OUT words’ reveals the dıum, the act of enuncılatıon
ambıgulty LO hıch reier. Ca  . OW. ıth iıts passase through tıme, an the
the words of OU.  —d speech-act, MaYy (as correspondıng diısjunct ıth the idea COIN-
Hall notes well) dısown them It munıcated. Thıs 15 the basıs for hıs claım
obv1ıous then, that hıle speech-acts INaYy that mMusıCc (as comMmMuUuUNıcCcatıve medıum)
be comprı1ısed ofpartıcular words, they o0€eSs not POSSCSS the formal semantıc
not prıimordially an theır 1sS not EeESOUTCES of the speech-act LO self-
essentially those partıcular words (Spo- reflexıvely ’eXpress EVEeNn the sımplest
ken, pase, etc.) In fact, ıt aPpPCars asseveratıon: “I love you Y (Word Man

Spiırıt, 50) But thıs patently falsethat OI}  CD perform speech-act wıthout
uttering Word-— as ell the opposıte, an Contrary LO the undamental intuntion
erwords wıthout performıng speech- of speech-act eory that Janguage 15
aCct. tool that 15 used Dy humans tOo perform

pointıng tO the dıfference between illocutionary cts SUTE that anıy
serenaded lover would ontest all’s a_locutionary utterances of token sentences

anı ıllocutionary communıcatıon proposı1- gumen agaınst the of musıc (or
tions—what take the later Wiıttgensteıin poetry) LO make asseveratıons of the kınd
LO INean by the ‘sense of sentence.’ 1ın question. Musıc an poetry ATe ın fact
Wıth the exception of the above noted used regularly LO perform the ıllocution-

aCT, of Sayıng, ‘1 love you.’. What 1SpPassase intentionalıty, Hall always
fers to speech-acts theır constituent MOTEC, Hall’s V1eW tOo conflıect dı-
words an nNnOot MCEe the illocutions, rectly ıth argument that ‘sınce
proposıtions, proposıtional attıtudes MUSIC 15 qualıified 1ın relatıon to spiırıt, ıf
they CADICSS. As nclıned tOo V1CW LS legıtımatel'y called language’, an that
proposıtions they ATre not the ıteral words understood 1ın certaın WaY, MUSLC LS
1ın en sentence of g1ven Janguage, language).“ Kierkegaard 15 makıng the
but INOTEe lıke the ıdea comMuUN1ıcated Dy poınt (through that hat qualıfies

sentence, the cognıtıve ontent of the somethıng language 1ın ıts most basıc
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form 1s that it communıcates ıdea ONtTEexXTt the dısownıng of Ne’s words PTFO-
through mediıum 1ın hıch the vides defense agaınst 0108 words becom-
aspect (we MaYy SaVvyY “ocutjions’ for iIng bondage—I1t 15 preservatıon of the
poses) of the commMunıcatıon Teduced LO indıyıdual’s freedom. What 15 clear
INeTe iınstrument an 1s thus annulled’.°® ın Hall 15 exactly why ın the OT CAase

the cConcept of language an COMMUNN- wıthdrawal from commıtment 1s demonıiıc
catıon 15 broadened LO include iıllocution- and ın the other ıt 15 seraphıc—or, why

0)81 form of sılence 15 treacherous an thear y ctis of non-verbal SOTT, (and
Kierkegaard) suggest, Hall’s argument other felıcıtous.
ou the demonıc disappears. Another ambıgulty 1ın Hall presents

hıs alternatıve WaYy of CONCE1VINS ıtself when 1e W the ontent of
speech-acts Nn further ambıguties speech-act ın terms of proposıtıions and
1ın 'To0 begın wıth, Hall’s negatıve a_ ıllocutionary cts Yahweh 15 the Para-
sessment of demonıiıc speech 1s diıfficult to dıgm of speech-acts, and speech-acts ATe
reconcıle ıth hıs posıtıve assessment of conceıved of ın terms of theır locutionary
1ITON1C speech o1ven hıs assoclatıon of the force, yet Hall explaıns Just how ıt
speech-act ıth ıteral words en 1S5 that (z0d speaks. Hall’s formula: dab
sentences. The m1]1suse of speech 1S5 de- har-as-speakıng the paradıgmatıc
monıI1c. Hall ıdentifies LWO WaYsS LO do S  N speech-act, hıch 1ın turn 1S expressed
Fırst, speech be demoniıc eıther by verbally by token sentences 1n SOINE

utterıng words 1n hıch the speaker Janguage, LO Tr glıbly OVeT the
LO present mself dynamıc phılosophıcal problems assoclated wıth

hiıstorical but 1ın actualıty under- linguıstic communıcatıon. 'There
es CONSCIOUS attempt to dece1ve, and dıstınct phılosophıiıcal problems SSO-

thereby retreats from the world and other C1ate ıth construmng 0d’s speakıng ın
humans by hıdıng behıind hıs words. verbal, locutionary WaY As Nıcholas
Second, OIl  » Ca  » remaın demoni1cally S1- Wolterstorff poınts Out, “ 1s al ONCe obvı-
lent lıke, for example, mıme. In the first OUS that when talk of (0d speakıng, ıt
instance words ATrTe demaonıc because 1s ıllocutionary cts that want to be
‘words ATre al the VerYvy center of the real, attrıbuting tO G0d 2539 Wolterstorff has 1n
but yet they Ar’e being sed ın °demon1- mınd the fact that these illocutionary cts
cally ıronıcally perverted way’ (Word include performances whıich ATe not
and Spırıl, 113) Here the speaker 1S straıght forward locutions of sentences 1ın
alleged tO misrepresent hımself by hıs human language. 'T ‘’hıs provıdes lot of
words. 'The other WaYy that OT MaYy be promıise WaYy ofovercomıng the inher-
demaonı1c 1S by fleeing from the speech-act ent (and incorr1ıg1ble) difhficulties 1n tryıng
by eıther remaınıng sılent from an y to explıcate how ıt. 15 that Yahweh 15 the
meanıngful speech sımply remaınıng God-who-speaks.
sılent the mıme o0es (Word and Spırıl, Hall shoul be makıng INOTE of inten-
107-—08) Hall contends that demonıiıc tionalıty ın 0108 speech-acts determiına-
speech 1s ‘sılent,’ but not necessarıly tıve, opposed to OUT specıfic words.
wordless. “"T’hıs demonıc sılence ımplıes Intentionalıty refers generally LO (men-
not the absence of sound but rather only tal) aCLT by hıch CONSCIOUSNESS elects
the absence of speech’ (Word and Spırıl, ıts object, often deser1bed the mınd’s
109) ‘ofness’ °ahboutness.’ Thıs would solve

The master ıronıst, however, 15 ONMNe both of hıs problems and land hım ın the
who “dısowns hıs words before SOINEC other proposıtionalıst Cammp Hall’s ıdea of
1ın order to provıde mself wıth m  0_ speech-act 1S tO00O ımıted because he
ra Cas Y WaY Out of the ethıcal demands stricts the meanıng of sentence LO iıts
ofcommıtment an responsı1ıbılıty implıed locutionary aCct, caught 1n iıts senten-
1ın reflexıvely integral speech‘’ (Word and tıal exXxpress10ns, where he should be look-
Spirıt, 203) 'Thıs 1S the supremely vırtu- ing al speech-acts communiıcatıng
OUS act of human speakers because 1n3 proposiıtions through illocutionary cts.
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COrrect ın asserting that proposıtions Hall aPPCATS LO m1ısunderstand Derriıda
have real exıstence aspects of OUTr PTFO- an hıs ‘deconstruecetion’ al deep level
posıtıional attıtudes and illocutionary In SUMMMAaL'YV statement. deconstruc-
acts, then proposıtıons Are ıntımately tıon Hall tells that, "The project that
connected LO intentions. Derriıda calls deconstruction, take LO be

'T’hıs 1S5 closest LO the kınd of sıtuatıon project desıgned LO ınvade, attack an
about hıch Kıerkegaard could be PTFrOD- destroy the legıtimacy, efficacy an
erly be saıd toO be urgıng LO ınhabıt, be authorıity of the speech-act’ (Word and
true LO, OW.: etcC.; that 1S, that reduplı1- Spiırıt, 168) 'The basıs of thıs attack 1Ss
cate 1ın ex1ıstence hat 15 thought. It Iso Hall’s rejection of Derrıida s priıviıleging of
makes of Kierkegaard’s assertion wrıtiıng vVer speakıng which 1S5 based
that CONSCIOUSNESS 15 dıstınguished irom hat Hall finds LO be wrongheaded
INeTe reflection by the fact that CONSCIOUS- actıon LO logocentrısm. have three eTr-
NEeSS 1S interested. 'Thıs interestedness vatıons about Hall’s readıng of Derrıda
corresponds LO hat Climacus 1ın ost- On closer analysıs, Hall actually shares
scr1ıpt calls ‘passion.”“ 'Thıs intentional- SOINE fundamental points wıth Derrıda,

wıll become evıdent belowl1ty-as-passıon performs precısely that
funection for Climacus which speakıng First, do not thı that Hall has PTrOoOD-
o0es for Hall ‘Insofar exıstence 1s erly dıscerned the NUanNnces of Derrida  S
mMovement ıt holds that there stil] 1s ch1 from language-as-speakıng, to PT1VI-
continulty hıch derhes the movement, legıing language-as-writing. When Derrıiıda
otherwiıse there 1S movement The speaks of the ‘voıce’ priviıleged ın moder-
dıfficulty for the exı1ıster 15 to g1ve hıs/lher| nıty, understand hım to be referring nNnOot
exıstence that continulty wıthout hıch to the locutions er Hall does, but
everythıng diısappears DassıoNn 1S the the phenomenological vVOolCce of Husserl,
momentary continulty, which al O! tıme hıch 15 the inner vOo1ce, the PUTC vo1ce,
holds fast, an 1S the ımpulse ofthe INOVEe- free from the contamınatı]ıons of bodılyment..”““ Here passıon 1s5 the bedrock ofthe eXpress10n; the Vvo1lce of PUTe CONSCIOUS-
constitution of human subjectivıty. 1eSS ıf VYOUu will.“* 'T‘hıs 1s also the SaIne
notiıon of speech-act that CXDTESSECS ‘voıce’ to hıch the Cartesıian refers 1ın her
thıs Kıerkegaardıan notion of passıon- self-reıfication. °‘Vo1ce’ Iın thıs instance for
iıntentionalıty would be speech-act Derriıda 1sS (and only be) metaphor:;
capable of accomplıshıng all that Hall not ıteral reference LO words Pase
hopes LO wıth hıs versıon. Hall shares wıth err! thıs rejection of

the vo1ce, only he cannot hear ıt. volce
Kevısıtiıng the demoniıical because ofhıs analysıs of logocentrıism

Derrida photocentrıiısm (Word and Spırıt, 146—-—
157) thıs 1S5 the Casce, the argumen

have argue 1n the precedıng section levied agaınst Derrıda dısappears.
that all’s speech-act theory ınvolved Second, all has charaecterized the
limıted conception of the nature of Lure of deconstruetion falsely. do not
speech-act and that S skewed hıs TeN- thınk that Derriıda 1s ultımately tryıng LO
dıtıon of the demonıic. In earlher discus- destroy truth meanıng. Derrida and
S10N Sa that Hall’s sahıent er1tic1sm of Hall (and Kıerkegaard) actually ATe not
Derrıda 1S that he 1s demonic; Derrıda far apart—especılally not far apart

Hall would lıke them LO be Hall shares(allegedly) sunders the self from ıts words,
leavıng ıt In dıaspora ofendless ınterplay agreement ıth Derrida several 1SSuUeSs
between S1ZNS theır UnNnCtLuOuUS S1eN1- includıng belhef that human thought/
f1eds have TLO revıse under- exıstence/rationalıty 1s deeply embedded

1n language,” an the belıef that lan-standıng ofthe demoniıc ın the wake ofmy
eritic1sm of Hall, INAaYy have to change QuUaSe 1S drawn Out. of Dy the other.“
the verdıct Derrida Hall has perhaps Derrıda feels that there 1s5 SOTNE truth out
not one Derrıda Justice ın thıs Judgment. there of SOTINE Sort an he 1s attempting to
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reconfigure post-metaphysıcal WaY of talked about the illocutionary use of
workıng ıt out.* Derrida’s OW belief proposıtıions, not the locutionary utterıng
about deconstruection 15 that ıt. 1S5 c  not of words. In hıs attempt LO SUpport
enclosure 1ın nothiıngness but by placıng prem1um locutionary uLtLer-
owards the other‘’ and that deconstruc- aAaNnces of words, Hall ends 1n ambıgul1-
tıon ‘does not amount LO Sayıng that ere tıes an ultımately loses hıs crıt1que
15 nothıng beyond language.” In fact, of Derrida 'Thıs from forcıng
Derrida elsewhere aqsserts that there 1sS5 words iınto Kierkegaard’s mouth
intımate NECESSATY lınk between de- Kierkegaard makes INOTE when
construction anjustice.“” Derrıda s poınt derstood ın terms of ıntentionalıty an
here 1S that the estern tradıtion of proposıtions ıllocutionary acts— not
metaphysıcs contaıns wıthın ıtself the INeTe locutionary utterances. The benefit
impulse tOo deconstruct itself before the of Hall’s project 1s that ıt brings the
ethıcal demands of responsı1bılıty LO speech-act ınto promınence 1MpOor-
the other.° tant feature (necessary formal condıtıon)

hıs 1S partıcularly ıllumınatıng 1ın of the establıshment an constitution of
lıght ofHall’s analysıs of the demonıc an human subjectivıty, Ven ıf ıt wıll not do

the work of both an suffi-the master of 1TrOoNYy. As noted earlıer,
Hall’s dıstınetion between the LWwoO W as cıent condıtion for developed self. In the
essentaally ethıcal, because the demonıc end, Hall has provıded ıllumınatıng
indıyıdual and the master ofırony both do WaY of understandıng both Kierkegaard
the SAaTne external act—they QSSEeTrTt words and speech-act eOTY, but he has left
they do not 1Nean Derrida 1Ss really SOINE 10011 LO continue the proJect.
deconstructing ın the N1aIinle of ethıcal
responsıbilıty tLO the truth 1mposed hım otfes
by the other then he appCcars far INOTeEe the
master ıronıst than the devıl dıs/ın-

would lıke TO thank Professor Kevıncarnate. 'To er1ıtics ıt. IMaYy SCEIN dısıngenu-
OUS of Derrida LO claım LO be 1ın the SErVvICE Vanhoozer, Dr Gordon McCon  e—-the
oftruth and g1ven SOINE of hıs early claıms General Edıtor of European Journal of

Theology, an an  us reviewer for
certaın degree ofscepticısm 15 warranted helpful COM MEeNTS anı suggestionsBut EVEeN ıf he MaYy be sa1ld ultımately tO earher drafts ofz They arce, of

faıl ın achıeving hat he 1S5 attempting LO COUTSE, WaY responsıble for ıts short-
do through deconstruction, thıs 0€eSs not Com1ıngs.

Hall, Word and Spırıt Indıanapolıs Indı-make Derrıiıda demonic, merely
(ıven thıs understandıng of Derriıda A Universıty Press,

and Hall’s noted kındredness ıth hım, See Soren Kierkegaard, ages On Life‘;
albeıt unwiıttıng) do not thı that Hall Way Studızes By Varıous Persons, TAans

an eds Howard Hong Ednahas much tO Sa y tO Derrida 'Thıs 1S not LO Hong (Princeton Princeton UniıiversıtySaY, however, that nothıng be sa1d LO Press, —7Derriıda As have already stated, thı callıng thıs Hall’s ‘princıpal thesıs
that all’s project 15 salvageable, an! ın because ıt. 1sS asa. the varıety of theses
fact SCceEe ıt ımportant. 1s OIl- presented hıs ambıtious project
structed ın lıght of propositional u_ noted the open1ıng of e paragrap.
nıcatıon an intentijonalıty, thı ere Hall’s global intentions ATr LOO far-reach-
1s much Ca  » SaYy LO put Kierkegaard LO ıng tOo be analyze: all eır partıcularıty
work agaınst/wıth Derrida LO rework ere but ıt 185 faır SaVYy that the above

‘princıpal thesıs 15 the nub of hıs argu-truth ın post-metaphysıcal lımate ment. estimatıon ıt 1S5 z the-
S1S hıch 1S most merıtor10us Hall’s poıntsConclusion (as opposed to SOINE of hıs INOTE extrava-
gant ]aıms) One claım ın partıcular that

In conclusıon, all’s i;hesis would be INOTE wıll not address, praıse rebuttal, 1sS
Kıerkegaardıan an consıstent ıf he hıs contention that the WOT. Wäas waltıng
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for Chrıistianıity LO 91VEC 1T exiıstentlally en! that work LO be read contra
CoONcretie self that could OW. 1ts words err! WTIU1N:| nNnOot the dynamıc
1l Iso leave alone Hall’s analysıs of phonocentric act ofspe. and|
ıther  TSs LWO Case studies of Don
(Hovannı and aus

LO be essentıaally logocentric phenome-
NO  - (Word and Spiırılt 172) Later all

Whiıle thıs Hall’s poınt about speech aCtT. states that err!! COrrect that WTIiIt-
phılosophy he has correctly interprete not logocentric enterprıse Wor:
the tradıtıon We return tO thıs discussıion and Spırıt 175) What all aPPCAaAI’S to be
later the bringing out that WTI1C1N: has double
In Case careful reader bıt confused spirıtual aspect (much hlke
al thıs poınt let poınNt to hat MUuSsı1ıC) It refer LO enwork LO be
TO be fundamental ambıgulty all He read (inherently logocentric visually
unreflectiıvely accepts that when refers SENSUOUS) 1T Ca be the act of wrıtıng
to 'language thıs reference TO speech (inherently novel dynamıc hıstorıcallythe PFroODer that thıs ıdea of cConcretie an spırıtual) What conclude
Janguage al least compatıble ıth that Hall CT1t1C1Z1INg Derrida for not
eOTYy ofspeech-acts 'Thıs MaYyell be the breakıng completely wıth logocentrısm
Case but 1T Dy obvıous The paradızm of language wrıtıng

Wor example why can be nNnOot adıcal enough SaVy INOTE regardıng
referring the aDsStraCc tO the unıversal WTIC1N| followıng discus-

s 1OT1)1lınguistic aCıLy humans? oesn’t
SEEIN (at eas tO me) to clearly ıindıcate hıs i Derrida, Jacques, Lıimited, Inc Van-
posıtıon the matter Hall doesn’t ston, Northwestern Universıty Press,
provıde argument compe to 105
read thıs WaY Nonetheless Hall, Word and Spırıt 189 199 cf 196
sumptıon MaYy stand potentaal read- YFor Hall’s princıpal thesıs sSee
ıng of A and so I think this to be only a discussion
slıght oversıght hıs part not much attackıng speech-acHall Word and Spırıt 01 SCE Iso eOTY DeT attackıng
7489 98 169 179 200—206 Hall speaks ıimplementation of 1T flawed Thıs wiıll
much about the reflexıvely integral become INOTE clear the following discus-

S1071speech act anı eed for reflexive
ıntegrıity OUTr spe. peakıng faıth- 'Thiıs poınt wıll be mportant the crıtı1quefully, the felıcıty conditions OU. Hall rendıtion of speech-act eOTYyspeech-acts eic Lest the reader th: that creatıngborrow B term for Lewiıs whi pıcture of Kiıerkegaard made OW:
sed tıtle LO ONE of hıs 00 He ImMase ote Kıerkegaard’s of
SsEes the term reference to the vıde hıs authorship: "Chus the whole hterarybetween heaven hell actıvıty turns uDONI the problem becomingHall’s OWI) posıtıon actually clear Christian wıthın Christendom)’ “T’he

thıs only that he 0es not feel that Point of View Wor My Work Author
must always be demoniıc Wor: and Kıerkegaard Anthology, ed obert

Spırıt He Iso fact that Bretall Princeton Princeton Unıiversıtyspeech INAaYV be demonı1ıc Wor: and Spırıt Press 335| 'Thiıs indicates OVeT-
113) OWEever whether not all thinks all Uunıty hıs thoughtuseful (necessary) poınter See ote
owards exıistentıial concretjion ambiıgu- That ‘Vıctor the Hermit’ “The 1CTL0O-

T10US Hermit 7OUS but hıs derısıon of ‘the
tessentıjal medium for CXPTESSINS the We SCE thıs ı ato (as brought Out bydemoniıc leaves ıth less than POS1- Hall), but Iso Arıstotle throughLIVe account of Wori and Spırıt Augustine’ ıinnovatıons divıne ıllumına-
43) See for example hıs statement 10N), Aquinas (sıght ‘°the mMoOost spırıtualacC. anythıng equıvalent LO ese sense’) Descartes ‘the natural lıght')
SOUTCES lof speech| ere OC (luminosity) eitfCc
WaY for the to OWI)l OWTN LO Cf the apostle Paul Faıth by ear-
what ı expressed ı] the che DCTI- ıng (Romans 17
forms cComposes’ Wor. and Spiırıl, 53) z The reader wiıll notıce that not argu-Agaın, Hall ı ambıguous. Here all COIN- for agaınst partıcular ınterpre-
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tatıon of Kierkegaard thıs poınt In Press 76| ‘A lıfe-view INOTE than
fact that thıs CAase Eremita’s quıntessence S of proposıt1o0ns
preface ındıicates SOINEC Versi10N of maıntained 1LSs aDstirac neutralıty 1T

beıing ıntımately connected to INOTE than CXDECT1ENCE LErfarıng | 1C
Kıerkegaard personal Vie 'The pomınt such always fragmentary It namely,
that anı y interpretatıon must be care the transubstantiation of CXPDPET1ENCE
argue tOo and NOLT SIMPLY assumed LErfarıngens Transubstantıiation/ ıf
See Ronald Manheimer Kıerkegaard unshakable certaınty oneself WWon from
UCalLor (Berkeley Universıty ofCalıfor- all Iıwved EXPDETLETLCE ’ See Iso hıs Sialiemen.
nıa Press 178—184 /ın T’he Journals of Soren Kıerkegaard

trans ed Alexander Dru New orkKıerkegaard doubt shares much wıth
"TheAsat ould TeQULTE superhuman effort arper Torchbooks 44-5|

(demoniı1c?) for finıte uman to create thing LO understand myself to sSee hat
pseudonym of sophıstication wıth really wıshes tO do the thıng tOo
whom she had nothing COININON truth 1C Erue for tO fınd
See Steven Ross Edıitor Introduection the ıdea for 1C. Gr  S Iıve and dıe

That Wäas hat lacked order LO eadKEıther / Or X1V-—XV eTrold West-
phal Becomıing Self: Readıng of complete uman lıfe some  ng which
Kıerkegaard) Concludıng Unscientific 9TOWS ogether wıth the deepest TOOTS of
Postscript Wes ayette nd]ıana Pur- h3fe through hıch to speak
due University Press D — DA gra upon the 1V1Ne H: the 1V1Ne

side of [a human], hıs |OTr her| ınwardWestphal Becomıng A Self. 29
The LWO books especlally ave mınd actıon which everyth!]
aArec Chmacus Phılosophiıcal Fragments 31 ustın, How To Do ıngS Wıth
JJohannes Climacus TANs eds Edn.  ] Words (Oxford OT'! Unıversıty Press,
and Howard Hong T1ınceton Princeton
Universıty Press an Concludıng Kevın Vanhoozer Is ere eanıng
Unscıentific Postscript LO Phılosophıcal hıs Text? T’he 2  e, T’he Reader, and
Fragments TANns eds Edna and the oralıty of Literary NOWLE:|  e
Howard Hong ols Princeton rince- (Grand Rapıds MI Zondervan
ton Unı1iversıty Press 208
Kierkgaard Fear anı rem  ıng and T’he ere aCCUSINSg all of not accountıng
Sıckness ntoea for Searle VE portant distinetion 1ın
Hall has excellent discussion of Jo  S Searle 'Laıterary Theory It}
Kıerkegaard’'s oncept of faıth Word Discontents New Literary Hıstory
and Spırıt Bn He exactly cCorrect when (1994) 660| between lınguistic Lypes
he claıms ere that for Kierkegaard ‘to hlinguistic tokens By token sentence
eX1ST aı to ex1st wıt. radıcal sımply INecan TLO refer tO sentence
convental on to and tOo eX1SsSt uttered by partıicular PerSonNn DAaTr-
wiıt. cAialectical sundered/’bonded rela- ticular context (which includes all the
ı1onshıp ıth the world My argument CIrcumstances elevant to the utterance
wıth Hall that he ater COIl- the tıme place etc KFor example
fuses E sundered/’bonded relatıonshıp sıttıng study Edinburgh Scot-

beıing necessarıly essentlally predi- land al December 1998 mMaYy
cated uDOIL the speech-act ave already utter the token sentence ere ST1OW
NOTtTe: that3 reversal of the utsıde Thus Dy eiIn1ıt.1on an token
sıtuatıon for Kıerkegaard Kierkegaard sentence INa Yy be only uttered OINlLCeEe The
Sayıng that speak faıthfully because type of sentence refers tLO ıts form an

ave faıth maybe EVEN that when mMa Y be repeate by different speakers
aveal wiıll speak faıthfully; but dıfferent OCCasS1011sS KFor example CVETYV

he not Sayvyıngs that avealbecause i1ıme “"There ST1IOW outsıde spoken 1T
speak faıthfully 'Thiıs wıll become INOTeE the utterance of different token SCTNMN-

clear followıng discuss1ıon of Hall ence wıth the SAaInle LYP! WHor further dis-
speech-acts CUSS10OMN of S SECE Rıchard Swıiınburne

Kierkegaard Postscript DA Revelatıon From etaphor LO Analogy
See Kıerkegaard’'s statemen:' Early Po- (Oxford larendon Press —10
emıcal Wrıtings trans ed Wat- an! Kevın Vanhoozer Is ere Mean:-
kıns T1ınceton Princeton Unı1versıty LNS h1s Text? DU
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Ludwig Wıttgensteın, Phılosophiıcal not possıble LO m1s/understand Derrida
Investigatıons, Tans Anscombe because hıs OW deconstructive eOTY,(Oxford: Blackwell, By noting rıght, prevents thıs from being poss1ıblethe affınıty wıth Wıttgenstein INecan LO One m1g object sayıng Words LO the ef-
dıstance myself from 'metaphysical’ COIM- fect, ‘How O2  5 he object that readıngstrual of ıntentionalıty 1n substance hım wrongly? Does he not claım that all
dualıist form otherwise. merely want ave ATre ndless sıgnıfıcatiıons? Does
tLO indicate that aspect of communıcatıon he not leave ODECNIN the possı1ıbılıty for
an 18 not (n sense). endless readıng ofexts How INa Y the pOot35 Thıs INa V be the Case EeVEeN proposıtions 1O call the kettle black?” Thıs 1S
do not exıst except instantıated SOTINE wıelding of the u QUOQ UE fallacy err!
act of STATEe of exıisting being addresses thıs type of charge sayıng that

argumng ere that ıt 1sS the interests ‘*thıs definıtion of deconstruction 1s5 atseof speech-ac and fortıor. that (that’s rıght false, nNnOot true) feeble: ıt.
of speech-act theory terms of bad that’s rıght bad, not g00d)the ıllocutionary approprılatiıon ofproposı1- feeble readıng of 1UIMMEeTOUS exXts,tıons, not the utterance f token sentences first of a]] mıne, 16 therefore must

the semotıc arrangemen:' of words. finally be read reread, Jacques errıda,ll not provıde arguments that demon- Lımited, Inc., Tans Alan Bass Chicago:
tirates VIECW be fraught wıth Universıty of Chicago Press, 146
problems (although these arguments do wıll Sa V INOTEe about thıs subjecteX1s th: ıt merely sufhces that there followıng discussion of Derriıda ethical
1S another, better WaY tOo about posıtıon.
speech-acts. Jacques errıda, Speech and Phenomena:

n A Soren Kıerkegaard, Eıuther / Or, Volumes And Other Essays Husserl’s T’heory of
Tans eds Howard Hong anı Edna Sıgns, trans byavıd Allıson anı New-

Hong Princeton Princeton University ton (Jarver KEvanston, Northwestern
Press), 1.67; 1.6  00 The emphases the Universıity Press, 197/3,
quotatıions AarTe mMmıne See Hall, Word and Spırıl, 60; and Der-

38 Kıerkegaard, Euther / Or Princeton), 1.6  Z rıda, Speech and Phenomena,39 Nıcholas Wolterstorff, “"The Importance of See Hall, Word and Spırıt, 61; and Jac-
Hermeneutics for Christian Worldview,’ Ques Derrida, ‘Cırconfession,’ 1n Derrida
1n Dıiscıiplining Hermeneultics: nterpreta- (Parıs Galılee, 123; cıted by ıch-
tıon Lın Chrıstian Perspectuve, ed. oger ard Kearney ‘Derrida/’’s Ethical Re-
Lundın TanN! Rapıds, Michigan Wm Turn, orkıng T’hrough Derrida,Eerdmans Publishing Co., HOr argument of thıs SOTT SCE Braan
Soren Kıerkegaard, Johannes Clımacus Ingraffia, Postmodern eorYy and 2D17-
De Omnıbus Dubıtandum Eist, Tans cal T’heology (Cambrıdge Cambridge Un1in-
Croxall Stanford Stanford University versıty Press, 187; and Andrew
Press, 148—149 Gustafson, 'Apologetically Laistening tO

Stephen Kvans, Kıerkegaard’s “Frag- Derrıda, Phılosophıia Chrıstı 2() (Wınterments” AAanı “Postseript”. T’he Relıgious 1949
Phılosophy ofJohannes Clımacus (Atlan- Derrida, ‘Circonfession,’ 124
tıc Hıghlands, Humanıties Press, Derrida, ‘Deconstruction the Poss1bil-

5657 1ty of Justice,’ Cardozo Law Revıew, 11Kıerkegaard, Postscript, DE (1990), 959
oOme MaYy object princıple that ıt. 18 Kearney, ‘Derrida’’s Ethıiıcal Re-Turn,

Making Christ Known
Hıstoric Documents from the Lausanne Movement

OTr Jo  5 Stott
The of thıs 18 Preserve and make avaılable the documentation of the Lausanne Movement durıng the

Ontexts they have een left alone theır historical integrity.
fteen yecars between Lausanne (1974) anı Lausanne 11 1n Manıla (1989) Sınce the reports arose OutT. of partıcular

'T’hıs books 1s ımportant readıng not only for those ınvolved ın 1ss1ıon but for all who aspıre be globalbhristians.
0-85364-764-X DO 304pp / 229 145mm

Paternoster Publishing Box 300 Carlisle Cumbria 0QS
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s eport from the Theological Semıinary iın
Slovakıa

K Eın Bericht UOom Theologıschen emınar der
OWGAaReLl

® KRapport sSüu Ia faculte de theologıe slovaque
Ludovıt Fazekas, Banska Bystrıca

In une celebrated Jubilee: the doing al Ca  » LO be recognızed
thırd tıme had graduates ıth the independent Department of the Univer-

Degree, after three VCars of study, sıty Hor thıs need at least O! full
an also the first graduates ıth the professor and LWO ‘dozents’. (One of OUu.
after 1ve VCars of study At present ‘dozents’ 1S5 quıte lıkely tOo become full
have OVer 100 students ın full-time study professor wıthın VCar so) thıs
and SOTINE SIXty 1n extensıon studıies. They should COINE about, ıt 111 create
ATEe dıvıded iınto three categories: excellent opportunıiıty for students from

pastors studyıng for Slovakıa an neighbourıng former Sovıet

catechetes, also studyıng VCars for countrles to become workers ın both
established an newly formed churchesmı1ss1ıonarı1es, studyıng for (we already have students from former-

Hor the catechetes ıt 1S possıble to COII- Yugoslavıa an other countrıes).
1Ne theology ıth other subjects (e.g The ord keeps ın spırıt of unıty

1ın the four Evangelıical Churches (Apos-maths, Slovak language, mMuUs1ıC etc.) 1n
the of theır regular studies al tolıc, Baptıst, Brethren an Methodıist).
postgraduate level, that they Ca  - work We do not CIHVY, but PTraYy for ach other,

schoolteachers. and indeed Are learnıng from ach
OU.  r eıght full-time faculty, LWO AT other Where recognıze that another

‘ dozents’, that 18, assıstant professors church has somethıng better than OUT-
ıth degrees, and G1X ATre assıstants selves do not hesıtate LO take MASIG the
ıth degrees. These have een study- better and leave behind the g00d’
ıng for for 1Ve> hope they The econOomı1cC sıtuatıon ın OuUur COUNLTFY
111 complete iın OT} Lwo tıme. 1S dıfficult, an ıt affects OUT SeEM1INarYy

In 1996 the Acereditation Comm1issıon also We had hoped to LILHNOVE LO other,
of the Mıinıstry of Educatıon renamed better premi1ses, but thıs has had LO be
Sem1nary the ‘“Catheder Chaıiır) of the postponed for lack of funds
Pedagogıical Faculty of Mate]) Bel Unı1ver- Nevertheless, it 1sS the Lord’s work ın
sıty' In LWO there 111 be further hıch continue, and he for hıs
accredıtatıon assessment, an are servants.

Im Jun1 1998 fejerten WIT ein Jubiläum: Zaur Zeıt haben mehr qlg 100 ordent-
ZUIN drıtten entheßen WIT Solven- lıche tudenten SOWI1E mehr als wWwel-
ten, dıe ıhr 3-Jährıges Studiıum mıt einem tere Studenten, dıe eın Aufbaustudium

(Bachelor of Arts) abgeschlossen absolviıeren. Diese glıedern sıch 1ın TEL
hatten. Daneben hatten WIT ZUIIN ersten Gruppen:
Mal Studenten, die nach Absolvierung
ıhrer 5-Jährıgen Studienzeıt mıt einem Pastoren, dıe 1ın einem 5-Jährıgen

Master of Arts, Magıster) Magıisterstudium stehen
abschlossen. Katecheten (Relıg1onslehrer), die
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ebenfalls Jahre für einen Magıster 1mMm aufe dieses oder des nächsten Jahres
studiıeren 1ne Professur erhalten). Sollte 1eSs

Mıssıonare, dıe eın 3-Jährıges alles eintreten, annn ergäbe sıch 1Ne
Programm absolvieren. gute Möglıichkeıt für Studenten Aaus der

Slowake:i SOWI1Ee den aus dem Trüheren
Die Katecheten können das Studium SowJetblock hervorgegangenen Nachbar-

der Theologıe mıt anderen YFächern (wıe taaten (wır haben bereıts Studenten aus
7 B Mathematıiık, Slowakıisch, Musık Jugoslawıen und anderen Ländern), ın
UuSW.) kombiıinileren. Für dıe Doktoranden den bereıts exıstierenden der 1n
ıst möglıch, ıhr Studium mıt eıner Kırchen arbeıten.
Arbeıt als Lehrer eıner Schule Der Herr bewahrt uns 1m Geıst der
kombinıleren. Eınheıt, der alle 1er evangelıschen‚Wel unNnserer Lehrkräfte haben eınen Kırchen (Apostolische Kırche, Baptısten,Doktortitel un! genıeßen den Status VON Brüdergemeınden un Methodisten)
Dozenten (außerordentlichen Profes- einıgt. Wır ne1ıden einander nıchts, SOI-
soren), sechs weıtere verfügen ber eıinen ern beten füreinander. Mehr noch, WIT

und stehen seıt fünf Jahren 1ın Dok- lernen voneınander. Wenn WIT feststel-
toralstudıen, G1E (hoffentlich) ın len, daß u1ls eıne der anderen Kırchen
1D Jahren fertig Se1nN werden. 1996 hat etwas voraushat, beeı1len WIT das
dıe Akkreditierungskommission des Bessere übernehmen und das ute
Erzıehungsministeriums unNnserem em1- zurückzulassen.
Nar den kang e]ınes ‘Lehrstuhls der äada- Dıie wıirtschaftliche Sıtuation ın
gogıschen Fakultät der UnıLhversıität VOIN unNnlseTenm and ist problematisch und
Mate] Bel]’ verlıehen. In ZWEe] Jahren wırd wiırkt sıch uch auf Semiinar Aaus
eın erneutes Akkreditierungsverfahren Wır hatten eigentlıch gehofft, 1ın eın
stattfinden, und WIT SINd arum bemüht, anderes Gebäude, das bessere Bedıngun-ann als unabhängige Fakultät der Unıin- DSCNH bıetet, umzıehen können, W as
versıtät anerkannt werden. Dazu jedoch aufgrund VO  > Geldmangelbenötigen WIT mındestens eınen ordent- aufgeschoben werden mußte och WIT
lıchen Professor un 7We] Dozenten. stehen 1ın des Herrn Werk und sorgt(Eıner der Dozenten hat gute Aussıchten, für selne Dıener.

En Juin 1998, L1OUS celebre U: belle (comme les mathematıques, le Slovaque,f&te DOUT la tro1s1ıeme fo1s L1OUS la MUuSs1que, etc.), COUTS de leurs etudesaccorde des dıplömes de lıcence, qu1ı et meme ans le cadre d’un tro1ısıeme
necessıtent tro1ıs ans d’etudes, et LO US cycle, Qu1 leur perme de travaıller

aCCorde les premiers dıplömes de enseı1gnants ans les ecoles.
maitrıse, quı demandent CINq ANs De NOS hult professeurs pleın emMpSs,d’etudes. deux ont leur doctorat et S1X, dıplömes de

Pour le moment, 110 US plus de la maitrıse, SONLT assıstants. Maıs Ces
cent etudıants plein emps, et Ul SO1- dernılers travaıllent dejäa depuls CING AaNns
xantaıne prolongatıon d’etudes. Ils leur doctorat et peut esperer les olr
repartıssent tro1ıs categorıes termıner 1C1 deux

Des pasteurs qQu1 font CING d’etudes En 1996, la Commission d’aceredita-
de la maitrıse. tıon du miınıstere de l’education onne

NOUVEAULU 1O notre faculte La chaıreDes catechiıstes quı1 font Quss1 CING AanNns du departement pedagog1ıque de l’Unıver-d’etudes de la maitrıse.
Des mi1lss1ıonnaires quı font troıs ans

a1te Mate] Bel Dans deux ans, 11 ura

d’etudes de la 1cence. 19881 nouvelle reconnalssance et NOUS
faısons Lout notre possıble DOUF tre

departementLes catechıstes ont la possıbılıte d’as-
SOCler la theologie d’autres matıeres ındependant de l’Unıiversıte. Pour cela,
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OUS besoin d’au PTO- qutres LOUS les uns POUT les autres
fesseur ayan l ’habıilıtation et de deux et Outre NOUS aAaPPTeNONS les uns des

autres S] OUuUS voyons 19881 autreprofesseurs ayan le doctorat Un PTFO-
fesseur de grandes chances de termıner enomınatıon 19801 autre Eglıse
SO  - habılıtatıon CcCe 1 l’annee quelque chose de IN1EeEUX que la noOtre LNOUS

prochaıne Sı cela realıse cela permet- n’hesıtons Das prendre est INI1EeEUX
tra Al etudıants de Slovaquıe et des Days abandonnant Qqulı etaıt seulement
VO151115 de ’ancıen bloc sovıetılque (nous bon

deja des etudıants de Yougoslavıe La sS1ıLuatıon CCONOIN1IGUC de notre Pays
et d’autres pays) de travaıller ans les est difficıle et cela affecte notre
Eglıses exıstantes ans de nouvelles aculte Nous CESPECT1ONS demenager dans
Eglıses d’autres locaux et beneficıer de

Le de1igneur 1910108 garde ans espr1 meiılleures condıtions de travaıl I1N1als
d’unıte entre les quatre denomınatıons 1alson de problemes ınanclers projet
evangelıques (apostolıques baptıstes dü tire reporte Neanmoins L110US

freres et möethodistes) Nous L1OUS restons fermes ans ’ oeuvre du Seigneur
faısons Pas on  NC les uns Au et 11 prend SO111 de sSes Servıteurs

aternoster Biblical and Theolosgical Monographs
nNnNeu ofdoctoral theses ofhıgh academıc standard

Paul I  D Apostle to the Gentiles Your Father the Devıl?
Hıs Apostolıc Self- Warenes. anı LES Influence New Approach O John and the Jews

tephen MotyerSoteriologıcal Argument Romans
Danıel 35 Chae 274Dp £1I9

—853648298 392Dp
He Ll’ Hard >  ok al Har Question

Charles ılllams Fate of the Unrighteousness Thought
Kıerkegaardıan Readıng 1S Authorshıp

Stephen Dunnıng 0835364831 500pp
53649855 350pp app f£24

Evan ca Experliences
The Trıumph of Chrıiıst 11 Afrıcan UCNY Spirıtualıty nglısh

Perspective Evangelıcalısm
lan MUCQY of Demonology anı Redemption ı

LCAN ONLEeX: 5364-919-—7/ 320Dp
Keıith Ferdinando

—] "DD The Extent of the Atonement
Dılemma for Reformed Theology from Calvın

Calvın and English Calvinısm to 164 Consensus
Kendall Thomas

0—8;  r 224Dp £19 E DD £719

Attrıbutes and Atonement The Power of the Cross
eology an Death ofT1S PaulT’he oly Love of the Theology of

uther and PascalForsyth
Traham TomlınLeslhe

0-835364-833-— 323DP 5364-984—7 368DDp

The aternoster Press
Box 300 Carlıisle ra 0Q
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The H'C makes avaılable Ne dıtıons of classıc titles by leading theologm1ans.

®er1es Listing

Carl Armerdıng Forsyth Kept by the Power of God
The Old Testament and Posıtive Preaching and the 1r! 1C10N.
Criticiısm Modern Mind 0-85364-643-2 302pp £4.99
0-85364-81 2-3 PP £3.99 0-85364-876-X 2958pp 4.99 ast Supper and Lord’s

Sup
John INZaYy 0-85364-856-5 192pp £3.99Beasley-Murray Theological Dıversity and New TestamentBaptısm ıIn the New InterpretationTestament the Authority of the Old

0-85364-769-0 432pp .4.99 Testament 0-85364-841 -7/ 432pp £4.99
0-85364-654-6 x11+308pp 4.99

John Brıighit udzwaard Leon MorrıisThe Authority of the Old
Testament Capıtalısm and Progress The Cross In the New

0-85364-7'770-4 pp .4.99 Testament
0-85364-807-7 272 £4.99 0-85364-637-6 454pp £4.99

eth an Wenham
Carson Jesus and Dıvorce

Showing the Spirıt 0-85364-768-2 PP Waldron Scott
0-85364-636-8 229pp £4.99 Bring orth Justice

0-85364-789-5 318pp .4.99(Greorge Knıght
Dumbrell Chriıistian Theology of

Covenant and Creation the Old Testament
0-85364-771-2 224pp £3.99 0-85364-879-4 DP £4.99 Snaith

The Distinctive Ideas of
the Old TestamentWıllıam Dyrness Walter Liefeld

Themes In Old Testament New Testament Exposition 0-85364-7790-9 208pp .4.99
Theol 0-85364-684-8 x11+180pp

3.990-85364-883-92 252pp .4.99
Wıllem VanGemeren

Rıchard Longenecker The Progress of
Biblical Exeges1s ın the RedemptionThe Meanıng of the Cıity Apostolic Period 0-85364-719-0 J44pp0-85364-4924-1 432pp .4.99 0-85364-708-9 206pp 3.99

Newton Tew Howard arshıa: Chrıstopher Wright
Jesus and Hıs Church Biblical Inspiration God’s People ın God’s Land
0-85364-877-8 272pp .4.99 0-85364-709-7 PP 3.99 0-85364-808-5 304pp £4.99

‘7 delıghted that these ımportant books (Lre LO en Joy LE lease of Life”
JOHN STOTT
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EuroJTh 999) 8  1, °9_10 Person und Werk Chrıstı. Laut Trueman ıst

Owens theologische Perspektive nıcht sehr
UVO arıstotelıschen Konzepten als vıelmehrT’he Claims ofTuth ohn Owen ’’s
vVO  S einem olıden (jlauben dıe TrınıilatTrinıtarıan Theology

Trueman gepragt.
Carlısle aternoster Press, 1998, X11 One of theeascholars 1n the HNeld of pOoSt-267 pb, ISBN 798 reformatıon studıes, uller, bserved

the Calvın Theologıcal Journal 1995 that

RESUME the study of Protestant rTthodoxy has
rece1ıved I1NOTeEe attention the last LWO dec-

lıvre de arl Trueman est UVLVE des than ıt. receıved 1ın the entire earher part
refutatıon des erıtıques couranites, partıcu- of the twentieth century Carl Trueman’s
lıer celles du professeur lan Clıfford, dırıgee book, The Cla1ıms of Truth, 18 the ates addı-
conftre la theologıe de ohn Owen, qu’on tıon tO the eTuUu: studıes that DOUTL forth
presentee etant ınfluencee l’exces DAr the subject, an ıt. 15 WO.: cCONtIrC1Dutlon.
les ıdees teleologıques arıstotelıcıennes. True- Irueman’s partıcular f1ıeld 1sS the work of
IN  « monltre econtraıre QUE la theologıe Jo  5 Owen, the ea urıtan theologıan,
d’Owen tıent compte de la theologıe patrıs- anı while the author has the posıtıve a1ım of
t1que, de la theologıe medıievale et de celle de presenting Owen’s work eıng, ınter alıa,
la reformatıon, UVec lesquelles elle entre natural theologıcal development of the eol-
dıialogue, et qu elle o1t etre AUSSsSL comprıse O; of the reformers of the ıxteenth CenturYy,
fonctıon du contexte des cConfroverses de So.  - andeeofall that W as best the patrıstıic
epoque—en partıculıer les ıdees de Grotius, de and medıieval church’s eology), hıs PTeSCIHL-
Baxter, des antınomıens el des SOCINLENS. tatıon has strong polemical note, Opposıng
Parmı les aspects de la theologıe d’Owen, ı1l those scholars interested urıtaAan
aborde les Prolegomenes, les attrıbuts de Dıeu theology accept the alIvın agaınst the
et, surtoult, la et l’oweuvure de OChrıst Calvınısts thesıs,’ (p notably or
Selon Irueman, la theologıe d’Owen est and LO lesser extent, Kendall (0) 4
constru:te fondamentalement partır d’une partıcular SEES Owen’s work the eExXTt
pensee frınıtaıre ınebranlable plutöt QUE
d’'ıdees arıstotelıcıennes.

of the atonement, T’he Death ofea ın the
Death of Chrıst being governed Dy Arısto-
tehan teleologıcal ıdeas rather than ScCr1p-
ture—'Owen’s early regard for Arıstotle

USAMMENFASSUNG perhaps explaıns hıs inabılıty be thor-
arl Trumans uch T’he Claıms of Truth oughly an exclusıvely scr1ıptural’ (quoted
ohn Owen s Trınıtarıan eology ıst eıne 34, Z an ıt. 1sS a argument that
entschıiedene Zurückweısung zeıtgenössıscher Irueman 15 endeavourıng TO refute All e
Krıtik (vor allem UVO. Prof. Ian Clıfford) that Trueman’s work 1sS tapestry wıth
ohn Owens T’heologıe. Owens TıiLlLLkRer sehen the eXpOos1Itory and polemical threads ınter-
dıese als sehr VO. aristotelisch-teleologı- urprisıngly, the combınatıon ofese

elements works well, an the resul 185 satıs-schen Konzepten beeinflußt. Trueman ıweist
Jedoch emgegenüber darauf hın, daß Owens exposıtıon of Owen’s theology, ogether
T’heologıe dıepatrıstısche, muittelalterliche un ıth stımulatıng iınteractıon ıth the
reformatorische eologıe durchaus Zur author’s opponents
Kenntnis nımmt und sıch mıt ın auseiInan- The preface LO the work 15 mportant,

because ıt. alerts LO the approac. adopteddersetzt, und daß Sıe zudem Uor dem Hınter-
grun: der Kontroversen seıner eıgenen Zeıt by the wrnter. ‘1 wrıte he SaVYys, as hıstorl1an
(insbesondere den Vorstellungen UO.  S Grotius, of 1deas, nOot. ystematiıc eologıan My
Baxter, den AntınomıLanern un Sozınıanern) interest 1sS not tO 1SCOver whether Owen W as

verstanden werden muß Trueman behandelt rıght but tOo SEE hat he sald, why
dıe olgenden Teıulbereiche UO Owens T'heolo he saıd ıt. how he fits ınto the theologı-

cal context ofhıs OW. tıiımes westerng1ie dıe Prolegomena, den Abschnuıtt ber dıe
Eıgenschaften (jottes sSowLie DVOr allem den ber tradıtiıon whole (p 1X) Inz revliewer'’s
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opınıon, Irueman has een aıthful to hiıs affırms, wıt. INOTeE than adequate upport
task from the prımary SUOUT'CC5S, 18 fIrue ofOwen’s

less happy ote the preface 1S the oecetrıne of God of hıs Princıples of Theology
aboured protestatıon of SINCeTrEe struggle for See ınter alıa, 08 —99 and 149)
objectiviıty, and the explanatory almost The erucı1al climaetic hapter 1s
apologetic otfe the apparently value laden "The ature of Satısfaction’ (p 99-226)
termınology of the work. One has tO ask TITrueman rıghtly poınts OU'  + ‘At the heart of
whether such explanations Are I'y_ Owen’s discussıon of Christ’s priestly office,
only faırness honesty Aare required, an al the heart of negatıve crıtiques of
they arc, thıs CasCc, clearly evıdent! The Owen’s hought, hes the problem of Christ’s
work ıtself begıns by placıng ‘Owen Con- satısfaction.’ (p 199) The value of Trueman’s
text’, anı e hapter 18 masterly intro- treatment 185 the WAaYV 1n hıch he carefully
ductory sectiıon outlines the relatıvely limiıted places Owen’s work the context of Grotius,
theological interest Owen, anwiıt. few Baxter, and seventeent enNntury antı-
ages, Irueman’s Sword 1S unsheathed, nomlans. Hıs assıveea of Death 1S made
wıelded agaınst both the fundamentalısts, INOTEe apposıte, by the recognıtıon that ıt. 185
whom the wrıter Sees interested Owen to inadequate, EeVEN heretical,

supporting theır partıcular brand of ortho- VIEeWS atonemen: CurrenN:Owen’s
doxy rather than wrıter LO hbe placed contemporarıes. It 18 thıs context, not COIMN-
hıs hıistorical context, anı the ‘“Calvın agaınst SCIOUS embrace of ı1stT0tellan teleologıcal
the Calvınists’ school mentioned above. As the princıples that explains Owen’s approac and
latter school 185 INOTeEe ımportant LO Trueman, emphasıs.
he 1S at. paıns tO show that attempt LO Perhaps the most controvers1ıal chapter 1S5
evaluate Owen relatıon to Calvın mMust take that entitled “"The Man Who Wasn’t There’,
ınto aCCount the Genevan reformer’s teachıng which Irueman castıgates ‘modern British

whole, and not Just ONe LWO 1solate neo-Calvınıists fundamentalıists whı show
of hıs thought 'Thıs ea hım to pomınt interest the patrıstıc medieval eol-

out further that the best seventeenth century O uDOoN_N hıch Owen hımself TEW posı1-
theolog1ans, includıng Owen, WEeTITC interacting tıvely.‘ (p 230) He 185 equally scathıng about
wıth the ole estern theological Tra  10N, ‘the scholarshıp |\which| remaıns preoccupled

indeed WeTE the reformers themselves
Trueman then discusses the influence of the

ıth Judgıing the seventeent Century by
standards er than those hıch WT set

eIormMme Orthodox mMoOovemen whole, ıthın ıts OWI) day ONne 1S lookıng for
an the context of heretical VIlews, whether Barth, Calvın, ON must look the Lwen-
KRoman, Armınılan Socınlan, Owen’s 1e€ the ıxteenth ce:  UTY, respectively; ıt.
theological approach Because Chfiord places 18 pomintless tO search for OIl seventeenth-
great emphasıs the Suppose influence of cCentury England, and even mMore pomitless LO
Arıstotle Owen, TIrueman devotes several CXDICSS diısmay at, EVEIN ars erıticısm of,

to showıng that the of Arısto- 0OSe theolog1ans OI! 0es find ere on the
tehan thought Owen’s work o0es not deter- grounds that they do nOot INecAasSUufTfe tO stand-
mıne whether he wWäas ındebted to Arıstotle for Trds hıch WeTe iırrelevant theır OWI) day
hıs theologıical system— UOwen’s Arıstotehan (1bıd.) Tough talk, but, thıs revıewer'sJanguage mMust beJudged by how the words aAare oOpınıon, jJustified by the evıdence carefully
sed by hım, not hat they meant LO Arıstotle adduced and collated by for all hıs protests!)

(p 44) E passıonate defender of ONnNe whom INanYy
'The maın body of Irueman’s work Sses the ave regarded England’s premı1er theolo-

tradıtional theologıcal locı of prolegomena, the gı1an of the Purıtan eTrTa. T’he aıms ofTU
doctrine of God, the PeETSoON work of 1S valuable corrective LO the recent facıle
Chriıst, as ese AaTe dealt wıth by Owen, dismiıssals ofthe Chfiords Kendalls of
the great Purıtan 1S quoted extensıvely tıme, and theır polarıse neo-Calvınists!
sShow that all these felds, he 18 indebted not
tO Arıstotle, but tOo hıs deep ommıtment LO
understanding ofheology that 15 governed by John Newbyprofound triınıtarıanısm. Thıs, Trueman Cape Town, South Afrıca
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O2EuroJTh 1999] 8 1014102 scholarshıp ase eEIOTME princıples,
anı the foundıng of the Antı-Revolutionary

The Incarnatıon of the Anktıthesıis: Party, hıch laıd ımportant basıs for the
Introduction IO the Educational EMETSCHNCE of the Christian Demoeratic radı-

tıon the Netherlands For nearly fıftyThought of Abraham Kuyper
Rodgers he WAäas chlıef edıtor of both aıly NeWSDaPCT

Durham: Pentland, 1992, X VI relıg10us weekly journal, an 1901 he
became T1Me ınıster, ea coalıtion£1.90, pb, ISBN 8727795 91 cabınet ofProtestant an atnolıc partıes. Dr
Rodgers ıghlıghts the hıistorıical sıgnıfıcanceRESUME

Ce lıvre traıte essent:ellement de la theorıe
of ese achlıevements and the theologıcal
foundatıons hıch they WerTe ase Chlef

öducatıve d’Abraham uyper, phiılosophe, amongst ese ATre the sovereıgnty of (God OVer
theologıen, Journalıste et OommMe polıtıque hol the entire created order and the doctrine of
andaıs (1837-1920), dont les realısatıons COMIMNINONMN DSTAaCcCEe Rodgers sShOows how such
comprennent la fondatıon de P’PUnıversıte Tre foundatıonal behefs provıded uyper ıth
’Amsterdam et du partı antı-revolutionnaiıre, mandate for Christian actıvıty 1n CVEIY 164
et qul exerce les fonctions de Premıer Mınıs- of uman lıfe culture, and how he sed
fre des Pays-Bas. Rodgers montre comment Ia them LO NCOUTASE hıs followers toO be
penNsee et ’actıon de uyper etaıent fondees SUur involved a ]] levels of publıc hfe, an thus
les doectrıines reformees de la souveraınete de tOo CXDTESS OChriıst’s lordshıp OVeTr a ]] CTEA-
Dıieu et de Ia gräce COMMUNE Dans le dernıer tıon. He aımed, Rodgers explaıns, combıne
chapıtre, ıl herche determıner quelle ete Trthodox relıg10us VIEeWS wıth progressıve
l’influence ınternationale de uyper, qul resitie socıal pr  e
sıgnıfıcatıve de 1LOS JOUrFS. Ilıvre offre Rodgers 3  al chapter discusses the trans-
presentatıon Courte MALS utıle de Ia U1ie el de Ia m1ıssıon of Kuyper’s iınfluence, 15 partıcu-
pensee de uyper. arly usefu to the ınternatıonal audıence hıs

book has already attracted After sketchıng
USAMMENFASSUNG out Kuyper’s influence amongst SUCCESSIVE
Das vorlıiegende uch behandelt DOTr em dıe generatıons f Dutch phılosophers, most Ota-
erziehungswissenschaftlıchen Anschauungen bly Herman Dooyeweerd, Rodgers discusses
des holländıschen Phılosophen, T’heologen, Kuyper’s Amerıiıcan influence, wıth partıcular
Journalısten und Polıtikers Abraham uyper reference to Cornelius Va  - IM Lou1s Berkhof,
(183/-1920), dessen Leistungen dıe Gründung and the Instıtute of T1SLIAN Studıies
der Freıen Unwersıtät UVO.  s Amsterdam sowLe Toronto Kuyper’s influence OU: Afrıca
der Antırevolutionäaren Parteı einschlıeßen 1Iso recelves attention, Rodgers provıng hım-
und der darüber hiInaus Premıermıinıister der self ell of the m1sapplıcatıon of
Nıederlande W:  S Rodgers zeıgt auf, daß Kuyper'’s doctrine of sphere-sovereıgnty ın
Kuypers Denken und Handeln eınem Support of the apartheıd system.
roßteı auf den reformiıerten ren UVO.  S der (G(G1ven the extent of hıs intellectual legacy,
Souveränıtät (jottes und der allgemeınen partıcularly Reformed evangelıcal C1IT-
NA: basıerte. Im etzten Kapıtel verfolgt cles, and the breadth, clarıty an! practical
der Autor das Zıel, das Ausmaß DO.  _ Kuypers sıgnıfıcance of hıs thought, uyper 18 CeT-
ınternationalem Eınflup aufzuzeıgen, der hıs taınly figure WO: of the increase atten-
heute beachtlıch ıst. Das uch hıetet eıne kurze tıon he 18 currently eNn]Joyıng. thıs
ber durchaus brauchbare ın  rung LNM renewal of ınterest, Rodgers book
Kuypers Leben und Denken valuable prelude to the INa y publıcatıons

appearıng z VCar an ext to mark the
Although thıs book 1S concerned prımarıly centenary of Kuyper’s famous oNne Lectures
wıthamKuyper’s 1deas educatıon, ıt. Calvınısm, hıch WeTe ehlvere aft. Prince-
provıdes interesting readaDble iıntro- ton 1898 It 1S nOot, however, Aase: Or1g1-
duction tOo the general of hıs hıfe nal research first-hand owledge of
an thought. uyper W as not only educa- Kuyper  s Dutch-language works, and ee

ıts rehance Ssecondary matenal of SeMN1-tıonal, S0C1a| and polıtical philosopher but
theologıan, Journalıst polıticıan. Hıs popular nature produce by Amerıcan

actıvıtıes ach]ıevements AT impressiıve, Kuyper-devotees 18 largely responsıble for
included the establishment of the TEeE ıts somewhat superficıal analysıs TaCcY

University of sterdam, commıtted to tone It remaıns useful, nonetheless, ose
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see short introduction Englısh tO the Lın seıiınem Beıtrag zuU. Kırchengeschichte als
COre of Kuyper  S intellectual legacy It Iso ıeltmehr darın, das Ausmaß der Sühne
supphes iınspıratıon to OoSse wiıt. the EVa anderen Bereıiıchen der ogmualtık, ınsbeson-

ere der Prädestinatıionslehre, Lın ezıehunggelical Reformed tradıtion who geek
sefzen. Dıies macht das uch stimulıerendrelate bıbhliıcal princıples ultural soc1al

ngagemen In the words of the British und relevant.
polıtıcıan Vıscount onypandy, who wrıtes
the forward, °1It provıdes hrıstlans publıc The question of the extent of the atonemen
lıfe wıth incentı]ıve tO proclaım the has long een theologıcal shiıbboleth the
relevance of Ur faıth tO al aspects of uman Reformed Ta  107 ıt. commonplace
actıvıty. LO define Reformed theology 1n terms of ıts

behef limıted atonement (note ıts place
eier Heslam T.ULEP) 'Thıs book, hıch 15 closely based

Huntingdon, England 'Thomas doctoral thesıs, seeks to refute LWO
pposıng Reformed STOT1ICA. stud-
1es the first an moOost promınent Ca p statıng

EuroJTh 999) 8:1, 021 O3 052 that from Calvın tO the W1SS Consensus of
1675, ere WAäaSs, apart from the Amyraldıan

T’he enofthe Atonement: controversy, unbroken Reformed COMNSEIN-
SUS the exten:' of the atonemen: ıts extenDılemma for Reformed Theology

from Calvın o the Consensus being lımıted to the elect); the second Camp 1n
Thomas varıety of WaYs statıng that there W as

divısıon between alvıns teachıng an thatCarlısle: Paternoster, 1997, D7 of hıs SUCCCSSOUIS, an! EeVvVen that Amyraut’sISBN 828 theology WAas faıthful re-ınterpretation of

RESUME Calvın urveyıng number ofReformed theo-
loglans chools OVeTr hundred and f1ıfty

lıvre de T’homas ente de ontrer QUC, ans VCar per10d, Thomas’ conclusıon 15 that from
la theologıe reformee de 1536 16/58; alors the beginnıng of the Reformed movement
qu’ıl avuaıilt SI la doctrıine de ere WerTrTe inherent an! unresovable heologı1-l’electon ıncondıtionnelle salut, CONSeN.- cal tensıons OVeTr the unıversalıty anı partıcu-
S15 semblable na DasS eti atteınt S1L. Ia QUES- arıty of the atonemen: hıch be clearly
tıon de l’etendue l’expiatıon, et QUEe la SCEEIN the controvers1ı1es and debates of the
theologıe reformee maıntenaılt ensıion tıme. such, the a1ım of 'T’homas thesıs
entre UuNe portee unıverselle et portee aAaPPCAIS tO be OTE of problematization: tO make
partıculıere de ’ wuvure Chrıst, SAarns the reader of the theologiıical complex1-
parvenır resoudre la dıfficulte. La plus tıes NuUuUances surroundıng the question
grande force lıvre sıtue DasS Aans of the extent of the atonement T’he great
presentatıon ”’hıstorvre de Ia theologıe, MALS trength ofThomas work 1S hıs insıstence not
Aans manıere de OS ıntroduırre la theolo- to TeCa the en of the atonemen:
g1e systematıque reformee, Ca  - Thomas Iıe Ia 1solated doctrine, but tOo relate ıt LO other
question etendue de l’expiatıon d’autres fundamental of Reformed doctrine for
poLınts doctrıne, partıculıer Ia doctrıine example, the ‘*two wiılls’ of God, covenant
de Ia predestinatıon. Comme tel, le Iıvre est the nNnature of God), most ımportantly the doc-
stimulant et utıle trıne of predestinatıon Thomas that

ere Was contra Armınlan1ısm) Reformed
USAMMENFASSUNG CONSEINSU: definıng election the eternal
T’homas weıst ın seiınem uch darauf hın, an! uncondı:tional selection ofcertaın PeETSONS
daß ın der reformıerten T’heologıe 91074} 1536— tO be grante faıth salvatıon. He Iso
1675, ungeachtet des OoOnsens bezüglıch der beheves that for SOINE theologıans, most
nıchtkondı:tionalen Erwählung zU. Heıl, eın noticeably Beza, the logıic of such behef
OoONnNsens bestand Lın der rage des Ausmaßes inexorably led tO behefin ımıted atonement

OWEeEeVver Thomas contention 18 thatere Wäasder Sühne. Zudem WT dıe reformıerte Theologıe
laut T’homas Uon eıner nıcht vereiınbaren- great deal of versıty elatıng predesti-
den Spannung zwıschen der unıversellen und natıon to the work of Chrnrıist (1s Christ Subor-
der spezıfıschen Dımensıon des er OChrıstı dinate tO predestinatıon V1ICEe versa?),
gekennzeıchnet. Aus der Sıcht des Rezensenten that Man Yy promınent theolog1ans includ-
besteht dıe Stärke dıeses Buches nıcht sechr ıng Bullinger anı Ursinius upheld both
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of doctrine, ONe Ca  - discern al] the ofparticular doctrine of predestinatıon and
unlimited V1ECW of atonement, and such contentı.ion formed heology, 1C
represented ‘another Reformed tradıtion AaTe Just vigorously debated oday they
(p 81) WeTeC three hundred ago So en QUCS-

Thomas finds B tensıon Calvın, argu- tıons lıke the eExte of the tonemen AaTre
discussed isolatıon from other In hısıng that hıs theology presents unstable

complexı0 opposıtorum that he held LO thesıs Thomas presents a clear theological
unıversal promi1se of the gospel-offer revealed INaD of the connectijons and relationsh1ıps

God’s voluntas sıgn (revealed wıll), an which eed to be made 1n discussıng the
belief ın God’s indivıdual election hıs volun- en of the atonemen For IM! rather than
LAS secreia (hıdden wıll) While ıt 15 possıble to demonstratıng the lack of ONSENSU! regard-
detect resolut.ion of thıs tensıon owards the ıng the extent of the atonement, Thomas the-
hıdden sıde, Thomas that ıt, W äas only 91s highliıghts the cCONsStTAN struggle wıthın
ıth Beza’s strongly supralapsarıan theology Reformed heology OVeTr firstly, the relation-
that z tensıon Was resolved adequately by sh1ıp between limıted atonemen: an the unı1-
Beza’s denıial of the unıversal promıse of versal free-offer of the Gospel; secondly, theA nature of relationshıp between the ‘twogospel offer. Thomas that the
CENTUTY, the tensıon 1s INOTE explicıt the wiılls of od’; thırdly, the infralapsarıan/
Varılo0ous deputatıons of the Synod of Dort, aN! supralapsarıan ebate; and fourthly, the rela-
155 MOST, clearly SCECI1 the Amyraldıan CONTTFO- tıonshıp between logic/deduction an paradox

hıch Thomas erediıts bringing al]] the /mystery 1n heology One TeCa which Thomas
latent inconsıstencles of the Reformed system strangely o0es not mentıon an hıch ould

a1ıd discuss1ıon the above 15 the d1ıs-tO the fore. Thomas concludes, thought SOINE-
hat dissappointingly, wiıith sıngle page ınction between COTININON STAaCE an speclal
arth an how hıs reformulatıon ofelection 1S5 STAaCEe eır relatiıonshıp to the work of

posıtıve attempt tO resolve ese nherent Chrıst the nature ofGod Ironıcally ere-
tensıions, and how Reformed theologlans fore, although Thomas’ thesıs 1sS primarıly CE1N-

tred specıfıc question wıthın specıficshoul: gıve hım careful consıderation. Indeed
ıt 15 apparen by the end of the book that per10d of hıstory (1536—1675), ould 1005

because he beheves ese difficulties LO be mend thıs book LO an yone interested 1 the
irreconcılable, Thomas wıshes LO leave S complexitıes and 1UAaNCEeEes of Reformed
theological he has een SUrveyıng theology not only around the tiıme of the
search of Ne departure Reformed eol- Reformatıion, but Reformed theology oday
O; Barth being the starıng pomınt for such
venture Daniel Strange

Thomas book 1S lucıd an hıghly stimulat- Southend-on-Sea, England
ıng an! fiıeld hıch sometımes SeenMm
rather removed dry, . 18 posıtıve

(9feature Its wıde 18 both advantage EuroJTh 1999) 8:1, 103—1 04
and dıisadvantage. Because he COVeEeTS such
wıde arca, not E whether he Christianiıty and Polıtiecs ın Doe’s
substantıate hıs claıms wıth the force he does, Lıberıa

thıs evıdence alone, and for oOSse already Giffordacquaınted wıth: TEa of hıstorıical eol- Cambrıdge: Cambrıdge UniversıityO; and ıth specıfic indivıiduals particular, Press, 1993, X V11 349
ON wonders whether they wiıll be persuaded
Dy study ofthiıs length for example, Thomas’ ISBN 0521420296
exposıtıon of Calvın only LO pages).
However ıt. 1s refreshing to SEE z whole RESUME
hıstorıcal per10 ea wıth whole, and ON Uet OUUTaSe faıt partıe des C< Etudes de
Ca  5 gaın g0o0d OVerv1leWw of the characters Cambrıdge SIL. l’ıdeologıe el la relıgıon D Zle
involved an 1ssues debated E formatıve examıne comment Ia foL chretienne ete
per10 Wıth S, mınd an notıng theır Liberia, ans la neriode de 1980 / 1990,
close relationshıp, found Thomas’ book help- SOLUS Ia dıctature Samuel Doe L’auteur

monftre fondamentalısme qul na rıen faıtnot much plıece of historical eol-
Ö but excellent EeNtTry iınto Reformed DOUFr s’opposer FraUuUageS d’un regıme
systematıcs. Because he relates the question ce sorte de chrıstianısme na DasS
of the extent of the atonement LO er apporte grand-chose DOUFr qul CONCerTNie le
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renouvellement de la socıete. monftre l’ımpor- portraya of the returned slave sıtuatıion ıth
ance de ımplıcatıon amerıcaıne, caracterısee preponderance of Chrıstians, Gifford Iso

la fOLS DUar des desseins ımperialıstes et UNe sensıtises the reader TO the Varılıous denomina-
ınsensıbılıte de Ia part des mMmLıSsSLIiONNALFeES Ia tiıonal bodies Of al] the maınlıne churches
culture, l’econom.ıe et la Justıce. Une etude Gifford indicates that the Roman Catholic
quı appe fort el Vaul la peINE f  etre Iue communıty, an partıcularly certaın of ıts

leaders, Was the mMOsSt actıve opposiıng Doe’s
USAMMENFASSUNG destructive policıes Gifford draws attention
Dıiıe vorlıegende Studıe, eıl der Cambrıdge to the educatıonal sSoc1la|l INSTILUTLIONS the

hurches developed—some as Jomt ventures,Studıes ın eology and elıgıon), untersucht,
welche Rolle der CHhrıstilıiıche Glaube ın Lıberıia others 1ın opposıtıon tO OoONne another, thus
während der atilur DVO.  e Samuel Doe ın den exacerbatıng the Tragmentation of church
JahrenOgespıelt hat. aul Gifford communıtıes anı emphasısing the indıyvıdual.
führt einen undamentalısmus DVUOFr 1Sm of western sentıment.

Wıth few exceptions, Gifford portrays theAugen, der weder Aazu beigetragen hat, den
Verwüstungen durch eın korruptes egıme evangelıcal hurches OMNISNOOTS manıfes-
entgegenzuwirken, och dıe Erneuerung der atıons of American fundamentalısm. Due tO
Gesellschaft fördern. Gıifford zeıgt zudem evangelıcalısm's SOo-Calle: antıpathy tOo polhiti-
das Ausmaß des amerıkanıschen Einflusses cal Involvement, Gifford’s matenal|l ındıicates

0S OTa wıthdrawa from engagıng
Absıcht als uch ın eıner mıssıionarıschen
auf, der sıch sowochl ın eıner ımperıialıstischen the polıtical Gıifford, fact,
Unsensıbilıtät gegenüber ultur, Wırtschaft evangelicalısm’s tacıt Support for the status
und Fragen der Gerechtigkeıt äußerte. Diıe QUO, be ıt for Tubman an Tolbert earlier O:
Studıe trıfft eınen hart, ıst ber auf jeden all for Doe durıng hıs rule between 198090
lesenswert. (see hıs conclusıon 145)

The final chapter, “T’he Geopolitical
'T ’hıs book, jJust under 35() ages, offers Context’ p 231-—285) g1]ves brjef but pıthy
another sıgnıfıcant study of how Christian COM MEeNTS about varıous i1deologıes which
faıth 1sS approprılated the Afrıcan context ave fed the relig10us mındsets discussed
The study Iso complements the works of earlhier the book Gifford observes that the

‘bıbhical Christianity’ espoused by Man YyOU: Afrıcan theologıans Charles ılla-
Vıcenc1ı1o0 John de Gruchy who ave COIMN- Christians—both natiıonal expatrıate—
rıbuted tOo the Same serles. The work 1S Lıberı1a, was essentıaally amalgam of
analysıs an crıtique of the church’s passıvıty Christian motifs the values and os of

socıal polıtics an ofAmerican imperlalısm Middle Amerı1ca’ that the Biıble was being
Liıberia sed LO further econOomı1cC political ends

(pThe book consısts of ıntroduction, G1X
Maın chapters, conclusion, select bıbliog- Whıiıle the aptly deseribes the ontent
raphy index. or‘! marshals varı- ıt. o0es not indıicate the wıder usefulness ofthe
eLy of SOUTCES hıs footnotes AaTre extensıve. study ıt 1sS possıble that the book could
Chapter ONe outlines the hıstorıcal setting, thus be overlooked 'T’hıs ould be unfortunate

because Gıifford’s book needs LO be read ıtsketching Liberla’s beginnıings, the rule of
early leaders, especlally Presiıdents Tubman needs be discussed al the wıdest levels, but
1944—71) Tolbert (  1-8 who effec- especlally m1ss1ıons evangelism study
tıvely get, the for Doe’s COUPD IR  etat programmes—whether OnNne ultımately
an hıs ten yVCar re1gn of ETTOT. 'The of ıth hım not. 1t 1S5 not book for the

faınthearted ultrasensıtiıve, however. It 1Sthe chapter deals ıth Doe’s actıvıtiıes during
the per10d under Tev1lew Varlıous reactions rıtical of the church all ıts factions; ıt. 1s
LO hıs rule oTr‘ g1ves host of fascınating damnıng ıts cer1ıt1que of America’s polhitical
facts figures about Liberia ıts hıfe ınvolvement ıts fundamentalism; ıt. oes
under Doe FYFurther, chapter OIlle helps the not offer posıtıve Sstrategy for the church’s
reader LO conceptualıse the extent of role soclety. glad read the book

though, and recommend ıt.American influence 1n Lıberi1a— a ma)]or
theme pomt of er1tic1ısm the book

The next four chapters 2-5) deal wıth the
churches theır dıfferent emphases wıt. Jim Harrıs
Liıberian ocıety Startıng ıth brief Cape Town, South Afrıca
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02uroJTh 1999) 105 106 Sets Out the methodology and Justificatıon of
the study ase sugges that ese Lwo theo-

Seripture iın the Theologıes of oglans exemphıfy fundamental tensıon that
Pannenberg nd D Bloesch ex1ısts all understandıng of Scrıipture

'Thıs tensıon elates LO the determmiınıngzHasel cıple of rom eI0w Trom above’ (p anFrankfurt Maın eier Lang, 1996
337 M36 pb ISBN 363149264292 ıterated 256)

Followıngz ıntroduct.on SIXTYy Pase
OVEerV1eEeEW of the WaYy theolog1ans ave sed

RESUME crıpture theology 'T hıs SUrVCY from
Voıcı etude utıle des DOLNIS de U de the formatıon through the Enlızghtenment
Pannenberg et de Bloesch SuU Eerıiıture sSsaınte tO the current day, settıng the to
.Dres EXPDOSE SUur "emploL: de l’Eerıture introduce annenberg and Bloesch ase
saınte (MAns l’hıstoirre, Frank ase deerıt eals ıth Luther Calvın an wınglı an
et herche evaluer le pOo1ın de UU de then ouches Evangelıcalısm LC-
Pannenberg, DULS celu. de Bloesch nteres- sentatıves of the from above posıtıon KFor the
Sanl leurs Dre  €S Y“rom e 1I0W VIie ase offers the ıghten-

Uvrage comporte excellente bıblıog ment an Neo TENOdOX phılosophıes and
raphıe et de nombreuses nNnOotLes est etude  Z theologıes Accordıng LO ase Enlıghten-
ınteressante QUE ase pren des ment ıdeas rooted Kant and fine-tuned by
exemples caracterıstıques de hermeneutıque Troeltsch Semler Gabler an elerTr-
(< bas 3} et << de l’hermeneutıque aut D} macher prepared the WaYV for Barth an 1Ne0O-
’un DasS Louft faıt €< ıberal 3} et l’’autre rthodoxy Apprecıuatıng that the chapter
<< evangelıque orıgınal D} Lies bıbliotheques ıntroduct.ion tO the I1a thrust of the book
theologıiques devraıent ınclure lıvre Aans cannot help but that ase has onNne
leur collectıon ın)ustıice arth the WaY that he

eals wıt Barth’s use of Scripture es-

USAMMENFASSUNG (p 86) ıT not Certamly ase 0es
Hasels uch ıst OLNLE gute Studıe Pannen- SIVEC reasonable SUMIMAaTL Y of the EeESsSsENCE of
ergs und Bloeschs Schriftverständniıs Im arth crıpture On MOST f these iıntroduc-
Anschluß e1LNnen hıstorıschen UÜberblick LOTYV the footnotes take much
ber dıe theologıische Verwendung der Schrıft the tLext, thıs where the volumınous
beschreıbt und bewertet ran (aSsSe: zunächst footnotes become problem the INass of
annenbergs, annn Bloeschs Schriftverständ- bıbhographical ınformatıon enNn! to obscure
LE dıe dıesem jeweıls zugrundelıegen- the descr1ıption rıt1que Drawıng N-
den Voraussetzungen Die Studıe enthält L10N TO the lıterature avalılable nOot the
eLNe ausgezeıichnete Bıblıiographie diıscussıon ıtself
umfangreıc Fußnoten Sıe ıst ınteressanil Now to the INa. chapters nnenberg
ınsofern als Hasel Repräsentanten der and Bloesch ase begıns each chapter Dy
unteren und oberen Hermeneutik gewählt Q1V1IN. brief ıntroduct.ion tO the theolog1ans
hat der eLNeEe Vertreter ıst nıcht eigentlıch themselves eır ettungs Then, by
iberal der andere en abweıchender Evan- analysıs partıcularly of theır systematıc the-
gelıkaler Theologısche Bıblıiotheken ollten ologıes but Iso eır er WTI1C1N:| ase

deser1bes theır concept ofcrıpture under thedas uch ıhre Sammlung aufnehmen
headıngs of OrT1g1N, nature uUusSe of SCrNpP-

OSe studyıng the doctrine of crıpture ture After S each theolog1an theologıcal
peclally 1ts usSe theology, whether engagıng and anthropologıical presuppos1ıt1o0ns AT get,
wıth Pannenberg Bloesch not shoul forth
readE: book 'The footnotes and bıblıography Pannenberg, ase claıms o0es not ormal-
alone ATe IMPTESSIVC g1vVve indıcatıon of IKI> hıs Vie of crıpture prolegomena
the extent ofHasel’s study 'The text reads ell Rather he ses CX throughout hıs works
an ONe not havıng struggle wıth the ‘hiıstorıca SOUTCEeS (p 104 The theologı1-
complıcate of includıng the refer- cal presuppos1ıt1ons influencıng Pannenberg

ıthın the text One needs tO remember include hıs concept of God 1e of force
however, that thıs boo originated (p 130) which structured along trınıtarıan
OCILOTA. dissertation nd ı published wıthout nes (p 132) Pannenberg’s VIE  < of hıstory
changes. influenced Dy the philosophıcal insıghts of

'The first pPases typıcal of dissertation ege Diılthey and Collıngwood (p 138)
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Self-transcendence (p 145), the 1V1Ne e  eter- la theologıe d’Irving nıt la theologıe [  an-
nal presence’ (p 148) ımagınatıon related thropologıe qQUE l’incarnatıon est UU
to feelıng (ef. Schleiermacher) (p 150) ATrTe le lıeu 0OU Dıeu le 2ıls repare nOoLre
iıncCcliude 1n Pannenberg’s anthropological defaıllance humaıne ans P’obeissance Dieu,presupposıtions. rendant obeissance parfaıte Dıeu le

WKor Bloesch, Hasel maıntaıns, Scripture 1sS Pere Dar Ia DULSSANCE du Saıint-Esprit.inextricably linked to Christ, anı 15 therefore est UNe etude stımulante, quı 478} seule-
‘sacramental’ (p 181) Bloesch’s oncept of ment faıtProgresser notre comprehensıion de la
God 1s that of ‘transcendence’ (p 203) but pensee d’Irving, MAaLS AuUssı OUS ıncıte
includes personal diımens1ıon’ (p 209), thus

’incarnatıon.
reflechır NOUveail Ia sıgnıfıcatıon de

emphasısıng the role of ‚Jesus revelation.
Hiıstory, for Bloesch, 1S the ‘vessel of eternıty'
(p 206), but 15 ranshıstorical’ oesch’s US  'ASSUNGanthropological VvIews PreSsupPPOSEC the qualıi-
tatıve dıfference between G0d’ Be:i Graham MeFKFarlanes Werk handelt

sıch eıne Untersuchung des eıtrags desthe total depravıty of humankınd’ (p 210) schottischen T’heologen E dward rvıng (19'T’he final chapter 18 ONe of evaluation Jahrhundert) UNnserenm. Verständnis derconclusıon. Here Hasel S the Trınıtat und der Inkarnatıon. MeFKarlaneSstren:  S weaknesses of the CONCEDPTS of
Scripture the theologıes ofPannenberg weıst darauf hın, daß TULNgS T’heologıe eıne
Bloesch ase ma)Jors INOTe the weak- Integrati:on UO.  - Z heologıe und Anthropologıe

erreıchlt, ındem SiLe dıe Inkarnatıon als denNesses than the Stren:  S, WHor Hasel, both Moment auffaßt,. da Gott, der Sochn,theolog1ans ave Tunctional use of SCN1P-
tur: (p 256), Eeven though they start from menschlıches Versagen, ott gehorchen,
diıfferent perspectives. ase belhieves that ne1l- wıedergutmacht, ındem Gott, dem Vater,
ther theolog1an has developed °consıstent muıttels der Kraft des Heılıgen Geıstes ollkom

Mmenen menschlichen horsam eıstet.VIEW ofScripture’ (p 259) Nor 18 he convınced MecHFarlanes uch ıst eıne anregendethat theır understanding ofScripture’s Or1g1n, Untersuchung, dıe nıcht nLuUur eiınem besserenNatiLure and uUusSe 15 derıved from Scripture 1LsSe
(p 291) Verständnis vDVO Irvıngs Denken beıträgt,

'The book’s usefulness for students of the sondern dıe Uuns darüber hiınaus herausfor-
doctrine of Scripture has een eferred tOo dert, dıe Bedeutung der Inkarnatıon

überdenken.already Obvıously the book has value for
those studyıng eıther Pannenberg Bloesch
Certammly theological hbrarıes shoul|: include ÖOne of the encouragıng S1gNSs contemporary
thıs theır collection. systematiıc theology 1s ogreat re-biırth of

do, however, question whether disserta- interest the tradıtional doctrines of the
Irmity the Incarnation. Many theologi-tıon should be publıshed as 15 wıthout
ans WOTr. thıs Held ave shaken offtf theediting. old hberal ıdea that these doctrines ATe sımply

James Harrıs the result of the ımposition of TEee meta-

Cape Town, South Afrıca physıcs uDOoN the sımple ethıcal unıtarıanısm
taught by Jesus Hımself an! ave COINE to
apprecıate that ese doctrines fact he al
the V heart of the Chriıstian faıth and gıveEuroJTh 1999) 8:1,  .. 106—-107 H.27 ıt shape coherence.

Among the eaders of thıs renalssance
Chriıst and the Spırıt TEeAa Brıtain has een Professor Colin

cFarlane untifon ofKıing’s College London an Graham
MeFarlane work, which Wäas orıgınallyCarlisle: Paternoster Press, 1996,

204 pb, ISBN Doctoral thesis supervısed DYy Professor
unton, 18 exploratıion of the contrıbution
LO understandıng of the Irmiıty theRESUME Incarnation made by the 19th CeENtUryL/’ouvrage de Graham cYariane est etude Scottish theolog1ıan Edward Irvine

de l’weuvre du theologıen eCOsSsals du Edward Irving has until quıte recentlysıecle Edward Irving, DOUr OUS aıder een regarde Vıctorlan eccles1i1astical
comprendre conceptıon de Ia Trınıte el de oddity, promısıng Presbyterian preacherl’incarnatıon. MecHFarlane ente de Ontrer qQUe who went off the raıls through hıs interest
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hat would NO call charısmatıiıc renewal uman condıtıon an renders perfect human
hıs behef that Christ had fallen uman obedience LO Hıs Father through Hıs relatıon-
nature, an hıs convıctıon that the miıllen- shıp TO Hım the Spirıt
11UIMN wWäas Just around the COrnNner OWeEever In hıs exposıtıon of Irving’s heology
the ımportance of Irvine hought has LO MecFarlane demonstrates the g between
een reassessed by number of eolog1ans Irvine — hought an that of hıs mentor
includıng 5  r/ Barth an Colin -untion Samuel Taylor Coler1dge an Iso ShOws how
1T has COINE tO be realısed that he Wäas fact 1T elates LO the thinkıng of of other

ımportant eologıan from whom ave theolog1ans ancıent an modern includıng the
much LO learn appadocıan Fathers TI1Iederıc. Schleier-

macher and John Macmurray oug.According tO Dr MecFarlane hat makes
Irving particularly signıificant that hıs cFarlane book Ve: COINN-

SPONSC the fact that hıs day the doctrines pressed style that not always CasS Y LO follow
ofthe Trmity anı the Incarnatıon WeTEC eiıng 1T orth perseverıng wıth because hat he
increasıngly deemed iırrelevant 1NCTEAS- has SaYy extremely ımportant not sımply
ingly undermined’ (p wAas not to abandon because 1T contrıbutes to OU: understandıng of
them but tLO produce ınstead esh an CTEA- the heology of Edward Irvine but INOTE

LIve aCccount of the relationshıp between them importantly, because 1T presents wıth
which g1ves PIrODCI place LO the Biıblhical coherent and stimulatıng of how
teachıng about the role of the Holy Spirıt and Man relate LO each other Christ
MecFarlane puts 1T Irving of ınterest through the of the Holy DIrı an how

thıs fulfils 0od’s orıgınal iINntTtenL10N at creatıonbecause he holds ogether hıs doctrine of the
incarnatıon such WaY make of It challenges those wıt. the Laberal tradı-
the Spirıt’s place the redemptive AT t1ıonn the late ampe wh. cConNniras
1ves (p the ıdea that T1S Wäas SCHNULNEC human

MecFarlane aCCount of how Irving oes beıng empowered by the Spirıt wıth the Tradı-
tional doctrine of the Incarnatıon On thez falls IntO TEeE parts 00. successively

al Irving's doctrine of God hıs doctrine of hand ıT Iso challenges 0OsSe wıthın the Evan-
human beıng, then finally hıs doctrine of gelical Ta  10 whi SEE the PUTrDOSC of the
the pPersonN of T1S 'T ’he 164011 for S 1Incarnatıon wiıt. legal paradıgm an! VICW

trı-partıte tructure demonstrate how the work of T1S prımarıly terms of Hıs
earıng the legal penalties for neglectingIrving’s understandıng of the person ofChrıist
the Biblical teaching that Christ Camle to 1EC-draws uponNn hıs understandıng of the nature

of God and Man an of the relatıonshıp reate en human nature from the insıde by
between them OVeETrCOMMNS the disobedience ofAdam through

'T be INOTE specıfic, cFarlane’s basıc Hıs OWI)l perfect obedience
thesis that accordıng tLO Irving. One thıng that dıd otrıke however Wäas

the absence cFarlane > work of ınter-understan:! and ourselves tOo the egree
aCct1ıon ıth the work ofBiblical scholars 'T '’hısuUunderstan! the Son and the Spirıt" (p 5)

'Thiıs because lıke the mature arth of the not er1ıt1icısm of cFarlane S111Ce he obvı-
Church Dogmatıcs Irving sets out heology ously had LO lımıt hıs work al SOINE poınt

anthropology ü centred uponNn it perfectly legıtimate sımply to sShow how
the truth about God that has een made Irving elates to the T1ST1AN theologıcal

tradıtıon evertheless 1T o0es highlıght theknown through the ıncarnatıon an!B
truth CONCETTNS the relationshıp of the Son tLO perenn1al danger that sSystematıcl1ans an
the Father through the HolyD Biblical scholars IMa Yy cdifferent worlds

In Irving's VIeE  S hat learn from the not engage wıth ONe another’s work TOM
the evıdence that MeFarlane presents 1Trevelatıon ofod ] Chrıst witnessed LO by clear that Irving himself rooted much not allthe New Testament that ıthın the being of

God HımselfGod the Son Q1VeS perfect CXPTITECS- of hıs theology bıbhlıcal hıs
S1071 to the ll of God the Father through the V1S101 LO ultımate convıctıon hıs
aCtıV1Ly of God the oly Spiırıt wh. unıtes needs tOo be serutinısed the hlıght of

current understandıngs of the texts upDoN_Nnthem both Human eings who ATe made hıch he draws Perhaps Dr cFrarlane m1gthe of the Son are he SaVysS hkewınse
intended be bedient to the will of God be persuaded TtO produce another book 00.
through the of the Spirıt Their faılure at. S,
to do made g0o0d the incarnatıon Martın Davıe
which God the Son enters INTO OUT fallen London England
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EuroJTh 1999) 8:1, 108—109 02 (accordıng to the recent ATa software).
Assessments n ‘the best introduction LO the
OoOUuUr spe ave geen’ oddJohn—Evangelıst and Interpreter

Smalley T’he Expository Tıimes (1979), 98) anı the
Carhsle: Paternoster Press, 1998 (2nd subsequen reprints 1985, 1988, 19992 and
ed.), XVIll 340 PP, ISBN 8923 1994 reflect that the book has found out-

standıng place the ast Lterature
Gospel. However, addıtıona quota-USAMMENFASSUNG tiıons from prevı1ous reviewers Ma y shed lıghtre ach dem Erscheinen der ersten SOINE problems already present the

Auflage präsentıert Smalley eıne omplett first edıtiıon, problems hıch e revlewers
überarbeıtete Neuauflage seınes weıtverbreı- CYVYCS remaın the 1819 dıtıon.
eien erkes. Der äußere Anscheın ze problem ZONe of Johannıne tudıes 1S5 the
anstelle 0“O. sechs apıteln, 340 anstelle UVO. amoun: of recent hterature an the question285 Seıten, rund 175 eCUEC bıblıographısche
Eınträge, eın Lın der ersten Auflage vermiıßtes

how tOo COPDEC wıth i Interestingly, odd the

detaıllıertes täuscht
above C1Te rev1leWw saıd that ‘Smalley has

Inhaltsverzeichnıts) mastered ast amoun: of recent hteratur:
darüber hınweg, daß substantıell LUr dıe and fornelse should read the work
Eınleitung und eın Drittel des sıebten apıtels LO keep abreast of current thought St

sınd, wober dıeses Driuttel mıt nU. sıeben John.’ Quite dıfferent 1S rady's verdıct ur
Seıten ZUTFT Anwendung Iıterarıscher Methoden LO thıs revliewer that those atters
ın der Johanneıschen orschung dıesem whereın agreement 1s aqalmost unanımous,einflußreichen Forschungszweıg schwerlıch o0es we On the of ohannıne stuches
gerecht wırd. Dıe zweıte Auflage bleıbt W1Le where ere has een consıderable develop-dıe ersie eıne gute konservatıve Eınnleitung ment 1ın the last five9the author 1S weak.
LMS Johannesevangelıum mıl deutlıchem Provıded the book 1S sed ıth SeNes of INOTE
Schwerpunkt auf hıstorıschen ragen und recent artıcles, ıt ould be helpful to OSe
wenıger ausführlıchen Anmerkungen begınnıng ohannıne studıes hıch perhapsden wıichtıigsten theologıischen emen des ould the PUrDOSC of thıs author In
Johannesevangelıums. ure m1g offer hıs abılıty tO

present clear form the results of the INOTe
RESUME recent work the Fourth Gospel.’
Vıngt ans apres la parutıon de celt OUUTAaßLe, quı O’Grady CEBQ 41 (1979), 499)
es  { largement repandıu, Smalley remanıe The Ne edıtiıon 1S complete revıs1ıon.
’ensemble DOUTF realıser nouvelle edıtion. oOu 175 addıtiıona tıtles the bıblıography

changement est bord orme. le lıvre (about of which WeTe publıshed 1976
comporte dıx chapıtres Iıeu de sıx precedem- earher) stıfy to the fact that Smalley has
ment, 340 lıeu de 2895, envUıron 175 worked hard al the hterature ont Another
references bıblıographıiques ont Q  \Q) ajoutees, Warmly welcomed formal feature that pOosi-
ınsı qgu’une table des maktıeres detaıllees. tıvely dıstingulshes the Ne edıtıon from ıts
Maıs cec] cache le faıt qQUE seuls ’introduction predecessor 1sS the detaıled of contents
et ters du septieme chapıtre sont substan- Comparıson of the Ne  < ontent wıth the old
tiellement ddıtıon septıieme shows the followıng interesting eature:
chapıtre (Lımıtee sept pages rend. guere formally, the 1815 book contaıns ten OVeTr

Justıce utılısatıon de odes Iıtteraıres agaınst S1X chapters the 1st ed But only
qul Joue de TLOS Jours röle ımportant Aans 1/3 hapters contaın101materaal the
la recherche Johannıque. Cette deuxıeme short first chapter hıch desecr1bes the full
edıtıon est, OITLINLE Ia premiere, bonne cırcle of ohannıne studıies drew the QUECS-
ıntroduct:on conservatrıce l’Evangıle de tıon of Jo  S and the ynoptıics from
‚Jean. L’auteur s’attache sSsurtout Ia discus- ependence to independence, and back tO
sSıon des questions hıstorıques el des AT *- dıfferent forms of ependence OPCNNESS
QUES MOLNS substantıelles SIL les themes S area), the short fırst part of chapter
theologiques les plus ımportants du quatrıeme the impac of lıterary methods
Evangıle .Johannıne studıes It 1s at thıs pomınt where

the problem of recent trends ohannıne
enty a9Q0O, the Lirst edıtıon ofthıs book scholarshıp, already perceıved the 1978
Wäas generally posıtıvely rece1ved. No less edıtıon, clearly ınto focus: whether ONNe
than Journals pu  e reviews book hkes ıt. not, SINCEe Culpepper Anatomy of
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the Fourth Gospel narratıve erıtic1sm has een 00. forward tLO be deseribed INOTE
the most ımportant e influence .Johan- profound WAaY.
nıne studies, an tOo spend merely Thiıs reviewer concludes that students of

thıs Tea thıs reviewer ar regard ‚John’s spewhi ATe lookıng for introduc-
adequate book from conservatıve viewpomnt ıth
All the er parts of the 2nd ed present clear emphasıs historical questions and

the SAaINe ontent the Hhirst edıtıon, although wh do not already POSSCSS the 1st ed wıll
sometımes slıghtly dıfferent order (be- the 2Ind ed helpful gulde introduc-

of the lack of detaıijled of ontent tıon which Days equal attentiıon lıterary anı
the 1st ed 0)01% has to O through ıt page by theologıcal questions, and attempts IF9) clarıfy

pase order to Out whiıich parts 1st rther theır speclal relatıon tO story
ed which parts of the 2nd) One finds John’s Gospel, rema1ıns LO be wrıtten
references tO recent contrıbutions MAany
footnotes of the 2nd ed., but Smalley’s OW. Raıner Behrens
approach remaıns basıcally changed he Cheltenham, England

for three MO which includes
that (4:;) the apostle Jo  S 1S the Beloved
Disciple who moved from Jerusalem EuroJTh 1999) 8 09—] 02
Ephesus, where he w äas teachıng OU: ‚Jesus
independently from the ynoptics, but aCCOrd- The Mark of the Spırıt?
ıng COINIMNOIN tradıtion supplemented by
informatıon from hıs OWI)1 SOUTCES (2.) ese

Charısmaltıc Critique of the Toronto
Blessingtradıti]ons WEeTeEe put ınto wrıtten form by Petersen edıtordiscıples, an (3:) after death anı the OCarlısle: Paternoster Press, 1998,addıtiıon of the prologue an ch ‘”}

epılogue the Gospel WAas publıshed by the 121 ISBN &61
Johannıne uUurc. at Ephesus the of RESUMEthe book SaVYysS, Smalley SEES John both
evangelıst and interpreter, who Was both CVe lıvre examıne le phenomene qu’est  . Ia
faıthful LO historical Ta  102 an capable of benedıection de T oronto, experience charıs-
profound theologıcal interpretatıon. As the matıque partıe de Toronto 171995 et quı
1st ed the emphasıs remaıns strongly hıs- ensulte faıt le Lfour du monde. Les quatre

auteurs apportent chacun contrıb ıutıon DOUFtorıcal questions, although CVETITYV mportant
theologıcal question 1S iıntroduced chapter repondre / l’ouvrage de Mark Stibbe quı

“John terpreter But erıtique from consıdere la Benedıiction de Toronto COIMTIMNe

Prevı10us reviewers thıs TEeCAa remaıns valıd prelude quı peut devenır reveıl
O’Grady, aTrt cıt. aC. christological mondıal.
questions Smalley oes not INOVEeEe beyond the

USAMMENFASSUNGchrıstological tıtles; ysar ın JBL (1980),
149 Smalley shows S1gZNS of rea back Das vorliegende uch untersucht das Aano0-
halcedonıan problems ınto Gospel) des Toronto-Segens, eıner charısmalı-

Another crıtique 18 worth mentı.on1ıng schen Erfahrung, dıe, ausgehen UVO.  - Toronto
LIM ahr 19965, Verbreıtung ber dıe gesamltebrıefly In Barre VIECW hat Smalley 18

doing 1sS defense (!) of the soundness of the Welt erfahren hat er der vıer Autoren
OU: evangelıst” He goCS ‘A defense, steuert Je eıiınen Aufsatz beı eınem Buch,
however, that ea the proposıtıon (p 178) das eıne engagıerte Reaktıon ıst aufdas Werk
that “some parts of narratıve ATe tO be UO.  - Mark Stibbe, der Toronto als räludıum
interpreted historical evel, others eıner möglıchen weltweıten Erweckung

theologıcal level” makes the WOTS of auffaßt.
both worlds and o0€es not do Justice LO the
profundıty ofthe evangelıst' Barrett 'T ‘hıs book 18 frontal assault Tımes of
30 (1979), 537) Thıs Ser10us crıtique 1S5 Refreshing (Marshall Pickering, Mark
taken the 2Ind ed merely Dy alterıng the Stibbe’s defense of the Toronto phenomenon

hıs assertion that it, 1S5 the first Sıgn ofsentence question the followıng WaYyY
“John’’s narratıve IMa y be interpreted al comıng ‘tfourth wave’ 1C wıll resul
hıstorical, ell theological, level.’ 2nd global revıval. The four contrıbuting essayısts
ed., 210 'T’hıs only sShows that the relatıon- chare St1  e’s assoclatıon wiıt. Shefheld
sh1ıp between hıstory heology 1S still Universıity epartmen: of Biıiblhical Studies
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hıs charısmatic convıctjons. They do not 'Thıs book 15 thoughtful pıece an wiıll
however endorse hıs VIEeWS the Toronto devotees of the both LO reflect.
Blessing (IB hereafter). theır experıences and LO reconsıder theır

the first OYV! Petersen es apologetic for ıt It should be saıd however
1sSsue ıth St1  e’'s contentıon that the that the authors don really grapple wıth the
‘“ecstatıic’ phenomena assoclated wıth the Toronto experiıence beyond the level of
1sS (G0d’s WaVYV ofmeetıing essentially ecstatıc the outward ecstatıc phenomena which the
culture In eSSEeINCE he that Paul dıd not Aırport Viıneyard Church regarde merely
PTrODOSEC CSTLaSy the Corinthlan church human FreSsSPONSCS TLO the Their endeavours
the answer LO the needs of the ecstatıc culture Iso hıghlight the diıfhculties which scholars,1n OM1n In Petersen’s 1e W the ecstatiıc clergy Jaıty alıke find attempting LO
phenomena by anı large OCCUTr charısmatic analyse an authenticate Christian exper1-churches where the chentele ave already CeINCeEe whether ıt be the T. Rwanda, Keswick,een oftened to point of responsıveness. Cursıillo, Anglo-Catholic mystıcısm the

In the second Mark Smiath questions hberal 180721 Church feel-gz0ood factor
Stibbe’s “TChıs 1s hermeneutic. In partıcu-
lar he challenges Stibbe’s prophetic ınterpre- ıge Scotland
tatıon of Ezekıiel 4{ setting out four Cheltenham, Englandstaged pattern of revıval of which the Ca  .
be understood the Fourth Wave
(stage early Pentecostalism, stage early EuroJTh 1999) 8:1, 10 O2charısmatic movement, S John
ımber 'Thır: ave Stibbe Justifies hıs ohn Newton and the Evangelıcalhermeneutic the basıs of the New Testa- Tradıtlıonment authors’ mıdrashic usSe ofOld Testament Hiındmarshprophecıes. Smith counters that because the
New Testament wrıters ATr unconcerned ıth Oxford Clarendon, 1996, 366 H  9
the orıgınal of the Old Testament thıs ISBN 826379
oes notJus us ın being unconcerned wıth
aul’s orıgınal RESUME

the thırd Vıyvyıen Calver examınes Dans celt OUUTAaSLEe, Bruce Hındmarsh etudıe la
ecstatıc laughter 1C Stibbe hımself Uie et z  l’eeuvre de ohn Newton, quı futpasteur
desecribes 'extraordinary'. Calver serut1- de ’Eglıse Anglıcane ans l’Angleterre du

XVIUI“ sıecle. Il consıdere Froıs momentsn]ıses laughter as ıt Occurred the Great
Awakening 1n New England an under decısıfs dans les Jeunes annees de Newton
esley Neıther, 1ın hıs VIEeW, supporte conversıon 1748, SO  - acceptatıon du
ecstatıc laughter. The rest ofhıs chapter 18 calvınısme 1754 et SO  S ordınatıon
extended discussıion oflaughter the Old 175 Hındmarsh etudıe le calvınısme de
New Testaments Many of the references tO Newton de anıere detaillee et le presente
laughter he demonstrates are MOC. COIMIMIMe theologien essent:ellement pratıque
laughter The only the whole Bıble, el pastoral. A} ömontre QUEe Newton ete

hıs vleW, hıch predicates the laughter of << evangelıque ınclusıvıiste 3} et QUE SO  > T-
Christians 15 Luke 2 ture faıt de [z UunNe fıgure patrıarcale. est

'T’he 5  al ontrıbution examınes the valıd- aLınsı devenu amı eft conseıller de
1ty of the 'Waıt See Gamaliel Principle

et au-deläa.
nombreux evangelıques de la cıte de Londres

hıch Stibbe urges erıterion for assessingthe Here Jo  S Lyons makes the poınt that
Luk: ses Gamahiel solely for the 1Te4s0on that US  'ASSUNGhe TS hat he wants hıs readers of the Bruce Hındmarsh untersucht Lın der vorlıegen-cts of the Apostles TLO hear, namely tha  e the den Studıe Leben und Werk ohn Newtons,church wıll not be overthrown 'Thiıs o0es not dem anglıkanıschen Geistlichen deshowever, he contends, Jus adopting ahrhunderts. Er geht dabe: auf rel bedeu-thıs princıple to scrutinıse the valıdıty of tende Wendepunkte auUs ewtons emthe er mMoOovemen: Indeed, he
sShows that Luther INOTEe recent theologi-

Mannesalter ein, nämlıch seıne Bekehrung
ave eschewed thıs use of the Gamahiel

UO.  < /48, seıne nnahmıe des Calvinismus UO  S
1754 sowLie seıne Ordınatıon UVO.  < 14757 Hınd-prıncıple valıd test for assessıng marsh hbıetet eıne detaıllıerte UntersuchungChristian movements phenomena. UVO.  S ewtons Calvinismus und stellt iıh als
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eıiınen 1L wesentlıchen praktısch und pastoral ‚ON Was inclusıve evangelıcal' who
embraced all who shared the heart ofveranlagten T’heologen UO.  < Er zeıgt auf, daß

Newton eın inklusıiver Evangelıkaler" War, evangelıcal doectrine. Hiındmarsh makes
dessen Aufgeschlossenheit ıhn eıiıner patrı- Convıincıng Case that ONM of ewton’s great
archalen Fıgur machte, dıe für vıele Evangelı- contrıbutions WAas an ea of evangelıcal
khale ın London Un darüber hinaus eınem catholicity”
Freund und Berater wurde. 'Thıs 1s scholarly but ucC]I! aCCount which

adds consıderably LO OUuUTr knowledge f Newton
Bruce Hindmarsh’s study ofJohnon1S an hıs ımpact the earlier evangelıca
scholarly but readable account of Newton’s movement 'The book wıll be of iınterest both
lıfe wıth strong emphasıs hıs theology. the SEr10Us tudent of eighteenth century
Drawn from hıs OCTILOTA. research the wrıter eccles1astical hıstory an tO oOSsSe ıth INOTE
has drawn rich eıns of prımary SOUTCE general iınterest the earher evangelıcal
matenal. movement

Hındmars examınes TEeE signıfıcant
urnıng poınts Newton’s early manhood: hıs ıge COTLlaAn:
conversıon 17/48, hıs acceptance of alvın- Cheltenham, England
1SmM 1n 1754 hıs ordınatıon 1A7 New-
ton CaInle reluctant CONvert toO Calyınısm
but hıs predestinarılan convıct]ıons WeTI'e EuroJTh 1999) 8 ] r
strengthened through hearıng Whitefield
preach at the Tabernacle to 9,000 people. Dıbdın and the Englısh
Before hıs ordınatıion on Wäas part of Establıshment
cırcle of Baptıst Calvınısts, N: them John Sunderland
Rylands Jun10r whose supralapsarıan VIEWS Bıshop Auckland: 'The Pentland Presshe contested. Newton wWäas not hıgh Calvın-
ıst; eehıs preachıng Was evangelıstic Limited, 1995, 109 Z 1:00;
often made uUusSe of xhortatıons toO SINNETS. In ISBN 304
fact Hındmars shows that for all hıs RESUMEgrappling wıth doctrinal volumes ONn WAas

egsentially practical and pastora theolo- Ce lıvre raconte la U1Lie de Sır Lewiıs Dıbdın
quı fut oyen de la COLTF supreme "Eglıseafiändmarsh g1ves detaıled insıghts ınto glıcane Angleterre de 7903 1934

fonctıon SOUS l’autorıte des archevequesNewton’s mınıstry at Olney an! atier at St,
Mary Woolnoth the cıty of London In the Benson, Davıdson et Temple. II consıderant
former place where on en]oyed the most Ce COLULFr COMMe partıe ımportante de
cordıal of relatiıonships wıth dıssenters, hıs l’organısatıon de l’Eglise Anglıcane, MAaLS
congregatıon W äas frequently INOTeEe than LWO eJje  al le droıt de Ia cCOoMMILSSLON Jurıdıque

du conseıl DrLUE de Casser des decıisıions prıseshousand people He celebrated oly Com-
munıon OLlLCE mon hıch W äas INOTE than Dar Ia Cour de l’Eglıse. Dans Loutes les QUES-
INanıYy of hıs fellow clergy On Sundays he HONS lLegales delıcates qde laperıode 0U A EXETICU
catechısed LWwoO hundred children and hıs fonctıon, DUar exemple Cce. du rıtualısme et
Tuesday evenıng Prayer meeting attiracCc Cce. du NOUVvVEeEaAU Iıvre Priuere de 1926,

Dıbdın est LouJours montre COMMeEehundred and thırty. Newton devoted hıs
Protestant ımpartıal MALS ferme.mornıngs tLO readıng study hıs after-

tO visıtıng cottage meetings
ÖOne of Newton’s innovatıons at Olney was LO USs  'ASSUNG
establish hymn sıng1ıng an Hındmarsh g1ves Das vorliegende uch berichtet AUsSs dem Leben

1INnClsıve analysıs of hıs Hymnology Sır Lewtiıs Dıbdıns, der VvO.Fan
The wrıter demonstrates VerYy well the WaYy des ‘Court of Arches’ War, dem Ochsien
hıch on became of 'evangel - Gericht der anglıkanıschen ırche Dıbdın

cals patrıarch'. Thıs Wäas due part LO hıs hbte dıese Aufgabe unter den Erzbischöfen
capacıty LO INOVEe easıly dissenters Benson, Davıdson und Temple auUs Er ver-
we the clergy of the established church. stand dıe Kırchengerichte als eınen bedeuten-
'To on 1SsSues of urc order mM1nN1S- den eıl der anglıkanıschen Bestımmung,
Lry WeTe matters of expediency. The securıty verteidıigte ber dennoch das Recht des “Judıtı-
of the church W äas tO be found rather salva- c1ıal Committee of the Prıvy Councıl,, dıe
tion’s Wa which surrounded ıt In short, Entscheidungen des ‘“Court of Arches’
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revıdıeren. In all den Wırren seıiıner Amltsperi- Judicjal Committee of the Priıvy Councıil’s
ode, einschlıeßlich der Rıtualısmusdebatte

ofes
rıght overturn decisions made by the Court

SOWLE der 1928 erfolgten Revısıon des Prayer
Boo. Frıtt Dıbdın als unparteıuscher und doch Sunderland draws Out Dıbdın’s staunch
zugleıc solıder Protestant hervor. Protestant evangelıcal VIEeWS VE clearly. He

Iso shows hım to ave een Ve: faır-
hıs book recounts the publıc lıfe of S11r Lewiıs mınded indıyıdual who ınterpreted the law
Dıbdin who became Dean of the Court of wıth scrupulous integrity an OoOmMe
Arches from E Durıiıng hıs long mıg wonder at the designation of Dıbdin
Career Dıbdıiın held wı1d| of other legal “Protestant’ 1ın V1IECW of hıs advocacy of the
pOoStSs including chancellor of the diocese of Prayer ook revısıon of 1928 hıs later
Exeter —1 1rs Estates Commis- SUPpOrTt for the practice of reservatıon but
sS]1oner from 1905 an Vicar General of the Sunderland that there Wäas gradualProvince of Canterbury from 1924 Although mellowıing durıng hıs later
of modest engt. E: slım study 1S ase 'hıs book 185 go0od read and wıll be of
careful research and VeC. wıde of partıcular interest tO who 18 interested
prımary documents ave een consulted the Church of England’s battles OVeTr rıtu-

'T’he author, Edwin Sunderland, wh: 1S alısm between 1870 an! 1930 It }so provıdeshiıimself both awyer Anglıcan clergy- useful insıghts ınto the workıngs of the
INa 1S5 well-placed TO interpret the legal Consistory Courts an theır relatiıonship tO
the theological 1sSsues wıth hıch Dıbdin 9Trap- the gher Court of Arches. OVe all, Sunder-
pled durıng hıs long CareerT. Dıbdin ıt. shoul land brıngs lıfe ın detaıled WAaYbe noted had close dealıngs wıth archbishops conscıentious and tıreless eccles]iastica]l
Benson, Davıdson and Temple He CIMeETSECS lawyer whose Career spanned erucı1a| per10strong defender of the church’s estab- of hıstory.hshment of which he regarded the Church’s
courts anı Judıcıal system mportant
part He SEa the Church’s legalJurıisdıction aÜas Nıgel Scotlandderıved from the state he defended the Cheltenham, England
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The Cross of Christ
Justified and Redeemed, Romans
Justifie eit rachete (Romaıns 24)
erec  ertigt und erlöst (Römer 24)
avıd eagrie Ecinburgh

Dıeu est INLervenu Jesus-Christ
DOUT 0145 delivrer de nOoLre condıtıon
desesperee esclaves du peche laLes doctrines de la Justificatıon el de Ia
DULSSUNCE QUL O0OMUS Seruvuıl doıt etreredemption Sont ınestimables el pourtant briseebeaucoup aujourd ’ hul Savent PDasS les

A ‚D apotre Pıerre le DTLIX QULappreCcıier leur Juste valeur ıLSs efe DUNYeE est «le San £ derendent DasS compte de leurs ımplıcatıons Christ» Le contexte suggere QUE le mOT
DOUFr Ia ULe chretienne

LOCL Ia NnNUANCe de COULeuUX

JSustifies gratuıtement Dar A2TUaCe OUS tendance parfoıs
oublıer Ia valeur de la redemption Pr le‚Dres PXUamMmMLne les ımplicatıons San £ de Chrıst?grammuatıcales de EXPDTESSLON NI

Justıifies» A est rappele comment la LLL Ceux QUL ont efe rachetes Sont
nolkıcon de Justificatıion ete Dr maıntenant esclaves de JSesus Chrıst

«Vous DOLUS appartenez plus Car VOLULSBarth Barrett Leon Morrıs el mıl
Uez etfe rachetes grandTL QuBrunner

Lorsqu preche [a Justificatıion est-ıl de nOousS?
bhute sur 1 obstacle SULUANL ıen des gens « La est le en de la defaıte

du dıable» (Brunner) LO dıablereconnaıssent leur besoin AEit
mMmeme 57 OUS les CONUVALNGQ UONMNS de leur dıt Luther «est tombe dans le
besoin ıls veulent de la qQUE IDıeu Iu1 tendaıt>» (EF. Col 13 Ac

18) Cette verıte Deut ıllustrerJustıficatıon Il est dıfficıle de ’aıde de troıs ıUmages: celle captıfSsoumeltre Dıeu DOUT emprunter le enchaine attendant la delıivrance, celle duchemın A Irace Que
PFODOS exemple de Luther aul fils prodıgue loın de la MALSoOoN paternelle

et celle de la conquete Un ECDOUSEsoulıgne QUE OUS DOUUVOTNS apporter Les chretiens doıvent aujourd hul
AaAUCUNE contribution personnelle celt
acte du Dıeu LOout DULSSAN La Iutter cConitre des forces demoniaques La
Justıficatıon est «don,» elle SOCLelte QUL OUS entoure est InNnNuUEe DUar des

DULSSUNCES qQUL rendent les hommes el lesmerıle DaS femmes esclaves TDULSSUNCE qQUL JaiıllıtOn Dpeut cela qQUE
O0XlUS DOFLONS NnLOS enfants, graiuıtement de Ia redemption accomplıe Dar
mMmeme lorsqu ıls SONL revolte Jesus-Chrıst est-elle suffisante DOUT

briser Ces chaines®? Eglıse est-elle PDUaS
La redemption QUL est DUar danger de alısser prendre

‚Jesus Chrıst DUar des forces QUL [uL feront vırtuellement
Le MOL «redemption>» desıigne UNnNe attrıbuer Un grandeur dıivıine de

sımples chosesdelivrance du paıemen UNe

FaNcON De Ade erme, Dpeut Lie mMmesSsage de la redemption demeure
retiırer quatre enseiıgnements Uune necessıltle aujourd hul
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ASSUN Dıiıe Erlösung, dıe durch Christus
Jesus geschehen ıst
Erlösung bedeutet “Errettung durchMıt den Lehren vVO  S der Rechtfertigung Freikauf” (vgl Morris, Cranfield undund der Erlösung stehen UNns wel

Schüätze zZU. Verfügung, dıe heutzutage Barrett) An dıeser Stelle wollen WLr auf
bedauerlicherweise vVvO  < vıelen weder vier Aspekte der Erlösung eingehen:
riıchtig verstanden och angemessen (1.) oltt hat durch Christus
gewürdıgt werden. Vor allem dıe eingegrıffen, Un aUSs Uunserer

hılflosen Sıtuaktion der VersklavungBedeutung dıeser Lehren für das dıe Süunde erreiten. dıe Macht, die UnLeben als Chrıst wırd dabe: nıcht
erkannt. bindet, mufte gebrochen werden.

(2.) Diıe Schuld ıst beglichen, WLe
Petrus deutlich macht, wenn davon

Wır werden hne Verdienst gerecht spricht, daß IWwWLr mıt dem feuren Iut
auUsSs seıner nade Chrıstı erlöst worden Sınd. Vergessen wır
‘Wır werden gerecht Ich gehe zuerst aber nıcht manchmal den Wert der
aufdıe Implıkationen der
grammatıkalıschen Konstruktion eın Erlösung durch das Iut Christi?

(3 Dıejenigen, dıe erlöst worden sınd,Was bedeutet eS, gerecht werden (vgl sınd nuU Sklaven Jesu Chrıisti. ‘kuer
Lın dıesem Zusammenhang Karl Barth, eıb gehört nıcht uch selbst. Ihr seıd

Barrett, Leon Morrıis und mıl euer erkauft‘. ınd wır Un dessen
Brunner)? Wenn WLr Rechtfertigung bewußt?predıgen, besteht das größte Problem
darın, daß den Leuten nıcht khlar SL, daß (4.) ‘Das Kreuz ıst das Zeichen für dıe

Nıederlage des Teufels’ (Brunner). Der
Sıe der Rechtfertigung bedürfen. Und Teufel c  gıng Oft ın dıe Falle’, WLeselbst wWwenn wır S1ıe davon überzeugen Luther betonte.
können, haben Sıe och ımmer eın Christen sınd dazu berufen,Interesse der Rechtfertigung. ıch dämonische Möächte kämpfen; denn(rottes Wegen unterwerfen ıst nıcht
einfach, WLe das Beıispiel Martın

dıe moderne Gesellschaft ıst Lın der
(rTewalt DO  s Mächten, dıe Mann W1Le FrauLuthers verdeutlicht. Paulus betont, daß Sklaven machen. Haben wır als Folgewır nıchts der Gerecht-Erklärung der vVO OChristus erwiıirkten Erlösungdurch den allmächtigen OLt beıtragen. genügend Macht, dıese KettenSıe ıst eın unverdıentes Geschenk sprengen? der steht dıe Kırche ın der(0WpEANV). Dem vergleichbar ıSE daß wır

UNnsere Kınder bedingungslos lıeben, und Gefahr, vVO  S dıiesen Mächten, dıe bloßen
Dıngen einen nahezu ‘göttlıchen Status’

War selbst dann, wenn Sıe wıderspenstig beimessen, umgarni werden AnSınd. diesen Fragen wırd deutlich, WLe
driıngend wır der Botschaft vVvO  < der
Erlösung bedürfen.

ome agOo knew V ordinary severa|l extremely valuable paıntiıngs—and uneducate: INa  ® wh had een they mMust ave een orth hundreds of
astonishingly successful INerTr- thousands of pounds. When he showed
chant an had become extremely wealthy. them tLO M however, ıt. paınfullyHıs oOMe furnıshed Javıshly anı obvilous that he had absolutely Ware-
littered (and INnean lıttered), ıth vVe eSS of theıir beauty alT. Hıs sole inter-
expensıve ornaments Moreover, because est 1n them their monetary orth an
he had een told they Were good invest- how much they had appreclated 1n alue
ment for his Je%  9 he had bought and SINCEe he bought them Worse still, beside
hung the walls of hıs drawıng TrOOM them he had v bad paıntings of Tace
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Justified and Redeemed Romans 3:24

horses—because gamblıng horses had earth 'T’hıs declaration 1s ecreatı10 nıhilo,
become the passıon of his life ereatıon Out, of nothing”.

We COIMNE this mornıing to LWO great
aspects of the Cross of Christ The first Barrett emphasıses the eschato-
deseribes hat took place the Cross logıical aspect of Justificatlion: ‘God’’s
‘'yustification’ and the second deseribes 1t righteousness 155 eschatological QUanNn-'redemption). Here ave priceless Lrea- tıty 1t. implies the verdıct of the last
Su.  9 worth infinıtely INOTeEe than the mMoOost ]Judgement), and the erb °toJustify INeanNns
costly ofalıy earthly treasures. How few, it antıcıpatıon of thıs verdiet). He DOECSLO al tımes, ave learned LO LO argue that the erb °to make
appreclate the meanıng and glory of these righteous’ but only the understandingLWO aspects of the work of Christ. How that rıghteous °‘does not INean “virtuous”,

9 CCManYy of od’s people liıke the but ‘:  rıgh »” “clear ) acquıtted” 1n od’s
merchant, possessing priceless Lreasure court Far from being legal fıct10n,but ıth hlıttle 1f understandiıng either this 15 creatıve aCct 1ın the fıeld of divine—
1LSs implıcations for their Christian lıving human relations).

of ıts eternal alue Leon Morris, wh has one much work
Justification, insısts the forensıc

meanıng of the word “"There should beeing Justified freely by his grace
doubt that Ö1LKA1LO “to declare

‘Being Justified 1s5 present partıcıple righteous”, not “t0 make righteous”.
Usage 15 dec1sive. It 15 the ordinary wordand srammatically would expect it LO for “t0 acquiıt”, “t0 declare nNnOot gullty  dıth (all’ 1n the prevl1ous V  9 have

sS1inned/’. However, there 15 problem wıth When the accused 15 acquitted he 15 not
that SINCE whıile aul undoubtedly INeanls “made righteous” but declared LO be rıgh-
that al ave sinned he doesn’t INean that teous’.“* It 185 because Barrett emphasises

the relational meanıng of rıghteous’ he 1Sall AreJustified. ‚John urray takes ıt that able LO maıntaıin the erb INeans °to make1s5 parenthetical, therefore ‘'being
Justified’ refers LO wh believe’ ıIn riıghteous’. On the other hand, because

But how LO understand ‘being Morris 1S persuaded that rıghteous’ 1S5
predominantly forensıc term, for hım 1t.jJustified’ and hat did the apostle aul
must INnNnecanmean? There ATrTe INanYy eloquent ** declare rıghteous’.

descriptions of ‘'Justification’ by theolo- Cranfield makes helpful distinetion
1aNns, for example, Dy Barth, Brunner, between ‘what 15 s1ıgnıfied’ by the actıon of

acquittal an ‘°the condition resultingBarrett, ‚.JJohn Murray, Leon Morris, from the actıon of acquittal’.” Hıs distinc-Cranfield, ‚.James Denney an
INalıy others—theologically traıned mınds tıon perhaps harmoni1ses the forensıc an
struggling, wrestlingıth the challenge of relatiıonal VIEWS.
describing 1ın sımple terms thıs majestic final quotatıon from Brunner: 'Men

lack the ONe thıng which alone could makeMYSLTerY, thıs act of God, whereby guilty
sSiInners Are declared LO be righteous 1ın his them righteous: the riıghteousness of God,
sıght the splendour, the glory of the divıne lLife

Barth, would eXxpect, emphasises hat they Are sınners an that they lack
the divine declaration: this gy]or10us lıfe of (10d 1s obviously OIl

and the Samne thıng They Just lıve “down
declares. He declares hıs righteous- 1n the dark”, not ın the divine sunshine.

ess LO be the Truth ehin! beyond all hıs has L11OW een changed. (10d has one
human righteousness unrıghteousness. the thing whereby INe  - COMe to chare 1n
He declares that He has espoused OUuUr9 hat they Jlack; namely, od’s righteous-
and that belong LO Hım He declares that ess How o0€es thiıs ımposs1ible thıing

Hıs enemiles Hıs beloved hıldren He happen? It happens through God OV-
declares Hıs dec1ısiıon LO erecC Hıs Justice by ıng that which separates INne from
the complete renewal of heaven of himself, that 1S, ouilt, and acknowledging
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those wh Were longer hıs OW: hıs Judgement. But he didn’t want 11—nN0 1f
OW He Justifies the unrighteous, he it. go1ing LO COMEe through the shame of
ants LO them hat they do not have, the Cross which Nazarene ıtınerant
which they ave lost LO a ]] hıs eternity: his teacher had hung 1ın hiıdeous, disgusting
unconditioned love. He SayY>S LO them the nakedness. aul could hardly CONCEIve of
opposıte of hat he should ave sald LO INOTe repugnant WaY of recel1ving the
them had he wished LO jJudge according LO divine acquı an! declaration of CD-
the Law. You Are rıghteous 1ın siıght He Ltance before God In the SaImne WAaY, INe  ;
recelves them, the apostates, into hıs fel- and do not want od’s rıghteous-
lowship. Why? Because he wıishes to On eSsSs an y INOTre than Naaman wanted LO
hat basıs? Purely 1n the form of oft, bathe 1n the Rıver Jordan LO be cleansed of
the asılıs ofhıs DSTaCe . hıs gTraCle, which his leprosy.‘
indeed costs nothıng, cCosts (G30d hıs Isn’t that close to the ro0ot of the prob-
Son lem all have? We long LO establısh OUur

In OUuUr teaching an preaching, hat 185 OW. goodness, OUu OW. righteousness. We
the great barrıer which those of wh long LO LO others, nNnot least tO
seek LO brıng thıs mighty doectrine ome LO ourselves, that ave reformed and ATre
the hearts of INe  - and must first 110 being g00d Christians wh AaTrTe pleas-
overcome? It 15 the absence of of ing LO God We ATe Ven tempted LO Lry and
guiult Men an Say quıte blandly, demonstrate OU rıghteousness tO God
‘But ave need of Justification. himself! What fools Are and how all
perfectly happy AIl, thank-you Ve. pervasıve 1s OUu self-deception! When We
much)’ 'The complacency which mater1- ultıimately not only acknowledge OU. eecd
alıstic, post-modern soclety engenders of Justification and al last wıth OUr
wıthin the human heart 1S5 colossal hearts long for It. then the final
obstacle LO SUurmount We a ]] ave friends, apparently Insurmountable hurdle 15 that
g0o0d people, pleasant, frıendly, kind cıt1- unable LO submıit LO it 1n od’s
ZECNS, who ave absolutely Warenes of WAaY, which 15 the only way!their eecd of God Because they ave Hıstory furnishes ıth dramatic
bıblical world-view, they ave ıdea of example ofthat inabilıity LO find od’s WaYCreator God from whom they ave turned of righteousness ıIn the SLOFY of Martın
and agaınst whom they 1ın outrıght Luther. He NCW hıs eed He longed tO be
rebellion and whose laws they constantly accepted DYy God Not Many have yearnedvlolate. COUTSE that takes back LO the for the divine rıghteousness ith the
first part of thiıs chapter and the verdict of intensity he did But he could not sSEeE his
unıversal ouilt before God WaY LO attaınıng that rıghteousness. ‘Look

But Just Sa Y communıcate LO such LO the wounds of Christ’, Staupitz told
people something of their need of od’s hiım But when blinded Dy OUr

that final day of jJudgement, anı resolve tO establish Ou OWI) rıghteous-they begıin LO admıt that they ave sinned NCSS, sımply cannot sSee how the
and Are fallıng short of the divıne wounds of Christ bring that divine
glory—in Brunner’s phrase, that ‘they declaration for which long!live “down 1n the dark”, not In the divine What struggle YOU and have
sunshine). We st11l ave another maJjor before aTt last prostrate ourselves
obstacle before 1ın bringing them to that before the Lord God lie 1ın dust an
faıth 1n Jesus Christ through which the ashes al the foot of the Cross, 1ın submis-
divine righteousness 1S con{ierred. it 15 S10N LO the erucıfied Christ, accepting the
that, DYy nature they do not want LO be divine verdiet: ‘God Justifies the wicked!®
Justified Dy God Saul of Tarsus, ave He acquiıts the guilty! There 15 nothing LO
CVEIYV to believe, knew vVe ell of do Christ has one ıt In hım alone 1sS
his need of that divine declaration which the righteousness of God an the
antıcıpates the verdicet of the day of riıghteousness from (10d set forth!’
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aul hastens to SayYy, hıs D9TaCcCEe the ‘through the redemption that
oift‘ ‘freely by his ograce’ NIV) Came by Christ Jesus’. There 1S eed LO
He 15 emphasising that contribute into the terminology of redemption,
nothing to thiıs declaration by Almighty SAaVe LO Sa Yy that ıt. has een established
God gift, OOPEAQV’. The SaImnle word 15 that the meanıng 15 ‘deliverance by DaYy-
used In ‚JTohn 195:29, where the ord Says ment of price’. We indebted LO the
he has een hated ‘wıthout 9 lıkes of Leon Morris for his work thıs
Ö@QPEQV', which brings out the meanıng of CONcept. Although Cranfield states that
the word something LO which CON- here redemption INaYy INean either ‘deliv-
trıbute absolutely nothing. °‘Grace’ of EeTrTaiice through being pald’,
COUTSEe 15 unmerıted favour, kindness merely ‘deliverance‘’ 1n the of ‘"eman-
shown to ON  D who 1S utterly undeserving. cıpatıon’, he holds that an absolutely
It LO not only when do not confident assertion of either 1eW cCannot
deserve Its but when hate God, resent be Justified’. Barrett, the other
him, Are hıs enemıi1es, struggling and hand, 1s of the opın]ıon that ‘the COMNNEC-
fighting agaınst hiım tiıon ıth blood and death SUuggests 1t. has

OoOmMe of ave had children wh ave not lost ıts orıgınal of “"ransomıng”,
DONE through SOINEe vVery troublesome emancıpatıon DYy the payment of prıice’.
times. T’hey ave SEEIu theır parents, (1} Following those wh take ıt that
hlıttle better than gullıble nulsances who redemption deliverance through
stand 1n the WaYy of theır Progsgress an! who payment of prıce FanısOI, want toO
ave understandıng of the world ıth TAaW four implications for believers from
ıts demands an PreSSuUures. One Paul’s statement that We Justified
INa  = recently sa1ld LO “T'here LWO through the redemption that Came by

Christ Jesus’. 'The first 15 thıs God hasstages 1n STrOoWw1ng the first when chıl-
ren AIre SEVEeTE trıal LO theır paren(ts; the intervened through Christ LO deliver
second, when parents become SCVeEeTeEe from OUu. helpless STLATLE of slavery LO S1N.
trial LO theır children!’ We parents ave We aveJust SEEN that at first deny
een subjected LO OUu children’s Lantrums, eed od’s interventiıon. hen when
insults an rebellion. Yet al the tıme, they SEE OUuUu need for God, do not want.
ave had little idea of the hurt and him—because 1ın that SLATLE of AaDOS-
ogrief they ave brought LO Neverthe- Lasy which Brunner defines wantıng
less, have loved them 1ın spıte of their both to have OUr Teedom and LO be ‘lıke
aggression towards We ave longed LO (G0d’ but wıthout an dependence
take them 1n OUuU TINS LO and God. Yet, Vell when u pride begins tO
comfort them We don’t want them LO be subdued and the hardness ofOUr hearts
brıing SOINE gıft suddenly to become broken, Are still unable tOo COINNE LO hiım,
g00d SOTNS an daughters before wiıll which 15 why the that bınds mMust
acknowledge they Al’e OUr offspring! In be broken that Ca.  b be emancıpated.
spıte of all their rebellion, love them recall WOINanN called JOoy wh
and love them an love them May adapt had only ver entered church MNCeEe 1n her
words of OUr Lord? 1 you,; though yYou Are Lıfe But sh! had friend wh: had recently
evil, NOW how LO love YyOULr children become Christian and wh constantly 1N-
freely, how much INOTre oes yOUFr heavenly vited her to attend churceh. Kor months,
Father love yYOoOu freely?” He Justiıfies Joy refused-—she neıiıther needed, NOr
freely DYy hıs STaCEe wanted (0d 1ın her lıfe But though sh.

Sa the vibrant faıth of her frıend
The Redemption that;by cshe remaıned obdurate until ON‘ day sh\|

Christ Jesus called her friend asked ıf she could
attend Church wıth her the next Sunday.

We COIMe then tOo the SecCcond ogreat descrip- ‘What has made yoOu change YyOUr mınd?’
tive word 1ın OUr text ofhat happened asked her friend. T’he strange SLOTY Joy
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told that sh! had had the SamIne TrTeam incomprehensible cCost LO God of his on s
LWO SUCCESSIVE nıights: 1n her TeaAmM she blood Do become clinically profes-
had een standıng 1ın church bulldıng al s10nNal 1ın OUr handlıng of theology and the
alone except for Christ who there al scr1ptures that the first ardent love
the ToON callıng her to COINE to hım and ore for Christ when entered iınto the
find rest. But sh. couldn’t INOVE though release from the bondage ofOUuUr SINS STOWS
she longed LO respond and LO hım She faınt and vVen cold? Do alue him
woke from her Team deeply distressed beyond Ise and a]] others? Do fear
that. che had een quıte unable LO respond to grieve hım because love hım
LO hıs call Ven though ıIn her dream she dearly Is he sti11 “"prec10us’ LO he Was
had wanted LO respond should complete LO the big fisherman wh: still wrote
the SLOFY by tellıng VOUu that she did O LO later of the prec1lous blood that had
church ıth her friend the nNnext Sunday redeemed hiım? IT not, then hat has

had only been ın the church building taken AaWAaY OUu love of OU Lord? Do
for few mınutes, when, before Ver the eed agaln LO know the of that
SEervıICEe began, whıile bowed silently 1ın redeeming blood which breaks the chaıns
Prayer she responded LO Christ’s call and that enslave us? It’s all LOO Cas agaın to
W as soundly converted. few months become enslaved LO those from which
later she became communı1cant of that. things hıs blood shed to release
congregatıon where al the time Hl The thırd implicatıon of Paul’s
mınıster. words that those who redeemed

10 slaves of ‚Jesus Christ It’sHe TE the W: of cCancelle!| SIN obvious corollary of redemption, isn’t ıt?sets the prısoner free! The Hebrew word used often 1n the
hat then 155 the first. effect of the for ‘worship’ (abad) mMeans ‘serviıce’, Ser-

redemption Christ has secured for It V1ICEe bond-slaves. The Hebrews WerTe not
truly 15 deliverance from the thraldom released from slavery tO Pharacoh 1n order

LO please themselves. 'Their release, theıirof ÖOUuU. SIN which has totally alıenated
from God, separatıng from the lıfe and redemption at the CcCOst ofod’s right hand
love of (30d and lImprıisoniıng 1ın ıts stretched out ın emancıpatıng9
stranglehold. 'T’he chaıins that bınd Are covenantal aCt, They WEerTI’e redeemed LO
broken an released tLO respond belong LO God, LO bow oOWNn and SETVE hım
and bow before the ord 1n adoration and only and exclusively.”® aul draws the
surrender. Same implicatiıon from u purchase DYy

11 '"T'he second implicatıon arısıng the blood ofChrist ‘You not VOUr OW.:
from redemption 1S the prıce that has een you Are bought ıth price. Therefore
pald. eier wrıtes that have een honour (GG0d wıth VOUFr body’ (1 Cor 19{f.)

So how 15 it working Out for us? How 1S5 itredeemed from the futilıty of OUr former
wıt h ÖOUu. bodies? wıth 0198 mınds andlıfe, not ıth sılver gold, but wıth the

prec10us blood of Christ. The word he Sses souls? Do OU OWS day by day?
TIWWLOC INean either ‘highly honoured’ Do remember that rıghtly slaves

‘costly’. However, SINCEe he CONLTLrAaSts ofJesus Christ? Do love OUr Master and
affırm that 111 be his slaves forever? Orthe blood of Christ ıth siılver an gold, ıt

must surely be the costliness of Christ’s do feel the pull of this ustful old world
blood which he wants LO COILVCY, especlally and all ıts enticements and long to shake

1ın earliıer 1ın the SaIne Passase off the lıght and Cas yoke of Christ? aul
he has spoken of the believers’ faıth speaks of OUur °‘deceitful Iusts’ Eph 4: Z2)
INOTE prec10us than gold.”® Later 1ın the How they decelive ıth their false PTrOM-
SAa letter he speaks of Christ hiımself 1ses of satısfaction and pleasure only
being prec10us LO (GG0d and precl1ous LO wıll yleld ourselves tO them But
those who believe.** alaves of Christ! Bought at infinıtely

want to ask 1f sometimes forget the costly prıce! T’herefore, glorıfy Christ 1ın
iınfiınıte value of au Savlour an the VYOUuUr bodies!
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1V| 'T’he fourth implıcatiıon has een brought LO 0108 hearts that. divine restless-
brought LO mınd Dy Brunner: “"The ess an turned OUr thoughts LO ome So
Cross 15 the SIgn of the Devil’s defeat, an by the Spirit’s constraınt, left the

continual remıinder of Hım who SWI1INeEe’s husks and 1n OUrTr rags lımped back
because Satan 1sconquered him to the father’s house, the of OUr

supra-human reality, the work of alıenation at last broken.
redemption of ‚Jesus Christ 15 real CONM- Philıp’'s thırd plıcture 15 the WINnıng of
flıct, and redemption 15 real victory 'The bride Not only o0es Christ ave tOo break
erucifixiıon of the Son of (30d 15 the OWN the barrıers of OUu total indıfference
SUPTECIME po1ın at which the abysmal LO hım, EVEeN OU. resentment of his atten-
hatred of the devıl for God achljeved iıts t1ons, he mMUust WI1N from the of
SUDTIFEINE and mMoOost direct manıfestation; Satan and all hıs baubles and trash LO
al the Same tıme, 1t. the Event which which ave o1ven OULr affections. And
secured hıs defeat. 'The devıl, Luther the breakıng of the deviıl’s hold upoN

39 9l  ®>PUuts it: “fell iınto od’s Lrap OUu souls leads al Jength TO 0198 love of OUu.
aul makes direct lınk between Redeemer and OUr betrothal LO him It 15

redemption and this deliverance from then that ]JOY LO the heart hıs ]JOYV
Satan’s 1ın Coloss1ians 1< 1  ©C ‘For he of which aul speaks 1n Romans LE ‘We
has rescued from the dominıon ofdark- also rejJo1ce 1ın God through OUuUr ord ‚Jesus
NECSS, and brought iınto the kingdom of _Christ’‚ May ell be deser1bed nuptlal
the Son he loves, 1n whom have JOY
redemption, the forgıveness of sins’.* 'The
apostle relates 1n cts how his great the love that, sought me! the 00
cCOomMMI1sSSION from the Rıisen Christ to that bought me!
Lturn INe  - and from darkness to the STAaCE that brought LO the

Wondrous STAaCcCE that brought LO thelıght, and from the of Satan LO God
It 15 clear that the SEES INe  - an

held 1n the powerful gT1p of Christians Are called today, much
terrıble yran whose 15 that of they ave Ver been, LO do battle ıth
death And 1t. 1S5 also from the stranglehold demonic forces. Who deny that mMoOd-
of thıs merciless devıl that Christ has ern soclety 1S5 held ın vice-like gT1p byredeemed DOWETNS which make slaves of INe  — an

ames Philıp, wrıting thiıs aspect of Colin Gunton has defined thıs
redemption, suggests three pıctures modern battlefield of spirıtual warfare 1n
evoked by the twofold deliverance of S1IN- the following terms “"Theologically,
ers from the of S1IN and the MUusSt SCEECE the OT1g1NSs of the bondage 1n the
ofSatan ® 'The 1rs 15 that of captıve lan- idolatrous worshi1p of that which 15 not
guishing 1n chaıns 1n dark dungeon, (G0d When g1ve anıy part of the ecreated
longing for his freedom. The Holy Spiırıt world the alue of GOod, thus far COIINle
has opened the prisoner’s CYCS an he 110 into the of realıty which, because

—clearly SEeEeSsS hat formerly he 1t 15 NOot divıne, operates demonicallysaw-—the chaıins that bınd hım Until 110 agaın, “"T'he demonic 15 hat happenshe has een strangely bewitched ıth when hat 15 1ın iıtself good 15 corruptedblindness and deception ofhearts that has into ıts opposite’.  » 20 We have the CXADICS-een all pervasıve. But al length S10N of somethıng vec 11e. LO hat
redemption 15 applıed and the chaılıns fall Gunton 15 desecr1bing 1n the 1n OU.
off, the dungeon flames ıth lıght an he National Lottery. T’he British Prıme
rıses and ollows the One wh' has get hım Mınıister, ‚John MaJor, whose governmentfree. introduced the natı]ıonal lottery, called it

The second pıcture 1s5 ofthe prodigal (}  - bıt of fun But when O' watches the
far from home, alıenated an! estranged PrFOSrFammnes revliew1ıng the changed lıfe-
from his father Likewise, SINnNers had styles of lottery wınners, an when OIl  0>
drifted far from God untiıl the Spiırıt evaluates the portrayal of the effects of
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winnıng ast fortune, OIl sSees vVivldly Justified 1n.WaY The usSe partı-
illustrated that ‘the demonic 1s the claım cıple rather than the indicatıve 1n S

closely wıth the foregoing. “being Just1-of somethiıng finıte LO infinıty LO divine
N fied” ın the WaY that follows 15 evidencegreatness that al SINNeEers and COIMNE or ofIs there enough 1ın the redemp-

tıon accomplished by Christ LO break these glory The Eipıstle LO the Romans ran
p1lds Eerdmans, ote 1183 F7chaıns which, along ıth Many evıls of ar Eipıstle LO the Romans

OU modern materlalistic soclety, hold London ÖO 101f.
INanıYy 1n such powerful bondage? Or 1S5 the Barrett, Eipıstle O the Komuans,
church herself 1n danger of being arper, New York, 195/7, 7Bf.

Leon Morris, The Eipıstle LO t*he Romansensnared DYy forces which claım virtual
‘divine oreatness’ for INeTe things which TanRapıds Eerdmans, 145, ote

175OI! day 111 all be burned up? nstead of
holding forth the Redeemer ın a ]] hıs ranfıeld, Romans, Shorter
9 15 OUu proclamation blunted Commentary (Edinburgh: 1& 1 ar.

21weakened DYy OUr OW. Compromıise wıith Eimıil Brunner, T’he Letter LO the Romansthe demonic forces of OUr generation? Not London Lutterworth Press, 29f.that Are iıfferent {irom those whom Kıngs 5:10
the apostle has deseribed ‘exchanging Rom 4:5
the glory of the immortal God for ıimages’ Leon Morris, T’he ostolıc Meanıng of the
and serving ‘created things rather than Cross (I'yndale Press, ch
the Creator‘’ (Rom 1:283, 25) Rather that Op Cit:;

ATe LOO easıly enticed into thinkıng an 1 e D OSR C —* Op CH.: Also holding that redemption
ere INeanNs deliverance by payment ofactıng worldly people and NnOot those
TaNnlsom prıce ar' Bruce, Eomans,whose CYCS ATe the City whose archıtect yn Commentaries ranand builder 15 God p1lds Kerdmans, 98; ames'The need for the INCSSaSC ofredemption

1S5 great today ıt has ver een But Dunn, Romans 1—8, Word Commen-
Lary (Dallas Word ooks, 169;the INECSSCHNECTS, yYou and 1, must be those Jloyd-Jones, Atonement and Justification,who lıving 1ın the rich blessing of the Banner of 'Truth (Edinburgh: 60;

Redeemer and his deliverance from that .John Murray, T’he Eipistle O Romans
1dolatry which falsely g1ves LO SOINE aspect London Marshall, organ CO
of ecreation the alue of the divine. 14 115%8:: Sanday Headlam, Komans, (ICC,

T&T Clark, ın [0C., el alOoOWN al the en of the day LO the 19Ve personal questlons, °Who hat has Kımıil Brunner, Dogmaklıcs, Vol London
the love ofOu hearts? Whom do adore? Lutterworth, 99f.

13 eier 1 18f.What binds and holds us?”’ Only when eier 2  9the LO such quest1ons 15 humble 15 See the 1rs Second Commandments,acknowledgement of the dally Lordship of Kıx 20:3—4
Christ ın OU. lives 111 OUr INessasge rıng 16 Op CLE:: 145 For crıtique of Gustav
Out ıth authenticity and convıctıion. So Aulen’s Christus Vıctor, See O11n Gunton,
God help all tO honesty ıth hım anı T’heActualıtyoftheAtonement (Edinburgh:

urrender LO hım which 18 his gıft LO
17

OE Clark, ch 2; 53ff.
those whom he has redeemed by hiıs OW. See also, Jn Cor 4 Eph 1 Z
blood 211 3:10; Phil 2:10; Jn 3  9 eic

ames 1D, The ea of Christ
(Aberdeen Dıdasko Press, 46{r£.Otfes Co  E: unton, Actualıty ofthe Atonement
(Edinburgh T&T Clark, 1988) 70

John urray, The Eipıstle LO the Romans Op CIE., Pa
Marshall, organ CO London 2 Paul Tillıch, Systematıc Theology London
113 eon Morris gests, “The meanıng Nısbet, Vol 11L, 109, quoted by
aAapPDPCars LO be that who Justified Are Gunton
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® Cross of Christ
S Satısfactıon for Sın Romans

La satısfactıon DOUr le peche (Romaıns 3.25-26)
ne (Römer 5 —
avı earle, Edinburgh

RESUME peche mel Iıieu colere, na
Das besoıin de propıtıiatıon. De
nombreuses traductions modernes evıtent«Dıieu !’a presente sacrıfıce

expiatorire DUar Ia fO1 SO  s San Il ’a le erme DOUF la raıson qQUEC les gens le
comprennent plus Maıs OUS devonsfaıt DOUT demontrer sa Justıce sorte

d’Etre Juste FLOUL Justifiant CeuxX quı ONnTt plutöt enseıigner le sens de erme
la fOL Jesus». Voila un affırmatıon La colere dırıgee conftre le mal n ’exclut

DaS l’amour DOUF celuL quLl ’a COoMmMLS.qul Suscıte ıen des problemes! En oulre, Ceux quı prechent l’enfer devraıent leI’ıidee d’un sacrıfıce humaın est
choquante DOUF ’homme moderne. aıre ans les larmes.

«Dieu la presente>» «Par Ia fOoL SO  S San £>»
Le verbe 8grecC utılıse LCL euUuxX SensS, celu: La propıtiatıon renvoLe au Jour de

[’expiation. Les auteurs du OUUVEALde projeter faıre des plans, elt celu. de
presenter. Les ULS des exegetes Sont Testament utılısent le mot «<  » DOUTF
partages La CroLX apparaıt un parler de la mort de OChrıst. Pourquoi?
declaratıon dıivine. Pourtant, combıen de [’unıte ıntrınseque de Ia Bıble,

entre ”’Ancıen et le OUVEAL Testament.DEU nombreux SONL les predicateurs quLl
semblent CONSUMES DUar Ia passıoNn de I7ne solıde COoNNALSSANCE de
presenter Jesus-Chrıist crucıfie el l’enseignement de ”’Ancıen Testament SUur

ressuscıte. les sacrıfices peut enrichır le culte du
peuple de Dıeu.

«Uomme sacrıfıce expiatorre>» La notıon de Justification repond
probleme de la transgressıon de la lo1Le erme SQTreC employe LC1 sıgnıfıe

«Dropıtiation>». ohn OQwen degage quatre dıvıine, Ia notıon de redemption repond
elements essent:els DFrODOS. Un celu: de noltLre esclavage du peche et de

Satan Maıs Ia notıon de sacrıfıceoffense do1t etre effacee, Un
repond besoin QUE NOsSs peches soıentoffensee doit etre apalsee, celu. qul

COMMLS l’offense doıt etre pardonne, effaces
d’expiation doıt etre trouve. Le

deuxıieme element DOSE probleme I1 ’a faıt DOUT demontrer Justıce
beaucoup. On parfoıs presente le sSens SOrte d’etre Juste touLt en Justifiant
du mOL propılkıatıon de manıere CeuUuxX quı OnLt Ia fOL JSesus».
malheureuse, MAaLS le fond du probleme On connalt Ia reponse d’Anselme Ia
resıde dans le refus de l’enseiıgnement question: «PourquoLl1 Dıeu s’est-ıl faıt
51:blıque sujJet de la colere dıivine, el homme C » Calvın Aavaılt la meme
cela est dü ’absence une VISLON du conception de la saltısfactıon DOUF le
monde b70lique. peche. ohn Stott repondu des

Avec Blocher et Lewıs, A faut objections modernes soulevees conftre
ınsıster sSUur le caractere MAUVALS du doectrine.
peche. Dans les Eiglıses aujourd hul, Il faut soulıgner e Sens relatiıonnel du
rationalıse le peche el “eXCUSE. S57 le erme «JuSLLCe>».

EuroJTh 8:72 123



David Searle 6  6

Qu ’est-ce qQUE cela sıgnıfıe DOUFr nOLrTre etant Juste, Justıfıe CeuUuxX quı Ont fOL
ULe aujourd hut, ans notre Europe Jesus ete oublıe.
postmoderne? Tenons l’exemple des En OmMmAaıns 3, aul conclut qQUE le

de CeuX qul entrent aujourd ’huz Dieu Juste, apportiant par S0ü  S ıls Un
dans le marıage. 1B VLISLON du monde Justıce de Dieu, accomplıt et enterıne Ia
bzblıque dısparu. Le Dıeu QUlL, fout [o_ qu ıl uLl-meme donnee.

SAMMENFASS und Lewıs’ Gedanken zUuU.

Sündhaftıgkeit der Szünde
Wır tendıeren heutzutage oftmalsRömer 3,20% ‘Den hat oltt für den dazu, UNnNsere Sünden verdrängen derGlauben hıngestellt als Sühne ın seınem

Tut zU. Erweıs seıner Gerechtigkeit entschuldıgen, doch Ahne den

daß selbst gerecht ıst Un gerecht persönlıchen Zorn (iottes Jjegliche
Süunde gäbe heıne Notwendigkeıt fürmacht den, der da ıst aUSs dem Glauben Versöhnung. Manche modernenJesus”. Diıese Aussage enthält eiıne UÜbersetzungen ermeıden den Begriff, daReihe vO  s Problemen, aufdıe wır LM dıe Leute nıcht mehr verstehen, Wasvorliegenden Artıkel eingehen wollen.

Außerdem werden wır Uuns mıt bedeutet. och gerade deshalb ıst
Einwänden beschäftıigen, dıe dıe wichtig, daß wır ıhnen dıe Bedeutung

des Begriffes erläutern.Darbringung eiınes menschlichen Opfers
vorgebracht worden Sınd. Für den Glauben ın seiınem Iut

Dıiıe neutestamentlichen Autoren
Ott hat ıh hingestellt verwenden den Ausdruck ‘Blut‘ als

Das erb NpDOEOETO hat wel Bedeutungen, Kürzel für den Tod Christz. Wır gehennämlıch beabsıchtigen, sıch vornehmen‘ dem Grund für dıe Verwendung dıieses
und bekanntmachen, öffentlıich Wortes nach, der mıt der Eınhelit der
präsentıieren' (vgl Morriıs, Cranfield und Bıbel, und war des Alten und Neuen
Calvın). Das KÄKreuz wWwWar eın göttliches
Statement, doch WLLE wen1ıg Prediger Testaments, iun hat Eın solıdes

Verständnıs der alttestamentlıichen Lehre
haben heutzutage och dıe Leidenschaft, vVO Opfer ann den Gottesdienst des
Chrıistus als den Gekreuzigten und (jottesvolkes vertiefen und bereichern.
Auferstandenen bekanntzumachen. Die Lehre UVO  S der Rechtfertigung zıelt

auf Vergehen das Gesetz Gottes,
Als Sühne während das Konzept der Erlösung

Der Begrıiff LAGOTNDLIOV (‘Versöhnung‘) UNnNsere Versklavung dıe Sünde Un
umfalt. WLe ohn Owen aufgezeigt hat, den Satan LM Blıick hat Dıiıe
vier wesentliche Elemente: (1 dıie Opferterminologie jedoch macht deutlıch,
Straftat, dıe gesühnt werden mMmUf; (23 daß wır nötıg haben, daß UNnNsSere

Sünde weggewaschen wırd.dıe Person, der dıe Straftat begangen
wurde und mıt der INA: sıch aussöhnen
muß; (3:) den Straftäter und (4.) das Zum Erweis seıiıner Gerechtigkeit
Mıttel der Sühne Dıie Bedeutung der daß selbst gerecht ıst und gerecht
Versöhnung ıst manchmal auf macht den, der da ıst aAUSs dem Glauben
unbedachte Weıirse vermiıttelt worden, Jesus
och grundsätzlıch stehen wır dem An dıeser Stelle beschäftigen wır Uuns miıt
Problem gegenüber, daß Leute aus einem den Aussagen Anselms ın Cur Deus
mangelnden Verständnıs der biblıischen Homo und gehen auf Calvın eın, der eın
Weltanschauung heraus dıe Lehre vVO ähnliches Verständnis vUO  S der Sühne
Zorn (jottes ablehnen. Der Artikel geht ın hatte Außerdem soll ohn Stott Wort
dıesem Zusammenhang aufdıe Sıcht UoON kommen, der sıch miıt modernen
Denney eın und erwähnt Henr. Blochers Eınwvwanden dıese Lehre
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auseinandergesetzt hat Es ıst darüber mehr spıelt. Den, der selbst gerecht ıst
hinaus wıichtig, dıe relationale und gerecht macht den, der da ıst aus
Komponente vO  S Gerechtigkeit dem Glauben Jesus, hat INAQ  S
betonen. vergessen.

Paulus zıeht ın Römer dıeDoch bedeutet dıies für UNsSsere
Sıtuatıon ın eiınem postmodernen Schlußfolgerung, daß der .Ott der
Europaf Wır wollen dıes Beispiel des Gerechtigkeit das ((esetz, das selbst
modernen Verständnisses UO  S der Ehe erlassen hat, erfüllt und bestätigt, ındem
veranschaulıchen, bei dem ebenfalls dıe durch seınen ohn eiıne Gerechtigkeit
biblische Weltanschauung heine Rolle bereıtstellt, dıe vVO  > Oft kommt

We COME thıs mornıing LO Romans 3.95Bf: first, meanıng, translated by NEB °God
‘God presented hım sacrıfice of atone- designed hım'’) alyvın states that for
ment through faıth 1ın hıs blood He did those wh prefer the first meanıng ıt
thıs LO demonstrate his Justice to harmoni1ses ell ıth ‚JJohn DE  D But he
be jJust an! the Justifier of those wh ave continues, . embrace thiıs meanıng, it
faıth 1ın ‚Jesus’. Here 15 statement which 111 still remaın true, that (G0d has set, hım
bristles ıth problems an has n  n_ forth 1n due tıme, whom he had appointed
dered perhaps much discussion and Mediator’. Following Calvın therefore
Controversy anYy 1n the Whale that, Vel it OIl' prefers the of ‘to
wrote 1n 1960, ‘In OUuUr modern world, SaC- purpose’, the meanıng of °to SeTt forth‘’
rıfice has become IMerTre figure of speech. SO present’ cCannoOo be far AWAaY, want to
Parents sacriıfice themselves for theır chil- comment briefly the setting fo of

Christ sacrıfice of atonement.dren; politiclan IMay sacrıfice Career for
princıiple But modern INna.  ; finds the In the death of Christ, God demon-

Ve idea lof uman sacrıfıce | revolting”. stratıng hıs rıghteousness. On the Cross
However, not at 0 SUTeE that 1s5 he W as makıng public statement,
aCcuratie statement There 15 something public declaration. hat public dec-

aratiıon ıt. an still 18! Lauttle did thedeeply innate ıIn human nature which
recogn1ıses Iın certaın kınds of sacrıfice soldiers and bypassers thınk that ‚Jesus of
something noble, almost godlike. Kven Nazareth, hanging there 1ın shame an!
though the word 185 predominantly used agONY, divıne declaration that would
metaphorically ın the 20th CeENTLUTY, SaCcr1ı- Sound down the centurı1es, echoing ACTOSS

continents and round the entire world f{orfıce, especlally when it 15 motivated by the
love of INa  ® for hıs frıiends, strikes deep time and for eternity.
cord wiıithın the uman breast We eed In work Warden of Rutherford
not, therefore, be apologetic for, far less House 1n Edinburgh, conduct preaching
ashamed of, the kınd of Gospel statement workshops wıth miıinısters when maybe ten
such 15 that 1ın OUur Lext for today dozen INe  . COINeE together for couple

ofdays and 1n turn each preaches SEerTINON
God presented him We then together evaluate the SCerINON

Lry LO make helpful comments ıtsC
The first erb of 0108 Lext small S1S, applıcatıon presentatıon of the
problem. 'The verb, translated by MesSsase of the text T’hese INne  >; who

‘presented’ pu forward/’, RSV), bravely subject themselves tO thıs paıiınful
NDOEOETO, has LWO meanıngs: (1) LO PUFr- experiıence of being chopped to pleces by
DOSE, to set before the miıind, and 1t 1s used their colleagues al] evangelicals. But
1n this 1ın both of ıts other LWO ur- yeL agaln and agaın ave tOo ask, ‘Where,
TeI1Nces 1ın the (1 13; Eph 1:9):; 11) tOo get brother, W as Christ ın a1] of that?
or to present Leon Morrıis prefers the Where W as the FaYy of sunlıght streamıng
second meanıng, translated by NI and from the face of the Son ofRighteousness?
RSV, along wıth Barrett, Bruce, Michel, Where the smile of God his Son
Nygren and others. Cranfield OptS for the get forth, presented to us?”’
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don’t INean that always looking be pacıfied, which has een problem for
for statement the love of (GJ0d My mMany
COMNCEUTN 15 how few preachers today SEEIM We ave tO admıiıt that there ave een
LO be consumed by love for the Lord, by INanYy unfortunate statements whiıich
passıon LO set hım forth erucified an have 1n Lturn led LO Man y Ven INOTE

rısen, LO present him the sacrıfice of unfortunate carıcatures of the meanıng
atonement! They SaYy INanıy tIru: things, of ‘propitlation’ that SOTINE theologlans
and expound INanıy sound biblical pr1incı1- ave een less than faır ın theır denune!-
ples But far LOO Ian y congregatıons atıon of the Concept. It to that
seldom ave COChrist erucıfied placarded the Nnu. of the problem 15 unwilling-
before them It 185 actually eas]ler LO reduce 1Ness LO accept the Biıble’s teachıing the
the Gospel LO TNere moralısıng than LO wrath of God ıt. 1s5 al thıs poın
preach the We avOo1d the COINeE Near LO the heart of the problem
and ıts demands an OpPT for g00d behav- all face today 1n communıiıcatıng the
10ur! aul wrote LO the Galatıans, ‘ Before truth of the Gospel. It 15 the lack of bib-
VOUr Ve CYCS Christ portrayed lical world-view 1ın the mınd of the
erucified’ (Gal 3: May ofu 1n 0101 postmodern soclety 1ın which live
studıes, OUr prayıng and OU. pastorıng of What today’s postmodern DPerson faıls
those eCaCc strıve an work to SCeeEe LO realise 15 that ach OIM  0> of 1s5 the per-
preachers being sent out who wiıll sel sonal property of God He has created
forth Christ erucified. Why? Because for himself. He placed 1ın this world
Almighty God hımself has get forth hıs wıth all ıts TEeSOUTCEeSsS anı delights. He has
Son UTrSs 15 NO the unspeakable g1ven his commands: ‘You IMay You
privilege of proclaımıng the erucified an INaYy nNnOot But 1ın revolt agaınst
rısen Lord! hiım Our rebellion and SIN have put ın

the WTONS—WE aAare the offenders. Yor hiıs
As sacrifice of atonement part, God 1s Justly aNSrVy ıth because of

OUuUr rebellion— he 15 the offended OINlle

don’t PTrODOSEC LO rehearse the arguments Let quote Scottish theologlan,
surrounding the 110UN LAQOTN PLOV. You ‚JJames Denney:
wiıll be of the Literature this sub- In qul’s thought, an In the thought of theJect an excellent SsSummMmMarıes of 1t. Ca.  b be New Testament generally, SIN introducesfound 1ın the commentarıes Romans bDy alıenation, estrangement, betweenCranfield and Morriıs. Following both of 1S5these, along ıth INallıYy of the older COIMN-

anı God, hıch ındubıtably
WO-S1C0@e! ere 15 some  ng 1n Go0od

mentators, takıng ıt that LACOTN DLOV ell some  Ng In INa hıch has to be
INeanls propıtıatıion. 'The KEnglısh Purıtan, dealt ıth before ere Ca  - be Nay,John Owen, has set. Out for the four the some  ng side 1s INnCompa-essentjal elements 1n propiıtlation: ra INOTeEe Ser10us that 1ın cComparıson wıthIst, there 1s offence TO be taken AaWAaVY; it. the some  ng man’s sıde SImpLy2nd, there 15 DerSoN offended who needs DPasses Out. of V1IECW 'The Ser10us thıngLO be pacıfiıed; 3rd, there 1s offending hıch makes the gospel NECESSATY, the
PEISON, gullty of the offence; 4th,
there 1s SOINE of makıng atonement putting AaWAaY of hıch CONSLILUTLES the DOS-
for the offence pel, 1s condemnation of the WOT.

ıts SIN, ıt 15 wrath ‘revealed from'T’he first element Causes prob- heaven agaıns all unriıghteousness of menlem—all wiıll readıly agree there 15 Rom 1:16; 18).’offence to be taken AWAaY. The thırd an
fourth elements problem either While Denney wrıtes that S1IN intro-
for MOsSL—we guilty of offences an! duces alıenation which 1s two-sıded and
there 15 therefore eed for SOINeE of that the 'somethıing 0d’s s1ıde 1s5
makıng atonement. ı+ 1s5 Owen’s second incomparably INOTe ser10us’ than the
element, the DerISON offended wh needs to something OUr sıde, he would certainly
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NOoL want LO Dass Ver lıghtly the he]i- INa believe that a ]] relig10ns lead to
of S1IN. We driven back ın the God? Why 15 the prevaillıng philoso-

final analysıs LO the problem ofevıl Those phy—’'the modern pseudo-Christian
wh deny the wrath of (God also by ecereed’-—-that ‘somehow other CVETIYV-

thing must work Out ell for everybodyimplication treatıng S1N lıghtly SOINEe-
)911thıng God 111 overlook. Henr1 Blocher (G0d 111 condemn anybody

comments that the rational schemes Surely it 15 that have get, the love ofGod
which LIYy LO explaın the whence an why agaınst hıs holiness, an have get. the
‘'bring vıl back into harmony ıth the of (10d agaınst hıs ]Judgement. We

have presented false 1impress1on of thecreatıon, and thus they OPDEN the road LO
revelation of God entrusted to ın thethe EeXCcUS1INg, Justificatıon, of hat

should excıte unmitıgated horror an Ser1iptures. And where thıs thoroughly
indignation. They plead overtly for theo- biblical teaching of ‘the wrath of God 1s
dıcy; they work covertly for kakodiecy’.” It 1gnored, there wiıll also be understand-

ıng of the central conception of the15 thıs fajlure LO recognıse the exceeding
sinfulness of SIN which arlses from the gospel’
den1al of the divine wrath agaınst S1IN. Not then, there 15 wrath of God,

Secripture. In the impre- personal Nn of God agalıns S1IN and the
Catory Psalms, Lewis points OUuUt that sınner, there 1sS need for propıtiatiıon for
LO the best of his (1 would SaYy, exception- there 15 ‘offended DPCISOINL wh needs LO
ally wıde) knowledge of lıterature, be pacıfıed’ (Owen’s words). Hence
Scripture 15 unıque 1n ıts abhorrence of INanıy translations here render LAQOTN OLOV
vıl an outright hatred of wickedness. “‘sacrıfice of atonement’ NIV) an

Is 1t. NOoLt Eru: that INallıy of LrYy tO explation’ (RSV, EB) ‘sacrıifici1al
rationalise and EXCUSE OUu. particular dar- death DYy of which people’s SINS
lıng sıns? We gıve them other aimnes ıf could be forgıven' know transla-
lose Ou Lempers SaYy WerTrTe |9280 LOrs struggle LO make diffieult bıblical
voked, ıf covet SaYy ATe Just concepts access1ble LO theologıically illiter-
day-dreamiıng, ı lust Say 1t OUur aqate readers. But after thırty three 1n
body chemistry al work. How Many of the pastoral mI1nıstry, convınced that
do deal ıth OUu secret sins! We aVe have LO bıte this bullet an educate OUu
locked cellar hidden AWAaY In the depths of people 1n the meanıngs of theological
0198 souls an guard the key CH. terms. Modern people know highly
fully unknown LO OUTLr nearest and technical Janguage needed for computers.
dearest, unlock that cellar OOT T’hey perfectly capable of learnıng
privately descend those unlıt stalrs to vısıt theologıcal Jlanguage needed to oTFasp the
the SINS ıth which have onNe deal central truths of the gospel. We insult
We guard jealously OU darkest secret! them, rather than help them, by simplıfy-

Why then 185 ere hıttle convıction of Ing these great truths much that
S1N 1ın OUr churches? Why do Man y of evacuate them of their real meanıng.
U people behave behind theır Dar'- However, by all translations
ents backs and somet1ımes, alas, quıte endeavouring LO make scrıpture INOTeEe

openly and- wıthout apparen shame, accessıble. Many have een deliberately
before theıir parents’ faces), 1f there seekıng LO avo1d anı y reference LO the
WeTlITe Ten Commandments, wrath of (GG0d and for part faıl LO
restraıints, moral parameters qat a|1? understand Why, when divine wrath has
Why at the ODCIL ograveside do the friends een the theme ofthe early part of thıs Jatı
and relatıves wh gather LO er comfort ter LO the Romans. SUDDOSC scholars like
LO those bereaved tell them that ‘he odd attempted LO reach COM1PDTO-
go0od INa  ; and 15 110 al rest’, when the m1]se Dy explaining the wrath of God
truth 15 he a thoroughly godless kınd of ımpersonal reaction.”® But
wh 1O faces the Judge of the earth? Lewıs has rıghtly pointed out the problem
Why 185 pluralısm rampant, an why do ıth impersonal wrath ‘You SayYy, “T'he
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live wire 0oes not feel ıth usS, but ıf ave een brought Ne through the blood
blunder agaınst it get shock.” of Christ’ (Eph E  9 2:13), We ave confi-

What do Vou SUPDPPDOSC has een gained by dence LO enter the Most Holy Place by the
substituting the ımage of live WIre for blood of ‚Jesus’ Heb ‘the blood of
that of angered maJjesty? You have shut Jesus hıs Son cleanses from all sS1Nn.
all 1n despair, for the forg1ve, (1 Jn R{ ‘*freed from OUur S1INS Dy hıs

blood He 1s5 dressed 1ın robe dıpped 1nand electricıty cannot).
blood and hıs Name 15 the Word of (30d)’Those of who parents have often

een provoked to by SOINE of OUr (Rev 1 and Why uUuSsSe the
children act1ons. Our angsger has een word ‘blood’ rather than speak of his
miıingled ıth ogrief that they could have death?
acted 1ın the WaY they have. But that oes The 15 Obvl10us, 15 it not? I 15
nNnOot INean ave ceased LO love them It 15 the inherent unıty of the Bible and the

Ser10uUus fallacy LO imagıne that love WaY 1n which the wrıters have
know J Irue, there 15 Wrong inspired W arenles: that hat they AfIe
kind of anger when OUTLr humanjudgement setting OoOWN 15 the fulfilment of a]l that
18 distorted by OUr passıon, which 15 proba- Was foreshadowed 1n the It brings
bly why the Scripture exhorts LO be back LO ZL, ‘the riıghteousness to which

wıthout SINNINZS (Ps 4:4-Eph the Law and Prophets testify”. Christian
4:26) But ere 1s5 riıghteous angsger and congregatıons today eed LO be taught the
there Are times when manıfestly it would scrıptures. 'There 1s Ser10uUs lack of
bennot LO experıence anger knowledge of the CoONntiLents of the Hn

One of OUr ogreat Scottish salınts of the Many churches and result there 1s5
19th CEeNTtUTrY, Robert urray McCheyne, shallowness of understandıng of the

told that colleague had preached meanıng and implications of the Gospel.
S@EIT’I110I1N hell Hıs comment W: “T'hen 'The inevıtable result of shallow under-

he preach ıth tears®?’ Our churches standıng 185 shallow commıtment LO
eed LO hear agaın of the sinfulness of SIN, Christ. believers 1ın OUuUr generatıon
ofthe wrath ofGod agaınst all ungodliıness vulnerable tOo the lies and fallacies of
and wickedness, but they need to hear it OU postmodern culture.
preached ıth godly SOT’T’OW and VEl wıth Why else dıid the Holy Spirıt record an
Lears, for the God who hates sS1N 1S PTeESCIVEC for the elaborate Levıtical SYS-
nevertheless the God of love tem of worship but to provıde ıth

whole theologıcal framework of salvation?
Through faith 1ın his OO often hear Christians complaining

about the hymns used 1ın their churches.
We Are al 101065 reminded that propitiation They make comments i1ke thiıs “"Che WOT -

15 by sacrıfice. While LAOOTN DOLOV o€es not sh1ıp 1n (ilr: church 15 flat an liıfeless. We
ere INnean ‘the mercyseat’ 1n the Holy of need SOINEe contemporary hymns LO DPeD it
Holies, a reminds of the Day of ONe- up Have yYoOUu Ver heard that? But

would submit that the real need 15 first. forment when the blood sprinkled the
their understanding of Christian truth tomercy-sea the hıgh prıest entered the

of (G0d ıth the volden CEeNSOOT. be enlarged that theıir mınds be
It 15 interesting LO note how often the inspired LO praıse God, and second for

wrıters refer LO the death of Christ bDy hymns tO be used ıth real theological
usıng the word ‘hblood’ “"T'hıs 15 blood of content Simplistic ditties ıth catchy

tunes ATre antıdote LO lifeless singıng!the covenant’ (Mk. who drinks
blood has eternal life blood 15 Let their preachers take them through the

drıink indeed’ (Jn 6:54f), ‘the church of AW ESOIINE rıtual of the worship of the ent
(G0d which he obtained wıth the blood of of Meeting—the altar, the Javer, the
his OWT Son (Acts We ave 110 golden CENSECT, the Day of Atonement, the
eenJustified Dy his blood’ (Rom 9:9), We mercy-seat, the hıgh prilestly office and

garments—and relate all that through theave redemption through hıs blood yYou
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Letter LO the Hebrews to the work of Homo. Boso, Anselm’s imagınary interloc-
Christ, an then o1ve them hymns LO SINg utor, asks ‘What INa  e would not beJudged
which adore the Christ of God and his worthy of condemnatiıion ıfhe WerTIe LO COIMN-
work. yYou that 1f the Spirıt has emn the innocent 1ın order LO let the
een al work openıng their mınds LO gullty free? for if he could NOTt SAaVe
divine truth, then he will also work tO SINNers otherwise than by condemning
OPpCN their hearts to praıse their God an the Just, where 1s5 hıs omn1ıpotence? and ıf
complaints about flat, lıfeless worship 111 he could, but would not, how do defend
melt aWAaY hıs wısdom anJustice?’ Anselm ALNSWEeTIrs

Through faıth 1n his blood! Justifica- ‘God the Father did not compel hım to
tiıon focuses OoOUu. offences agaınst the die, NOT permıiıt hım LO be slaın, unwilling;
law of God; redemption focuses BIEN but that One himselfore his death by his
slavery LO S1IN an Satan; but the Janguage OW free 111 that he might SAaVeEe mankiınd’
of sacrıfice and the blood of Christ focuses 1.8) Anselm continues: ‘Each SINNer

OUu. uncleanness and OUTr need for the ought LO the honour of which he has
washing AWAaY of the dark stalns that robbed (G0d and thıs 1s the satısfaction
defile which CVCIV sSInner ought LO make LO (G}0d)’

recall Journey made by motorcycle Anselm Sees the whole Uunıverse
when Was student. It W as nıght ride 1n havıng pre-ordained order and SYINIME-
wınter ıth ST1OW the road an ogreat Lry that od’s dealing ıth S1N
deal of dirt and slush around. arrıved maıntaıns beauty of order 1ın the s Aaille
OoOmMe al about 2am, frozen LO the INAarTOoW unıverse)’. Unless God exacted due satıs-
an absolutely filthy ıth MU! an grit actiıon ‘when perversıty attempts tO
thrown al DYy other traffiec. It W as 1n disturb the regular order of things, there

CVYCS, hair, face, OWN neck, would be caused 1n that unıverse, which
into shoes—the filth had got CVeTY- God should rule, certaın deformity from
where! recal|l standıng for about half this violated Symmetry of ıts order, and
OUr under hot shower an feelıng the (+0d would SEEIN LO faıl 1n his government;
numbness ogradually leaving and the Anselm has already defined S1N
orıme being washed aAaWAaY retired to bed .  not rendering LO (0d hat 1s hiıs due
al last W arl and clean—s0o0 clean. ( IL) He 110 shows that cannot make
“"Through faıiıth ın his blood?’: frıends, satısfaction Dy obedience go0od works
od’s wrath 15 turned AWAaVY, OUu. SINS AT SINCE these Are required of anı yWaYy
covered, aı clean, utterly DUFTFre, Therefore, mMan the sSinner W es LO God,
cleansed of all defilement. Nor 1s ıt SOINe aCCount of S1N, hat he cCanno ICDAaY,
fietional cleansıng which depends and unless he FreCDaYS ıt he cannot be Saved’
mınd Ver matter attıtude OUuUr part He contıinues: “"There 1S OIM wh
(G0d has get forth Christ propıtlation. make thıs satısfactıon except (Gi0d
He hung there for an for you! himself But ON  D ought LO make ıt

Bearıng shame and scoffing rude, In eXcept IMNan,; otherwise INa  - oes nNnOot make
satısfaction.. Therefore, ‘“ıt. 15place condemned he SLOO! that 0)el  D wh 15 Godman should make fpardon wıth hıs 2.6)blood—Hallelujah! hat Gaviour! Calvın held sımılar 1eW of satısfac-
tıon for S1N ‘ Duppose thıs learns,

He did thı tO emonstrate his Scripture teaches, that he estranged
Justice 8 s ( As to be Just and the from God through S1n, 15 eır of wrath,
Justifier of those who have faith ın subject LO the ofeternal death the

esSus alave of Satan, captıve under the yoke of
S1N, destined finally for dreadful destruc-

early classıical statement of the Cas for tıon and at thıs po1n Christ interceded
hat has become NOWN ‘satisfaction hıs advocate, took UuUDOIL himselfan suf-
for S17 1S5 g1ven Dy Anselm 1n Cur Deus fered the punıshment that, from od’s
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rıghteous Judgement, threatened all SIN- forth 15 covenantal righteousness. 'T’he
NeETrsS; that he purged ıth his blood those cCovenant 1S concerned ıth that relation-
eviıls which had rendered SINNers hateful ship he himself has inıtiated ıth his
LO God; and that by thıs explatıon he had people. So that 1ın the Cross of Christ
made satısfaction anı sacrıfice duly LO sSEeEe the Covenan God 1n actıon, the rıgh-
God the Father:; that intercessor he has LeOus God actıng righteously, bringing
appeased od’s wrath; that thıs foun- iınto rıght relationship ıth himself
datıon rests the of God wıth INEN,; those who ave faıth ın Jesus.
that by this bond hıs benevolence 18 ma1ın- What for 15 the meanıng of thıs for
taıned owards them Will the then lıfe today In postmodern Europe? 'T’he
not be the INOTe Ven moved by these objection 1s5 somet1ımes made agalınst the
things Agaın, Christ had ‘°to undergo Pauline CoONcept of divine Justice that 1t. 15
the sever1ıty of od’s VENSCANCE, LO Inapproprlate for the postmodern V1CW of
aAaPDPPDCASC hıs wrath and satısfy hıs Just autonomYy an freedom. Kıver SINCEe the
jJudgement’. Kenalssance, have een focusingWe Are al WAare of the reservatıons increasıngly human indıvıiduality an
Man y modern theolog1ans ave towards OU. STOW1INg emphasıs [012 not readıly
penal substitution an the satısfaction co-ex1ist ıth Paul’s teaching set Out ın
required by (}+0d before S1N could be eXp1- Romans Tak ONle example of the WaYyated . We ograteful LO John Stott for INe  - and think today Our grand-hıs masterly treatment of the sublect 1ın parents (and poss1bly OUu parents) viewed
his book, The Cross of Christ.; Stott theıir marrıage OWS binding oblıga-
wrıtes: tıon an understood their duty LO be

fidelity tOo those OWS °for better 9T’he WaY God chooses LO forgiıve SINNers
reconcıile them LO mself must, 1rs richer DOOFET, ]JOYVY 91n sickness
foremost, be fully consıstent wıth his OWT and 1n health’ Not the Romeos

Juhets of the closing decade of this CeN-character. It 15 not only that he MUusSt OVer-
LUry Their expectatıon of marrlage 1s tOthrow disarm the deviıl In order to

TeSCUuUe his captıves It 1s not evVen only that fınd theıir OW fulfilment, and 1f they do
he must satısfy hıs Jaw, hıs honour, hıs JUS- NOL, then they consıder they should be free
tıce the moral order: it, 15 that he must LO look elsewhere. The whole Aasılıs of-

rlage (more commonly, of co-habitation)satısfy himself * has radically changed ıth Ou pOStT-od’s rıghteousness, then, has een dem- modern V1eW of human Teecdom. We ave
onstrated 1ın that divıne actıon of setting become INOTeEe egotistical, INOTeEe self-
forth his Son propıtiation, to Lurn centred, INOTEe determined to put u
AaW QV hiıs Just wrath agaınst hell personal needs and demands before those
deserving sınners, LO explate OUu S1N and of Our marrıage partners. Nnselm’s order
LO reconcile LO himself, haviıng satısfied and ymmetry of the divine ecreation has
his holy nNnature that S1N has een Justly long SINCEe disappeared, and ıth ıt
forgıven. biblical V1eW of SINn In ıts place, have

It 15 at thıs poıint that something of the legitimised and authorised the tyrannıcalimportance of insısting the relational rule of self!
meanıng of 'r1ıghteousness’ becomes The Biblical teachıing of divine satısfac-
apparent While have SEENMN that "r1gh- tıon, the holy love of God wıth ıts tensıon
teousness’ 1S used 1n thiıs pPassage ın between hıs Compassıon and his ‘fierce
forensic S'  Nn  9 the relational meanıng anger’, has een lost, There 15 Lttle
must be maıntaıned because ıt 15 used conceptıion of ‘the compassı1ıonate an
1n the Ö  9 riıghteousness 18 covenantal STaClOUS God’ who °‘does nOot leave the
word an such 15 essentl1ally about gullty unpunished’.  » 21 Almost unknown In
relationships.“ 'T’he rıghteous God 1S the the God 1ın whom ‘love an faıthfulness
Covenant God The righteousness he sets meet together; righteousness and
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15S ach other’.““ Today’s generatıon Earth sSeca STLATrSsS and MAankın! by
that SLreaAam ATre cleansed allknows lıttle nothing of (G10d 1n whom

9 Zthere 15 both ‘kindness and sternness Faithful Cross, above all O  er, ONe'The OT  D wh 155 both Just and the Justifier
of those wh have faıth 1ın ‚Jesus has een only NO Iree,

None ıIn foliage, ONMNe 1n blossom, OIle 1nforgotten. TUÜE wıth theeaul 15 fully Ware of thıs unıty anı wWwWee the wood sweet the 1ron,wholeness of all that God has made. Hıs
conclusıiıon 1ın Romans 15 that the God of thy Load how sweet 15 He

nto God be aud honour: tOo therighteousness 1n provıdıng through hıs
Son rıghteousness from God 1s5 fulfillıng Father, LO the SOoN,
and upholding the law he himself has NO the miıghty Spirıt, glory—ever Tee
made Nor 15 the ecreatıon neglected; EeVeTr One
eagerly 1ıt 15 longing for the promi1sed Power S]0ry 1n the ıghest while
redemption of the children of God.““ eternal aSes

So have then the mystery of the
C  9 the wonder of Ou salvatıon, otfes
unfolded LO Dy the Scr1iptures 1n
'kale1ıdoscope of images which together Whale, Vıctor an Vıctım, OChrıstian
constitute the characterisation of Doetrine of Redemption (GUE:
‚Jesus saecrifice’.” T’he language of the O11n Gunton makes thıs po1In In T’he
law COUrTt, of the slave market, of the Actualıty of Atonement (Edinburgh: TL
Levıtical cultus, 1S all richly expressed and ar
g]ven LO bDy the Holy Spirıt that eon Morris, T’he Eipıistle LO the Romans

ran Rapıds Eerdmans, 179f.might understand dımly somethiıng of the
Cranfield, Romans, (ICC, Edinburgh:meanıng of those hours of darkness when

OUu Savlour languished ın bloody T&T Clark, 208f.
the hiıs 1s the Messase Aare Calvın, omMM ın locC ı ı D O K.g., Calvın ‘God, wıthout havıng regarexhorted LO study, LO incorporate into OUr tO Christ, 15 always wıth God
thinking, lıving and lovıng, which Are oes nNnOot indeed hate 1n hıs OW.: work-
LO commıt LO althful INe  . wh 111 be able manshıp, that 1S, ATre formed INECN,;
LO teach others also.“® close ıth the but he ates OUr uncleanness, which has
words ofhymn which LO from the extinguıshe the 1g of hıs image. When
6th CEeNTUFrY: the washing of Christ cleanses E AWAaY,

he then loves an| embraces hıs OWI)

Sing ongue, how glor10us battle DUTIC workmanshıp'. omMm Lın loc. See also
g]0r10US victory became: Institutes, Z 13, 6; 16, Z

Quoted Dy Lloyd-Jones, Atonementabove the Cross, Hıs trophy, tell the
an Justification Banner of I'ruth,triıumph the fame

Tell how He, the earth’s Redeemer, by Hıs
eg] for 0O’ercame. ‚.James Denney, Corınthians, Expositor’s

Bıble London Hodder, Z
Uniwersalısm and the Doetrine of Hell, edhırty Je% us—pe _ect 1ge Cameron, arlıısle Paternoster,ıfe ın low estate— ch 10, Kverlasting Punıshment andBorn for thıs, self-surrendered, to Hıs

passıon dedicate, the Problem of Kıvıal, Henr1 Blocher, 280
See also, Henr1 Blocher, U1l and the Cross,On the Cross the Lamb 15 lıfted, for Hıs (Leicester

people immolate. Lewıs, Reflections Psalms Lon-
don eoffrey Bles, ch 3, The

Hıs the naıls, the SDCAaFT, the spıttıng, reed Cursings.
vinegar aN! gall; K} Kımi1l1 Brunner, T’he edıalor London

TOM hıs patıent body plerced 0O Lutterworth, 489, O0O0LNOTLEe
water streaming fall T Idem, 152
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13 odd The Eipıstle LO the Romans For full discussion crıt1que SEE Colin
London Hodder, 21ff See also hıs Gunton T’he Actualıty of Atonement
discussion of propıtıatıon TAa0KETOaıL, nburg! T&T Clark ch
16s cognates, derivatives an yYyNONYMNS John The Cross of Chrıst

the Septuagınt JTS 39 (1931) (Leicester ch 111 1392
26 (reprinted hıs and the 19 Op CLE 129
Greeks) See ıster McecGrath Tustitia De: GUP

eW1S Letters LO Malcolm quoted bDy Vol T  S& an Justification Dy
1p T’he Death ofChrist (Aberdeen Faıth (Basıngstoke arshall ickering,

Dıdasko 23f
15 Calvın, Instıtutes 21 Exodus 6f

Op Cıt Yor a DOoSs Calvın 17th Psalm
reformed statemen Satisfaction SEeEe Romans 11

RomansFrancıs 'Turretin Instıtutes of Elenctic
T’heology, eIOoTrmMEe:! resbyter1an UnNnton s phrase Idem 126 O0O0tiNOTLe
(1994) Vol 25 2 Jaım

Collected Shorter rıtings of Packer
'his four volume set contaıns the majorı1 of the Further volumes
shorter 1ECCS published by L. Packer OVer the
past thirty vears The artıcles range from short Vol Serving the People of God
devotional 1eCESs The church, revLıval, evangelism, the charismatic
published Urc. sponsored jJournals, to moOovement, and Christian Living
OPIN10N articles for popular Journals lıke In S collection of artıcles Dr Packer consıders the
Christianity Today, LO artıcles for scholarly nature of the church the relatıonsh1ıps between 1CSs
Journals Whıile the collection of interest TOM members Christian unıty
hıstorıical perspectıve, 1t ShOwSs the Are: of debate er LOpP1CS nclude
Ver the past three decades, 1T also valuable Renewal and revıval UTC. context
restatement of Manl basıc evangelıcal Kvangelısm 1ts ontent and the of
behefs In ıcle after artıcle Dr Packer shows how proclamatıon
these behefs INay be apphıed tOo unravellıng 15S5UC5S, Christian Living 'T’hıs CONSISTS of artıcles
how much INaYy stil] learn TOM OUT past He also sanctificatıon moralıty, leisure and CONSCIENCE

constantly leads TOM iıntellectual understandıng to Forthcoming 596-4 hardback with jJacket /
worshıp and devotion DD /£19

Vol Honouring the Savıng Work of (G(Ü0d Vol Honouring the Wrıiıtten Word of God
Collected Shorter Wrıitings of‘ Packer the I’'rınıty, The Authority and Interpretation ofScripture
Christ aM the Holy Spirıt Articles include

Articles hıch Packer outlınes hıs beliefs the 'The Adequacy of Human Language
The Necessıty of the eveale: Wordwork of Chrnrist anı the Holy Spirıt The Authorıity of ReasonHe strongly defends Irmıiıtarıan theology the hriıst Understanding of the Law ofuN1QueNesSs of ‚Jesus hrıst agaınst contemporary Godchallenges to ese beliefs Packer uch

1SSUeSs the uNnıqQqueNess of Christ hat Jesus Inerrancy the Dıivınity and Humanıty of the
achıeved the CTOSS sacrıfice satısfactıon, Biıble
Covenant theology, evangelıcals and the WaY of The and the ole of Women
salvatıon Kvangelıcal Hermeneutics

Forthcoming 0-.904-9 hardback with jacketArticles deal wıth such theologıcal IKKIMS
384pDp / £19.atonement Justification and unıyersalısm

Packer hıghlıghts the mportant work of the Holy Vol Honouring the People of GodSpirıt Articles nclude eolog! reflections the
charısmatic mMovement He generally takes posıtıve Christian Leaders and Theologians
VIEW ofs development that eiıng wıdely Articles nclude biographies of
condemned al the Liıme when mMOst of ese artıcles Luther
Were en Of ınterest are hıs John alvın and Reformed Europe

Rıchard Baxterthe Ways hıch the charısmatic movement Whıitefieldlıkely LO evolve
S Lloyd-JonesNov 64-8. hardback with jJacket DD ® Francıs Schaeffer£19 Christian Hıstory and Theology

Contact for detaiıls of SaV1NSs when yOou Luther Agaınst Erasmus
ubser1ibe to the ‚.JJTohn alvın an the Inerrancy of Holy Scripture

Justification Chrıstian Hıstory
Thomas Cranmer‘’ Catholic T’heologyPaternoster Press 8 'The Theological Challenge to Kvangelıicalısm TodayBox 300 Carlısle Forthcoming (-855364-905- hardback wıth jJacket /

paternoster Cumbrıa CA3 0Q5S DD / £19.
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® New ook al the Synoptic Question
* Un OUUDEeau regard sS1i Ia question synoptıique

Kıne nNnNeu.e Betrachtung der synoptıschen Frage
Philippe \_Rolland, Meaux

RESUME actuel, MALS des SOUTCesSs QUE celui-cC1
fusıonnees: le Pre-Matthıeu et le

L’auteur presente LCL1 resume Pre-Luc, deux versıons ındependantes
langue anglaıse de S55 pudlications SUur du Matthıeu hebreu dont parle Ia
Ia question synoptique, quı Sont Tradıtıon. L’artıcle montre Ia
DAarues JuSqu LCL qu en francaıs. Sa coherence de schema genealogıquethese fondamentale est un VvVec le recıt des Actes des Apötres eft Ia
modıfıicatıion de Ia theorıe des deux tradıtıon patrıstıque. Il soulıgne
SOUTCes.,. En plus de Matthıeu Z2TeC el [’ınteret historıque et theologıque de
Luc 2TeC dependent, NO du Marc recherche.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG vielmenhr auf und andere DVO  - Markus
khombinterte Quellen, namlıch eiıne

Der Verfasser präsentiert eiıne vormaltthäische und eine vorlukanısche
Zusammenfassung seıner Quelle, beiı denen sıch wel
Veröffentlichungen Z synoptıischen unabhängıge Versı:onen des Lın der
Frage, SLe der iınternatıionalen Uberlieferung attestzierten hebräischen
G(remeinschaft zugänglıch machen. Texts des Matthäusevangeliums handelt.
Bıslang dıese Veröffentlichungen Der Artıkel entfaltet dıe
nNnUuU auf Französisch erhältlich. Seine UÜbereinstimmung dıeses
Kernthese Läuft auf eine Modifikation der Entstehungsentwurfs miıt dem Bericht
Zweıiquellentheorıe hinaus. Er geht dabei der Apostelgeschichte und der
vVO  < der Annahme auls, daß der patrıstıschen Tradıtion. Außerdem wırd
griechische ext UON Matthäus und dıe hıstorısche und theologische
LuRas nıcht auf dıe Endform des Bedeutung der ıer dargebotenen
Markusevangelıums zurückgehlt, sondern Forschung hervorgehoben.

In order LO interpre the synoptiıc gospels, added, because this redactional work 15
whether from historical-eritical the visıble expresslon of the theologıicaltheological perspective, it 1S5 mportant LO thought that inspiıred ıt,
LrYy LO reconstruc the SOUTCES used by the
Greek EXTIS of Matthew, Mark and uke The Present Positions:
'The meaning of an y part 1s largely deter-
mıned DYy the ontext 1ın which ıt 1s5 OoUuUnN! Most current scholars use the LWO-SOUTrCe
an it 15 to look al the intention theory startıng po1ın Matthew and
ofach gospel wrıter when he deliberately uüke sed Mark, supposedly wrıtten
PUuts event 1n ontext dıifferent from SOIMNE time before AD7/0, ell another
the ontext 1n the SOUTCE hıs 15 also tru ancıent SOUTCE conventionally called Q,
Concern1ing the detaiıls of the account It 1s which INanYy SUPPDOSE wrıtten down
instructive to ASSess the redactional work around AD50 However, apart from few
involved 1ın ach incıdent, that 1S, which defenders of thıs strict schema’, speclal-
words ave een omitted, modified ists cons1ıder this theory INOTe
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Proto-Mk Marc

ark
ark eutero-M

Matthew Luke Matthew Luke Matthew Luke

convenıjent WaY tOo teach students to 185 o]ven respectful consıderation but 18
observe the differences In events reported problematic when the detaiıls of ıts analy-
by Matthew, Mark an Luke rather than SEeES Are examıned, the fundamental

ProOVen certaınty. It 1s often taught obstacle being the m1ınor agreements
that Matthew and uke sed form of the between Matthew and uke Ver agalınst
gospel of Mark that has SINCE disap- Mark .“ 'The example opposıiıte Ca be
peared, whether ‘“Proto-Mark’ o]ven.
‘Deutero-Mark’. hiıs second solution 1s5 In opposıtıon LO Griesbach’s eOTY, the
defended notably Dy Fuchs“. PTFeCauU- ‘multiple documentation’ adherents,

ell advocates of the °two SOUTCE’ the-tıon, advocates of thiıs 1eW rarely attempt
LO reconstruct the exacCct CoONntiLents of this emphasıise that Matthew an uüke
document. ATre independent of ach other Their

'The ‘two SOuUrce’ hypothesis CHa.  - be AaCCOUNTS of ‚Jesus’ childhood and hıs Res-
SUumMMaAarısed by the three diagrams above. urrection aAaPPDPCATANCES LOO dıfferent, LO
An actıve, EVEenN voc1ferous, miınorı1ty the point of makıng allıYy reconcıliation
ODDOSCS thiıs maJorı1ty osıtlon. hıs V difficult Their distinctive parables
miınorIıty, led by FarmeD 1S being WO  ; Ve dıifferent. It 1S thus difficult LO
Ver LO Griesbach’s ‘two gospel’ find satısfactory explanation of the
hypothesıis, which dispenses wıth the need mı1ınor agreements between Matthew and
for the SOUTI’Ce 'These scholars AaASSUummne uke opposed LO Mar How Ca.  - ONe
that it 1s nNnOot scientific LO postulate the maıntaın that Matthew and uke ach
existence of SOUTCE which has not een altered Mark’s Lext 1n nearly identical
substantılıally PrFrOVECI. very simple INanlner independently of ach other?
genealogy (1) below) based interesting Resorting LO Proto-Mark Deutero-
observations of the gospel of Mark 15 Mark thus becomes essential, but such
suggested but could theoretically be document ex1ists 1n Name only.
replaced Dy second (Z) below). YFor thıs}Ss()[11E scholars CNSATC 1n

third tendency 1s5 upheld especlally meticulous analyses 1ın order to find Out
by French speakıng exegetes. hıs theory which hypothetical documents would
could be called ‘multiple documentation)’. allow satısfactory explanatıon of all the
'T’he ‘two-gospel’ hypothesis 1S taken ınto observable facts Bol1smard 185 the maın reD-
consıderation but dismissed being resentatıve ofthe multiple-documentation
excessively simplistic, incapable of 91viIng theory Hıs genealogıcal diagram 1s

intelligent aCCount of the three SYIN1OD- produced opposıte opPp and compared
tic writings. The °*two SOUTFrCEe’ hypothesıis wiıth OW less complicated proposal.

Matthew uke

19 uke (2) Matthew

Mark Mark
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Doc Doc Hebrew Matthew

Doc

ra

re-MAT
Wl

Proto-Lk

Mt

Mt /Y/
Mt 9, B an! the W1Ne 18 spilled the wineskins Adre ruined

Z D and the WwWI1ıne 1s ruined, also the wıneskıns
5 anı be spilled the wıineskıins be rulned

Bo1ismard’s schema W as expounded INanner 1n Matthew and Luke, an the
1ın 1079 er the publıcatıon of other hand 1n slıghtly dıfferent form 1n
OWI)l studies the synoptic question Y Matthew and uke alone. Overleaf opPp 15
he decided to sımplıfy his theory Dy list of 1ve doublet aCCoOunts havıng 1Ve
‘enriching‘ mıne 1ın the below.‘ references.

'The eritical examınatıon of the LWO dıf- ast number ofother examples where
the SamInle word 15 attested LO four tımesferent posıtı1ons wiıll not be undertaken

ere Let 1t suffice to uUuse examples LO instead of 1ve could be added ıthout
explaıin how OU theory funections. It 15 being exhaustive, overleaf (bottom) ATr
INOTe complex than the ‘*two gospel’ and four other examples.
‘two SOUTCE’ hypotheses, but AD PCAIS LO be Secondly, Ca  - be SEEN 1n both lists,

the order of the sentences of the threethe siımplest possible n those
suggested Dy 'multiple documentation.’. evangelists 15 generally the Sarmne for the

Aramean Matthew
The Distinection between the

Markan aterlal and the Double
Tradition

Agreeing with the LWO-SOUTCEe theory, 1t. 15 Proto-Mkessenti1al LO distinguish LWO Lypes of mate-
Mit-Intral 1n Matthew and Luke; that which they

share ıth Mark, often ın paralle]l
Markan material), ell that which 15
COMMMON LO Matthew an uke but oes Proto-Lik
not 1n Mar double tradıtion).

The first. 15 the ex1istence of SCV - Mark
eral doublets 1.E., Sayıngs of Jesus, found

the ONe hand ın Mark an ın simılar Matthew uke
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(Markan mater1al) Double tradıtion)
Mt 1 i 1 Mt 2 Vr 9

It will be gıven LO hım who has ä 25 183.12 8 18 25.29 19.26
Carry one’s 'TO! 8& 34 16.24 9.23 10.38 1427
‚OSEe one’s lıfe 8 35 16.25 S! 10.39 17.33
Welcome 1n Namle 9.37 18.5 Y 48 10.40 10.16
Heaven earth will Dass aAaWAaVY 13.31 25.35 21.33 5.18 16.17

Markan mater1al. 'The exceptlons Are tradıtion from single document. nstead
easıly explained by Matthew’s and Luke’s they thıink that these Lwo evangelısts used

small collections of shorteditor1lal But 1ın the other Sayıngs
tradıtion the materil1lal 15 inserted 1n independently.
different places 1ın comparıson LO Mark, In agreement ıth MOST advocates of
which taken whole favours the the WO-SOUTCEe theory it must be held
WO-SOUTCe theory diagram. However, thıs that the double tradition collected
assSumes that there AIre into ON lengthy document for the mMoOost
OM1SS10NS either ın Matthew Luke, and part, gatherıng together verYy few of
0es not resolve certaın problems such Jesus’ aCts, but prıimarıly catechetical
the next example aT top of page 1371 max1ıms. In oOpınıon therefore, thıs

sıgnıficant agreement ex1ists between document 15 not Ftru!l gospel. (S1ıgnifi-
Matthew anı uke opposed LO Mar 1n cantly, it dıd not contaın alıy accounts of
that, independent of ach other, the the Passıon and the Resurrection.) hıs
healıngs performed by Jesus Are placed would explain why Mark, who probably
immediately before the feeding of the 1ve knew 1t, dıd not uUusSe ıt,
thousand and not 1n the ontext of the 'The for convıction 18 fol-
vısıt tO Nazareth. Moreover, ‚John 1s famıl- lows: the order of elements of
1ar ıth the SaIne motıift ın this passage the double tradıtion 15 COINMMNMON both LO
(John 6.2b) It 15 therefore safe LO SUPPDOSC Matthew and uke throughout these LWO
that the corroborating facts of Matthew, gospels. hıs be illustrated Dy the
uke and ‚.JJohn Aare tradıtional, and that table opposıte bottom)
Mark displaced the healıng motiıfs the 'The doublet of Matthew 10.15 an
OIle hand In 6.5b and the other hand 1n 11 29 LO show quıte ell that
6.13 It 1S therefore exaggerated LO Sa y Matthew voluntarıly displaced the long
that Matthew an uke ATre 1n Lext that have entitled “Jesus and ‚John
agreement about the order of events the Baptist’ Matthew A uke
opposed LO Mark few Trare exceptlons do 7.18-35) into ONTLEext where he brings
ex1ıst (see also Matthew P 1 uke together a|| SOTLTLS ofcControversy. for the

rest, which includes the greater part of the
double tradıtion, the order of the events 1S

The Real Existence of the identical.
Source Matthew’s displacıng of number of

important MmMax1ıms be understood ın
number of exegetes question whether terms of his interest 1n regroupıng Jesus’

Matthew and uke knew the double words thematically“.(8) He places the

arkan mater1al) Double Tradition)
Mt 1 il Mt 2 Lk 2

The parable of the lamp 421 8 16 5.15 1433
Nothing 1s hidden 4.29 & 17 10.26 Pa
No repudilation 101l 19.9 5 32 16.18
The first. wiıll be last 10.31 19.30 20.16 13.3
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Matthew Mark Luke
Visıt to Nazareth 13.54-558 6.1—-6a 4 . 16.292 34
ealıngs DYy Jesus 6.5b

935 6.6b 8& 1Itınerant preaching
Missionary sending Vn ,
ealıngs DY those sent 6.13
Herod’s judgement of ‚Jesus 147172 14-16 7/—9
Execution of ‚JJohn the Baptist 14312a T

6.30 _ 10aAnnouncement made LO ‚Jesus 12b
Wıthdrawal welcoming the crowds 41383143a n en 9 10b5b-11a

9_11bealıngs by Jesus
Feeding of the 1ve housand 12415021 T

Lord’s Prayer (Mt 6.9—-13 1n illustrates the Pharisee’s blindness ıth
the heart of the evangelical discourse, approprılate metaphor: x blınd INa  ®
which 15 the charter of od’s tIru chil- leads blind MManl, both 111 fall into
ren In the centire of the M1SS10Nary pıt Matthew 1s5 also fond of putting dou-
discourse, 1n which the apostles Are the blets together Ven combıinıng them
plenipotentiaries of the OIl who sends (see, for example, Mt 19.30 an 20.16;
them (ef. Mt PO:: Matthew Mt 1241 and L2.032: Mt 133139 COTM-
defines their identity ollows: °1It 1s pared LO S an 3.18-—-19.)
enough that the discıple be lıke hıs Therefore, 1t 15 natural tO SUPPOSEC that
master’ (Mt 10.24-—925 6.40) In the Matthew broke the SOUTCE while
Parables discourse, which demonstrates uke inserted lengthy passasges iınto the
the contrast between the knowledge m1ıdst of the Markan mater1ıal (Lk
of the true disciples and the hardness of 6.20—7/.39;
the crowds (Mt 13.13-15), he inserts the it 15 remarkable that G1X dispersed dou-
Sayıng, ‘Blessed Are YOUFL CYCS because ble tradıtion MmMax1ıms attested LO 1n uke
they sSee (Mt a.16-17) In contrast, he should be found regrouped 1ın exactly the

Matthew Matthew Luke
Exhortations of ‚.JTohn the Baptist S LD —9
TEeeEe Temptatıions 4.1—11 &1

Zvangelic: Discourse
The Capernaum centurıon 8 5A9 7 E
‚Jesus and John the Baptıst A
Accounts of vocatıon 19299 7—6!
Missionary Discourse O21 F

10.15 1129 10.14Tyre on uring judgement
Unconverted Cities 172023 10.13-15

11 251277 10). 21229T’he gospel evealed to the simple-minde
The dumb demon 1907A0 111405
Jonah the Queen of 12.39 —49 11 2939
'T’he Hypocr1isy of the Ser1ibes Pharısees 43 11.39-52
The Lamentatıions for Jerusalem 23.37-39 13.34-35

24 _.26—027 1 7.253202The day of the Son of Man
The flood 2437739 11 2627
The OIl!|  0> taken the OIl|  > eft 24 4041 17.34-36
The parable of the talents 0 14320 19122907
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Luke Matthew
6.40 0.24-925aT’he iscıple his master

Beelzebub 11 28
Nothing 15 hıdden 192 70 10.26—-33

1951 a 10.34-36Not DPeCAaACE, but sSword
Renounce verythıng 14.26—27/ 10.37:38
'To lose one’s 1fe 17.33 10.39

SamIne order 1n Matthew. See the list Matthew and uke SaYy 1n siımple WaY
above. wiıth SYNONYINS Could not Mar ave har-

It 1S5 highly improbable that these onısed LWwO paralle]l versi1o0ns 1ın Greek of
1Ms wWere known by both Matthew and ancıent Semuitic document? Moreover,
uke 1n isolatiıon from ach other wıthout 1t. must be observed that uke CXPDTESSCS
thıs order being presented 1ın DIC- himselfere 1ın that conforms LO
exıstıng document. (james of chance have good Hebrew style, while Matthew
theır laws. employs famılıar expressıon from classı-

agree, therefore, wıth OIl! of the mMOSsStT cal Greek T’he concrete express1on ‘the
contested theses of the LWO SOUTCE theory, setting of the SUuNn 185 attested tO ın Gen
that the existence of the SOUT’CE 15 1iNnd1s- Z26.11 Lev Z Dt 28. 11 Jdg 14.18,
pensable. 'T ’he exegete’s certaınties Sa 2 24, 3.090, 22.306, 15.54,
reljiable any archaeologist’s certaınty Ecec L  9 ö  9 Mic 3  9 Isa 60.20, etc
of the ex1istence of ancıent cıty discov- But the abstract expressıon found 1n
ered 1ın the rulns of tell well-reasoned Matthew and 1ın the first part of Mark’’s
argument has much cred1bilıty the LEeXT, late (hour) havıng come‘’ (0DSLAS
discovery of parchment 1ın desert CaVve genomenes), understood quıte ell ın

Greek, CAaNnnoOotL be retranslated lıterally
Mark, the 1rs Evangelical into Hebrew. In the primitıve oral tradı-

armony t10N, when the event Was told for the first
time 1n the language of the Judeo-

'The Markan mater1al remaıns LO be stud- Christians, Mark’’s redundancy did nNOot yeL
ied It has een shown how difficult it 1S to ex1st. It Was SImply sald 1n Luke, ‘the

that the canonıcal Mark W as inde- setting SUNn
pendently recopled by Matthew uke 'The proposed solution LO the synoptic
Does another alternative exı1ist? problem merely consısts of correcting the

'T’he alternative 18 quıte sımple. There 1S5 system of the LWO-SOUTFCEe theory ıth
evidence 1n Antıqulty of tendency LO fuse respect LO Mark’’s mater1lal. comparıson
the four gospels together iınto ON!| aCCOunt of the LWO genealogical diagrams AD DECAI'’S
without losing the richness of of them opposıte.
'Tatıan WTOLEe the Dıatessaron, imıtated In this perspective, Matthew’s an
today by the famous ‘Quatre evangıles Luke’s agreement 1n opposıtıon LO Mar

seu|l’. PTFrODOSEC the hypothesıs that Causes problem. It 1s sımply the obverse
of Mark’s redactional work. See theMark already had this idea, not for the

four gospels, but for LWO evangelıcal OCU- example gıven al the beginnıng of thıs
ments used 1ın Kome:; ONM  D being used 1n the artıcle (Mk Z Z an parallels, shown
Greek Lext by Matthew and the other DYy opposıte).
Luke? 'T’he fact that Matthew uses the present

Indeed, ıt 1s5 acknowledged that phe- while uke uses the future ( be
NOIMNeEeNON of duality ex1ists throughout the explained quıte ell by Semitic back-
Lext of Mark * The best-known example 1S5 STOUN! In Hebrew, 1ın Aramalıc, there 1s5
found ın 13  N “"T'hat evenıng Mt distinetion between the present and
85.16) after SUNSsSet Mar uses the future T’he SamInlle form the imperfect
repetitıve express1ons LO Sa y hat incomplete) CXÄDIECSSC either ldea,
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T’he Primiutive Semuitic Gospel

ersion ersionark

ILukeMatthew Matthew ark Luke

depending the CONTLeXT; 1ın OIl  D sıtuatıon The redactional work of Mark 15 extien-
the WInNne 15 runnıng OUut, an 1n the other S1Vve, anı intelligently onNne He first uses
sıtuatiıon the wıiıneskıins Arle ruıned. In the pre-Lukan tradıtion LO emphasıse
relatıon LO the omı1ss1ıon ofthe erh °to that ‚Jesus took hiıs disciples ıth hım He
out 1ın Mark, alr of sadness 15 quıte introduces the Biblical theme of .  rest
intelligently added LO the tradıtional owards which the o0od Shepherd 15
wording represented by Matthew an leading hıs sheep (Psalm 23.2) He
uke 'T’he WI1N! not only TU out’, but 15 Justifies thıs eed LO rest Dy the intense
completely ‘lost). actıvıty of ‚Jesus an his disciples, ratıo-

Another example (top of pase 140) nale he has already used 1ın Mark 3.20 He
which explaıns hOow solutiıon works 15 then closer LO the pre-Matthew
Jesus’ withdrawal LO solitary place tradıtiıon by specıfyıng the different WAaYsS
(Mark S and parallels before the the disciples and the ecerowds moved from
feeding of the 1ve thousand.* place LO place.

It would be paradoxical indeed LO ma1ın- T'he repetiıtıve character of Mark, which
taın that the final vers1ion ofMar the harmon1ıses the pre-Luke an PIE-
SOUTCEe which Matthew an uke each COD- Matthew traditions, 1s5 quıte visıble ın the
ied independently. In Mark, the dıscıples SYNOPSIS. hıs CHa.  b be presented 1n another
WerTIe the 11eS wh left while 1ın Matthew WaYy (top of page 141)
and Luke, Jesus W as the ON  D wh went 'The rest of the SYyNOPSIS 15 Ven

AWAY Mark contaıns neither the subject INOTeEe interesting because the intelligence
‘the crowds’ 19(0)8 the erb ‘followed him of Mark’s method 15 revealed by hiıs
which ATre used ın the Samne INAanner both harmoniısıng ofthe Lwo tradıtions bottom
1n Matthew and uke 'T ’he COININON of pPase 141)
denomiınator of Matthew an uke 1s nNnot By merging the LWwo tradıtions, Mark
Mark, but the Semitıc text that ave explaıns the reactiıon of the ecrowds. ome
reconstruected. (as 1n Pre-Mt.) Sa the discıples leave, and

hıs Lext 15 preserved almost intact 1n SEa LO it that Man y others NCW about 1t.
Luke who ExtraCcts from his SOUTCE detaiıl (as 1n Pre-Luke) Wıth respect tO the
about the locatıon of the feeding of the 1ve crowd’s actıon, Mark could longer use

thousand; remote place situated Ne. the stereotyped wording of the primıtıve
Bethsaıda (ef. 6.45) In Matthew, the tradıtion (°the crowds ollowed Bim) S1INCEe
prımıtıve tradıtion 15 embellished ıth he NECW that ‚Jesus had discovered when
detaijls about how people moved from ON he goLt Out of the boat that the erowds had
place LO another, the ONe hand by ‚Jesus arrıyed al the shore before hım He there-
and hıs disciples (by boat), an the fore deser1ibed the people’s Tace there (1In-
other hand Dy the erowds (on foot) terpreting PreMt), and logically

Mt 9 .17 an!| the wıne 15 spilled, the wineskiıins Aare ruined
R B the W1nNne 15 ruined, an!| also the wıineskins
5A4 it. wıll be spilled, and the wıneskıns will be ruined
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'T’he Primitive Semuitic Gospel

he took them anı went tfo remote place 1ın the desert.
the crowds OUN! Out about it, and OllOWEe! him

ersıion Pre-Mt) ersıon re-Luke

takıng them, he left, But, takıng them along, he wıthdrew
by boat
LO lonely place apart apart, LO etinNnsaılda.
And, the crowds avıng een hım But the crowds, knowıng It.
Ollowe! hım OlloOowe! hım.

foot {rom the LtOowns.

Mt 1413 8 E 9._10b-11a
Now when ‚Jesus
heard thıs,

he took themhe sald to them,
‘“Come aWOY and wıthdraw
ap to ap: LO

(ef. 6.45) lonely place cCıty etnNnsaıda
(ef. Ps Z 2) rest awhıle’”

For ITLATLY When the erowds
WerTe comıing anı go1ng,

they had
(ef. 3.20) leisure EVEeN to eat

Jesus wıthdrew they went aWUY
from there
1ın oat to 1n the oat to
lonely place apart lonely place ap
But, when the NOow, they Sa them go1ng,
ecerowds heard It. ITLATL'Y NEeW them, knew it,
they ollowed hım they there they oLLOWEI hım

foot. foot
from the towns from the Lowns

got there
ahead of them

concluded that they had arrıyed ahead of celusion about the redactional actıvıty of
Jesus and hıs discıples. their authors. hıs vliewpoint

careful examınation of the genealog1- much INOTeEe interesting than that which 15
cal relationships between the synoptıc currently being taught, namely that
gospels leads LO highly interesting COIN- Matthew and uke removed all the
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9.10b
And he took them an withdrew

apart to cıty etiNnsalda.
6.31a

he sald to them, ’Come aWAaY Dy yourselves
apart, LO lonely place

6.3  D
they went AWAY 1n the boat

tO lonely place apart
Mt 13a

when ‚Jesus heard thıs, he wıthdrew from there 1n oat
LO lonely place apart

picturesque qualıties of Mark’s Ltext, vVe schematic, an easıly memorised.
replacıng It, strangely enough, wıth Details WerTrTe added when 1t wrıtten
almost identical schematic presentatıon, OoOWnNn 'The prımıtıve tradıtion stated that,
while at the Samne time insısting that Mat- “"The erowds knew about It. and they fol-
thew and uke AIe NOLT interdependently lowed him Subsequently, wıtness
related! able to clarıfy that ‚Jesus travelled by boat

while the ecerowds went foot along the
T'he Historical Consequences: shore. Thirdly, Mark pointed out that

people had to ru which 15 nNnOot al a]]
Discardıng ‘the eritical dogma of the unlıkely.
LWO-SOUTCEe theory 15 of great signıficance 'The historian MUsStT take ınto aCCount
to the hıstorJan. Matthew and uke Are a ]] of the ancıent descriptions, '1a-
reinstated. They ATe nOot siımple Dara- t1ons, of the event ach includes part of
phrases of Mark They had ACCess LO the truth But thıs truth must be sessed
SOUIT’CeSsSs combıned Dy Mark By comparıng by evaluatıng the transformatıion of the
them, the oral tradıtion which taught Lext al ach stage, looking for the 1T64S0O01S
LO the ‚Judeans an! (Galıleans 1n their why the wording changed. Such
mother ongue al the beginning be PFOCEeSS 15 the TEVerse of fundamentalıst
reconstructed faırly easıly approach, but o0es not put the global

hiıs oes not 1nNean LO SaYy that hat 15 historic1ıty of the gospels iınto doubt It
theolder 1s5 necessarıly INOTE exaCt 1n the h1ıs- implementation of healthy

torlan’s CYCS 'The prımıtıve tradıtion Was eriticısm.

Y. 1la
When the crowds learned 1ıt,

they foflowed hım
6.31b

For INanıy WT comıng and go1ng
6.32

Man SE them go1ng, anı knew them,
anı foot from the LOWNS,
they there
and got there ahead of them

Mt 13b
And when they ear ID, the crowds

ollowed him foot from the ftOowns.
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Consequences for atıng the reg1o0ns, ın the outskiıirts of Jerusalem
Synoptic Gospels (Lydda, Joppa), but also quıte probably 1ın

Galılee, and Ven far N Damas-
'The demonstration that the canonıcal Cl  N The oral teaching of Jesus’ wıtnesses
Lext of Mark NOLT used by Matthew had LO be passed LO remote COMMUN1-
uüke facılıtates the freedom of research tıes, and there 1s LO think that,
wıth respect LO the date of the fınal wrıtıng Was not sed for thiıs PUrDOSC. 'The
redactions. It 185 generally recognised, prımıtıve tradıtiıon also had LO be trans-
the asıls of Irenaeus’ wıtness, that Mark

wrıtten ın Rome after the ‘exodus’ of
lated into (Gireek for the Greek-speaking
believers, ONCE agaın wrıtıng must ave

Peter and Paul, which probably s1gnıfies een used, Even +r the ral tradıtion
theiıir deaths (to judge by the 1ın continued to play role.
9.31 an Pe 1.:15) However, nothing 'T’he death of Stephen led LO the catter-
forces LO believe that the Greek Lext, of Ing of the Greek-speaking believers. OoOmMe
Matthew and Luke WerTIe later than that, preachers WerTe welcomed 1ın Samarıla,
SINCEe they wWerTrTe not inspıred DYy the DPICS- Cyprus, Phoenicila and Antioch. 'The O0OT
ent day Mar but by I110Te ancıent t1ımı1dly left OPDCH LO few people from
SOUI’Ces Other observations eecd LO be pPagan roots whoJoined the alıthful of Jew-
taken into consideration 1ın order LO know ish Or1g1N. Roman soldiers WEeTITeEe first
whether Matthew uke WT wrıtten evangelised 1n Caesarea, and would not
before after the fall of Jerusalem 1ın ave een satısfied ıth the Jewish OCU-

hıs question dealt ıth 1ın rela- MEents typıcally sed untiıl then more
tıvely recent work * It that ıt would unıversal catechısm needed LO be wrıtten
ave een dıifficult LO wrıte the book of for theır benefit, OIl  D which highlighted
cts after Nero’s persecution of the Chris- those aspects of ‚Jesus’ teachıng MmMoOost -
t1ans ın 64-65 long arguments 11y wıthıin their 9rFasp confidence In the

not refuted, maıntaın that Luke’s Creator who fed the birds and clothed the
gospel should be dated slightly earlıer. flowers of the field ın beauty, the approval
'T’he Greek Lext of Matthew MUusSst have ofthe conversıon ofthe people ofNıneveh,
een wrıtten al the Same per10d uke and the Queen of Sheba’s ques for WI1S-
but 1ın another geographical TEa ıt. had dom, for example. hıs catechısm, wriıtten
een publıshed later, for example around 1n Greek, corresponds to the document
50, 1t 185 dıfficult LO understand why ‚Jesus’ which modern sclence has een able
childhood hıs AaPPCAaAraNlces after the roughly LO reconstruct
Resurrection Were presented ın WaY The Antioch church became INOTe
which 1S dıfficult LO reconcıile wıth ıts mportant later It housed Peter for
PIFECUISOL, certaın time (Gal 2.11) and recorded hıs

memaorTIes. 'T ’he first collection, which
Consistency wıth the Data TOM call Pre-Matthew, W as probably pUut

the Acts of the Apostles together 1n Antioch. Furthermore, ONM of
the eaders of thıs church, Saul, also called

KEven though Acts, lıke ancılent Narra- Paul, undertook several VOyases tO remote
tıve, mMust be read from eritical po1n of lands, baptısıng the uncırcumeclsed. From
VvleW, especlally 1n terms of chronology, theVe beginning he accompanıed Dy
OIl!|  D cannot doubt ıts overal|l presentatıon disciples, Barnabas and then Sılas, who
of the progressıve diffusion of Christian used number of oral tradıtions 1ın their
1ıdeas 1n the Mediterranean world preaching which WerTrTe absent from the

T’he evangelıcal MESSage W as 175 wrıtten EeEXTIS until then The document
proclaimed 1n Jerusalem, reaching those which call Pre-Luke W as wrıtten 1n
Israelıtes whose lıturgıcal language those reg10ns of Macedonia, Achajla and
Hebrew. Others who spoke Greek also Asıa aul needed tO leave wrıtten form
Joined the Christian communıty. T’he of the gospel NCeEe he left thıs mı1ıss1ıon
MesSsage received vVe early 1n remote terrıtory (Rm
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It WAas only after Paul’s comıng LO Rome another 1LLLUSTEFr1OUS eiender ofthe ypoth-
es1s of LWO gospels, Or CONI1dEe! ın 1984that Luke, his companı1on, wrote, ın the

of perhaps LWO Yy'  9 LWwO books that he longer elleve 1ın ark’s
the ‘Hıstory of Christian OÖrigins’ ending dependency wrıtten text from Mat-
1n according LO the chronology MOStT thew Luke, but rather that hıs basıs

Was preMatthew an pre-Luke tradıtiıoncurrently accepted and based earlier Griesbach eory WAas presented for
investigatlions. 'The Church Fathers lınk the 1Irs tıme 1n (83, but Was not acceptehıs gospel LO Paul’s preaching, ofwhich DYy the scl1entific WOTr. My solution closely
abstract 15 known LO Pre-Luke. 'The approaches that of Eichhorn 1C
gospel of Matthew wrıtten around Was eiende for the first time 1ın 1794,
thıs SaIne per10d 1n another place, proba- developed 1ın Eiınleitung ın das Neue
bly Antioch. It W as during the period 1ın Testament (1804) But Eıchhorn complıi-

cated his schema by assumıng that erewhich the separatıon between EeWSs and
Was Aramean orıgınal Tee Lrans-Christilans Was symbolised by the stonıng latıon for each SOUTCE document. 'T ’hısof ‚.James Finally, after the 1re 1ın

Rome 1ın AD64 and the deaths ofeier and WOU explain why hıs eory has een
forgotten.Paul ın AD64 69, Mark W as asked LO Cf. Neirynck, T’he Mınor Agreements ofharmonise the Pre-Matthew Lext from Matthew an uke agaınt Mark, wiıith

Antioch which nurtured by Peter’s Cumulatıve ıst (Leuven,
tradition an! the Pre-Luke Lext from Mac- Benoıt Boismard, Synopse des
edonija Asıa which W as nurtured by quatre evangıles francaıs (Parıs,
Paul’s tradıtion. Tome I,

hıs history Ca  b be sSummMmMarısed by Kolland, ‘Les predecesseurs de Marc
the diagram below which COVEeTrSs the 2.18-22)', 1n Revue Bıblıque (1982)

3/0—405; ‘Marc, premiere harmoniegenealogy presented earlier. evangelıque?”, In (1983) 23-—19; ‘LesMy research has hitherto een pub- evangıles des premileres communauteslished only 1ın French. have provıded chretiennes’ ıIn (1983) 161-201; Les
SUININALY of it here, LO bring 1t LO the premıers evangıles. Un NOUVEeaAaU regardSr
attention of INOTe international audience le probleme synoptıque, Parıs, 1984;
wh Ca. evaluate the Varılıous arguments ‘L’arriıere-fond semiıtique des evangıles
put forth synopt1ques’, ıIn ETL (1984) 30I0—002;

“Jesus connalssaıt leurs pensees’, In FKIL
(1986) 18-12 1; ynopt1que, Question’, 1noOtfes
Dıctionnaure Encyclopedique de [a Bıble

Specıific  y Neirynck an! Tuckett (Maredsous, 7-1  9 ‘La QUES-
u  S, Sprachliche Untersuchungen tıon Synoptıque demande-t-ell Ul

reponse compliquee?’ 1n Bıblica (1989)aus und as. Eın Beıtrag CT 217-223; ‘Marc, ecteur de Piıerre el deQuellenkrıitik ome, Paul”’, 1ın CTE euven 1992, 7175—-1178;The abundant bıblıography 1n
Farmer, The Gospel of Jesus. The astiora: ‘Lecture couches redactionnelles de
Relevance of the ynoptıc Problem (Louıis- l’episode de l’epuleptique’, In BT,
ville, entucky, Dom Orchard, (Leuven, 1—458

Boismard, L’evangıle de Marc,
Jerusalem prehistoire (Parıs, £My posıtion 15

close LO the eOTrYy developed Dy Philıppe
Rolland, statıng that Mark combıned

(aesarea eXtTS, not from the final Vers10ns of
Matthew and Luke, but rather from
re-Matthew Pre-Luke (ef.

Antioch Macedonıla Intermediate Matthew and TOLO-
Pıerre) Asıa In Op1nı10n, S theory 1S WTIroNng

1ın that 1s o0es AWAY wıith Markan
tradıtıon IF it. 15 true that In certaın

Antiıioch Rome Achanla? the final version of Mark combıned eXTs
Matthew Mark uke comıng from Intermediate-Ma:  CW anı
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roto-Luke, most ofese texts Carmne from WaYys of hıch aplas spoke (La Bıble de
Intermediate-Ma:  eCW roto-Mar Jerusalem, edition revıisee (1998)
(p 9) T’he acceptance of thıs eory 15 Rolland, ‘From the (Genesıis LO the
EeVEeIlI INOTe evıdent 1ın the revised dıtıon of End of the or The Plan of Ma  ew’s
La Bıble de Jerusalem (1998) “The follow- Gospel’, In Bıblıcal T’heology Bulletin
ing hypothesıiıs NO becomes plausıble: the (1972) 155176
relationshiıp between the ynoptics must (T Neıirynck, Dualıty ın Mark Contribu-
be considered not the eve of the HOoNns LO the Study of the arkan Redaktıon
Gospels presently ave them, but (Leuven,
the eve ofer redactj]onal mater1al that Part of LO Boismard’s

be calle!: pre-Matthew, pre-Luke, 1994 book 15 sSummMmMmarızed ere KRolland,
perhaps EeVeEeN pre-Mark. ese interme- verıtable prehistoire de Marc (MC 6,
1ate documents COU. be dependent 30—34 et parralleles)’, In (1996)
COININON SOUTCE hıch COU. only be the 11 Kolland, L’orıgine et Ia date des
Aramaıc versiıon of Matthew then evangıles. Les eMOaLNS oculaıres de Jesus
translated into Tee In the dıfferent arıls,

The New International Dictionary of
New Testament Theology

Editor: o11n Brown

four volume get offering CONCISEe discussions of a ]] the maJor
theological terms 1n the New 'Testament agaınst the
ackgroun of classıcal and koıine ree the Old Testament,
Rabbinical thought and different usSasges 1ın the New
'Testament.

0-85364-4392-_-9 Volumes, total 3506Dp / 240 mm £119.99

'The Paternoster Press
Box 300 Carlisle Cumbria CA3 0Q
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K Reading Jesus’ Parables According toO
TOSSAaN and Ricoeur
La ecture des paraboles de Jesus d’apres
TOSSaAN et Rıcceur
Interpretation der Gleichnisse Jesu nach
TOSSAN und 1C0eur

Laughery, Huemoz

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
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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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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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R Toward z Miss1iology of estern Culture
A Vers une Missıologie de Ia Culture Occıidentale
B CAAaNReNn z2U eıner Missıologıe der Westlichen

Kultur
Mike Goheen, Ancaster, Ontarıo

RESUME MILSSLON du Dıeu frıne, quı vISe racheter
Ia ereatıon foult entiere. H fallu attendre

Pendant le grand sıecle du MOUvemen les annees 1980 DOUFr qu ’ une mLSSLOLOgLE
MLSSLONNALFE moderne, les etudes de la culture occıdentale fasse Jour. 4O
MLISSLOLOZILQUES Onl surgır le theme de catalyseur de evolutıon fut Leslıe
Ia benedıiction qul viendraıit refour de Newbigıin.
"actıon MLSSLONNALFE: Ia DOUSSEE Davıd Bosch reconnailit qQUE Newbigın
MLSSLONNALFE du AFX- sıecle rebondırait na suffisamment elabore un

DOUTF apporter benefique m1ıss10logıe de Ia culture occıdentale ans
l’Eglıse quL envoyaıt des MLSSLONNALFES. SOn MAaSnum ODUS quı s’hintıtule:
C2 theme fut jJamaıs approfondı et Transformer la 1SsS10n. Cependant,
graduellement disparu de la Iıtterature. ans Iıuvre pnudlıe apres mMOTT,
Aujourd ’hut, 0145 UOyONS reapparaitre Newbigın eSQULSSE Programm. DOUTF

dynamıque, alors QUE Ia FroLSsancCe UNnNe m1ıssi0logıe de Ia culture occıdentale.
de i’Eglıse dans d’autres partıes du CVe o2ramm comprend les poLNts
monde permet L’Eglıse d’Occıdent de SWULUVANIS: Ia redecouverte de Ia nalure
reconsıderer Vec les VEUX de l’Eglıise du MLSSLONNALFE de l’Eglıse et de Ia
monde vOoLE de developpement. Cette theologıe, Ia recherche de la manıere Ia
nouvelle sıtualtıon donne lıeu plus adaptee DOUTF aborder la ULie publique
l’elaboration une mıSSLOLOgLE de Ia dans la culture occıdentale, la prıse
culture occıdentale. compte de [’Eglıse du monde voLe de

Les MOFESs «ML1SS1ON» el «m1SS10logıe>» developpement qul beaucoup OUS
Sont employes d’une anıere nouvelle. La enseıiıgner Su  S l’experience MLSSLONNALFE,
MLSSLON estplus ULE UnNne des manıeres authentiques de
expansıon geographique el la miLsSsSLOLOgLE parler de Dieu, defı lance

rapporte plus l’etude de l’autonom.ıe de la raıson humaıne.
entreprıise. Dans les conferences L’une des questions programm.
mondıales du Conseil Missı:onnaıre une m1LSSLO0Logıe de la culture
International, depuls celle de Tambaran occıdentale est celle du lıen culturel dont

1938 Jusqu ä celle de Wıllıngen i’Eglıse d’Occıident est captıve. Deux
1952, les deux postulats SWULUVANLS quı changements SONL necessaıres DOUFr
avaıent sous-tendu Un UU colonıalıste ıberer l’Eglıse de SO  - emprıiısonnement
de Ia MLSSLON onl ete abandonnes: le culturel: Uune reforme ınterne quLl la
monde est dıivıise deux, entre conduırLse retirouver Uune CoONnscCLiencCce
Occıdent chretıen el le restie du monde MLSSLONNALFE el l’adoption d’une
NO  S chretien; La MLSSLON er L’Eglıse demarche MLSSLONNALFE ULS-A-ULS de la
SONL deux entreprıse dıfferentes. Une culture occıdentale.
nouvelle comprehensıion de QUE doıt Une esquısse rapıde de l’histoire de
etre la MLSSLON est aDParue 1952, Vec l’Eglıse peut Onftrer comment [’Eglıse
l’emergence du CONCepLt de MLSSLO Dei, d’Occıident perdu CONSCLENCE
Wıllıngen. La MILSSLON est alors CONCUE MLSSLONNALFE ınterne et abandonne Son

effort MILSSLONNALFE envers le mondela partıcıpatıon de [’Eglıse Ia
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exterieur. On peut regarder hıstorıre Au sıecle, [ ’E'gl ise 6evolue de
LIravers deux ‚YDe. de [unettes. Les posıtıon margınale DOUFr devenır Un

premiıere SoNLt celles de Rıchard Nıebuhr: ınstıiıtution dominante, elle est DaAassee
quand l’Eglıse est Jeune et mınorıtaıre, une sıtuaklion de faıblesse et
elle caracterıse Par esprL d’inferiorite UNe sıtuatıon de DOUVOLF et
MLISSLONNALFE el Un attıtude crıtıque de superıiorı1te, de aUvUrTeE elle est devenue
l’egard de Ia culture ambıante. Puıis, rıche, de mınorıte opprımee, elle est
lorsqu 'elle s’est deputs longtemps devenue maJjorıte OPPTESSLUE, elle est
ınstallee dans Ia culture, Ia MLSSLION Dasse d’une relıgıon ıllegale un
LIrouUUVve remplacee Dar le Soın pastoral el le relıgıon d’etat, d’Eglise rassemblant des
discours prophetique erıtique cede le DasS residents etrangers, elle est devenue UNnNe
devant Un posıtıon ıen etablıe. Il € Eiglıse etablıe. Comme telle, !’Eglıse de la
resulte emprisonnement culturel. chretiente ete Uune Eglıse etablie el non
Tavers d’autres [unettes, consıdere la MILSSLONNALFE. Pourtanlt, elle DFIS UNne
tache de [’Eglıse Ia fOLS de facon parı actıve developpement culturel.
posıtkıve: c’est Ia partıcıpatıon Deputs le sıecle des Lumieres, l’Eglise
developpement culturel, el negatıve: c’est ete mMmLSE eel repoussee dans le
l’opposıtion l’ıdolätrıe eroLtissante. sSectieur DFrLUE de Ia culture occıdentale.
L/’Eglıse prımıtıve avaıilt adopte la Cette sıtuatıon monftre QUE l’Eglıse est
seconde demarche, tandıs qQUE i’Eglıse de dans etat avance de syncretıisme. Au
la chretiente opte PDOUTF Ia premıere. lieu de resıister Ia foL ıdolätre quı VOUELes chretiens de L’Eglıse prımıtıve e monde occıdental la raıson humaine,
consıdera:ent des resıiıdents elle s’est doucement conformee Ia
etrangers. L’ımplicatıon prıncıpale de Sfructiure de plausıbılıte de [’Occıdent. La
point de UU celle d’une ensıon mentalıte de Ia chretiente reste operante
redemptrice entre [’Evangıle eft Ia culture. dans la Mesure 0U [’Eglıse demeure
L’Eglıse etaıt UuUne communaute autre, partıe ıntegrante du QUO etablı,
partıcıpant UuUne autre hıstoire qQUE celle contentant d’un röle reduit d’aumönier
de la culture dominante. Comme elle de Ia natıon.
ıncarnaıt UuUune anıere de viUre faısant D postmodernite OUS offre Ln
CONnLraste Vec celle de Ia Socıete 0Cccasıon de reirouver Un VLISLON
ambıante, elle etaıt Ia fOLs attırante el mMLSSLONNALFE de l’Eglise. Alors qu 'elle
subversive. S77 veult faıre Un LIrOuUUVve dans Uune nouvelle posture dans Ia
evaluatıon, dıra, posıtıvemenlt, qQUe€ socıete, L’Eglıse besoin de reexamıner
l’Eglıise prımıtıve maıntenu LL SOn ıdentite. Sı elle veult SUrvLUre dans
attıtude d’opposıtion, el, negatıvemenlt, UNne culture postmoderne, elle doıt
qu elle na PasS LOUJOUFS Feconnu absolument refirouver SO  < ıdentite
responsabılıte culturelle. MLSSLONNALFE.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG einschlägıigen Lıteratur. Doch heutzutage
sehen wIr, daß sıch eıne entsprechende

Im großen Jahrhundert der modernen Dynamik entwickelt, ındem das
Mıssıonsbewegung kam ın Wachstum der Kırche ın anderen Teılen
mıssıonNswIssenNscChaftlichen Studı:en dıe der Welt dıe westlıche Kirche ın dıe Lageede vO gesegneten Reflex’ bzw UVO  S versetzl, eın Verständnis ıhrer
der reflexıven Aktıon auf. Der se[bhst gewınnen, und War dadurch,
miıssiONArısche Impuls des da S1ıe sıch durch dıe Augen der Kırche
Jahrhunderts würde aufdıe sendende ın der Dritten Welt sehen annn In dieser
Kırche zurückfallen und ıhr selbst zU Sıtuation entsteht nU eiıne
Vorteıil gereichen. Dieser Gedanke ıst Missıologıe der westlıchen Kultur.
Jedoch nıe genauer untersucht worden, Dıie Begriffe ‘Mıssıon bzw
un verschwindet allmählıich auUus der Mıssıologıie) werden aufe un
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Weıise verwendet. BeL Mıssıon handelt eıne ınnerliche Reformatıon, dıe dıe
sıch nıcht mehr geographische Kırche ıhr missıionarısches Bewußtsein
Eixpansıon, und Missıologıe ıst nıcht wiederfinden Läft, und dıie
länger dıe Diszıplın, dıe eiınen solchen Wiıederentdeckung der miıissıiıonarıschen
Vorgang untersucht. Auf den Begegnung miıt der westlichen Kultur.
Konferenzen des Internationalen Eın hurzer Aödrıp der
Miıssıonsrats DVO  s Tambaram (1938) hıs Kırchengeschichte verdeutlicht, wW1ie der
Wıllıngen (952) sınd zweLl Annahmen, westlichen Kırche das ınnere
dıe dem kolonzizalıstischen Verständnis missionarısche Bewußtsein und dıe
vVO  x 1SSıON zugrunde lagen, ın sıch äufßere missionarısche Begegnung
zusammengefallen, nämlıich daß dıe Welt abhanden gekommen sSınd. Diıese
auUus eiınem christlichen Westen un eınem historısche Entwıicklung Läßt sıch alus
nıchtchristlichen “‘Nıicht-Westen‘ bestehe, wel Blıckwinkeln betrachten. Beim
und daß sıch beı 1SSı0N und Kırche ersten handelt sıch dıe Sıcht

Rıchard Nıebuhrs. Als dıe Kırche ochzwel verschiedene Unternehmungen
handele. Mıt dem Konzept der MLSSLO De: Jung und ın der Mınderheit WUr, wr S1Le
entstand 1952 ın Wıllıngen eın mıssıiıonarısch ausgerichtet und auf eiıne
Verständnis VvO  s Mıssıon. Mıssıon ıst dıe hrıtische Auseinandersetzung mıt der S1ıe
Teilhabe der Kirche der Mıssıon des umgebenden Kultur bedacht. Sobald dıe
dre:einıgen Grottes, welche dıe Erlösung Kırche jedoch eiınem eıl dieser
der gesamiten Schöpfung zU. zel hat Kultur geworden War, wurde Mıssıon
Es dauerte jedoch bıs den S0er durch pastorale Fürsorge ersetzl, und dıe
Jahren, hıs sıch eıne Missıologıe der prophetisch-kritische Haltung wıch der
westlıchen Kultur entwiıickeln begann. Instıtutionalısıerung. Das Endergebnis
Der Anstoß für dıese Entwicklung ham wWwWar dıe kulturelle Gefangenschaft.
UoOonNn Lesslıe Newbigın. Zweıtens Läfßt sıch dıe Aufgabe der Kırche

Davıd Bosch erkannte, daß sıch Lın ın ıhrer kulturellen Stellung entweder
seiınem bedeutenden Werk Transforming posıtıv, als Teiılnahme der hulturellen
Mıssıon nıcht ausreichend mıt der Entwicklung, der negaltıv, als
Miıssıologıe der westlichen Kultur Stellungnahme eıne
beschäftigt haltte Er schrıeb daraufhın götzendıenerische Entwicklung,
eın Buch, das ach seınem Tod erschıien, definieren. Iıe frühe Kırche verkörperte
und ın dem eın Programm für dıe den zweıten 1'yp, dıe Kırche der
Mıssıologıe der westlıchen Kultur Chrıistenheit den ersten
aufstellte. Es umfaft dıe Dıiıe frühe Kırche SC sıch selbst als
Wıederentdeckung des miıissıiıonarıschen (1äste und Fremdlinge ıUn dıeser Welt
Wesens UOnN Kırche und Theologıe, dıe Mıt dıesem Verständnıs WwWar eıne
Ausarbeıtung eines angemeSsSsenen heilsame Spannung gegeben zwıschen
Ansatzes FÜr dıe Auseinandersetzung mıt dem Evangelıum und der Kultur. Diıe
dem öffentlichen Leben, dıe Kırche WwWar eıne alternatıve Gesellschaft,
Aufgeschlossenheit gegenüber der Kırche dıe ınnerhalb eıiıner domınanten Kultur
ın der Drıtten Welt, dıe Uuns einıges ın einer anderen Story lebte Indem Sıe
missıiıonarıscher Erfahrung vermiltteln einen alternatıven Lebensstil verkörperte,
kann, das Erarbeiten vO  ; authentischen IwWar S1Le zugleıich attraktıv als uch

unverhohlen subversıv. Beurteilt INWegen, ber Ott reden sSowLie das
Infragestellen der Autonom ıe der dıesen saltz, ıst als DOSLELU
menschlichen Vernunft. bewerten, da dıe frühe Kırche eıne klare

Eın Aspekt des Programms für dıe (rTegenposıitıon einnahm. Als negatıv hat
Missıologıe der westlıchen Kultur betrıifft Jjedoch gelten, daß S1ıe sıch ıhrer
dıe kulturelle Gefangenschaft der hulturellen Verantwortung nıcht ımmer
westlıchen Kırche. Damuıt dıe Kırche vVO  S bewußt WWn  i
dıeser hulturellen Gefangenschaft befreit Im vierten Jahrhundert machte dıe
werden kann, muß zweıerleı geschehen: Kırche einıge Veränderungen durch. (1LUS
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eıiıner Randerscheinung wurde eıne Stadıum des Synkretismus befindet. Staltt
domınante Instıtution, AUSs eıiner der götzendienerischen Glaubensbindung
schwachen und unterlegenen Posıtıon dıe Vernunft wıiderstehen, hat dıe

Kırche sıch TaU dıe ım Westenstıeg sıe ın eıne Stellung der Stärke und
der Uberlegenheıit auf, auUus eiıner gültıgen Glaubensstrukturen angepaft.
wurde eıne reiche Kırche, AUS eıiıner Die Geisteshaltung der Christenheit
verfolgten Mınderheit wurde eıiıne andere bleibt dieselbe, wW1Lie denn uch dıe
verfolgende Mehrheit, aus eıner ıllegalen Chrıistenheit eın 'eıl des etablierten
Relıgıon eıne Staatsreligion, aUSs den Status QUO bleibt, wenn uch ın einer
(Jästen und Fremdlıngen eıne gerıngeren Rolle, nämlıich als geristlicher
ınstıitutionalısıerte Kirche. Diıese Dıener der atıon
ınstıtutionalısıerte Kırche der Die Postmoderne bıetet dıe
Christenheit wWar eıne Kırche, dıe Jedes Gelegenheit eıiıner Wiederentdeckung

des mıissıonarıschenmissionarısche Engagement vermıssen
ließ Es WW  S aber uch eine Kırche, dıe Selbstverständnisses. Jetzt, da sıch dıe
Verantwortung für dıe hulturelle Kırche ın eiıner gesellschaftlıchen
Entwicklung übernahm. Posıtion wiederfindet, ıst der Zeıl,

eıt der Aufklärung ıst dıe Kırche daß Sıe ıhre eiıgene Identität neil
bestimmt. Wenn dıe Kırche Lın eınerden and der Gesellschaft, ın den

prıvaten Bereich, verdrängt worden. postmodernen Kultur überleben will,
Dıese Lage ıst eın Indız dafür, daß sıch dann muf sSıe ıhre missionarısche
dıe Kırche ın einem fortgeschrittenen Identität wiederfinden.

Introduction 19th Century m1ss1ıon became INOTeEe an!
INOTre together ıth colonıiıalısm. In

19th Century Mıssıonary Impulse and the latter part of thıs Century m1ssıon has
Reflexive Actıon gradually extricated itself from the colo-
Kenneth Scott Latourette, the oreat nıal framework. In this post-colonlal
Amerıican M1SS10Nary histori1an of the EAT- per10d the dynamic of the ‘reflexive
er part of thıs CenturYy, 1n his well-known action’ 15 becomiıing increasıngly evıdent.
history of the expansıon of Christianity, 'The m1ss10Nary mMmovement has COINE full
has called the 19th CEeNTLUrYy ‘the great CEeN- circle and the church ıIn the west 15 110

tury (Latourette 1941-1944) Miss1onary begınnıng to experıence number of
fervour spread throughout the west benefits.
resulting In remarkable osrowth ın both Perhaps deseribe hOw thıs
human and monetary TEeSOQOUT’CeSs for the reflexive actıon might take place ıth the

of eross-cultural m1ss1ons. Missıons followıng hypothetical scenario.“ m1S-
became the 1W orthodoxy of the ET  D One S10Nary 15 sent to Indıa He stands 1ın the
of the themes that 1n early 19th CEe- village street tOo proclaım ‚Jesus Christ LO
LUrYy 1ss1ıon thought that of the STFOUPD of people for whom the amne ‚Jesus
‘blessed reflex’ ‘reflexive action.)’. Mis- COChrist 1S5 meanıiıngless. How 0€es he
S10N advocates argued that the M1SS10Nary proceed? He must use the language of hıs
impulse of the 19th century that hearers. However, that language 1sS not
sending mM1sSs]10NaAarıes throughout the neutral; ıt embodies the worldview and
world would result 1ın reflex actıon that commıtments of the people. What word
would benefit the sending churceh. In 0es he choose LO speak of Christ Does he
other words, the 1ss1ıon impulse ould choose swamy—Lord? The trouble 1s5 that
rebound back the sending church 1ın 1n Indıa there ATe lıterally millions of lords
the west, and it would recap SOM of the 1n Hındu tradıtion. Is Jesusjust OIl'  D more?
benefits of thiıs mM1SS10Nary actıvıty These hıs 1S5 hardly good news! How about the
benefits Were spelled Out hıs word avaltlar the descent and embodıiıment
theme gradually disappears from the of God? The trouble 1S—among others—
wrıting of m1sslology al the end of the that this ıdea 15 caught In the cyclical
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worldview ofthe Hındu and hardly call hıs PTFOCCSS 185 110 takıng place 218
for final commıtment. Should the m1Ss- gylobal level 'The orowth and maturıng of
S1o0Nary Just begın LO tell the historical STOTY the churches 1n the MaJjorıty World-—the
of Jesus? hıs would be LO identify ‚Jesus fruiıt of 19° an 20th CeNtury mM1sSsS10NsS—
ıth MANYG, the world of passıng, illusiıve 10 provl1des challenge tO the estern
realıty. It would hardly hold interest. But church LO rethink theır identity and

sTance toward theır culture. hus the mM1S-the evangelıst must choose OIl  D of these
words ıf he 15 LO communıcate. hıs 15 NeCc- S10NAary experıence has COINeE full ecircle. It
CSSarYy proOCEeSS; he must use the language of 110 proviıdes crıt1que of the sending
the people. In thıs PrFrOCCSS of communıcat- church provıdıng TESOUT’CEeEeS for INOTeEe

althful wıtness. hıs 15 hat 15 meant byIng the gospel, the M1SS10NAary becomes
reflexive actıon.increasıngly ofhow the worldview of

that local culture Ca  ; reshape the gospel.
But ın thıs PFOCEeSS, che begıins also to SEE Toward Missıology of estern
that thiıs 15 tru not simply 1ın India It 15 Culture: New Understandıng of Mıssıonalso tIru 1n the United States, Canada, Lın the Centuryestern Europe—the place from which result of thıs reflexive actıon there 1S5
she has COINe It 15 ve Cas LO believe that 1O developing mi1ss1ology of western
the worldview ın which yYou have een N1UTr- culture. 'To speak of MLSSLOLOSY of west-
tured 15 sSımply the WaYy things Ar’‘  D One 15 ern culture INeanNns that the word °mi1ss10n’
uUuUuNnNaware of how profoundly 0)el  D 15 shaped 15 being used 1ın NECEW WaY At the begı1ın-
Dy their cultural SLOrYy However, Ser10us nıng of the 20th CenturYy, mı1ss1ıon st1l]
involvement wıth another culture ch denoted the idea of geographical n_

S10N. 1ss1ıon Was considered tO beJenges thıs assumptiıon. The WaY that the
M1SS10NAarYy understands the gospel 15 enterprise of Christian expansıon that
shaped by the culture of which sh! 15 part proceeds 1ın OIl direction from the Chris-
an thıs becomes increasiıngly evident t1an West to other parts of the world T’he

result of M1SS10NAarYy encounter wıth world Was divided ınto the Christian west
foreign culture. Through dialogue and an! the non-Christian non-West. T ’he
interaction wıth the Indian Cchurch, the West W9aSs the home Aase for 1sSs1ıon and
m1ss1oNary tO SEE that the gospel 1S5 the non-West Was the 1sSs10nNn field
shaped by the estern worldview. Church an mi1ss1on WerTre separated: Mıs-

Ifwe stopped there would be left ıth Sı0N W as organızatıon responsible for
cultural relatıyısm— an Indian gospel abh- thıs expanslonist enterprIise; the estern
sorbed into Hinduism estern gospel church supported 1sSs1o0N 0)el  D of ıts
absorbed into modernıty. But not worthy Causes while the third world
The thırd thıng that MmMust be brought into church took ıts place parallel organı-
the pıcture 1s the meeting ofcultures under zatıon along sıde of estern based
the final authority of the Bible 'The m1Ss- m1lss1ons contaıner for CONverts of
S10Nary brings the Biıble New Testament mM1SS10Nary work. Miss1ology the disec1-
that has een translated into the local lan- pline that studies the 1ssues arısıng from
QUage T'he people 1n Indıa have 1ın theıir this expansıon. mi1ss1lology of estern
hands SLOTY which provıde cer1ıt1que culture W as toO develop, these foundational
of both theıir culture and the culture from assumpt1ions about mı1ssıon would eecd
hich the M1SS10NAary has COTMNNE the chan
church 1n India reads the Bıble they COINE Throughout the 20° CenNntury
LO SEE the incompatıbilıty of theır actors ave challenged thıs 1e W of
worldview ıth the gospel. The Indian mı1ss1o0n. Perhaps the LWO MOST ımportant
church also proviıde for the m1SS10Nary actors Are the dramatiıc rıse, orowth,

fresh look al estern ulture through and vitalıty of the ajorıty World church
1LE W CVYCS. T’hey Ca  b enable hım her to be- ıth ıts Varlous eXpress1ons of the gospel
eın LO SEE how the Western worldview has an! the parallel margınalızatiıon of the
compromiısed the Messase of the gospel. church 1ın the West In the International
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Mıssıonary Councıl world conferences he found western culture tOo be ‘the most
between "Tambaram (1938) and Willingen difficult m1sSsS10Nary frontier 1ın the COIN-

(1952) ach of the fundamental u  p_ temporary world’ and ‘the ONM  0> of which
the Churches ave been—on the whole—t1ıons that undergirded colonialıst 1eW

of m1ıssıon broke oOWNn 'The separatıon of liıttle cConsc1lous’ (Newbigin
m1]ss1ıon and church W as challenged; ıt Was He tackled the 1SSUe ıth the insight of
advocated that the church 15 m1sSs10Nary outsider wh: could sSee the church In west-
by ıts Ve. nature. 'T ’he divısıon of the ern culture ıth NECEW CYCS Hıs books have
world between the Christian west and the spawned world wıde interest ın the
Pagall third world dissolved; the west In subject and number of organızational,
much 1sSs1o0n field the third worl1d— scholarly, an publicatıon iınıtlatıves LO
mı1ıss1ıon 1S 1n a|] G1X continents; 1ss1ıon address the 1Ssue. We SEE today the
geographical expansıon DaVC WaYy LO CONLOUFS of m1ss1lology of western
understandıng of 1sSs1ıon the task of culture beginning to CEIMMETSEC.
the whole church wherever ıt. LO wıt- WKor the development of 1ss101 of
ess LO the whole gospel In the whole western culture, the Jegacy of the 19'
world 20th cCentury M1SS10Nary mMmovement 15

these semi1inal insights remaıned invaluable. Its vast experlıence and tradı-
unfruitful, however, because there tıon 1ın dealıng ıth miss1ional 1SsSues
theological framework 1ın which tOo relate provıdes tremendous for the
them systematically. 'The world 1SS10N- church 1n former sending lands

conference 1ın Wiıllıngen, Germany 1ın
1952 provıded beginning answer tO thiıs Contours of Miıssıo0logy of estern
problem. 'The notiıon of the MLSSLO De: Culture
brought together Christological, eschato- In 1991 Davıd Bosch’s Transforminglogıical, and pneumatological insıghts from Mıssıon appeared—perhaps the mMoOost S1g-
the theological guild ın WaY that opened nıficant misslologıical book LO be publıshedthe WAaY for mı1ıssıon tas of the church 1n thıs Century. Before hıs tragıc death 1n
1n all contiınents LO CINECISEC. 'The church’s April 19992 he already had indicated that
mı1lss1ıon partıcıpatıon In the mı1ssıon he recognized that he had not engaged the
of God LO redeem the ereatıon. 'T °*’he Father Op1C of 1ss1ıon 1ın modern western cul-
sent the Son; the Father and Son sent the ture sufficıently an that thiıs MUSLT be
Spirıt; the church 15 sent by the Son and priorıty COMNCEeTN for OU. day Hıs lıttle
taken 1n the redeeming work of the book Belıeving ın the Future. Toward
Spirıt. 1sSs1ıon 1s5 1rs of al] work of (GJ0d Mıssıology of estern Culture
and the church 15 the locus of mı1ıssıon attempt LO begin to deal wıth this need. It
before it becomes the agen The church 1sS
sent LO be bearer ofthe Spirıt and the M1S- published posthumously 1n 1995

In thiıs book Bosch Sets Out the COIl-
S10N of God ‘As the Father has Sent IN} OUrSs of mi1sslology of postmodern west-

sending you 'The sending 15 of the ern culture. It included the followıngwhole church by God into the world, not features: In miss1lology of western
merely the sending of SOINeEe individuals by culture mMust understand that the
m1ssıon boards LO the third world church 15 M1SS10NAary Dy ıts Ve nature.

'T’he implicatıons of these insıghts for 1ss1o0n 1s not Just on (maybe vVe
estern culture WerTfIT’e not immediately TeC- important) task of the church; thıs
ogn1zed wıde scale. It would not be redemptive era 15 characterized by M1S-
untiıl the that Ser10us attention S10N and that this gy1ves the church ıts
would be devoted LO the development of vec identity. hus all theology 15 M1S-
m1ss1ology of estern culture. 'The cata- S10NarYy it brings the gospel LO ear
lyst for thıs development W aASs Brıtish Varlıous contemporary sıtuations ın
m1SS10NAarYy, cumenıcal leader, and attempt TLO equ1p the church for ıts m1S-
author Lesslie Newbigin. He commented S1ONAaTY task (Bosch 1995:27-32)
uDONN hiıs return LO Brıitain from India that m1ss1ology of western culture must
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address the 1ssue of engagıng the publıc Cultural Captıvıty of the Western
life of culture avolding the temptations of Churc
either tryıng LO creatfe Christian soclety In developıng mi1sslology of western cul-

Lure, OIl of the problems that has becomemistake 1n Christendom) wiıthdrawıng
from soclety into spirıtual realm clear and received STroW1nNg attention ın
mistake 1ın modernity) (pp e the last several|l decades, 15 the cultural
m1ss10logy of estern culture must take captıvıty of the estern church. In
greater aCCount of the churches 1n the recent artıicle Konrad Ra1lser (1994:628{.),
thırd world and thiıs for several LTEASOQONS the general secretary ofthe World Councıl
Fiırst, ave much to learn from the of Churches, distinguishes between LWO
M1SS10Nary experıence of these churches. dıifferent forms of M1SS10Nary wıtness.
Second, the west (including the church) There 15 difference between the mı1lss1on-
shares the blame 1n the plight of the third sıtuatıon 1ın Kurope an North

Ameriıca, the OIM  D hand, and Afrıca andworld (pp m1sslology of
estern culture mMUust struggle ıth the Asıa, for example, the other Whiıle the
1SsSue of how LO speak of (GG0d 1ın central M1SS1ONATY problem of the 'youn-
authentic WaY ın culture where there 15 DCr churches’ 15 the experıence of cultural
the dual threat of modern secularısm that estrangement—gospel 15 felt tO be

foreign element that disturbs cultural Lra-has eclipsed God and postmodern spiırıtu-
alıty ıth much god-talk and ıts rel1ig10us ditions—the central M1SS10NATrY problem
smorgasbord that trivialızes and of the c  older churches’ 15 the cultural
cConsumer1zes relig10us experıence (pp captıvıty of the gospel. In other words, 1ın

misslology of western culture Afrıca an Asıa, the problem 15 for the
mMust seek WaYys LO challenge the auUtON- gospel to be al ome 1n culture. In the
OI of LE AaASOIlL — O0UT greatest 1dol1—by West the gospel has become absorbed an
communiıcatıngz 1ın OUu lives that all co-opted iınto culture.
reason1ıng takes place ın the ontext of the church ın the west 15 to be liber-
commıiıtted belief (pp Z ated from her cultural captıvıty ıts lıfe and

attıtude must be transformed 1ın LWO WaYyYst 1s5 these 1ve ingredients that Bosch
believes LO be of prımary ımportance 1n ırst, there must be 1Inner reformatiıon.
mM1SS10102y of western culture. He adds S1X hat 1S, the church’s self-understanding
INOTeEe elements briefly al the en of the must be transformed from 1101)1-
book that he believes Iso need LO be mM1SS10Nary LO mM1SS10Nary self-ımage. In

her OW self-perception and selfidentityaddressed. They ar  D eed LO address
she must SCE and understand herselfecological 1SSUeS because of the west’s

complicıty 1n creatıng thıs erısıs (pp DQl.), exıisting LO commMunıcate the X01010| LEeWS of
the need for 1W counter-cultural sSLance the kingdom of God She MUust 1TECOVETr the
of the church because of the domesticatıon M1SS10NAarYy nature of the church. Second

— and ve closely related—this 1SS10N-of the church 1ın western culture (pp 56f.),
the need LO address the ecumenıical COIMN- self-understanding ıll lead LO 111e

Cer'n for the unıty of the church because of understandiıng of her relationsh1ıp LO cul-
the burgeoning denominationalism 1n the Lure Along wıth and closely alıgzned ıth
west (pp QUT:); the eed for contextualiı- inner M1SS10NAarYy CONSCIlO0USNESS there

must be FeCOVCLY of Outier M1SS10Naryzatıon of the gospel that avolds syncretism
and irrelevance because of the illusıon encounter ıth her culture (Shenk
that the gospel 1s al ome 1n estern cul- 1995:87, 94) hıs involves miısslologıcal
ture (pp 58f.), the eed LO equ1p the lay analysıs ofculture that enables the church
members of the church for involvement ın contrast soclety, called tOo wıtness LO

the gospel, LO confront the idols of thetheıir public callıngs because the clergy/
laity distinection has sidelined their re1ignıng worldview. It 1S5 analysıs of the
mınıstry (p 59), the eed for vit WOT- foundational assumpt1ons of culture that
sh1pping congregatıon the SOUTI’CE of 111 equ1p the church LO resıist the Ltempta-
1ss1ıon (pp D51.) tion LO live 1ın comfortable co-habıtation
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wıth POWECIS that contradıicet the re1gn of church history, 1t. takes antıthetical
God SLANCE But duriıng thıs tiıme the early

church could nNnot take her responsl1bilıty
Cultural Captivity of the Western tOo partıcıpate 1ın the development of

uUurc. rief i1Sstory Roman culture wıth sufficıent SEr10US-
1ess Wıth the CoOoNversion of Constantine,

How 15 it. that thıs inner m1SsS10Nary the church 15 established part of the
CONSCIOUSNESS culture. As such the church takes ıtsan outer m1sSs10Nary
encounter has een dimıinıshed 1n the respons1bilıty for cultural development
western church? will NO sketch brief serlously. However, the antıthetical
history of hat callıng the cultural sSTance 15 lost, hıs lead LO the absorption
captıvıty of the estern church. of the church iınto ıts culture resulting In

'The lens want LO use LO 1eW thıs h1s- cultural captıvıty.
LOTY 15 the thesıs of Richard Niebuhr
(1935) 1n (rospel Agaınst the World In thıs Early Church: Resident Alıens
hlittle book ıth LWO other authors, he 'The WaY the early church understood her
deseribes hat takes place when the DOS- 1dentity and relation LO culture be SEENMN

pel 1s part of culture for long per10od of 1ın the WaY they referred tLO themselves.
tıme. When church 15 an One of the MOStT COIMNIMNMON self-designations
miınorı1ty ıts ldentity 1s5 defined by 1sSs10N of the early church W: resident allıens
and eritical engagemen ıth culture. (paroikol). We Ca  ® brıefly enumerate OUuUr
hıs mi1issional understandıng 1ssues 1n thiıngs about thiıs word.
communıty ıth distinctive identity an First, the prıimary of paroıko 15

r1g0orous evangelızatıon of the culture. that of redemptive tensıon between
INOTe and IN0 rTre embrace the faıth, the church/gospel and culture. In artıicle

church from being M1SS10Nary LO revliew1ıng the use of thıs term paroLko 1n
being pastoral. The church mMust 110 Car the Literature of the early church, Piıerre

de Labriolle concludes: “"The iıdea of heter-for Ne Converts Gradually, working
arrangement ıth the DOWEI'S and nstıtu- ogeneılty of the Christians from theıir
tions of soclety develops. The gospel Dasalı neighbours and the soclety where
permeates INOTE and INOTE of culture. they lıve 15 ON  D of those which OIl  D finds
There 18 lessen1ing tensıon between mMoOst frequently 1n the texts’ (1927:198)
church and culture SINCEe the culture 15 not They understood themselves to be dıffer-

Pasallı it MNCE The final STLATEe 1S5 ent from others 1ın their culture. In fact,
OIl  D of corruption—where the church 15 they also called themselves thırd Tace
domesticated an absorbed into the along ıth the EeWSs and Gentiles.
culture. hıs en result 15 OIl of cultural Second, thıs distinctive of
captıvıty. alternative communıty W as nourished Dy

T'here 15 another lens that uUuse alternatıiıve story—the SLOTrY of the
tO look al thıs history. 'T’he church has Bible Everett Ferguson (1989)
two responsibilıties toward ıts host cul- that thıs distinctive of identity
ture. First, 1t. 155 part of the culture. S1nce developed alternatıve SLOFY W as
the cultural development 1s y00d part of pressed the catechumen 1ın the PTFOCECSS
ecreation that God has called humanıty LO of catechısm. The SLOTY of the Biıble must
partıcıpate 1n, the church MUust take ıts supplant the SLOTY that gr1pped the public
share of responsı1bilıty for that cultural lıfe of Roman culture. The whole
development. Second, S1INCEe the whole of catechetical PTrOCCSS had pastoral
culture 1s5 distorted by idolatrous faıth PUrDOSC LO CIM DOWECI distinective people.
commıtments, the church 15 also called LO Third, thiıs communıty wıth distinec-
take antıthetical stance.“ Para- tıve identity shaped by Scripture W as

phrasıng the words of ‚Jesus 1n John 1T7 attractıve Alan Kreider arsgues that the
the bellieving communıty 1S 1ın the world church’s rıtes and practices WerTf.e
but not of ıt, In the first 300 Vears of designed LO re-form those wh
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joined the church into Chrıistlans, iınto SLOTY, lıving resident allıens WerTrTe lıghts
distinctive people that indıvıdually and 1n dark world The Canons of Hippolytus
corporately looked 1ıke ‚Jesus COhrist. expressed the desire that the lıves of
such, these people, reformed, would be Christjans may shine wıth viırtue, not
attractıve) 1994:5| they WeTe before ach other [only] but alsSO before
second thiırd century Christian the Gentiles they IMay mıiıtate them and

become Christians (quoted 1n Kreiderremarks: ‘Beauty of lıfe Causes strangers
LO ]o1ın the ranks We do not talk about 1994 12)
great things; live them)’ [quoted 1n Fourth, thiıs wıtness of the early church
Kreider 994:12| But do not only ave Was publicly subvers1ıve. The early church

did nNnot allow themselves LO be pushed intothe testımonYy of the early church; also
hear from the enemles of the church LO prıvate realm ın the Roman empire. It
the attractiıve of theıir distinective quietly set asıde and rejected the publıc
communal lıfe Celsus and Julian the doectrine of the Roman empiıre and lıved
postate both test1ify LO the impact of the Out of the SLOTY of the Bible Its confessıion
church result of ıts distinective and that ‚Jesus 1s Oord stood 1ın stark OppOSI1-
attractıve lıfe tıon tO the confess1ion Caesar 15 ord that

What W as the ontent of thıs EXEeINMN- bound the empıre together.
plary lıfe? In part 1t. Was that the early In SUMMAFY, ın the early church, sSEeEeE
church broke down barriıers erected 1n communıty that understands her iden-
the Roman empire—rich/poor, male/ tıty 1ın erms of wıtness to the kingdom of
female, slave/free, Greek/Barbarıan. It God She lıves 1n the SLOTY of the Bible and
W as the love they exercised toward the thus stands 1n redemptive tensıon ıth

her culture. Her contrastıve alternatıveDOOT, orphans, WwW1idows, sick, mıne-
workers, prisoners, slaves, travellers lıfe 15 from the margıns yet 15 attractıve LO
(hospitalıity). It W as the exemplary moral INalıy an publicly subversive of the
lıves of ordınary hrıstians Ver agaıns reıignıng idolatry
the rampant immorality of the average By WaY of evaluatıon, Ca  . SaYy, posı1-
Roman cıtizen. It the hope an ]OVY t1vely, that the early church maıntained
and confidence experlıence Dy Christians antıthetical sStTance toward culture.
1n world of despair, anxlety, and 11CeTr- Hendrik Kraemer has rightly maiıintained:
aınty It theır unıty ın fragmented 'T’he deeper the CONSCIO0USNESS of the tensıonand pluralistic world It W as their chas-

and the urge to z  w.yoke upoNn 1tselLl aretıty 1ın world dominated DYy SE  D It
theır generosı1ıty ıth and simple felt, the healthier the Church 15 T’he INOTE

lıfestyles 1ın world dominated DYy CCU- oblıvı1ous of thıs tensıon the Church 1S, the
10910)85 well established ql ome 1ın zmulation an consumption (ın 251
world ıt eels, the 100910)8% ıt. 1s 1ın deadly dangerin Rome there WerTe 154 mınısters of OIl
of eing the sq];  — that has ost ıts 5A4 VOUTSOrTt another the lıst for financıal

Car'‘ and 1,500 wıdows and DOOL people!).
It Was their forgıving love of theiıir ENE-
mıles. Justin comments ‘We who 1N1CEe

But negatıvely, her responsI1bilıty for and
partıcıpatıon ın the cultural developmenttook pleasure 17 the INeaNS of increasıng of the Roman empiıre suffered. hıs LWO-

OUu wealth and property 110 brıng hat
have into COINLINOIN fund and chare sided sSTance Ca  - be SeenNn ın the struggle

the early church had ıth Varlıous OCCUpa-wıth CvervyonNn«e 1n need; who hated and tions. Hendriık Kraemer commMmMents fewkılled OIle another and would noL aSSOC1- laterate wıth people of dıifferent trıbes 110
after the manıfestatıon of Christ liıve It 18 worthwhile LO QaVe ook al the Strug-
together and Dray for OUu enem1es’ gle wıth adaptatıon Dy payıng attention for
(quoted 1n Kreider 1994:9) moment to the confhets of hrıstians ın

Thus, the lıves of the believingu_ elr profess1ons. 'The great question Was,
nıty, nursed and shaped by dıfferent How far 15 Ohrıistian allowed tO enter into
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the professional Jobs of OSe days wıth to contribute LO the maıntenance of the
elr CuStoms, wıthout denyıng existing polıtical anı soc1lal order. It W as LO
Chrıst and without becomıng polluted DY uphold and support the SIafus QUO rather
partıcıpatıon ın ıdolatry® (40; cf. Harnack than prophetically er1ıt1que ıt estab-

liıshed church 15 domesticated by the
culture. 'T ’he storles worldviews of the

According to SOINe 1n the early church, church an the broader soclety become
Man y Occupatıons and profess1ons WerTe 0)el Critical engagemen 15 lost, There 15
consıdered LO be polluted Dy the 1dolatry of the assumptıon that the gospel and
pagan culture and Were therefore prohib- church Aare al ome 1ın Christian culture.
iıted LO Christjans legitimate callıng
(ef. Harnack, ıbıd)

The Roman Catholic theolog1an Koger
Haight deser1ibes the established church:

Christendom: Domesticatıon
T A word established indicates theological
ategory which characterizes church

All of thıs changed In the fourth CenturYy. whose mı1ıss1ıon has ceased; established
onstantıne became Chrıstian and church 15 al wıth soclety an ontent
legalized the Christian religl1on. In 380 wıth 1ın ıts OWTN forms inner life 'The
T'heodosius made Christilanity the reli- term 15 negatıve for ıt. mplies the PreSumıp-g10N 5 the empıre. 'T’he Chriıstian church tıon that the M1SS10Nary task has een
9TCW sixfold. However, 1n thıs NEW era complete that the church 15 longercall Christendom IMNOVEe Ve far from m1ssıon but sımply communıty. In erms
the understandıng and practıice of 1ss1ıon of mM1SS10Nary an pastoral actıvıtyof the early churceh. established church AaASSuImes only pastoral'T ’he early church from INar- respons1bilities 10)ginal posıtıon to domiınant instıtution 1n
soclety; from being soclally, polıtically, Second, the Christendom church
and intellectually inferior to posıtiıon of becomes noN-M1SS10Nary church. As

and superlorıity; from being ECO- Haıight Says, the m1ss1ıon ofthe established
nomically weak and POOT LO posıtıon of church has ceased. 'T’he assumption 1S that
lImMmmense wealth; from being oppressed the whole soclety 1s 110 Christian an
mınorı1ty LO being the oppressıve maJorIıty; outsıde the empıre 15 pagan Wıth thiıs
from being ıllegal religion LO becoming assumptıion work wiıithın the empıre would
the only relıg10n of the state; from being change f{from M1SsS10Nary LO pastoral ma1ın-
resident allıens LO territorjal understand- tenance. 'The church becomes preoccupied
ıng of the faıth whereby the Roman wıth ıts OW welfare and maıntenance.
empiıre 1S5 considered Christijan. Outsıde the empiıre the inıtliatıve for

In thıs Ne posıtıon the church’s Christianızation of peoples 1s5 taken by the
self-understanding changed rather dra- STLATLEe 1t. extends ıts empıre. 'The church
matically. We SaYy four things about partıcıpates the rel1g10us arın of the
the church 1ın Christendom. Fırst, ıt empıre. 1ss1ıon often became COoOercive Dy
became established church. The INeanNns of rel1ig10us WAars.

redemptive tens1on, the prophetic-eritical, Third, the church ın the Christendom
antıthetical sStance of the church 1ın rela- era becomes powerful and priviıleged
tıon LO culture dimiınishes. 'The church church. The church 110 made of
became part of the constellation of the educated, powerful and rich. Chris-
wıthın the SLALE It took iıts place alongside t1ans WerTre g]ıven privileged pos1ıt1ons
of the polıtical, ecoNOMIC, mıilıtary, soclal, wıthıin the culture. 'The °Christian empire’
and intellectual DPOWECIS wıthın the empıre. 15 powerful. 1ss1ıon 10 1S5 taken from
Now the church’s ldentity 15 shaped Dy posıtıon of strength—from the superl1or to
socıety rather than the MLSSLO De: 'The the inferılor.
church became and instrument of Finally, 1ın contrast ıth the early
STLAate polıcy rather than instrument for church, during Christendom, the church
0d’s redemptive PUrDOSES. Its tas takes cultural respons1bilıty. Whıle the

164 EuroJTh 8:2



® Toward a Missiology m estern Culture

antıthetical sStance of the church toward about the church and m1ss1ıon that WEeI’C
her culture diminishes, it takes respons!1- shaped during thıs era continue LO shape
bilıty for Man y dimens1ions of cultural the church’s lıfe LO the present— a sıtua-
development. Newbigin has correctly t1ıon called Dy SOINE misslologists of
observed: estern culture ‘funectional Christen-

dom Van Gelder 1n Guder et alMuch has een wrıtten ou the harm 1998:46-62)one LO the of the gospel when
onstantine accepte baptism, anı ıt. 15 not Church ın Modernity: Privatızatıondifficult LO expatılate S eme But

Wıth the breakdown of Christendom, theCOU. er choice ave een made?
When the ancıent classical WOT. Out Enlıightenment offered another Vv1ls1ıon of
of spirıtu fuel turned LO the church public lıfe based aufonomous, ScC1IeN-

tıfıc rationalısm. In thiıs LE W sıtuatıion, thethe ONe soclety that could hold dıisıntegrat- Christian faıth from the centre LOing WOT. ogether, should the church ave
efused the appe. and washed ıts hands of the margıns of the culture. Newbigin has
responsibility for the polıtic order? It made ımportant contribution LO
COU. not do ıf ıt Was tOo be faiıthful to ıts m1ss10102y here Dy offeriıng analysıs

of the epistemological foundations ofOr1g1ns ın Israel and the minıstry ofJesus 1
estern culture that has moved the15 Casy LO See wiıith indsight how quickly the

church fell into the temptatıions of worldly church LO the prıvate reli1g10us realm.
W: TE 15 Cas Y to poın to the glarıng 'The v1isıon of the Enlightenment
contradıietions between the ‚Jesus of the appeared promisıng LO that generatıon for

LWO 1EASONS ırst, the rel1g10us WAars WeTleGospels hıs followers OCCUPYINZ the
SEATtSs of W: yet ave fragmentıng all the countrıes ofEurope. It
to ask, ould DUrDOSC ıt, 1s evealed seemed that the gospel the Christian

faıth could nNnOot provıde centre for Eiuro-1ın Scripture have een better served, if the
Pean soclety. Alongside, the SUCCESS of thechurch had efused all political respons1bil-

Ity, ıf ere had een °‘Christian natural SCIENCESsS 1n explainıng the natural
Kurope, if a ]] the churches for the past LWO world DaVC hope that sc1entiıfic 1eEASOIMN

could provide alternate centre. At theOUSAanNn! VCars had 1ve! persecuted heart of the Enlightenment worldviewmiınoriıties find ıt hard to think
W as commıtment LO aUTtTONOMOUS humanewbıgın 1986 the sole: arbıter of truth anı

As Newbigin DOCS LO poın OUutT, how- prımary instrument of soclal Progress
ever evaluate this tıme, heıirs of Reason disciplined by the scientiıfic

method, applied LO soclety and translatedthat Christendom experıment. We belong
LO culture that has een shaped for ınto technological had the abilıty LO
thousand Vears 1ın COTDUS Christiıanum transform Out world iınto mater1ally and
1n which the whole of publıc and cultural soclally PTFrOSPCIOUS utopla. Methodolog!i-
life Was permeated DYy Christian cal and neutral Teasomnl LO be the sole
revelation. arbıter of truth Tradıtion and authorıity

My OW. evaluatıon 15 LO agaın look at WeI’C not to be trusted guldes LO truth
the LWO s1ides of Chriıstian cultural respon- Only human disciplined by the
s1bılıty. In terms of takıng responsi1bilıty sclientıfic method held such esteemgdfor cultural development, the church of
Christendom althful In erms of Descartes has een called by INanıy ‘the
antıthetical stance LO the classıcal father of modernıiıty’. Descartes distin-
an! Germanıiıc elements ofthat culture, ıts gulshed between the knowing subject an

the object LO be known. the knowingestablıshed posiıtıion weakened her
wıtness. subject LO ave reliable knowledge

number of historical factors s/’he MUSt disınfect him/herself of all sSub-
converged LO break down historical Chris- Jectıve contamınatıons. 'The knower mMust
tendom. However, Man Yy assumptions reject all authorıity and tradıtion. It
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only through r1gorous applıcatıon of 1986, It has quietly and meekly
method that truth could be found and valı- conformed itself LO thıs alıen faıiıth-
dated One built the temple of rational commıtment. It has accepted ıts role 1ın the
truth plece by pıece by subjecting all truth prıvate realm. 'The church IMaYy offer
claıms LO the dictates of neutral an otherworldly and entirely future salvatıon
methodological rationalıty. LO interested individuals. 'The church INay

It W as thıs Cartes1ian legacy that sel1zed influence the morals of ıts members. 1t
the ıimagınatıon of the Enliıghtenment IMay meet the rel1g10us needs of ıts dher-

NtSsS But WOEe LO the church that dares tOgeneratıon. AIl truth claıms must be
brought before the bar of scientiıfıic believe that the gospel 15 the tru startıng
for ultimate jJudgement. Truth claims poın for understandiıng all of uman lıfe
that could be valıdated Dy uman ratıo- Newbigıin 15 joıned by IManıy other VOolces
nalıty WeTITe accorded the high place of who sSEE both the ecumenıcal an! evangeli-
facts ruth claıms that could not be valı- cal tradition LWwoOo s1ıdes of the Same
dated 1n thıs WaY Were ushered into the modernist coin—churches that have een
lower epistemologıical realm of values. co-opted into the re1gnıng plausıbilıty
hus the iıdolatrous commıtment LO SETUCLUFrEe of modernıity.
human, methodological rationalıty CTre- Shenk that, paradoxically, the
ated fundamental dichotomy that lies al Christendom mentality remaıns very
the heart of estern culture. funda- operatıve ere (Shenk 995:41) It 15 0101
mental dichotomy between facts/values, Christendom herıtage that has led
knowing/believing, public/private, truth/ OoOWNn thıs path of prıvatızatıon. 'The
opınıon, scılence/religıon created 1ın church has een established part of the
which the former 15 accorded higher Status QUO, part of the constellation of
place and 15 trusted LO shape public lıfe DOWECIS for long ıt knows of other
hıs dichotomy has become UuNQguUECS- relationship LO culture. of the
tioned artıicle of faıth 1n western culture state, the church st1ill has ıts role LO play.
—— hıdden assumptıon that o1ves shape However, 1t. has een greatly reduced
LO OUu. culture. hıs foundational AaSSuMıp- SINCEe the Enlightenment LO institution
tıon, based the faıth of estern that for the relig10us needs of ıts
people, functions liıke tectonıc plate that members and perhaps influences the
1s5 Just below the earth’s surface, 1NsSeelNn indıvıdual moralıty of the natıon.
yet it. gy1ves shape LO the soc]lal topography In other words, the church has become
and geography above. 1ın modernity chaplain LO soclety.

'The claıms of the gospel mMust also be chaplaın 15 hired employee of bigger
submitted LO the dietates of methodologi- organızatıon. S/he 15 employed LO meet the
cal TeASON Since such claıms Canno be rel1g10us needs of those 1n communıty
PFOVENN by scientific method (although wıth higher and INOTEe comprehensive
there has een shortage of attempts ın PUrpOSC. chaplaın contributes LO the
rationalistic apologetics) the claıms of the maıntenance of the status QUO; s/’he o0€es
gospel have een shunted to the nether- not challenge ı4:
world ofprıvate values that Are matter of
subjective opınıon and personal prefer- Postmodernity: Eecovery of
EIICce 'T’he gospel 185 NOot LO be considered Mıssıonary Self- Understandıng?public truth but TNere prıvate taste One We live 1n tıme when the modern
INaYy find the gospel privately engagıng but worldview 15 breakıng down We live ın
ıts truth claım 1S dismi1ssed. It Ca  ; have soclety—post-modern, post-place 1n shapıng the publıc lıfe of natıon. post-

industrial, post-eritical, post-liberal,Newbigin’s indiıcetment of the church 1s5 post-Enlightenment, post-Chrıistlan, etc
that instead of resisting thıs idolatrous For those churches wh!' have hitched their
faıth-eommitment LO sc1entifieI; the I1 LO SOME aspec of modernity the
church has een absorbed and domesti-
cated ınto the culture (Newbigin 19893, postmodern shiıft represents

threat. doubt, the postmodern
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worldview o0es represent threat LO the Pıerre Delabriolle, ‘Paroecla’, uUulleirin du
Christian faıth all worldviews do But it Cange ChLUUM Latınıtatus Mediu evL

(1927) 196—-199that it also represents OppOrtU- Everett WYerguson, ‘Irenaeus’ TOO of thenıty Kosuke Koyama tells that the Apostolic reachiıng Karly CatecheticalJapanese character for ecr1ıs1ıs 1S5 danger and
opportunıty. perhaps that 15 Just ra  10N, Studıia Patrıstıca 18:3 (1989)

119-140hat postmodernıty offers us—danger Darreil er (ed.), Missı:onal Church:
an! opportunity. Vısıon for Sending of the Church ın

In erms of the opportunity the church North Amerıca Tan! Rapıds: Eerdmans
ın postmodern soclety has een pushed to

oger alg “ HSO “Kistablished” Churchthe margıns. hıs provides opportu- Missıion: 'The elatılon of the Church LO thenıty hıs be illustrated by employıng
the language of anthropologist Vietor odern World’, T’he Jurist (1980) 4—39
Turner. The church 1ın western culture 15 Harnack, The 1sSsıon an Expansıon of
at, poın of lımınalıty. Liminalıty 1s5 COTNMN- Chrıstianıty ın the Fırst Three Centurıiıes

New ork arper and YTOtLNersdition of transıtıon from ON  D posıtıon Hendrik Kraemer, T’he Communıicatıon of the
role 1ın culture to another. For example, OChrıstian Faıth iladelphia T’he
the movement from adolescence LO adult- Westminster Press
hood 185 poıint of liminalıty. At such times Alan Kreider, Worship an Evangelısm ın

Pre-Christendom 'T’he Laıng Lecture,on struggles wiıth identity. 'The church
has lost ıts dominant position an 1s 110 London College, February
al the margıns. it struggles ıth ıts Kenneth CO Latourette, ıstory of the
identity, the opportuniıty 15 there LO Expansıon of Chrıistianity. T’he Great Cen-

LUTY, 79Vol Volumes NewTEeCOVeTr M1SS10NAary self-conscliousness. ork arper Bros 1941-1944)And perhaps 1ıt 15 Just there— at the Stephen Neıll, Lecture “The Missıonarymargins—that the western church Ca.  ; Dımensıion’. UrCan Chrıstian Un:on
learn agaın tO become M1SS10NAarYy. Maybe (London xfor« Uniıiversıty Press
the postmodern condition offers the Lesslie Newbıigın, °Christ an ultures’,
church the opportunıiıty LO TeCoOoVver the Scottish Journal of Theology 31 (1978) Ta
counter-cultural stance for which Bosch Lesslie Newbigın, T’he ther Sıde of 1984
calls, the redemptive tensıon of the early Geneva OTr Councıl of urches
church—hopefully sLance that 111 take Lesslie Newbigın, Foolıshness LO the GreekRs

Tan Rapıds: Eerdmansser10usly both cultural responsibilıty and Lesslie Newbigın, The Gospel ın Pluralıstantıthetical er1ıt1que. Socıety ran Rapıds: EerdmansLesslie Newbigin sa1ld that the trıp from Lesslie Newbigın, Truth LO ell T'he (JospelIndia LO Kurope through the continent of Public Truth (Grand p1ds Eerdmans
Asıa made profound ımpact hım
because he SEa that the vital churches of Lesslie Newbigiıin, Unfinished en An
the Middle Kast had disappeared without Updated Autob:ography (Edinburgh: St

TACe (1993:226-228) The SaInlle threat Andrews Press
looms 1ın the West reCOVerL Y of 1ss1on- Richard Niıebuhr, Wılhelm auc TAN-

C1S er, T’he Church Agaınst the Worldunderstanding of the church 15 vıtal
matter if the church 1ın the West 15 to (Chicago, New ork Wiıllet, Clark Co
remaın signıfıcant Konrad Raiser, ‘Gospel Cultures’, Interna-

tional Revıew of Mıssıon. Vol LAXAXILULL, No
Works Cited 331 CLODer 623-629

Shenk, Wrıte Vısıon. Church
avıd osch, Transformıng 1SS10N. Renewed (Valley orge Irını International

Paradıgm 1 Lın Theology of 1sSsıon Press
(Maryknoll: 1S Verstraelen, Camps,

avıd OSC. Belıeving ın the Future. Toward Hoedemaker, pındler, Miıssıology: An
Missıiology of estern (Culture (Valley Ecumenıcal Introduction Tan! plds

orge rınıty International Press Eerdmans
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oOtLeSs + 15 thıs s1ıde of ultural responsibility that
1s eing increasingly stressed 1ın Amerıcan
inıtlatıves 1n the A4Area ofmi1sslology ofwest-Perhaps. 15 INOTeE than h3ttle hypothet-

ical follow SOINE of the oughts of er  - culture Gripped by the nsiıght that
Lesslie Newbigin ere (Newbigıin 1978 the church 155 C  urally captıve, the
1:5) In fact, ın Newbigıin B: reflexive Aanswer proffered 15 antıthetical, DTFrO-
actıon 15 illustrated Dar excellence. He phetic-critical SLANCE that eNOUNCE all
returned from Indıa where he spen W
YCars anı hıs writings bringing the OW'! INanYy of the insights of the ollowıng
mM1SS10Nary experlıence to bear western section the early church LO the booklet
ulture ave made international ımpact. by Alan Kreider (1994)

egnum Studies 1ın Miss1iıon
Doctoral Theses on Missiological Themes

(All titles paperback, 2929 145mm)

Theology and Identity
T'he Impact of OCulture UDOTL Chrıstian Thought ın the Second Century and ın Modern Afrıca

Kwame Bediako
'T’he author examınes the question of Christian ıdentıty 1n the ONTLEexXT of the Graeco-Roman culture of the early

Roman kKmpiıre. He then addresses the modern Afrıcan predicament of quests for ıdentıty and integration.
T<  LAUJ 5185pp £29.99

aradiıgm Wars
T’he Southern Baptıst International Miıssıon Board Faces the T'hird Millennium

Keith Kitel
'T ’he International Mıssıon oard of the Southern Baptıst Convention 1S the largest denominatıonal m1ss1ıon
aBCNCY ın orth America. 'T’hıs volume chronicles the hıstorıc an contemporary forces that led LO the 1IMB’s

recent extensıve reorganızatıon, provıdıng the MOST comprehensıve study tO date of a hıstorıc m1ssıon aBCI1CY
restructurıng LO continue ıts m1ss1ıo0n PurpoOsc ınto the 21st century LL1OTIE effectively.

T  -6/ IDD approx/ £24.99 aPpPDTOX

alıt Consciousness and Christian Conversion
Historical Resources for Contemporary Debate

(Published ]Joıntly wıth ISPCK)
Samuel Jayakumar

The maın OCUS of thıs hıstorical study 15 soc1ıal change anı ransformatıon aInonNnS the Dahlıt Chrıstian
communıiıtıes 1n Indıa. Historiography eSTs the evıdence 1ın the hıght of the conclus]1ons of the modern alıt

hberatıon theologıans.
I  3127 375Dp aDprOX £24.99

Seeking the As  1an Face of Jesus
T’he Practice and Theology of OChrıstian Socıal ıtness ın Indıa and Indonesıia

Christopher Sugden
Contemporary wholistiec m1ss1ıon wıth the pOOTr 1n Indıa and Indones]ja combınıng the call to transformatıion of

lıfe 1n hriıst wiıt. miıcro-ecredit enterprıse schemes. “"T’he Lterature 1ın contextual theology 11O has LE W

standard LO rse to Lamın Sanneh, Yale Unıversıty, [JSA
E  -6/518pp £929 99

angoes Bananas?
T’he Quest for Authentic Asıan Chrıstian Theology

Hwa Yung
Asıan Christian thought remaılns largely captıve LO Greek dualısm and enlıghtenment ratiıonalısm because of the
overwhelmıng domınance of Western culture. Authentic contextual Christian theologıes wiıll CMETSEC wıthın Asıan

Christianıty wıth dual FeECOVELY of confıiıdence 1n culture the gospel.
1997/ 170345-25-8)/ DD

regnum

Box 300 Carhlisle Cumbrıia CAS 0Q5S
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M Walter Brueggemann— an Old estament
Theology for the New Millennium?*!
Une theologıe de ’Ancıen Testament DOUTr le
OUDEeau miıillenaıre?®
alter Brueggemann-—eıne eologıe des Alten
estament für das NeUuUEC AJahrtausend ®
Gordon Wenham Cheltenham

”’Ancıen Testament de le lıre
christologiquement Son 0OUUVUrage ULSEe

Walter Brueggemann 0OUS Iıvre Un metlttre umıere le pluralısme de
Theologie de L’Ancien estamen l’Ancıen Testament On peut saluer

enthousıiıasme Vec lequel BrueggemannımpressiıonNNnNante el orıgınale J} consıdere
qQUe€ Ia theologıe de ”’Ancıen Testament attache Ontrer Ia perthınence de
doıt fonder SUur les fexftes tels ıls ’Ancıen Testament DOUTF aujourd. Aul
presentent OUS el LO  x SuU des MAaLS A faut regreiter cCertaınes
reconstructkions crılLques des SOUTCes En dissonances entre le o22ramm ıl
mmMmerme emp A LrOUUVe ınadaptee ULe est fixe et ıl accomplıt

effectıvement dans TheologıeLentatıve de systematıser le ijemoıgnage de

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG Brueggemanns Werk LST angelegt daß
den Pluralısmus des Alten Testaments

Brueggemanns Theology of the Old hervorhebt LST unterteıilt
Testament ıSE ein beeindruckendes und ‘Kernaussage widersprechende
außergewöhnliches Werk Der Verfasser Aussage USs  S Der vorliegende Artıkel
betont nachdrücklich daß eLNeEe Theologıe begrüßt Brueggemanns mıl großem
des Alten Testaments mıl der LNLS z2UT Enthusiasmus vorgeiragenes Anlıegen
Verfügung stehenden Endform der exte dıe Relevanz des Alten Testaments für
arbeıten mufß, nıcht mLl rekonstru:erten dıe heutıge eıt aufzuzeıigen Dennoch
Quellen und daß alle Versuche das gılt daraufhinzuweısen daß zwıschen
Zeugnıs des Alten Testaments Brueggemanns Vorhaben und der
Ssystemaltısıeren bzw christologisch tatsaächlıchen Ausführung eiınıge
ınterpretıeren, verfehlt sınd Diskrepanzen bestehen

Since the great Old estamen theologies 'T’he freshness of IS ideas matched by
of Eıiıchrodt and VO  - Rad appeared Kng- the VI1SOUFr of ıts style, which prevents the
lısh translation the there ave reader tırıng the trek through the Old
een number of shorter treatments of Testament thırty--11111e books
the subject but work At last 'T’he theology PrODCI falls into fiıve

parts, but 1 preceded by long histori-ıth Brueggemann > S00 page work
ave study that 111 stand alongside cal TEeVIEW of PFeEV1LIOUS eritical approaches
Eichrodt and VO  - Rad OIle of the s1gn1f1- LO the wrıtıng of Old Testament theology
cant twentieth century contributions to culminatıng Brueggemann statement
Old estamen theology Brueggemann of hiıs OW ProgrTr  c rueggemann
work not Just bıg, 1T eXc1LNg, refresh- Lraces the OT17 of Old estamen theol-

LO the Reformatıon It developed theINS, erıtically self-aware and provocatıve
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nıneteenth Century academic disec1- the pluralıty of approaches withıin the Old
Testament: SOINE EXTS focus worshıip,pline unshackled Dy confessional

church constraıints but blinkered by ıts others the word. rueggemann
appeal LO Enlightenment rationalısm, confesses LO being much INOTeEe interested
which prevented it takıng ser1ously the 1ın the latter: ‘*the present wriıter 1S
Old Testament assertions about God (pp unflaggıng 1ın hıs empathy toward that
2-15) revolutıonary propensıiıty ın the Taxt

In the wake of Barth’s revolution Old (p (4) Modern eritical study has
Testament theolog1ans such Eichrodt emphasised how much of the Old esta-
and Wright NCE agaln took ser1- ment took iıts final shape 1ın the exile
ously the normatıveness of ıts faıth and SQOOIl afterwards, and thıs ought tO influ-
endeavoured tOo sShow the distinctiveness ENCE OUr understanding of ıts theology
of biblical faıth agaınst the background of (pp hıs ought to make the Old
the ancıent Near ast hıs WAas the Testament theolog1an partıiıcularly TeC-
per10d of the Biıblical Theology LLL 0Ve- clatıve of ‚Jewısh approaches LO theology
ment, which Brueggemann SEES reaching and dialogue ıth 1t. ser10usly (ppJ
ıts logıcal conclusiıon 1n Childs’ insıstence rueggemann characterises his OW
that Old estamen EXLTS mMust be read approach postliberal 1101I11-

canonically wıthin Christian frame of foundational, by which he an
reference (pp PEn OWeEever the attempt LO exposıt the theological DeEIrSPDECC-
arrıval of soclological eritie1ısm ıth tives of the Lext itself, 1ın a ]] ıts od
Gottwald and rhetorical erıtic1ısm wıth particularıty, wıthout AIl attempt LO
Mulnenburg showed that there 185 1NNO- accommodate LO Jarger rationalıty,
cent readıng of biıblical eX either of moderni1ty of classıical
scholar brings hıs OW. agenda and DI'C- Christlanıty" (p 86)
supposıt1ons ıth hım 'The apparen He then revlews briıefly number of
unıty of earlıer historical-eritical scholar- other contemporary scholarly approaches
sh1ıp about how the Old Testament must LO Old Testament theology (Childs,
be interpreted sımply reflects their white Levenson, Barr, Rendtorff, Trible, Pixley
miıddle-class posıtıvıst assumptlons: NO Black Theology), before discussing
accordıng to Brueggemann mMust four recurrent 1ssues for the Old estLa-
recognıse Arl’e al| biased, and therefore ment theologlan. 'These ATre historical

should adopt pluralıst approach LO er1t1c1sm, church theology, the Jewiısh-
interpretation (ppi 1Ness of the Old estament, public

In hiıs second chapter Brueggemann possi1bilıties.
continues hıs methodological reVv1eW by While recogn1ısıng that historical
examınıng the contemporary sıtuatlon, appreclatıon of the setting of the Old Tes-
which lıke Many others he terms pOStT- amen books 15 useful for ınterpretatıon,
modern. Post-modernism 15 characterised Brueggemann mounts sustaiıned attack
by pluralism, there 1S5 exclusıvely much historical erıtıcısm. It has
rıght interpretatıon. Canonical er1ıtic1ısm focused the incidentals and forgotten
would 1mpose unıtary conservatıve the central 1ssues. The Old Testament 1sS
interpretation the text, whereas hıstor- about G0d, but he 15 bracketed out if not
1cal eriıtic1ısm would 1mMpose atheıistic denıied Dy Many er1ıtics.
sceptical OIl!| (ppı post-modern
approach LO Old Testament theology must In princıple, hıstorical er1ıticısm ruNns the
recogn1ıse certaın poılınts. Firstly, risk that the methods assumptions to
not penetrate behind the EXTIS LO the real hıch ıt 155 commıtte: MaYy mI1sSs the prımary
historical sıtuatıon to the ESSEIICE of intentionalıty of the te  X avıng mi1issed
God himself. We only know (+0d through that, the commentarıes wıth
the biblical Lexts, Old Testament unhelp philological comment, endless
theology mMUust stick LO what the EeXTSsS SaYy redactional explanatıions, edious COIN-

(p 65) Furthermore mMust recogniıse parısons wıth er materlals Because the
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prım Subject ofthe LexTt, has een ruled out the insıghts ofJewiıish narratıve eriıtics like
1ın principle, scholars eft LO deal wiıith Sternberg, who Are alert LO the ambigu-
ese much less ınteresting questions ıt1es and playfulness of the biblical LEexT
(p 104) (p 111) He observes that at INanıy poıints
Very often historical erıtic1sm has een ewWws and Christians aBree about the

meanıng of the Lext indeed though theyinformed Dy rationalıstiec disbelief 1ın
miracles and antıpathy LO church tradı- disagree about the ldentity of Jesus, they
tiıon and authority (p 103) He 1s scathıng ATre both still looking for the mess]ah tO
about the developmentalism inherent 1ın COMEe, either for the first second time

(p 109) It 1s5 Christian supersess1on1smWellhausen’s 1eW of Israelite history, that 15 MOsStT LO blame for the neglect bywhich he holds could only ave arılsen ın
era of SINUS self-congratulation (p 15) Christians of Jewıish interpretatıon.

In partıcular Wellhausen’s characterisa- Supersessionism holds that the church
has replaced the EeWs the people of (G(Ü0d,tıon of post-exilic Juda1ı1sm ‘decadent, an therefore the Old Testament shoulddegenerate, an legalistiec’ fostered the

antı-semıtism that ultımately led LO be interprete ın Christian WaY But
the holocaust (pp 94, 104, 653) Brueggemann cıtes ıth approval ‚John

But to bounce back from sceptic hıs- aul ira cComMent that 0d’s Covenan
ıth Israel een revoked bytorical erıtic1ısm iınto Christian readıng of (30d)’ (p 112)the Old 'Testament (a Ia Childs) would

accordıng LO Brueggemann be Just ser1- By Confiras ıth historical cr1t1c1sm,
OUS miıstake. He eritieises Childs church an Jewıish interpretatıon,

Brueggemann discusses publiıc possı1bili-'massıvely reduectionist’ (p 92) Systematic t1ies much INOTIe briefly. He holds that thetheology cannot CODEC wıth the different
volces 1n the Lext but seeks LO harmonise study of Old Testament theology should
them (83 not Just be the COMNCETNN ofthe church the

Jews, but ı should ıimpact the whole
CAaNnnO Olerate the unsettled polyphonic world
character of the text T’hus, for example, 1T
theology, In ıts metaphysical propensıty, It the r1se anı fall of empiıres an

the 1ving Yy1ng of uman DersonNns anıLO affırmatıion of OMN1DO-
communıitıes The Old Testament insıstsence, ıinterpreter must disregard EXTIS

LO the ontrary Iıt 15 claımed that God 15 that ere 15 moral shape tO the public DTrO-
morally perfect, the rather devlous WAaYsS of CEess that curbs the Ta exercise of W
the God of the Old estamen must either (p 1I19)
be disregarded explained AWAY (D 106) So from tiıme LO time 1ın hıs Theology
In fact the Old Testament oes not Brueggemann contrasts the affırmations

of the Old Testament ıth modern attı-aSree ıth Chrıstian doectrine wıtness
LO Jesus Christ. tudes He poınts LO the hope the Old

Testament offers Ver agaınst the despair'The truth of the matter, an Yy areful that ISssues from enliıghtenment thinking,readıng wıthout tendentiousness,
15 that Old Testament theologıical artıcula- ıts emphasis communıty agaınst mod-
tıon Oes not conform LO established church ern autonomous individualism, an ıts

Mosaıc revolutjion of distributive Justiceaı either 1n ıts ffici1al declaratıon 1ın opposed LO the domiıinant milıtary COIN-ıts INOTe popular propensıiıtles It 15 clear Sumerısm of the West (pp J6J1, 489,readıng that the Old estamen 15 not
wıtness to ‚Jesus Christ, 1ın prımary (395—41)

Havıng clarıfied hıs OW. theologicaldirect9 9unless ONM sStance DYy comparıng ıt ıth others1s prepared to sacrıflice INOTeEe Lext than Brueggemann SLATTS his aCcCccount of15 credadıble (p 107) Old Testament theology. He holds that
OWeEever Brueggemann Lreats Jewish God 1ın himself o0€es not fıt aIlYy PIECONN-

approaches INOTre kindly He commends celved categorı1es, MUuUSst focus the
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speech about (G0d 1ın the Old 'Testament adjectives for omnıscıent omn1ıpres-
We mMUust bracket Out quest1ions of histo- ent Brueggemann that ıt. 1s
rıcıty and ontology: ıt. 15 hat the Lext unınterested ın such i1deas, unlike

Varlous law cCourt SCENES 1ın the Old 'Testa-
Says that matters Takıng his CuUe from systematıc theologlans (p 225

Chapter deals ıth u  9 which
ment Brueggemann suggests that the agalın reflect od’s cConstancy. There Are
best WaY LO deseribe this theological dis- firstly metaphors of od’s SOVeETrNANCE,
COUTSEe 15 test1mony. When testımonYy 15 (}+0d Judge, kıng, WarrIl1or, father,
presented 1ın COUTFT, the jJudge and Jury secondly metaphors of sustenance,
cannot behind the testımonYy tOo the artıst/potter, healer, gardener, mother,
‘real events’, rather they ave to decide shepherd. He admıts that ‘the great PTre-
whether they accept the testımonYy ponderance of noun-metaphors for
Frul not. So when the scrıptural test1- Yahweh patrıarchal’ (p 264), but he 1s5
MONY 15 accepted it becomes revelatıion:
‘when utterance ıIn the Bible 15 taken

not SUTre whether this represents deliber-
ate polemic agaınst Canaanıte fertilıty

truthful, human test1monYy 15 taken relıg1on 15 Just part of ancıent patterns
revelatıon that discloses the tru!l realıty of speech. He thınks modern wrıters
of God’ (p 124) should make reparations for thıs patrıar-

Followiıng Barr Brueggemann holds ch language, but he 0oes not SaYy how
that thıs test1ımonYy 1s embedded not 1n (pp DE
individual words but 1ın sentences. “"T'he Chapter { ‘Yahweh Fully Uttered/’,
sentence 15 the unıt of testiımony that MOST discusses how dıfferent Old Testament
rell1ably 155 taken revelatıon’ (p 1283) Hıs wrıters make uUusSe of these ideas. Accord-
Theology therefore proceeds by classıfyıng ıng LO Brueggemann Old Testament

SOrts of statements about God, ıth theology 15 concerned wıth thematisation
VersSses paragraphs of Scripture cited ın not systematısatıon. In fact at the COTre of
full Hıs first maJor sect1on, chapters 3_’ 15 Israel’s testımonYy about Yahweh 15 fun-
entitled ‘Israel’s Core Testimony’ and damental contradıiection, expressed MOstT
deals wıth the fundamental posıtıve asser- cr1sply 1ın Exodus 34 :6—7 where G0d 1S
tions about God an hıs character wıthın portrayed sovere1gn, forgiving In1qu1ıty
the Old Testament. but by clearıng the gu1llty

Chapter 4, “"Testimony 1n Verbal Sen- od’s forgıveness and jJudgment ATe
tences’, examınes Varlous thıngs God 18 incompatible (p 270), nevertheless the
saıld to do 1n the Old Testament He CrIe- ideas 1ın the Old Testament CSPDEC-
ates, promises, delivers, commands, and clally ın the storles of the wılderness
leads 'The content ere 15 quıte famılıar, wanderıings. Also ın much of the Old 'Tes-
but ıts presentatıon est1mony 1n law Lament the CoOovenan 1S fundamental.
court o1ves ıt interesting spın. Among Though SOINEe scholars deny ıts antıquity,
Brueggemann’s INOTE provocatıve ASSeTr- Old Testament theolog1ans need
tions 1ın thıs chapter that the Old not WOTITY about thıs, but Sımply acknow'/|-
Testament oes not assert ecreatıon edge ıt 1S pervasıve and definitional for
nıhılo, the f  9 and that it 1s5 male Yahweh)’ (p 297)
chauvıniıst LO hold that Israel’s faıth In art Z chapters 5ö—12, 1s entitled
prımarıly about redemption not ereatiıon ‘Israel’s Countertestimony’. Here Brueg-
(pp 158-—-60) Homosexual practice 1s SCMAaNN develops hıs law COUTrT analogy by
banned 1ın the Old Testament because ıt Comparıng parts of the Old Testament LO
Causes mpurıiıty, not for Teasomns of ]JUS- cross-examiıinatiıion. Objections LO the
tice,“ the biblical VIEWS need not bind claıms about Yahweh made 1ın the central
the modern church (pp EeXTS here ralsed. In the psalms of

Chapter adjectives applıed LO God lament questions liıke ‘How long, Ord’
indicate fundamental abıdıng charaecteris- 'Why often asked 'The exile PrO-
t1Ccs, such hıs STAaCEe, 9 steadfast duced ıts OW. CIrOD of problems. Has God
love otıng that the Old Testament has abandoned hiıs people? Is he sovere1gn?
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(pPp 319-23) Chapter discusses the COIN- (30d needs man’s Prayers, an that the Old
cept of od’s hiddenness an! providence 'Testament pıcture of INa  . 1ın communıty

they Are expressed ın the wısdom books 15 better than modern day indiıvidualısm
and biblical narratıve. (pp 451 va

Chapter ‘Ambiguity and the Charac- Chapter reVvVIlEeWs Varıous EXTS that
ter of Yahweh)‘ looks al those passages deal wıth Yahweh’s relationship ıth the
where (GG0d devious ready LO natıons, from the destruection of the
dece1ve. ‚Jeremiah ACCUSES the ORD of Canaanıtes LO the oracles agalınst the
deceiving hım he changes hıs mınd natıons, from the negatıve pıcture of
ın eNnesis (ef. and 8:21) and about Babylon 1n Isajah LO the INOTe positıve
supporting Sau|l 1ın Samuel, while 1ın outlook 1ın Danıel It nds ıth plea that
Samuel Al the ORD 15 sald to. incıte prophetic perspectıves the natıons
Davıd LO number the people, aCT later should influence modern thinking about
condemned siınful. international alrs (pp 497, J02, 912-3,

Chapter b ‘Yahweh an Negatıivıty'
discusses ideas that SEEIN Vell 1801(0)85% CONM- ‘Creation Yahweh’s Partner’ (chap-
Lrary LO the posıtıve image of Yahweh ter 147} deser1ibes the threat LO ecreatiıon
g]ven ın Israel’s COTe test1mony. These from chaos and death, an the counterbal-
include the covenant CUIFSECS, the COM- ancıng hope that (Go0od 15 1ın control. In the
mands LO annıhilate the Canaanıtes, the last chapter of the section Yahweh’s
suffering infliceted Job, and the hope- partners Brueggemann draws parallels
less pessim1ısm of Eccles1i1astes. In Chapter between the Varlous relationships, which

Brueggemann insısts that ıt 185 essent1]al all begıin well, suffer dısruption and then
LO maıntaın the positıve and negatıve AT restored. Once agaın he denıles that 1t.
V1IEeWS within the Biıble “"T‘hiıs tensıon 1S accurate LO desecribe the disruption LO
between the LWO belongs LO the Ve. char- the divine-human partnership fall
acter and substance of Old Testament (p 953) He CONLFrAaSTSs the hope of restora-
faıth” (p 400) It 15 akın tOo the ontrast tıon that the Old Testament offers ıth
between o0d Friday and Easter 1n the the despalır that Must result from
New Testament Enlightenment 1eW of human autonomYy

Section 3, Chapters 13-18, entitled (p 561)
‘Israel’s Unsolicited Testimony’ deals wiıth art 4, chapters 19-29, ‘Israel’s
Old Testament teachıng not directly about Embodied Testimony’, deals in Varı-
Yahweh but closely related 1SSUeS, 1ın Dar'- eLy of institutions that mediated od’s

1n Old estament tımes.ticular od’s partnersh1ıp wıth Israel
(ch 14), ıth mankınd (ch 15); ıth the rueggemann picks Out the Torah
natıons (ch 16) and wiıth ereation (ch 1{9 (ch 20), kingsh1p (ch Zprophecy (chap-
In chapter Brueggemann revIleWs ter Z2) the cult (ch 23) and wısdom

(ch 24) mediators ofod’s InIsrael’s experl1ence under the Covenant
from ıts cheerful beginning LO the exile and far he focuses 1n thıs part the hıis-
restoration. He argues that the Covenant 1S5 torical institutions and theır development
both conditional and unconditional and rather theıir wıtness LO Yahweh, thıs
that Sanders character1ızatıon of 1rst- part ofhıs Theology feels INOTe lıke part of
CENTUFrYy Judai1sm ‘covenantal nom1ısm)’ history of Israelite relıg10n de Vaux’s
fits the Old 'Testament ell (p 419) Ancıent Israel than Old Testament

Under the rubric of "The Human Per- theology. There Ar’e few surprıses 1ın thıs
So Yahweh’s Partner‘’ Chapter section, but 1ın discussing the cult he agaın
Brueggemann discusses tradıtional topıcs SE1ZEeSs the opportunıty to berate Protest-
such the ımage of God ın else- ant scholarshıp, especlally Wellhausen,
where ın hıs Theology rueggemann for faılıng LO apprecılate ıts alue (pPp
relies heavıly the Psalms and the —
prophets LO CoNnNnstruct hıs VIeWS. He 'T he fifth and fiınal section of the book
that 15 both answerable tOo God, yet (chaptersZ ‘Prospects for Theologı1-
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cal Interpretatıion’, match the introduc- the lıght of the New Childs’ approach 15
LOFY LWO chapters of the book 1ın being ‘inherently reductionist, because 1ıt.
essentlally programmatıc, developing reduces the polyphonic, elusive test1ımonYy
10165 agaın Brueggemann s approach to of the Old Testament LO ON single,
Old esLamen theology. He reiterates exclusivist construal thereby violatıng
INa Yy of the poınts already made else- the quality of generatıve that
where 1n the book He insısts that ın marks the Old 'Testament CX (p 132)
future Old estamen theology must be Third mMust recognıse the valiıdıty of
pluralist: ıt MUuUStTt break wıth the MONODO- Jewiısh ıinterpretatıon of the Old esta-
histie interpretations of the church the ment. “Jewish ımagınatıve construals of
hand and academıic scholarshıp (erıtical the Old 'Testament text are, 1ın Christian
posit1v1ism) the other Hıtherto inter- purvlıew, legitimate theological actıvıty
pretatıon has een 1ın the hands of rich (p (835) Fourth, should ote that the

Mosaic revolution 15 central LO the Oldwhıite Westerners: NO must recogniıse
diverse vo1lces wıthın the Old estamen Testament and the startıng poın of ıts
(e.g. prilestly and Deuteronomic) and dıf- theology. Therefore ıts for dis-
ferent interpretations of it (pp 7107710 triıbutive Justice should be Urs Our
But though there INaYy be varıatı]ıons world 15 dominated by consumer1sm,
wıthın the Old Testament and between ıts which despite its Name really puts
interpreters, they do present dıfferent into the hands of wealthy elites, whether
construal of reality from the domiıinant rich natıons, rich companıes, rich indi-
metanarratıve of Ou aDC termed by viduals. ‘Israel’s test1mony, ıth ıts
ueggemann ‘milıtary CONsSsumMer1ısm.’. uncompromisiıng and irreducıble commıt-
‘Israel’s testımonYy ylelds world deeply ment tO Justice, stands the prımary
opposed LO milıtary COoNsSsumMerısm it 1S5 LO alternative to the deathly 1deology of
CVCLIY other alternatıve metanarratıve technological, milıtary consumer1ısm)’
that lacks the markings of the central (p 7T4AL)
Charaeter‘’ (p (20) Hıs final chapter, ‘'Moving toward Irue

Chapter 15 plea LO recogniıse the Speech‘’ argues that Old Testament theol-
authority of the Old estament, and LO must be interpreted and mediated Dy
avo1ld the distractions of historical er1ıt1- communıty commıiıtted to ıts values 1ın its
C1sm. He COomMMEeNTs wryly °‘Utilization of OWIl lıfe Such church wouldbe character-
historical research instance of theo- ised by 1ve commıtments: tOo lıve by the
Jogical scepticısm to evıdent 1ın ecCcoNOMI1CS of the Torah; LO exerclise
the current rage LO date everything 1ın the benevolently lıke kıngs should
Old Testament late hus “lt 15 late, ave (Ps 7(2): toO welcome prophets Ven
therefore ıf dıd nNnot really happen, there- when they uncom({ortable; LO bring
fore it could hardly be authoritativeS all lıfe into od’s through WOT-
(p {(2 sh1p; and LO use the Wısdom books LO

Chapter 26 ‘“Some Pervasıve Issues’, transform dally lıfe (p 745) When Joshua
remıinds of SOINeEe of the continumng bade farewell TLO Israel, he invıted them LO
problems facıng wrıters of Old Testament put aW aV the gods theıir athers had served
theology. Historical erıtic1sm MuUusSt be and LO decıde whether to SEIVC the ORD
congruent ıth the Lext and wıth the not, T’hat, according tOo Brueggemann, 15
intellectual envıronment. In other words the challenge that Old Testament theology
1t must cConcentrate historical 1SSuUeS, puts LO the church today
such the datıng of exts, wıthout
ımporting the rationalıistiec scepticısm Reflections
that has tended tO characterise eriticism
SINCEe the Enlıghtenment. Second, Old Brueggemann’s T’heology 1s
Testament theology mMust avo1ld being LOO enormously stimulating work. Hıs
Christian. It 15 N to insıst that the engagement wıth the text and wıth
only WaY tO read the Old Testament 1S 1ın modern lıfe 15 deep and sıncere, and hıs
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passıonate desire LO communıicate, indeed quotes from the Bible smacked of
LO sell, the Old Testament LO the great old-fashioned proof-texting. It would be

have een better LO ave set these S@1I1-Amerıcan public Ver repeatedly 1n
thıs work. Inside an outside the church tences wıthın the ontext of the books
today the Old Testament tends LO be wriıt- from which they COIMMeE and hat they COIN-

ten off out-of-date and irrelevant, an rıbute LO the MeESSAHC ofach book rather
Brueggemann shows that such attıtudes than cıte Verses from varlıety of books,
AIe quıte misgulded. Hence it 111 be read Just because, for example, they all deseribe
ıth profit not Just by academıcs but by (}0d judge.
pastors and others engaged 1n Christian 'hıs poıint could be developed another
minıstry Hıs insıstence that interpreta- WaY Brueggemann DaYys lıp-serviıice LO the
tıon should be carrıed Out 1n communıty alue of rhetorical er1t1c1sm, admıittedly
Dy those commıitted LO lıving DYy the Old the surface rhetorical erıt1ic1sm of
Testament 1S challenging an powerful Muilenburg an Trible, but 1n fact he
reminder that theology involves the whole makes lıttle UuSsSe of ıt, 'The deep rhetorical
being nNnot Just the head the aul erıtic1ısm of Perelman an! practised by

But hat do make ofBrueggemann’s wrıters such Sternberg, Duke, Amıt
theology, and o0es hıs performance fulfil and Renz 15 nNnOot discussed DYy Bruegge-
the ideals he Sets Out al the beginnıng? The INa hıs eritic1sm SsSees ach work of
fullness ıth which ave sef, Out hıs ideas literature Messasge from author LO
indicates profound sSympathy ıth hıs reader and a1l1ms LO explicate the argu-
work. In particular alue his engagement ment of the work an how the author
ıth the Old 'Testament hıs respect for seeks LO persuade hıs reader LO accept and

aCT hıs mMessapsce. So far this approachits authoriıty. appreclate hıs insıstence
that mMust focus hat the Lext Say>S has een applied only LO iımıted number
an NOLt LrYy to behind it. LO hat really of biblical books But 1f Brueggemann 15
happened hat (Go0d 1S5 really lıke We Are Ser10uUs about focusıng hat the Lexts
bound LO SEE these facts through the lens of themselves AT tryıng LO SaY, the
Scripture. Hıs desire LO let the different entences which he quotes need LO be
vVvolces wiıthın the Old estamen speak 15 understood wıithın the framework of ach
surely right LOO hıs metaphors of Core biblical book
Testimony an! Countertestimony AIeve Communicatıion takes place 1ın histori1-
attractiıve. Hıs appeal to rhetorical er1ıt1- cal contexts, that reconstruction of the
c1sm and the ex1ilic setting of much of the communicatıve sıtuatıiıon 15 Nv useful tO
Old Testament 15 also valuable. the rhetorical erıtic. Reacting agaınst the

But Man y 3T these of historical er1ıtic1sm Bruegge-
1INann oes not DaYy much attentıon LO theBrueggemann could have FoNEC further,
historical contexts 1ın which the biblicaltOo put ıt another WaY, he could have een

INOTre consıstent. He rightly firms that LEexT wriıtten, though thıs helpfully
must understan: hat the text 15 SaYy- focus the intention of the text, For EXal-

ple, IMallıy of the biblical books tOIng, opposed LO investigatıng hat it 1S
have een edited reached their finalreiferring LO, whether historical event

(God And when investigate ıts meanıng form duriıng SOOIN after the exile, and
mMust focus the sentence, NOt thıs illumınates the WaYy ın which they

individual words the socalled biblical mMust ave een understood al the time.
The account of Nathan’s oracle whentheology mMovement did But though ıt. 1S5

better LO focus sentences than retold DYy Chronicles to underline
words, it. would be vVen better LO focus the fact that the promıiıse to avıd 15 ‘for
the discourses 1ın which the sentences Arle ever’, which 1n the absence of Davıdiec
set, KEven sentence Out of ontext be kıng 1n ‚Jerusalem when Chronicles W as

pretext, and for all Brueggemann’s PIO- wrıtten surely invıtes mess]ianıc readıng.
testatıons that he wants LO INOVE AWAY In simı1lar WaY the book of Psalms W as

from systematısatıon, sometiıimes felt hıs presumably put together anthology

EuroJTh 8:72 175



Gerden Wenham

ın post-exilic tımes, yet ıt. has een noted lıfe-styles drive Cars less and preacher
that the pre-exilic royal psalms AT put 1ın author 111 upse lot of people. fear
promınent places wıthın this collection conscilously subconsciously Bruegge-
agaın suggesting hopes for Ne  S kıng INannı mMay have drawn attentiıon tOo those
WerTe not dead* But Brueggemann 0oes features of Old estamen theology that
not discuss thıs maybe because ıt tells play eas]1est LO liberal mıddle-class Amer ı-
agaıns hiıs dislike of closed readıngs Cans, anı! denied left Out aspects that
Christian readıngs 1n partıcular. they would find objectionable.

Allied to hıs neglect of the historical 'To conclude, find Brueggemann’s
setting of the EXTS 15 Brueggemann’s SUT- a1lms 1ın writing his Theology splendid an
prisıng inattention O the historical books iıts performance exhiılaratıng, but al the

SOUT’CeEe of Old Testament theology. en left hlittle disappointed. SUP-
Von ad’s 1Irs volume entitled "The DPOSEC ideal Old Testament theology
Theology of Israel’s Historical Tradıi- would be between VO  - Rad and

buttıons:; Brueggemann hardly Brueggemann. believe ıth Bruegge-
mentıjons the books of judges LO Kings 11a that Old Testament theology
theological works and o1ves surprisingly should focus the final form of the LEeXT,
short shrıft to the SLOTY lıne of the Penta- nNnOot ıts putatıve SOUTFCES, but ıth VO  ®
teuch (In his Theology rueggemann Rad that should listen to hat these
quotes mMoOost en from the Psalms and EeXLTS SaYy wholes, Nnot LO indıyıdual S@ENN-
the prophets.) hıs 15 partıicularly od. 1n tences wıthın them Finally, thınk that

scholar qalıve tOo the post-modern takıng INOTeEe aCcCcount of the exılıec
turn, which has made of post-exıilıc setting of the biblical books

edited ın that era would makemetanarratıves, the grand storles into
which fıt all of OUr thinking. 'The chrıistological reading of them INNOTeEe plau-
modern metanarratıve 15 the theory of sıble than rueggemann 1S5 ready to
evolution ıth ıts Vvls1ıon of long sSlow grant
ascent of lıfe culminating 1n the achleve-

oOiLesments of human technological culture.
But the tradıtional metanarratıve of
estern Christendom 18 the biblical SLOrYy er Brueggemann, Theology of the Old

Testament: Testimon,y, Dıspute, Advocacyfrom ecreatıon LO the second COM1Ng, yet (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, ISBNfor a hıs profession of post-modernist 08006-3087-4 X X 1 MEprincıple Brueggemann lgnores ıt od: assertion SINCEe the ban homosex-Finally despite hıs appeal LO the author-
1ty of the Old Testament and his claım

ual practıice OCCUTS wıthıin sect]1o0ns of®
law moral exhortatıion C Levıticus

that it. alone offers hope to despairıng 20 13; Deuteronomy 23
soclety, Brueggemann 15 quıte ecleectic 1n Sternberg, T’he Poetıics of BıOlıcal Nar-
hıs commendatıion of ıts ethics. Like IManıy ratıve (Bloomington: Indıana UP, 1984
preachers he realıses it 1s5 eas]ıer LO COM- Duke, T’he Persuasıve Appeal of the

Chronıcler (Sheffield Sheffield Academıicmend those poınts that do nNnOot touch the
Press, Amaıt, The OOR of Judges:hearer LOO directly. 'To advocate moralıty

1ın foreign polıcy redistribution of T’he Art of Edıting. Hebrew) erusalem
wealth sounds g00d, but VOUFLIr average 1  1 Renz, T’he Rhetorical

Function of the 00R of Ezekiel Leidenreader 1S not lıkely LO be disturbed by it Briull, forthcomiıing).But touch personal moralıty, which the cCann, T’heologıca Introduction
Bıble speaks often about, greenN 1SSuUes LO the 0OR of the Psalms
and perhaps suggest might alter OUuUr ingdon Press,
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EuroJTh 999) 8:2, TT 78 02 se1nNne Lektüreansprüche weiß. Dıiıeser

Umstand ermöglicht dem iınteressierten
Lebensspuren Was WLr über den Gemeindeglied sıch 1n kurzer Ze1it In die

entscheidenden Fragestellungen des T’hemashistorischen Jesus wissen
qußer-Stefan Lämmer einzuarbeiten. Angefangen be1l

Metzıngen, Ernst-Franz-Verlag 1997, bıblıschen Spuren VO ‚Jesus ber e1INe Darstel-
lung des zeitgeschichtlichen HintergrundesSeıiten. des Auftretens esu biıs elıner Schilderung
selner TEe un sSe1INeEes Wirkens, SOWI1Ee elNer

SUMMARY
Thıs L5 excellent short book the hıstorıcal Behandlung der Fragen Tod und

Auferstehung durchstreift der Verfasser die
Jesus, ell wrıtten for the [ay DPersSson. It COUers wichtigsten ragenKreıse des "T’hemas
extra-bıiblical iraces of Jesus, his Life an tımes, Eın einod ist das Buch uch deshalb, weıl
an 1LSSUES surroundıng hıs death an Uur- VO  - einem Gemeindepfarrer geschrıebenrecton. The wrıter L5 DPAastor, ell versed ın wurde, der die wesentlichen Forschungs-the subject, and ;necıal merıt LS that he avoids ergebnisse ber ‚Jesus der Gemeinde
xiravagant claıms and theses, followıing erschließen möchte eian Lämmer zeichnet
essentially the workR of Stuhlmacher and sich el urc einNe umfassende Belesenheıit
engel. He accepts the gospels trustworthy. ın der einschlägıgen wıiıssenschaftlıchen

weakness LS hıs USe of authenticıty erıterıa ILaıteratur einerseıts un SOUverane usam-
that (LE Iso sed Dy radıcally sceptical schol- menfassung un Darstellung andererseıts
(LVr'S LO COM LO opposıte results. He Iso adopts Aaus
unerıtically doectrine of the atonement whıch Zum Drıtten kann das Buch uch deshalb
allows place for judgment. als Kleinod gelten, weiıl auf moderne,

ScCNrillie un! extravagante 'Thesen ber Jesus
RESUME verzichtet. Anstatt sich 1n den großen Chor
Voıicı lıvre COUrtT, MAaLs excellent, et bıen ecrıt, spekulierender un! phantasıerender ‚Jesus-
Süu le Jesus hıstorıque, quı s’adresse (1LIL.  2 laics. RKRomanautoren einzureıhen, möchte der

presente les donnees extra-biblıques S Verfasser die wissenschaftlich belegbaren
Jesus, traıte de U1ie et de SO  S emps et aborde en darstellen Er chlıeßt sich el 1MmM
dıverses questions relatıves mort et Wesentlichen selnen übınger Lehrern eier
resurrect:on. L’auteur est pasteur, hıen Stuhlmacher un! Martın Hengel
ınforme sSUur le sujJet, et A le grand merıte So gelangt Stefan Lämmer einem
d’evıter des affırmatıons des theses umfassenden 1ld des Lebens und Wiırkens
CeXCESSLUVES, cec] fondant princıpalement Jesu, das auf der Vertrauenswürdigkeit der
S5SuUur les LTrQUAUX de Stuhlmacher el de engel. (synoptischen Evangelıen beruht Lämmer
regarde les Evangıles dıignes de fOoL S5on egründe diese Vertrauenswürdigkeıt mıt

der historisch-kritischen chtheits-el des erıteres d’authenticıte employes DUar
des specıalıstes radıcalement sceptıiques DOUTF kriıterien. Mıt ihrer gelingt es ihm, die
arrıver des resultats 0PPOSES constıtue Uune VO  - ıhm dargestellten en als historisch
faıblesse. Il adopte auUssLı Sans sSemns erLı- wahrscheinlich erwelsen.

TEeNC. taucht cdieser Stelle uch eINEetıque UunNne doectrine de l’expiatıon quLı n laısse
Grenze dieses Buches auf. ährend außerstplus AUCUNE place au Jugement.
krıtische Forscher angefangen VO  - ultmann

In der Flut der Jesusbücher, cdie seı1t ren bıs hın üdemann) miıt derselben
auf den Markt geworfen werden, bildet dieses Echtheitskriıterien einem weıthın
Werk eın Kleinod—und Z W 1ın ehrfacher negatıven esamturteil ber dıe aub-
1NS1C. Eınmal bietet auf 138 Seiten der würdigkeıt der Evangelıen kommen, elegt
est besteht aus Anmerkungen) eınen kurzen Lämmer mıt den selben Krıterj]en das
und doch instruktiven er Dlıc ber das Gegenteıl. Eın negatıves “  ıtsurteil
ema. Das Buch ist. flüssıg lesen. Bel nnerhalb der synoptischen Evangelien fällt

Lämmer fast nirgends So ber bleıibt der WertSatzbau und Wortwahl spur die and
des Gemeindepfarrers, der den alen un! dieser Krıterien und ihre ausführliche
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Darstellung 1n Kapitel V) ebenso ragwürdiıg RESUME
WwW1e be1l den liıberalen Kontrahenten des Christian Gottlob ar predicateur
Verfassers. revıivalıste du Wurtemberg, mMmLısSsSLiONNALFeE et

Eıne 7zweıte kritische rage betrifft die VO: auteur d’ouvrages SuU Ia spıirıtualıte
or krıtıklos übernommene übınger (1 799-]1862), est beaucoup MOLNS qQUE sSes

Sühnetheologie uch ihm gelang nicht, die contemporaıns Blumhardt el OJacker. Werner
1MmM Wesentlichen VO Hartmut Gese aupp rassemble, Aans la seconde maoıtıe de
entwickelte Deutung der ne verständlich t+hese SOULeEeNUE Tubingue 1996, un

machen. Vielmehr übernımmt die ımportante bibliographie des ecrıts de arth
moderne Polemik eine wechselseıtige Ceux-cLı ont ete traduıits plusıeurs langues
Versöhnung Gottes un der Welt uUrc das europeennes, aınsı qu en des angues de
VO  . ott gestiftete un! ott gerichtete plusıeurs DAYS de 1sSsıon du MT sıecle. La
Sühneopfer esu Das rgebnis ist eine rein premıere partıe de l’ouvrage consıste LnN

positiv-heilvolle Deutung des Kreuzes, 1ın biographie erıtıque de Barth, quL de /99
welcher der Orn un das Gericht Gottes 1824, la periode de sSon premıer mınıstere quı
keinen atz mehr en fit de Izu1 le predecesseur de Blumhardt

Ihiese beıden Anfragen können ber das Mottlıngen. De l’ımportante correspondance
posıtıve Gesamturteil Nn1ıCcC mehr trüben echangee Dar Barth VDVecCc des revıivalıstes et des
eian Lämmer ist, mıt diesem kleinen Buch MLISSLONNALFES Tavers le monde, A resie 3200
eINe große eistung geglückt. Hıer hat eın lettres quı ont ete eerıtes de maın quı Iıu1
Gemeindepfarrer vorgeführt, WwW1e INa ont ete adressees.
wissenschaftliche Forschung für die Gemeinde
r7uc machen annn Von er kann ich Werner Aaupp legt mıiıt dieser Tübinger DI1s-
dem Buch NUu eıine große Leserschaft sertatıon eınen wichtigen Beitrag ZU
wünschen. Erforschung des württembergischen Pıetis-

1INUS 1 ahrhundert VO  — kKaupps Nntier-
Volker äackle suchung des Missionsförderers Christijan

übingen Gottlob ar (1799-1862) gylıeder sich 1n
fünf e1ıle ach einer Einführung 1-6)
zeichnet das arth-Bı ın der bisherigen

EuroJTh (1999) 8:2, 178-179 0572 I ıteratur un:! Forschung ach
geistige Heimat 1 württembergischen
Piıetismus (23-02) ist die rundlage des

Christian Gottlob Barth Studien Hauptteils ber seine Tu 1o0graphie bıs
Leben und Werk 1824 53-142) 1ne Zusammenfassung un!
Werner Raupp eın UusDIi1IC. 76) überblicken die ‚Jahre

1824 bıs 1562 und bündeln den Ertrag desQuF 16, u  ga Calwer, 1998 294
erkes, das mıiıt eiıner umfangreichen98,- P  9 ISBN 3.7668-35779-3 Bibliographie der gedruckten un! handschrift-

SUMMARY en Quellen SOWI1Ee der Sekundärliteratur
T’he Wurttemberg revıval preacher, MLSSLONAFY chließtsDer mfang des Quellen-
an wrıter spiırıtualıty, Chrıstian (ijottlob materılals begründete dıie eschränkung VO  -

upps Darstellung aufdie erste Lebens  tearth L5 much less ell Rnown
VO  - arObwohl aupp 397200 er  enethan hıs contemporarıes Blumhardt and

OJacker. Werner aupp collects, Lın the second Barth-Briefe nachweıisen konnte, ıhm eine
half of hıs 1996 übıngen dıissertatıion, adäquate Bearbeıtung der zweıte Lebens  te
comprehensive bıblıiography of the Barth’s uch deshalb nıcht möglıch, weıl iıhm

die 1010 Briefe ohann rıstop Blumhardtswrıltıngs. These WerTre Iso translated ınto SeU-
ar zwıischen 1837 und 1862 nNn1ıceral European languages, ell languages

of 1sSsıon reg1ı0ns of nıneteenth zugänglıic. Waren (vgl 4, Anm 16), vermutlich
centuryYy. T’he fırstpart of the workR consısts ofa weiıl eine ıtische Edıtiıon geplant ist,
erıtıical b.iography of Barth ın the kKaupps Überblick ber die bisherigen
9-1 when he tooR hıs fırst mınısterıial Barth-Biographien un! die arth-Rezeption 1n

der Geschichtsschreibung ergl daß elineposıtıon, Blumhardt’’s predecessor Lım
adäquate un ıLısSscCHeEe Darstellung dieses 1ınMottlıngen. Of Barth’s comprehenstive - seliner Zeıt bedeutenden Mannes aus denspondence wiıith revıivalısts and mMLSSLONAFLES

throughout the world 3200 etters O hım riginalquellen bısher fehlt 1C 1Ur als
from hım are SZL ın exıstence. Volksschriftsteller, sondern uch als er
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Sammler VO naturkundlichen und ausgehend das e1C. Gottes als Zielpunkt hat,
ethnischen Gegenständen Aaus den Missıons- ber VO  - einem spe.  atıven Biblizısmus un!
ländern, dıe eute 1 Basler Museum der aufklärerischem Gedankengut beeinflußt ist
ulturen aUIDEW.  rt werden, besıtzt ar Man ann Kaupps Darstellung ablesen,
einen besonderen KRang 1ın se1lner Zeit daß Sympathıen für seinen ımposanten
Barth 1n der Jugend VOoOoN Jung-Stilling pferun! Stürmer‘’ hat Kr beurteilt

ıhn überwiegend posıtıv, während dessengepragt (80); theologisch omMm besonders
VO  - etinger her eın theologisches pietistisch-erweckliches 1eu hın un! wıieder
Erbe verband mıt mpulsen au der mıt negatıven Werturteilen erstaunlich SC
württembergischen Miss1ıons- un Erweck- abqualifiziert. Dennoch ist sehr
ngsbewegung des ahrhunderts Aus verdienstvoll, den ersten 'Teıl des Lebens-
Württemberg amen maßgebliche Impulse für werkes dieser herausragenden Gestalt der
die Basler Missionsgesellschaft; ber auch dıe Erweckungsbewegung NEeu VOor ugen geste
anderen, schon länger bestehenden, bekommen. Fıne ausführliche Darstellung
eutschen un englischen Missionswerke der zweıten Lebenshälfte VOoO  - Barth ıst
wurden gebührend gefördert (43-50) dringend erforderliıch

ar SLamm aus einer pietistischen
Handerwerkerfamilie der Schwabenmetropole ‚.JJochen Eber
Stuttgart, dıe 1800 eLwa Eınwohner Basel/Bettingen, Schweiliz

68) Im Vergleich mıiıt dieser Großstadt
mMUu. INa  - übıngen, VO  _ 1817 bıs 1821
studierte, mıiıt damals 7000 Eiınwohnern, als EuroJTh 999) 8:2, PQ (L
kleines Städtchen charakterisıeren 89)
Während Se1INeSs ud1ums der Nıversıta) Evangelisation als Aufgabe der
nahm Barth als Mitgliıed des Stifts uch Kirche: Theologische Grundlegung
dem pletistischen Theologiestudentenkreıs kirchlicher Evangelisation°Pıa’ un! übinger Missionshilfsvereıiın Rısto Ahonen
teıl, predigte rstmals un:! chriıeb einere
Schriften Z Verteidigung der 1819 Forschungen ZU Praktischen Theologie

Ubs Klaus-Jürgen Trabant. Bern;gegründeten Korntaler Brüdergemeıne Frankfurt Maın eic Lang, 1996 174—1  9 diese N1ıC Se1INEe ersten
Veröffentlichungen, enn schon als P  9 49,-
Schüler publizistisch aktıv geworden (83—-89)

Raupp me den drıtten Abschnitt selner SUMMARY
'hıs study, orıgınally wrıltten ın Finland, COTL-Barth-Biographie dessen Vikariatszeıt ın den

Jahren 1821 bıs 1824 Barths feurıge Predigten evangelısm ın the context of the
fanden ın selinem kurzen ıkarıa Protestant-Lutheran church. The fırst Dart of
verschlıedenen kleinen Ortschaften Württem- the work gLvVeSs outlıne of the mOost recent
ergs bald großen ulauf; wırd VO  . bıs evangelıstıc enterprıises ın relatıon LO most
2000 Besuchern und VO elıner kleinen ımportant evangelıcal, atliNnolic an ecumenL-

Eıne cal conferences. T’he reviewer erıtıcız2es theKrweckung berichtet 9-1
Bildungsreise Freunden 1mM Umkreıs der maın theological sechon ofthe booR for nolt suf-
okalvereine der Christentumsgesellschaft ficıently establishıng 20L11CH.: foundatıons. In
und anderen Erweckten durch ord the author’s ULEW, the dıaconate takes central
deutschland, Holland, Frankreich un dıe role ın the DTOCES ofchurch evangelısm. Evan-
Schwei1iz 1m Jahr 1824 rundet Barths erste gelısm sShou. be integrated ınto the regular
Le  nshälfte ab Im Dezember desselben worshıp SeruvU1ıces.
Jahres 38 seıne erstie Pfarrstelle 1ın
Möttlingen Zeıt 1m Möttlinger RESUME
arram (1824-1838) ist VOIN vielfältigem (ette etude, redigee !’orıgıne Finlande‚
Kngagement 1n Reichs-Gottes-Projekten porte SuU l’evangelısatıon ans le contexte de
epr. das iıhn schließlich azu bewegte, das ‘Eglıse Protestante Lutherizenne. La premıere
Pfarramt aufzugeben, ausschließlich für partıe de l’ouvrage EXDOSE grands traıts les
se1ın Missionsanlıegen publizistisch und efforts d’evangelısatıon les plus recents ans le
(nebenamtlich verkündigend ätıg Se1N cadre des conferences evangelıques, catho-
(1838-1862) Abschließend g1bt aupp auf [iques et cumenıques les plus ımportantes.
ZWanzlgSe1iten einen er DilIC.ber On pDeut reprocher la prıiıncıpale sectıon
Barths eologıie, die VO  - der 'ganzen Bıbel’ theologıque du lıvre de Das donner Tl
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presentatıon suffisante des fondements espräc ber Kontextualität aktioren
bzblıques. Aux VEUX de [’auteur, le dıiaconat enthält, die, gewonnen S1e Gewicht, den
Joue role central ans la tache de ‘Eglıse bereits erreichten theologıschen OoONnsens OSsSe

est [’evangelısation. evangelısatıon auseinanderreißen könnten Etwa, wenn der
devraıt faıre partıe ıntegrante des cultes relig1öse Relativismus ıIn Kreisen der rchen
regulıers. stärker aqls bisher Fuß fassen würde. Zeichen

für eline solche "FKntwicklung” lassen sıch 1ın
Unmittelbarer nla für die vorlıegende überraschender 1elza. ausmachen‘’ 68)
e1War die der ynode der finnıschen Der wesentliche Unterschied zwıschen
evangelisch-lutherischen Kırche, eiıne der Lausanner 1mMm Vergleich ZUr ökumen-
Untersuchung ber die Kvangelısationsarbeit ischen Bewegung hıegt, WI1Ie Ahonen richtigverfassen. konstatiert, 1MmM Bibelverständnis Gerade

dieser un ware ber mehr als einen AbsatzAhonen verfolgt zunächst 1ın einem
hıstorischen F bis 68) die Diskussion wert SECWeESECNHN 55)
VO  - 1895 bis 1991 ber die Begriffe Analog stellt sıch dem Rezensenten uch
KEvangelisation und Missl1ion, un! Z W n1ıC das Problem der folgenden e1lle (vgl die
anhand VO  - Berichten ber die praktische Gesamtanlage als theologiegeschichtlichen
Durchführung VO  — Kvangelisationen, sondern Aufriß), 1ın denen Ahonen Se1IN erständnis
anhand der großen Konferenzen, die den VO  - Kvangelisation als Aufgabe der TC
ökumenischen, evangelikalen un O- entfaltet Der Schriftbezug ist schwach,ıschen Auffassungen Ausdruck gaben ZU Teıl (z.B Predigten der

Man annn diese Diskussion uch anderen Apostelgeschichte) Ahonen geht Z W: VO  .
Stellen nachlesen; VO bleibendem Interesse durchaus richtigen theologischen Gedanken

Punkte
schlenen dem Rezensenten Jedoch olgende dus, ber eben VO edanken un D1s-

kuss1ıonsbeiträgen, STa VO  _ der Schriuft als
Wenn eine Arbeitsgruppe der ynode der Quelle un! erkzeug unserer Urteile Diese

berlinbrandenburgischen ev.-Iuth TC allgemeine chwache findet ihren spezlellen
sagt, nıchts S@e1 ormal WI1Ie die Mıssıon Ausdruck INn einzelnen exegetischen Fehlern,(1idea-spektrum 19/1998, 8), ist dies eINeEe etiwa wenn In Anspielung auf Kor VO
rkenntnis, die ach Ahonen weıthin erst toten uchstaben gesprochen wird 94) oder
ach 1945 gewachsen ist 125) In dem Satz, die Annahme des vangelıumsDie Lausanner Bewegung spielte be1 der werde adurch erschwert, daß die
Klärung der rage ach der ontexualıtät Entstehung des aubens N1ıC 1n der acC.
e1INe Vorreiterrolle (Ahonen ach avı des Menschen 1egt Läge S1e 1n der
Bosch) Ihre Konferenz 1n Wıllowban Ber- acC des Menschen, würde n]ıemand
mu 1978 empfahl als odell für glauben—Ahonen das als bewußt
In  turation das VO 1da un! Kraft lutherischer Theologe umgekehrtentwickelte Prinzip der ‘ dynamiıschen formulieren mMUusSsen
Kntsprechung’, bei dem gegenüber einer In selinem Verständnis VO  - Kvangelisationwortwörtlichen sprachlichen Entsprechung nımmt die Diıakonie eine entrale Stellung e1n.
als wichtiger angesehen WIrd, der Leser Die Dıakonie wIırd ın die ähe der NnOTLAEe
der die Bedeutung un den elnes ecclesiae gerückt vangelıisation darf
'Textes versteht, W1e ursprünglıch nıcht bloßes en sSe1n 109 147) un:! N1C.
gemeınt War 54f.) 1Ur den einzelnen ansprechen Sie ist

ach Ahonen erinnert die ihres eugnischarakters VO allge-inner.  tholische Dıiıskussion auffallend das meıner Philanthropie eutilıiıc untfier-
ökumenische espräch, Lausanne e1inge- scheiden (1221°) ‘Aber WIEe Lesslie Newbiginschlossen: a) 1ss1on ist die wesentliche festgestellt hat, ist absurd, Wort un! Werk
Aufgabe der rche; Verkündigung un als Gegensätze oder Konkurrenten gegene1n-gesellschaftliche Verantwortun der TC ander stellen, weiıl weder Predigt och
Ssiınd grundsätzlich verflochten; C) Zael der Miıs- Dienst eın eıne eue Wirklichkeit schaffen,S10N ist elıne authentische Begegnung VO  _ sondern der Heılıge e1s Diıe Mission des
vangelium un! Kultur 1m 1  og Dreieinigen Gottes, die Mıssı1o0 Dei, eLz die

Zu fragen ist aber, WI1e weıt der Begriff °‘Dıa- Arbeitsschwerpunkte ach Sıtuation un!
log für die Lausanner Bewegung AansemMeSse °Christus ist das Subjekt des
ist, Ahonen selbst relativiert die Gemeinsam- Aufbaus der Gemeinde’ Demgegenüberkeiten In anderer 1NS1IC. ‘Kıs ıst Jedoch uch 1äßt eın 'handlungsorientierter Blıckwinkel

eobachten, daß das sıch posıtive außer acht, Krneuerung der Gemeinde 1m

180 EuroJTh 8:7



Rocok Reviews ®  ®

Innersten edeute ‚Jede Erneuerung hängt SUMMARY
letztlich Wort, enn Quelle der Kraft un! Bodenstein s study L5 concerned ıE Luther’s
des Lebens der Gemeinde ist Gottes 0M“ transformatıon LO renewer of entire church

Nnier ‘Gottes or wıird N1ıcC Ur Ln theT,DHe sShows how Luther
'Kvangelıum’ verstanden, sondern uch ıncreasıngly rejected scholastıc theology and
die der Gesetzespredigt für die developed hıs OW theology, ın order LO make
Evangelıisation reflektiert (79f£.) possıble sımple al of sımple people

Daraus ergeben sıch einige praktiısche Bodensteıin documents this thoroughly ESDE-
rundsätze, die für die Evangelısation immer cıally bymeans of the SECTTNONS of the
entscheidend selen: Diıie Gemeinde oMmMmMmMm Luther ın these T’he doctrine of purga-
untftfer Wort un Sakrament ZUSammen ‘Das LOTY, and thus the basıs of t*he Catholic
Herz der TC SC 1n der Hauptsache
e1m Wort un! rTrTamen Diıe wesentlichsten

eschatology of the tıme, Was Iso reformulated.
In thıs WONY the protestant faith could become

unktionen der Kırche Sind auf das CONCrelie realıty for the Chrıstian. T'he
Gottesdienstleben konzentriert’ Dıe monograp Iso eNSages ıE exıstıng ınter-
besten Ergebnisse können In der Evangeli- pretatıons of Luther, old anı NE Lutheran
satıon dann rzlielt werden, wWenNnn S1e 1n die and eJjormed. Because of ıts central theme,
regelmäßige Aktivität elıner Gemeinde however, ıt L5 LO be commended LO wıde
eingebunden ist DiIie Verkündigung audıence.
elınes mıt der Gnadengabe des Kvangelısten
ausgestatteten Menschen sollte die Gemeinde-
arbeit immer unterstutzen

RESUME
(13819 L’auteur analyse comment Luther s’est‘Kvangelısation z1e auf die Weckung des transforme renovateur de OouUuLe UunNne eglıseaubDbens und dıiıe Offnung für dıiıe AE7ES les annees 15921 1525 Il monftre COM..-Gemeinschaft 1n der Gemeinde In iıhr

hat die mündlıche Verkündigun und das
ment Luther rejete de plus plus la
theologıe scolastıque DOUTF elaborer DTODTEfröhliche Bekenntnis eine zentrale theologıe, afın de faıre OoOlULle place la foLellung, weiıl T1ISLUS 1M verkündiıgten Wort sımple des gens sımples. Bodensteıin etayegegenwärtig ıst dıe “missionarische Nntien- soıgneusement presentatıon, essenti:elle-2  tion Unterscheidung ach Newbigin und ment Par des SEerMONS du Jeune LutherH.-W. Gensichen)’, während °‘Mıssıion’ och pendant Ces annees. doectrine dupurgatoıre,umfassender verstehen ist als die quı faısalıt la base de l’eschatologie catholıqueBewegungsrichtung der irche, alles, WAas de l)r  que, fut AauUSsSsL reformulee. De Cce:das Wort Gottes bewirkt (*‘*misslionarıische

Diımension’; 129f. 155) Kvangelisation ist der facon, Ia fOL protestante DOoUVaLt devenır UT

entrale der 1sSs]ıonK
realıte conecrete DOUF le chretien. IMNONO-

graphiıe entre egalement dıialogue VecFür volkskirchliche Gemeinden waren diese dıfferentes ınterpretations de l’enseignementguten rundsätze sehr ruchtbar (Demge- de Luther, ancıenNnes el nouvelles, Iutheriennesgenüber zweıtrangıg sınd die vielen e  er, et Son theme central [adie inkonsequente Zitierweise un ehlende reformees.
recommande arge pudlıc.Querverweise be1l Wıederholungen.) Der Band

SC  1e mıiıt einem ausführlichen Quellen- alter odensteın hat mıiıt dieserund Liıteraturverzeichnis SOWI1Ee einem
Personenregister. Untersuchung Luthers eologie einen

uch für Pfarrer außerst interessanten
Beıtrag ZU Lutherforschung vorgelegt. Eseian Felber cheint sich bel der onographie, ber derenLichteneiche, Deuts_chland ntstehen INa  - NnIC weıteres erfährt, eın
Alterswerk des Verfassers en, weiıl
auf Anregung des schon 1945 penslonlerten

EuroJTh 799) 8:2., 81-1 82 ©2 und 1972 verstorbenen utherkenners
Emanuel Hırsch entstanden ist 17) Oden-
ste1in 111 die wıssenschaftliche Arbeıit VO  -Der einfältige Glaube: Luthers

Entwicklung UVO 1521 DbiIs 1525 Hırsch un oll fortführen (ebd., vgl
Walter Bodenstein 0-9

odensteıin will mıt selInem Yorschungs-T’heologische Beıträge un: Forschungen, beitrag eıne Antwort auf cie Frage geben, WI1eTübingen: Katzmann, 1998 404 Luther 1n den Jahren 1521 bıs 1525 ZU
P IÖ,- ISBN 3-7805-04577-X Reformator des Christentums wurde. Kr will
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aufzeigen, W1e Luther einem Volkspädagogik analysıert Aul
Gesamtverständnis des Christentums weıtere Einzelheiten dieses umfangreichen
durchbrach urc das Evangelıum sollen die e1ls kann dieser Stelle Aaus atzgründen
Menschen werden, der Glaube muß nıcht eingegangen werden.
dem olk vermittelt werden können (9) Kın uch 1n der Eschatologıe wiıird Luthers

Laienchristentum, e1Nn Frömmig- en HrC seilne Kritik der über-
eıtstyp und eıne euUue Kırche mussen kommenen Fegfeuerlehre eutlic. Teıl,
aufgrund der veränderten theologischen 298—-339) Das Fegfeuer wird 1n Luthers
Ausgangslage entstehen (9—-1 Dazu War Frühzeıit als die rfahrung des angefochtenen
nötıg, dem einfachen Menschen der damalıgen (GGJjewlissens gedeutet, 1530 wird VO  . der
Zeıt eologie zugänglıc. un! verständlich eiligen Schrift her völlıg abgelehnt
machen. Ihr Adressatenkreis ußte erweıtert Odenstie1ns Buch SC.  1e. mıiıt umfangreichen
werden. Anmerkungen (  S  A In denen die

Dıskussion mıt der wissenschaftlichenIm ersten 'Teıl selner Untersuchung weıst
odenstein nach, WwWI1e Luther selne eologie Lutherforschung aufnimmt.
vereinfachte un! eınen einfältıgen Glauben Es ist das Verdienst des Verfassers,
lehrte (18-52) Dıe TEe VO der echt- altbekannte Quellen 1mM 1C selner
ertigung enöti;  e eine SC  1C. Yorm, damıt Fragestellung Ne  e gelesen un! damıt e1INe
Glaube entstehen konnte Auf diese Art un! bısher unterbeleuchtete e1tLe der Biographie
Weılise Lat C.  9 der Wittenberger Professor, eine des eformators rhellt en Er hat
außerst praktısche un seelsorgerlich Luthers Lebensgeschichte nNnıc VO den
relevante pastorale un! volkspädagogische KErgebnıissen her gelesen, sondern VO  - 9
Arbeit Luthers gegenüber der Scholastıik In ihrer genetischen ntwıicklung. amıt hat
vereınfachter Glaubensbegriff wiıird 1mM einen bedeutenden Beıtrag ZU Erforschung
Vergleich miıt TrTel Haupttheologen des des Jungen Luther geleistet, besonders
Mıttelalters (Petrus Lombardus, T’homas VO dessen Homiletik, uch wWenNnn odenstelins
Aquın un! cCCam herausgestellt. Luther ist Auseinandersetzung miıt Ebeling, arl
der °‘revolutionären Überzeugung', °die Barth, Eimil Brunner un! anderen ein1ıge Leser
scholastische eologie Uure eine bıiblische ZU Wiıderspruch reizen wIrd. Alle ate1nı-
Theologıe TSetzt werden muß 40) Aus dieser schen Zıitate sınd In der Untersuchung
soll eın auf die egründetes übersetzt So kann uch eın Laıe, dem Luthers
Laijenchristentum entstehen 52) theologische Entwicklung ja galt, das uch miıt

Luthers er Predigtsammlung, der Gewıiınn lesen. Die onographie sollte nıcht
Kırchenpostille, welst der Verfasser nach, WI1e u 1ın utschen und ın nordischen
der eformator den Rechtfertigungsglauben Ilutherischen Gelehrtenkreisen gelesen

werden!Urc die Predigt unters olk streuen wollte
Teıl, D3-168) Luther begann diesen

redigtban auf der artburg un! hat iıhn Jochen Eber
1522 1n TUC gegeben Der Glaube qals Basel/Bettingen, Schweiz
persönliıche Erfahrung 1°1 die Stelle der
bısherigen kirchlichen KRechtsgemeinschaft

022mıiıt ihrem gottesdienstlichen Sakramentalıs- EuroJTh 999) 182
[11US un! ihrer siıchtbaren Hıerarchie (90-97)
I )hese Erfahrung zeıgt sich uch 1n Luthers Auferstehungsmorgen: Heinrich
re  1  en, WeNnn den Menschen unter dem
Nspruc VO Geset7z und Kvangelıum

Chr. Hävernick; Erweckung
zwischen Reformaltion, ReaktionSC  er Aus Luthers Predigtweise Z71e der und RevolutionVerfasser durchaus uch kritische Karsten rnstFolgerungen für die gegenwarte kiırchliche

Sıtuation ‘Denn diese predigt die erkge- Monographien un Studienbücher
rechtigkeit mıt 1lIer und Leidenscha: (143, 4920 (Heßen: Brunnen, 1997, AIL, 487 S,
vgl 339) o  9 ISBN 3-.'7655-9420-92

eıter stellt Bodenstein 1ın 7wWe]l Teıilen dar,
WIEe Luther uUrc Gottesdienst. un! redigt ın SUMMARY
den Ten 1522 bıs 1524 den ag un! das 'hıs Tübıngen dıssertation portrays the iife
Berufsverständnis der entstehenden TC an WworR of the Old Testament scholar Heın-
VO vangel1ıum her prägteWel rich Hävernıck (1810-1845) Hävernıck
werden uch die Invokaviıtpredigten un! ıhre taught at the unıversıties Lın GGeneva, Rostock
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and Königsberg. He Was iınfluenced DYy ereigneten un mıiıt iıhm melst 1Ur 1n mehr
Friedrich Tholuck and ın eology he fol oder wenıger direkter Beziehung stehen Die
lowed Lutheran-revivalıst line, represented ‘Historische Einführung' geht ZWar

Iso Dy Keıl, WJO Was better known because kenntnisreich, detaıillıer und mıt einem
of hıs Old Testament ecommentarıes. Ernst fundierten Urteil den egriffen ‘Erweckung‘
partıcularly amınes the mılıeu Lın whıch the un! ‘Erweckungsbewegung(en)’ nach, doch
theologıan Hävernick lived an worked. T’he mıiıt eiInem deutlichen Schwerpunkt auf dem
study g1LVES consıderable attention LO t+he FreULU- angelsächsischen Raum Zusammenhänge ZU.

vielgestaltıgen Erweckungsbewegung ınalıst mOvLemen. of the nıneteenth century Lın
VAarıOQ0us regıons f Europe Deutschlan: werden kaum, Hävernick

gul W1e überhaupt nıcht erkennbar,
RESUME ann uch dıe doch rec ausführliche

Darstellung der ‘Erweckungsbewegung 1ın(ette these, SOULEN UE Tubingue, presente Ia
Berlın 71-84 un! 1n alle eineULie et "O2uUre de Heinrich Hävernick, quı

fut specıalıste de !’Ancıen Testament Darstellung ihres historıschen rsprungs
(1810-1845) Hävernıck enseıgne mU SOWI1Ee nähere Zusammenhänge miıt Hävernick
unıversıtes de (G(Geneve, de Rostock et de verm1ıssen äaßt Diıie kenntnisreiche und
Könıigsberg. ınfluence par Friedrich außerst umfangreiche Darstellung des

1schen Streıts un! se1ner BedeutungTholuck et theologıe SULULE Ia ıgne 96—-166), In dem Hävernick 196380 eine margınalerevıivalıste [utherıenne, representee auUssLı DUar
Keıl, essent:ellement DOUTF ses spilelte (er erscheınt 1ın diesem

commentaıres SWr ”’Ancıen Testament. Ernst Zusammenhang 1Ur auf eLwa zehn Seıiten),
etudıe specıalement le mılıeu ans lequel le bietet dafür ann SCHNAUC Ausführungen ber

die Erweckungsbewegung (v.a 1mMm Raumtheologıen Hävernick vecCu. et t*ravaılle. II
Berlın un!e), ber die Bezeichnungen fürporte beaucoup d’attentıon mMmMmOULLEMeEN

revıivalıste du AL sıecle dıfferentes regıo0ns ihre Anhänger, ihre wesentlichen Lehren un!
Europe. KRıchtungen samt ihrem Verhältnis den

Bekenntnisschriften SOWI1Ee iıhre differenzierte
ach einem kurzen Vorwort IX-XIl) un! Auseinandersetzung mıt dem Rationalısmus.

Es folgen ein1ıge weıtere interessanteelıner ‘Historischen Einführung‘ 1—65), In
Abschnitte, die ZW ar ın Beziehungder es esonders °‘Diıie Erforschung der

Erweckungsbewegung des Jahrhunderts’ Hävernick stehen, ber doch Tel angelegt
und ‘Dıe angelsächsische Idee einer Sind und für das en un ırken
Erweckung‘ geht, ehande sten rnst, Hävernicks selbst 1Ur wen1g Bedeutungen
°Pastor eıner reikiırche In Stuttgart’, bzw erkennen lassen; z B ‘Hävernicks

Lehrer TNS Wiıilhelm Hengstenberg’Hauptteıl 66—-379) en un! Umfeld des
Alttestamentlers Heinrich Andreas Christoph 168—-19ö, Hävernick erscheint 1Ur zweimal
Hävernick (1810-1845) anhand selner ande); ‘Der Reveil 1ın Genf” (5. 197-207), ° Dıie
lebensgeschichtlichen Stationen eı ründung der Socıiete Evangelique’
un Jugend, Studium 1n alle un! erlın, 207-212) und ‘Die Gründung der Ccole de

eologıie’ 21221 #0); ° Die geistige undLehrer 1ın Genf, Rostock un! öÖnıgsberg). Eıs
polıtıische Lage 1n Preußen das ‚.Jahrfolgen en Anhang 380—-391) SOWI1Ee eın

Literaturverzeichnis 392—47/95, Samıt- eX 231/-240), ‘Friedrich Wiılhelm
ZU Literaturverzeichnıiıs) und eın 240=247) und ‘Die Berufung Eıiıchhorns T:

‘Personen-, rts- und Sachregister’ Kultusminister 247-251) Kırst ab
4'75—487) ‘Hävernicks Berufung ach Königsberg” 1äßt

sıch durchgehend eın Zusammenhang miıtDer Haupttitel dieser 1995 1n übingen Hävernick erkennen, doch wird m.. uch hlereingereichten Dissertation ist, ach einem be1
ugus Gottreu Tholuck wiedergegebenen dem ‘Boykott der Studenten 265-—-303)
1L} TNS VO  . Kottwitz’ gewählt ö3), viel mfang eingeräumt, obwohl Hävernick

jedoch miıt der ‘Hauptperson’ des el doch fast ur elıne passıve splelte.
Abgesehen VO Sse1Ner ın der ‘Reform derBuches, Hävernick, ın keinem 1re  en
theologischen akultät’ 3.14:324) ınZusammenhang. [)ıes spiege leıder den

rundtenor des erkes wıeder: Es Königsberg (Ostpreußen werden aum
geht aum die Person Hävernicks un! ihre direkte Aktiviıtäten Hävernicks oder
eigentlichen eıstungen, sondern unmı1l  elbar mıt ıhm 1ın Zusammenhang
verschiedenste, (kırchen-) polıtische Stehende Begebenheıten aufgezeıigt Man

verm1ıßt eıne are Darstellung derBegebenheiten, dıe sich 1ın selInem Umfeld
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theologischen (Grund-) Posıtion(en Häver- "Umrisse’ Hävernicks 'nachgezeichnet’ un!
nıcks selbst (insbesondere se1n er  N1Ss diese ‘Bezıehung(en)’ leider oft ur 'dünn
theologischen nliegen der rweckungs- insbesondere die den 'theologischen
bewegung und SE1INE uslegung des Alten 'Tes- ntwicklungen’
taments), möglıchst anhand se1lner eigenen Außerst osit1v—und amı iıst das
(z  reichen) er (sıehe 402-—-407), der besprochene Werk (insbesondere bel eıner
umiındest eine nähere Vorstellung selner Beschäftigung mıiıt der Erweckungsbewegung
Schriften ıne elatıv ausführliche Dar- des ahrhunderts) insgesamt rec
stellung der theologıschen Anschauungen lesenswert—sıind die gut verständlichen
TNS ılhelm Hengstenbergs un der Ber- zanlireıchnhen Kınzelausführungen bzw
ner Erweckungsbewegung 76, 7884 un! thematischen Darstellungen, die e1iın
68-195) und die Aussage ‘Hävernick gründliches Quellenstudium, tiefgehende
identifizierte sich völlig miıt Hengstenbergs Kenntnisse ber die Krweckungsbewegung
kirc  ıchen und exegetischen Grundan- (v.a. 1MmM angelsächsischen aum un! eine gute
schauungen'’ 168) wıiegt dieses Desıderat un krıtische Durchdringung der Materiıie
m.E N1C auf. ediglic auf 390f. geht erkennen lassen; übersıc  ıche graphische
TNS knapp auf Hävernicks unterschiedliche Darstellungen (Tabellen) bieten 1 gute
1C. ber die ‘Ausbreitung des Evangelıums’ Verstehenshilfen Insofern STLO immer

wıeder die eUueSOWI1e auf rundzüge VO Hävernicks auf Informationen,
Eschatologie anhand VO  - Hes 3348 und Apk erspektiven 1ın der Beurteilung der
20—292 eın uch nschte sıch nähere Krweckungsbewegung un:! ihres MmMiIieldes
Informatıionen selner geistigen bzw aufzeigen.
geistlichen ragung (z.B 1m Studiıum) un:! A
persönlıchen 1ographie Hävernicks, se1lner olfgang Layh
Familie und seınen Nachkommen-— es Bamberg, Deutschlan:
erscheinen Nnıc einmal diıe Namen se1lner
beiden er (vgl 2692f. un! 14379)
uch leıder eıne das Wesentliche EuroJTh 799) 8:2, ] 841 02
hervorhebende un! die Bedeutung der Person
Hävernicks würdiıgende (abschließende) Challenges IO New Testament

TheologyZusammenfassung; das KRegıister ist, außerst
defizitär, eine Aufnahme der 1 uch eier alla
erwähnten Personen, die Ja gerade für die Tübingen: Mohr Sliebeck, 199/7, 2779
wıssenschaftliche el mıt diesem Buch ISBN 3-16-467592-3
interessant ist, erfolgt Ur In außerster—und
m.. recCc wiıllkürlicher Auswahl Für eine SUMMARY
Buchveröffentlichung en sich 1n diesem Balla maın CONCer n LS neıther exegetıcal nor
Werk doch och erstaunlich vlele Tipp- un theological. he asks rather ıf ıf LS possıble and
Rechtsschreibfehler SOWI1e ‘unglückliche legıtımate LO consitruct New Testament
WFormuliıerungen’ (vgl z B 45 des Theology. After ıntroductory chapter the
Vereinigten Königreichs un rlands un

164 ı‘Soclıan1ısmus’
relatiıonshıip between historical and theological

richtig ınterpretation, he amınes the maın questions
‘Dozinlanısmus’ ]), that eed LO hbe resolvued ın order LO undertake

ın dieserelV. das Umfeld such worBkR, namely the diversıty of the
VO Hävernick un Geschehnisse 1n Se1INer wrılıngs about the Or1g1Nns of Chrıistianıity,
mgebung geht, mac uch eın Zahlen- the problem of the and the theological
e1ısplie. eutlıic. Von den 383 Seiten der

mOost
dıiversıty Lın the New Testament. Hıs nal and

eigentlichen Arbeiıt (Vorwort, Hıstorische ımportant chapter examınes the
Kınführung, Hauptteil) wıird auf etwa 175 approaches LO the subject taken Dy Chıilds,
Seiten Hävernick erwähnt, un uch 1er organ, Hübner and Stuhlmacher. Balla CON-
häufig UTr Danz knapp ın den merkungen cludes that ıf L5 both possible and legıtımate LO
oder 1n marginalem Zusammenhang. Wenn workR towards theology ofthe New Testament.
deshalb 1m Klappentext el Hävernicks Hıs contribution L5 certaınly ell
'tragıscher Lebensweg wırd nıicht 11Ur theologically encouragıng, and ıf trıes LO be
nachgezeichnet, sondern uch 1n Beziehung honest. The book’s maın weaknesses Aare the
gesetzt den zahlreichen theologischen, neglect of several ımportant academıc works
kirchenpolitischen un polıtischen Entwıck- the subject and the superficıalıty of 507T1Le€
lungen selner er sınd m. E u dıie secthons.
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RESUME ubnotien nNn1cC annähernd ‘up-to-date’
gebrac wird Möglicherweıse War das uchprincıpal SOUCL de Balla z  est n exegetıique,

nı theologıque. Il demandeplutöt “l est DOS- nıcht 'Teıl VO  - asVorhaben ber ann
sıble et legıtıme de construıre Uune theologıe du stellt sıch die rage, ob der weıträumiıge
OUVEAL Testament. pres chapıtre Buchtitel N1C falsche rwartungen WeCcC
d’introduct:on SuUu la relatıon entire Sodann lıegt dem Verfasser daran, die

Legıtimıtät des orhabens 1m A auf diel’interpretation hıstorique et l’interpretation
theologıque, A examıne les princıipales QUES- Kanonfrage demonstrieren. Hıer Seiz sıch
HOoNns resoudre UU d’un tel Tavaıl: Ia Balla kritisch mıt Koester auseinander, aber
dıversıte des ecrıts du du chrıstianısme, uch miıt Bauers ese, 1m Frühchristentum
le probleme du el la presence une könne schwerlich zwıischen orthodoxem

un! eterodoxem unterscheiden. Dem stelltdiversıte theologıque ans le OUVEAL Testa-
ment. S5on chapıtre final, le plus ımportanlt, Balla gegenüber, sehr ohl TUN!
examıne les approches reservees sujet Dr gäbe, 17 Frühchristentum eiıne theologische
Childs. organ, Hübner et Stuhlmacher Einheıit, SOWI1Ee e1n Drängen 7U Kanon hın
Balla conclut qu ıl est Ia fOLS pnossıble et konstatieren. Im übrıgen Se1 der Kanon eine

geschichtliche atsache, der als olcheregıtıme de travaıller UnNne theologıe du Nou-
Veail Testament. Sa contrıiıbution est hıen echnung getragen werden sollte Der Kanon
necessaıre, theologıquement encourageante et Se]1 N1C. II das Produkt einer elatıv späten
elle s’efforce d  S  etre honnete. La mecon- kıirec  ıchen Entscheidung, sondern ist das
nAaLSsSsance contrıiıbutions esulta) e1INes ‘Zusammendenkens;’, das aqalsde plusıeurs historischer Prozess schon elatıv frühacademıques ımportantes et la superficıialıte de
certaınes partıes constıtuent les faıblesses anzusetizen Sel und möglicherweise 1n
majeures de cet OUUTaßLE. nalogıe ZU zeitgleichen Kanonisierung

ein1ger alttestamentlicher Bücher geschah
Be1l uch Se1 der Kanon N1C. 1Ur als Antwort aufdieser onographiıe geht
Grundsatzfragen und NIC primär Häres1ien egreifen, vielmehr hätten
exegetisches oder theologisches etal. Das ist häretische Tendenzen Se1IN Zustandekommen
insofern eINeEe ärke, als Ballas Argumenta- lediglich beschleunıgt.

In einem weıteren Hauptteıil thematisıertıon jederzeıt offenliegt, also Nn1IıC 1mM Urwald
Balla die vielerorts postulierte Inkompatı-theologischer Kleinarbeit untergeht. Kıs ist

ber auch eine chwachne un Z W ar weil bılıtät neutestamentlicher Theologıien. Man
manchmal der 1INATUC. entsteht, gewlsse en Paulus und .Jakobus 1MmM I6
Fragestellungen NUu elatıv oberflächlich aufdas Gesetz, ‚Jesus un aulus bezüglich der
behandelt werden. Worum geht dem Gemeinde, das Johannesevangelıum un cdie
Verfasser? ffenbarung 1ın ezug auf Eschatologıie etc

Zunächst stellt Balla cdıe Yrage ach dem Hiıer finden sich viele: gute Denkanstöße, uch
erhältnis zwıschen historischer und WeNnNn gelegentlich eıne starke Vereın-
theologischer Interpretatiıon des Neuen esta- fachung der ematı konstatieren mMu. Da

1ft uch wenı1g, WEeNnN der Verfasser daraufments Ist, überhaupt möglıch, das Neue
estamen historisch begreifen? Inwıeweıt hinweıst, daß eine eingehendere NnLier-
annn überhaupt davon ausgehen, ott suchung den men der Studıie
wıirke der Geschichte? Auf e1 Fragen würde. Das eINeEe oder andere geht
antwortet alla ecC aftlırmatıv IS Se1 ec. 1Ns etal. (z bel der Frage ach dem

sondern Ende des Gesetzes 1ın hristus—welchenıcC D: eın Kennzeıchen,
Hauptaufgabe der neutestamentlichen verneint-—die sıch 1n ezug auf Eph 21 und
eologıe, historisch deskrıptiv, also nNn1ıCcC Röm. 10.4 tellt) ‚WAar wählt Balla 1n beiden
apologetisch, arbeıten el fallt ber auf, äallen e1INe exegetisch eher unwahr-

sıch STAar. auf die ere Forschung scheinliche Lösung, ber SEe1INEe Diskussion
Manbeschränkt SUC beispielsweise zeıgt mıt Erfolg, da die rage ach den

vergeblich ach ntera  1073 mıt den Herausforderungen e1ıner neutestamentlichen
entsprechenden onographıen Streckers, eologıe eıne äuterung 1m exegetischen
oder uch (von englischer Seite) Cairds Feuer N1ıC herumkomm:

Schließlich wendet sich die Studie och derSta:  essen wird mıt der Argumentatıon
Gablers, Strauss’, Baurs, redes, Overbecks, Problematık Z die Au{fgabe der neutesta-
Troeltsch‘’ etic vertraut gemacht Das ist mentlichen Theologı1e aNnsSCMESSCHI
durchaus aufschlußreich, mMutiLe ber eLwas bestimmen. Balla betont wlederholt, das frühe
antıqulert a  9 zumal INa selbst 1n den Christentum habe schon Vor der kanoniıschen
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de la penNseEeE ohannıque. Sa christologıeZusammenstellung der neutestamentlichen
Schriften einen einheitlichen theologischen developpe selon les lıgnes de la preexıistence et
Kern gehabt, und ge.  e; diesen äaher de I’incarnatıon el s’exprıme Aans le angage
beschreiben In der Beschreibung selbst S1e de l’epiphanıe. Sa penNsEE arrıere-plan
alla nNn1ıC. SeINE Aufgabe. Sta’  essen wendet profondement hellenistique Juif et chretiıen, et

sich urz einıgen Einzelfragen (z.B der developpe opposıtıon docetisme
des aubens oder uch der rage des gZnostıque. La these est remarquable Dar SO  s

legıtımen Standortes der eutestamentlichen apport Sr de nombreux points exegese, aLInsı
eologıe: In der rche? Außerhalb?) Es GUE Dar large perspectıve. Tle appelle Uune

folgt eiıne Dıiskussion VO  _ vlıier Entwürfen, etude plus approfondıe SUr Ia relatıon lıtteraıre
nämlıch derer h1  S, organs, Hübners un! des Pastorales Vec les Eipitres de Paul, etSr Ia
Stuhlmachers Ballas azı Grundsätzlic. ist question de la nature de l’opposıtıon.
das Unterfangen, eiıne eutestamentl:ı
eologıe verfassen, legitim, uch WeNn ZUSAMMENFASS
viele Detaiulfragen och en sSınd (z.B ob eine Das vorliegende uch hbietet eiıne ausführliche
Engführung auf Jesus, Paulus und ‚.JJohannes Exegese er für dıe Chrıistologie relevanten
gerechtfertigt sel, oder uch ob INa  ; zwıischen Passagen der Pastoralbriefe gefolgt VO  n eıiıner
den Autoritätsansprüchen der Stimme esu Synthese der hıerbeı wonnenen Einsıchten.
und der redaktionellen Bearbeitung der Der Autor zeıgt auf, daß der Verfasser der
Evangelısten unterscheiden müsse). Pastoralbriefe Anleihen dıe paulınıschenas Studie ist., interessant, wichtig un Brıefe, die Tradıtionen UO: Menschenschn
übersichtlich anchmal fragt sich der Leser, sSOWwWwLeE das Jjohanneische Denken macht. Seıine
WwW1eso einıge außerst WwIC  ıge eıträge Christologie baut auf den Konzepten UO.  - der
Teilaspekten unberücksichtigt bleiben Präexıstenz und der Inkarnatıon auf und
eC bez der Kanonfrage; Rıesner 1 edıent sıch der Sprache der Epiphanıe. Das
1C auf Jesusüberlieferungen; odd un Denken des Verfassers ıst durch und durch L
och 1ın ezug auf die Benutzung des 1 hellenistischen Judentum bzw Chrıstentum
N NUu einıge wenıge nennen).
Außerdem ıst. festzu.  en, die Diskussion

beheimatet, und rıchtet sıch eınen
doketischen Gnostiziısmus. Dıie Studie enthält

oft au Platzmangel auf elatıv ob- ausgezeıichnete exegetıische Eınzelbeobach-
äachlıchem Nıveau beendet wird und iungen und ıst uch hinsıchtlich ıhrer
weıterführende Uulnnoten T sehr spärlic. Gesamtperspektive hervorzuheben. Eınıgevorhanden S1nd. T’heologisch ist diese Studie Aspekte, wW1ıe z B dıe Fragen der literarischen
durchaus wıllkommen. Sıe zeichnet sich uch Beziehung der Pastoralböriefe den
UuUrc. Fairneß Andersdenkenden gegenüber paulinischen Brıefen SOWLeE dıe des Wesens der
Aaus. Aufgrund der erwähnten änge. annn S1e gner, dıe S1ıe gerichtet sınd, bedürfenber N1C als Meiılenstein gesehen werden, jedoch weıterer Erörterung.sondern eher als gut rauchbare Einführung
In die Problematik 'T’hıs 15 the thiırd of the monographs the

orsten orıtz christology ofthe Pastoral pistles hıich ave
appeare 1n the past Tee Lau, Man-

Cheltenham, KEngland ıfest ın es T’he Epıiphany Christology ofthe
Pastoral Epistles übıngen, 1996; äÄger,
Diıe Chrıstologie der Pastoralöböriefe ı Münster,EuroJTh 1999] 8:2, 186—-188 ( 1996 ) One m1g wonder hat INOTeEe ere
Was LO be sald, but ere 1S5 thesıs wıth typıcalDie Christologie der Pastoralbriefe German thoroughness ey ATrTe Sal getting

Hannaer longer longer, hıle In the ever tighter
Tübingen: Mohr Siıebeck, 1998, 111 word-lımıiıts encouragıng STUdeNtTS to wel-

COINE SsSuccinectness concentration hat39'/ pb, ISBN 3-16147056-7
1S MOST significant!). Where Lau’s work COIl-

RESUME centrated the oncept of epl1phany the
Ce lıvre contıent Un exegese detaillee de LOUS usSse of Ta  10N, Läger emphasısed the
les PAasSssaßses ayan traıt Ia chrıstologıe ans Pastor rtual incorporation ofPaul, hıs CONM-

versiıon hıs preaching 1ın the Savıng evenles epitres pastorales, aLınsı une synthese des
ıtself, er has un!  en broader tasresultats obtenus. L’auteur demontre GUE le

Pasteur etaıt SOLUS l’influence des epitres de After T1estory ofrecent research the thesıs
Paul, des tradıtıons SWr le ıls de I’homme el has LWO maın sections In hich she g1ves
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careful exeges1s of al the elevant passages aIlıYy extent wıth the work of äger her
wiıth excellent SummMarıles al each stage) an emphasıs the place of Paul In the Savıng
then attempts synthesı1ıs of the exegetical PTrOCEeSS.
materIl1al; this combınatıon of approaches CAannNnoOotL praıse S book L00 for the
nables her do ustice LO each Lext 1n ıts quality of ıts scholarshıp the WaY 1n 1C
immedıate ontext then In the ontext of it CONIrTr1DULES to SOuUuNd understandıng of the
the Pastoral pistles whole 'The result 15 ontent of the Pastor’s christology. Ca  — only

outstandıng contribution LO the subject, regre that it appeare L00 late for LO refer
notable ıke for the Tes insiıghts indıvıd- LO ıts insıghts In OWTN forthcomıing work
ual for the master1y STasp of the the Pastoral pistles.
total pıcture One LwoOo points that INaYy be ingled oOut

for discuss1on. ırst, the author has rıghtly()ver agaınst attempts LO deny that the
Pastor held christology of pre-existence an raised the question of the relationshıip of the
incarnatıon er argues that this 1Ss Pastor to the Pauline pistles Assuming,
precisely hat he taught, although he has she does, that the piıstles ATr Dy isc1ple of
expressed ıt. usıng Tes. forms of anguage In Paul, E: question 15 unavoıldable ere 185

CAase that the simiılarıtiles between the PaulinetOo attempts LO sShow that the Pastor
has hellenised T1SL1AN theology TAawn pistles the Pastoral pıstles Cannot be

hıs christology 1ın erms ofcontrast ıth the sed LO that the author of the latter
worshı1ıp of Dasalı deities, she ShOows that hıs somebody er than Paul mself but NECeW
thıinking 15 thoroughly grounded ın Hellenistic hıs work, but ıf ıt. be held LO be probable that
Judaism, ıth thıs tool he 15 able LO formu- the author Was not Paul, the question of hıs
ate his eachıng that 1t. wiıll get ACTOSS tO the knowledge and uSe Paulıne pıstles oes
Hellenistic WOT. 'T ’he christology itself 15 arıse, an echoes ÜC individually INAaYy be
shown LO be thoroughly Pauline 1n iıts essent1ı1al insubstanti: become INOTE lıkely 1n the COTNM-

Lext of the total impress1ion; ere remaılns, ofstructure despite the differences 1n express1on.
Hereerargues that the pıstles dısplay COUFSC, the alternatıve that the author W as

considerable egree of ependence the thoroughly immersed 1n Paul’s OW. teaching
authentic Paulıne pıstles, takıngphraseology through personal owledge contact, In
an! eachıng an re-expressing ıt. LO meet Ne hıch s the echoes INnaYy be 4asSe:

broader acquaıntance wıth Paul’s eachingsıtuatlions. She argues that the opposıtion rCD-
resents early form of Gnostieism wıth than sımply lıterary acquaıntance wıth the
Docetic emphasıs, the Pastor responds to pistles. 'T '’hıs 15 poin for rther discussıon.
SB ıth hıs emphasıs the manhood of Second, the author makes Out JUud1c10us
‚Jesus Christ the fleshly realıty of hıs TreS- Case that the opposıtıon reflected 1ın the KpIis-

ties 15 ocetic-Gnostic ere 155 also g00durrection. But she also argues that the Pastor
makes uSe ofer chrıstological tradıtions ın CAsSe that the opposıtıon 15 rather combina-
the early church, and 1n partiıcular che Lraces tıon of mıstaken understanding of aul’s
the usSe of Son of tradıtions linked LO the OWTN eaching coupled wıth Strong Jewish-

TYT1st1aAn lement that maJjored speculativeconcept of the suffering Servant) also of
SOINE Johannıne trands of express1on. 'T’he exeges1s of the Old estamen assoclated wıth
Pastor has thus TAaWnNn much INOTE wiıdely ascetical practices; E V1eW ıt 15 NOLT
early Christian tradıtions than has prevl1ously obvı1ous that ere W as eretilc: skewed
een etecte: yet he 15 not ecleectic collector understanding of the DerSONM of ‚Jesus. Despite

Stettler’s attempts to °mirror-read’ the KpIS-of materI1al, but rather he takes traditions
an moulds them LO his OW PUrpOSe. It ties for evidence of false understandıng of
CMET SCS that the Pastor generally o0es not cıte Jesus, it 1s NnOot clear LO that she has SUC-

tradıtions, hıch m1g be separate: by analy- ceeded ın efending the of Docetism
S1S from hıs OW. materilal, but rather 15 meself ın the church.
responsible for most of the mater1al 17 has T’hırd, the author 15 to be commended for

tradıtional {lavour, an thıs flavour 1S due to her detailed diseussıion of s1gn1f1-
hıs OWI creatıve uUuse of the tradıtıons The cant poınts. mentıon her demonstration that
tature of the Pastor eologlan 15 Ee- the Pastor’s use of IN Christ’ 1s fully 1n har.
spondingly nhanced Dy S analysıs of his MONY wıth that of Paul (even 1f the phrase 15

nOoL sed 1ın such wıde manner). ere 15 alsomethods Throughout the book ere 155 COMN-
stant interaction wıth the work of Lau, wıth her insıstence that the doctrine of Justificatiıon
hıch she 1sS 1n TOA agreement, but it. 15 DIty 15 essentlally that of Paul The author o0es not
that she not abhle LO interact simi1larly to know of ounce’s detaıled thesıs
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eiıgenen Weltanschauung beeinflußt ıstpalıngenesıia the TU1LS ofhıch wiıll doubtless
be [N1NOTe wıdely avallable In hıs forthcoming Bartholomeuw ıst nuU darauf bedacht, eıne
Word Commentary), it ould reinforce Hermeneutik entwerfen, dıie zU eıiınen
her arguments agalns the derivation ofz bewußt chrıstlıch und zZuU. anderen eiınen
oONncept from the Mystery eligz10ns But she Dıalog mıt früheren und zeıtgenössıschen

hermeneutischen Ansätzen bemüht ıst. DasaAaDDCAaAIs tO ave read pretty ell everythıng
else that, 15 elevant LO her topıc! Predigerbuch wırd ın diesem Zusammenhang

ere 1S much INOTe that COU. be sa1ld f als Fallbeispiel verwendet, eıiıne Reıihe UonNn
allowed the interpretation of indıvıd- ermeneutischen Modellen testen

ual Passases, but hopefully sufficıent has een Bartholomeuw untersucht Uor enm nachauf-
sa1ld tO demonstrate that . book 15 must)’ klärerısche hermeneutische Ansüätze, wobel
for STUdenNtTS 1iıke of the Pastoral pistles seınAugenmerk besonders auf dıie sozıalen und
of New estamen chrıistology. phiılosophischen Wurzeln dieser Methoden

riıchtet. Er ıst darum bemüht, es prüfen,
OWATFT'! Marshall das ute enalten und das Schlechte

erdeen, Scotland verwerfen. Der Arbeit mı1ıt der Endform des
Textes wırd Vorrang eingeräumt, und als
Interpretationsansatz wırd eın KommunLı-

EuroJTh 999) 8:2, 88—]1 072 kationsmodell vorgeschlagen. ntigegen der
mehrheitlichen Meınung vertrıtt Bartholomeuw

Reading KEcclesiastes: Old Testament dıe Ansıchlt, daß der Epılog als wesentlıcher
Exegesis and Hermeneutical Theory Bestandteil des Predigerbuches verstanden

artholome w werden muß Er entwickelt eın faszınıerendes
Interpretationsmodell, das mıt der EndformRome: Editrice Pontificio Istituto

Biblico, 1998, Analecta Bıblıca 139, 319 des Textes arbeitet und den Epılog als eınen
ıntegralen Bestandteil des Buches erns000 lıra, pb, ISBN 88-7653-139-4 nımmlt.

RESUME The basıc contentıion of this book 15 that one’s
Cet artıcle DOUTFr affırmatıon centrale QUE la worldview sıgnıfıcantly shapes one’s scholar-
UISLON du monde de chacun ınfiue de manıere sh1ip artholomew argues that 1C8.
sıgnıfıcatıve SuU SO ravaıl scıentıfique. scholars en UuNnNawWwäalre of the °subterra-
partır de [  A, Bartholomeuw herche artıculer nean’ philosophic: assumptions that gulde
ILn  D hermeneutique quL so1t la fOo1s pleinement eır work. ere 1s neutral, Archimedian
chretienne el ıalogue Vec [’hıstorire de po1nN {rom 1C LO V1ICW the WOTFT. eed
l’hermeneutique, Dassee eft presente. lıvre LO be honest [01808 where ATre looking from.
de [’Ecelesiaste sert de Cas d’ecole permelttan T1sSL1AN he argues that T1ISLIAN schol-
de tester Ur varıete de modeles hermen-.- oug. LO 1n vVe. carefully Oou how
eutıques. Bartholomew examıne les approches
hermeneutiques posterieures sıecle des

bıblıcal worldview should shape eır work.
Chapter One 15 T1e OVerVI1eW of modern

Lumieres, pretant Un attentionpartıculıere post-modern Bartholomew prefers atfe
leurs racınes socıales el phiılosophiques. Il modern’) phılosophical hermeneutics. 'The keyVISeE ‘tester Loutes choses DOUF retenır quı est shıft from the °"modern)’ to the ate modern)’ 15

bon el rejeter quı est MAUVALS ’ Aans les the realisation that the reader of the text,dıverses approches. Il prıvılegıe D  et  ude de Ia less than the text itself, STLANdS ıIn storical
forme finale du lexle, aLınsı qu un modele de context Ta  107 'This prompts to ask LO
Ia communıcatıon DOUTF [’interpretation. hat extent the work of biblical scholars 1s
Prenant le contre-pıed du poınt de UU shaped byeir,enunrecogni1sed, tradıtions
majorıtaıre, A MONTLTE GUE l’epiılogue doit etre Iu Ecclesiastes provıdes test. Case for

faısant partıe du livre de [’Ecelesiaste. artholomew claims chapter LWO provlıdesIl faıt Ia proposıtıon sedu:isante une ecture samplıngs from the story of the interpreta-consıderant l’epilogue un partıe tıon of the book from the iınter-testamental
essentielle du extie. per10d through LO ate modernity. The

Enlightenment proved LO be catalyıst for
ZUSAMMENFASS ral shift 1n biblical hermeneutics 1n DCN-
Diıe Kernthese des Buches lautet, daß dıe eral the ıinterpretation of Ecclesiastes 1ın
persönliche wissenschaftliche T’ätıgkeıt ın partıcular Chapter TEeeEe thus focuses In
nıcht unterschätzendem Maße UVO der ‘Modern)’ interpretations of Ecclesiastes wıth
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fascinatıng samplıng of Historical-Critical that INOTre rıtical readıngagaıns the grain of
the text CAaNnno follLow. AfterSollows ON ofreadıings. One of the major (0)88  es of thıs

approach Was the econdary natLure of the epl- the MOST interesting proposals for the reading
logue the eed LO read the book ıf the of Ecclesiastes that ave ever read. It 15 COIINN-

‚pılogue Were not there 'T’hıs marks maJor patıble with, though underdetermined Dy, the
from pre-crıitical readings wıth the E- hermeneutic Just outlined One of the I1-

nıal puzzles of Eccles1iastes 15 ıts CoONstLANQUENCE that the Lext that scholars interpret 15
nolt Ecclesiastes but hypothetical reconstruc- switching between gloomy posıtıve
tıon of SOINE earlier text Bartholomew Bartholomew suggests that In the book
that the method 15 deeply rooted 1n odernıty of Ecclesiastes LWO radically incompatıble
an Christlans eed to be SUSPICIOUS of i He routes to knowledge the fear of (God an!
15 OpeN LO Chrıstian version of SOUTCEe an empirıicist routfe that ea| to futilıty) ATre

form eriıtic1sm but it 1S nNnOL al all clear fOo delıiberately juxtaposed. gap 15 opened for
hat such method WOU. actually o0k 1iıke the reader that demands LO be filled it 15
would vVe much lıke to SeEe ıf how thıs the Epilogue which points the WaYyY orward anı
idea COU. be developed. One COU. argue that ea LO resolution of the tensıon.
Christian belhefs already do infuse SOINE EVaE. This book 15 vVe wıde rangıng but 0o0€eSs not
gelıical attempts af SOUTCEe erıticısm. wander off from the track Mar out for ıt. It
Bartholomew  S 1e objection LO be 1S well researched points T1SL1AN schol-
SOUTCEe eritic1ısm’s attempt LO geL behind’ the ATrSs towards INOTeEe self-consciously T1sSt1ANn
text LO SOINE earlier versions of it. but surely approac LO elr academıc work. It 15 hıghly
arnYy SOUTCE erıt1ic1sm wiıll do that Christian controvers1lal an although ManYy 111 NnOoLt
not! Perhaps hat Bartholomew 15 actually AaBTrec wiıth ıts central claıms ONne faıl LO be
wıshıng LO Sa y 15 that SOUTCE erıt1ic1sm 15 provoke: by ıts arguments
method of secondary ımportance only

1n Parryfollow from analysıs of the Lext, unıty.
Wıth that agree Worcester, England

Chapter OUr ollows from thıs COMNCeEeT'I LO
sShow how Canonical Criticısm, New Oritie1ism
anı Structuralism privilege the final form of EuroJTh 799) 89—] O2
the Lext 'T ’hıs 15 welcome INOVE despıiıte Varlıous
liımıtations LO ose methods an the study of ust Trading: On the Ethics and
Kcclesiastes has een advanced by elr uS!  D Economics ofInternational Trade
Chapter 1ve examınes Narratıve readıng Fınn
strategıes wıth speclal focus the ımportant Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1996, 304 D,1SSU@EeS of an OX’S fascınatıng nterpre- ISBN 68/tatıon ofEccles1i1astes. OUN! thıs discussion LO
be discernıing balanced Chapter S1x SUTr-

VCYS the impact of DOSt mMmOdernI1ıUy biıbhlical RESUME
tudies wıth Clınes, Brueggemann and Perdue Fınn, qul est Ia fOLS economıste,

CAaAse studies. arthnholomew welcomes the theologıen el chretıen, traıte de la moralıte
WaYy In 1C post modernity aglerts LO ans le ınternatıional. Il presente Ia
the role hıich the reader’s pre-understanding theorıe economıque rapportant el EXDOSE les
DIlays but he resıists ıts call to shift the locus of valeurs bz0liques, theologıques el ethıques quı
meanıng from text LO reader. orıentent SN approche. analyse les relatıons

etChapter 1g 1S, LO mind, the best part entre le e ınternational
of the book Bartholomew argues that the- l’agrıculture, l’envıronnement et L’emplot,
1SmM eg1ins wıth personal creator personhood et tıre des conclusıons nNuancCcees ans TL

must be 1ın the foundatı]ıons of OUuUr hermeneutic. perspectıve ethıque chretienne. II faıt des*
Consequently he endorses commMunNnıcatıon S1iL10NS DOUTF l’elaboratıon future de regles du
mMO for academıc ıinterpretatıon 1ın
hıch Lext embodies mMessage sent from Il ıutılıse les donnees de acon pertınente eft
sender LO recelver. 'The fext ave ıt. 15 applıque sSes valeurs ethiques de anıere

consequente, evıtant les slogans sımplıstes.the focus of interpretation. ere 1S ethics
of interpretatıon must nNnOoL perform Cependant, "auteur presuppose modele
DOosSt modern rape’ of exXTts (my term nNnOot hıs) hermeneutique Sans le definir reellement. Cecı
but a1m to read them, far C In the appelle ravaıl supplementaıre ans le
role of the mplied reader. ' ’hiıs 15 nOot LO SaYy champ de [  z  ethique chretienne, LOouLt la
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'T ’he book 15 well constructe! an revealsquestion des orıentatıiıons personnelles
fondamentales qul determınent oute reflexıon, nuanced grasp of ecNnNıC: subject, avoldıng
ans monde post-moderne de plus plus the simplistic sloganısıng IC typıfıes much
ıncertaın quan [a possibilıte de Ia neutralıte. of the debate It 15 here, particularly, that the

investigatıon of ackgroun commıtments
ZUSAMMENFASS DFrOVES useful INnnn 15 and evelops
Fınn, der als Wirtschaftswissenschaftler, consıderations of how prıor commıtments
Theologe und Chrıst schreibt, dıskutiert dıe affect one’s conclus]ıons Oou the efficacy of

des ınternatıonalen Handels. HKr TAal For example, one’s disposition LO the
market’ wiıll influence one’s STAaANCeEe thepräsentıert dıe einschlägıge Öökonomiısche

Theorıe und umreıißt dıe b:6lıschen, extens1on, otherwise, of Mar princıples
theologischen und ethıschen Werte, dıe seıner ACTOSS national borders INn deals wıth ten
Dıskussıon zugrunde lıegen. Er analysıert dıe such 1Ssues tellingly CXDOSCS how ese
Beziehungen zwıschen dem ınternatıionalen assumptions subtly ec objectivıty.

The use ofdata 15 second maJjor strength ofandel und der Landwirtschaft sSow«lLe der
Umwelt und dem Arbeitsmarkt, wobel thıs book INN skılfully utilises wıde range
nuancıerte, UO.  S eıner christlichen ethischen of evidence tOo ShOow how SOINE popular 'p_
Perspektive bestimmlte, Schlußfolgerungen tions ou the ffects ofTra not DrOVECN.
zıcht Darüber hinaus macht ONRretie example will uffice Economic ogrowth
Vorschläge zur zukünftıgen Entwıcklung VO  _ consequent TAal wiıll ead LO increase 1ın
“Handelsbestimmungen D environmental amage However, evidence

Das uch macht uten Gebrauch vVO suggests that CCONNOINYV evelops cıtızens
Statıstiken, wendet ethische Werte auf eiıne eXpect sımılar improvements 1n elr eNvIroN-
honsıstente Weıse und vermeıdet mental SLANdaAar of lıving. hıs forces
sımplıifizıerende Slogans Allerdings SeLZzi der governments ınto either taxıng polluters
Autor eın bestimmtes hermeneutisches Modell makıng them internalise prevlously Uu-

VOTaUS, ohne dıieses Senauer definieren. Die nal pollution COSTS In addıtion, the evidence
vorliegende Studıe entwickelt eın zukünftıiges suggests that closed economıles experliencing

rapı economıc 9TOW suffer pollution ratesProgramm für chrıstilıche Ethiker, wober Lın
dıesem Zusammenhang, ın eiıner DOStT- 1ın EXCEeSsSs of oOpeN economıles experlencıng
modernen Welt, dıe mehr und mehr der simılar orowth 'T’hıs 15 primarıly because ECOTNMN-

Möglichkeit ST Neutralıtät zweiıfelt, uch dıe Oomıl1les ODECN to TAal ave AaCCcEeSsSSsS to Ne

rage der unterschwellıgen Ambiıtionen eıne cleaner echnology. Although GE em1ssS10Ns
remaın sıgnıfıcant problem ın industrialised;pıelen wırd.
natıons.

In e interesting book Fınn, economıiıst, T’hıs book creates agenda for the future
eolog1an ristlan, enters the debate 1nnn outlınes bıbhlıcal theological themes
oOu the merıts of international TAal He that inform hıs analysıs, but hıs hermeneutical
probes 1Ssues of contention, weıighs empiırıcal model, 1n arrıving al these themes, 15 assumed
evidence and applıes bıblical theologıcal rather than defined ere 1s ST1L INOTEe work LO
principles In drawıng hıs conclusions an be one 1ın engagıng biblical texts wıth the

wıth Cobb yYS book ‘For the complexity of modern economıles. Fınn’'s
Common G(00d’ analysıs of the ımportance of ‘'background

'The book eg1ns ıth definıtions an commıtments’ 1s VvVerYy helpful. In the
methodology. International Ta theories postmodern WOT. E: m1g g1ve the T1S-
including ‘"dynamic benefi analysıs Aare tıan moralist the chance to equal
explaıned; relevant 1Dlıca. an theological erms wıth others SUuppOoSse: neutralıty 1s
themes ıth Christian thıcal values ATre increasıngly questioned.
outlined; backgroun commıtments elr T’hıs 15 stimulating consıderation of COIN-

impact the debate considered. 'T’he Lext plex 1SSuUe that has posıtıve V1CW of rade,
LO consı1ıder how trade mpacts agrT1- commıtment LO applıed T1sSt1an morality

exerclise of scholarshıp that nables theculture, the envıronment an mployment,
presents Christian contrıbution LO thıs author LO avo1d alve assumptions coneclu-

contenti.ous debate In S INn ses substan- S10NS, to make practic: suggest1ions LO
t1ial empirical evidence an theologıical beyond prophecy alone’ (D 264)
TESOUTCES 1n drawıng hıs conclus]ıons. In ch he

TEW Wegst.considers the °‘rules of rade appliyıng hıs
Christian values 1n comprehensive WaY Cheltenham England
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EuroJTh 1999) 8:2, 189412109 kLE der Verantwortlichkeit gegenüber anderen
gılt, daß dabe: eıne Ausrichtung auf dıe Per-

Metaphors of Ministry; Biblical SO  > Jesu gegeben seın muß Dıie Aufgabe der
Images for Leaders and Followers Leiterschaft wırd ın eıner Gemeinschaft
Davıd Bennett ausgeübt, ın der alle den gleichen Status,

wWwWenn nıcht 8ar dıe gleiche VerantwortungGrand Rapids: aker Carlıisle:
Paternoster, 1993, 207 p/b, ISBN genıeßen.

719 Bennetts uch ıst ınformatıv, stimulıerend
ILN lIlohnenswert für alle, dıie Lın ırgendeıiner
Form Dıenst beteilıgt sınd. Der sprachlıicheRESUME Ausdruck ıst jedoch recht nüchtern und

Partant de l’analyse des ımages ıutılısees Aans teiılweıse eiLwas trocken. Ich vermulte, das uch
e OUVEALU Testament, Bennett elabore Un hätte hürzer seın können, ohne dabe: Wert
classıfıicatıon des fermes employes DOUFr einzubüßen.
evoquer les ıscıples de Jesus, princıpalement
ans les Evangıles, MAaLS aussı ans le restie du etaphors of inıstry 1s comprehensıve
OUVEAL Testament. presente euxX quı investigatiıon of New estamen words sed LO
suıvent Jesus, la fOLS ans leur role de deseribe discıples of ‚Jesus. 'T’he words ATre

responsables el de dıiscıples. Il developpe Wn explored 1ın elr ONtText wıth apprecıla-
reflexıon sept poLnts SU la nature du tion of eır funection analogy Bennett
discıipulat. Certains traıts essentıels de la shows appreclatıon of the importance of
fonctıon de conducteur, de Ia condıtıon image for communticatıon ıts particular
de discıple, SoOoNnt MLS umıere. relatıon help 1n openıng relig10us phenomena to the
Dieu, quL est constıtuee PDar son appe: et ont Ia imagınatıon.
natiure est chrıstocentrique, est determınante. egıinnıng ıth the gospels the book PIO-
L’exercıce de [’autorıte, le faıt de ceeds wıth word by word desecr1ıption of New
soumeltltre la responsabılıte d’autrut, sSont Testament images of discıpleshıp. At each
determınes Dar Ia place donner la taxonomy ofterms 1S presented, 15
de Jesus La fonctıon de responsable s’exerce explanatıon of the relationshıp between the
ans Un communaute ont LOUS les membres images. The basıc outlıne of the aXonomY
SoOoNnt eLAUX Statul, Sınon responsabılıte. divıdes metaphors into OSe elated LO people

Le contenu est eclaırant el stimulant et ose elated LO hings Further subd1vı-
merıte UnNne ecture attentıive et reflechte, de la S10NS ead LO categor1ısatıon by relationship
part de CeUX quı SONnL engages ans le mınıstere and tas 1ın each of the maın sect10ns. After

quelque nNıveau QUE SO1L. Le style est each subsequent sect1on, dealing ıth er
methodique, et parfoıs PDEeEU erre erre Ve writings/authors, the axXxonomy 1S5
lıvre auraıt S(rmrs doute etre plus COUTT, SAaNMns extiende! by adding new images where
perdre DOUT autant de valeur. approprlate, ınkıng them ıth sımiı1ılar

CONCeDPTtS In the teachıng of ‚Jesus.
'T ’hıs ea sel of conclusions ou dise1-ZUSAMMENFASSUN

Bennett entwirft, basıerend auf eıner pleshıp A0 Stress the twın roles of eing
Untersuchung der neutestamentlıchen followers eaders Bennett offers

reflections the nature of discipleship hichMetaphorik, eıne systematısche Darstellung
der Begriffe, dıe zZUr Charakterıisierung der he derıves irom hıs analysıs of the ımages.
Jünger Jesu verwendet werden. Er konzen- Leadership, discıpleshı1p, 15 presented to us

ftriert sıch dabeı1 UOrFr em aufdıe Evangelıen, havıng certaın key characterıstics. It 15
OU' relationshıp to God, constituted by hiısgeht ber uch auf dıe übrıge neutestament-

liche Lıteratur eın Der Autor stellt UunNns dıe call and chrıistocentric IN nature Authority
Jünger Jesu sowochl als Leıter als uch als OVeCTL, ldentity wıth and accountabılıty to Are al
Nachfolger VOrT. Er beleuchtet das Wesen der ocused the DersomnNn f.Jesus 'The funection of

leadershıp 1Ss exercised 1n communıty ofJüngerschaft (amaUsSs sıeben unterschiedlıchen
Blickwinkeln Leiterschaft, verstanden als quality of Status ıf not of responsibilıty
Jüngerschaft, wırd anhand einıger Kern- Bennett leaves the gospels LO enter the
aspekte definıert. Zentral ıst el dıe er writings of the New Testament he

notices hOow the images change from theBezıiehung (TJott, dıe durch seınen Ruf
honstıituzert wırd, und dıe ıhrem Wesen ach agrarıan ONes ın the parables of ‚Jesus to PIC-
christozentrisch ıst. Hıinsıchtlich der Autorıität ures of the C1VIC an urban ıfe of the Roman
ber andere, der Identität mıt anderen sSOWwLeE empıre for example the ambassadors of Cor
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20) He that the aXxXonomy 15 not doectrinale de Bradshaw est anglıcane
altered but extende: by ese Ne analogies. evangelıque. monftre partısan du libre
Thus the underlyıng theology remaıns the arbıtre et 0DDOSE la predestinatıion. Le livre
Samne the soclal mılleu changes. T1sSt1aAn favorıse U“nNnNe reflexion approfondie DOUT CEeUX
leadershıp 15 LO be exercıised accordıng LO the quı ont deja UuUNne AasSssez bonne comprehension de
SAaTNe princıples In CVETIY ontext la doctrine chretienne.

OUN! the book both interesting frus-
tratıng T’he aXonomYy of images 1S MOST. ZUSAMMENFASS
enlightening an the analysıs of Christian radshaws uch Prayıng Belıeving: T’he
leadershıp that, ollows both persuasıve Lord’s Prayer an the Christian Doectrine ofclearly rooted 1n the Lext However the
approac becomes t00 aboure an

ıst eın Leitfaden für dıe chrıstlıche Lehre
convınced that thıs book COU. ave een

und das Gebet, der sıch eiınes Rahmens bedient,
der DO. Vaterunser vorgegeben ıst Bradshaws

shorter! it 15 book A 1s potentaally Ansatz ıst ın erster Lıinıe eın phiılosophischer,valuable readıng for OoOse traınıng the clergy, der sıch mıt modernen Denkern und Theologenose whi plan the traınıng ofthe clergy, OSe auseinandersetzt, wobeı jedoch uch eıne
wh: select potential clergy, and, VYCS, the eıhe UVO.  S bıblischen Aussagen berücksichtigtmınısters themselves The sometimes stodgy werden. Bradshauws Glaubensbasıs ıst dıe eines
style 15 WOT persevering wıth, for, OSe CONMN- evangelıkalen Anglıkaners, der für den freıencerned wıth mıinıstry theorists practit1o0- ıllen und dıe Präüädestinationslehre
ers will find some  ng LO be eNnNtANuse: by eintrıtt. Das uch ıst besonders als nleitungsome  ng to appiy to eır calling.

also OUN! myself askıng questions hich
Z welıteren Nachdenken für diejenigen
geeıgnet, dıie bereıts ber eın recht gutesE book 15 nNnOot seekıng address T’he unıty Verständniıs der chrıstlıchen Lehre verfügenof the New estamen miınister1lal lmagery 15

ve ılluminating, May ave SOINE bearıng Timothy Bradshaw’s book Prayıngthe debate OU the relationshıip of Paul Belıeving: T’he Lord Prayer and the Chrıstian
Jesus, presenting ıt 0es unıty of CONM- DoectrineO15 gulde LO Christian doctrine

tent wıthout obvious ver overlap But that Drayer under framework hıich arı1ses15 for another day! from the Lord’s Prayer. TAadshaw discusses
the most importan Christian doctrines ıIn hıs

Andrew West. book Hıs approac. 15 prıimarıly philosophicalCheltenham, England ONe, scriptural references supplementary
illustrative and do not constitute the Maın

thread of hıs arguments, even though all ofEuroJTh 9799) 8:2, 203 O& radshaw discussion assumes that the
reader 15 WaTre of the AasıcC tenets of Christian

Prayıng Believing: Lord  2  S doectrine anı Biblical theology Kxcept for SOIMNE
Prayer and the hristian Doctrine mınor details, radshaw approac 1Ss
of exegetical 1ın only very TOA| S!  9 INn each
Timothy Bradshaw chapter he takes ONne part of the Drayvyer
kKegent  S Study (Gu1ldes 6, Oxford: springboard from hıich he embarks to philo-

sophiıca. discussion of doectrinal questlionskKegent  S ark College Macon, Georgla: ıimplıed Dy the part T’hen, TAadsSshaw discussesSmyth Helwys, 1998, vV111 214 hat Varlous modern 1nkers an theolo-pb, ISBN UK)
1-57312-198-3 g1ans, such Schleiermacher, Kant,

annenberg, Macaqauarrie an ar ave
thought concern1ing ese particular OCTFIN.:

RESUME questlons. Through interaction wıth ese
lıvre de TFadsNauw quı s’intıtule: La prıere er inkers, Bradshaw expounds hıs OWT

nourrıe de Ia foL le Notre Pere et la doectrine idea of the OCTIrNIN. questions al hand, includ-
chretienne de Dıeu, est guıide de Ia doectrine ng how one’s understanding of partıcular
chretienne et de Ia prıere elaboree selon les aspect of doctrine should affect one’s
liıgnes du Notre Pere L/’approche est surtout understanding of Drayer radshaw two

speclal favourıtes Are Barth and PTrOCeSSphiılosophique, dialogue Vec les et
les theologiens modernes, LOUT faısant eologlans, eVEeN though S 0eSs not INnecan
sSsouven!t reference [’Eerıiture. La posıtıon that he 15 constraıned LO apree wıth them
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In fact, TAadsSshaw hımself expounds EuroJTh 999) 8:2, O31 02
evangelical, Anglıcan theology result ofhıs
deliberations At Eternity’s Gate The Spiritual

number of radshaw Christological Vısıon of Vıncent Van Gogh
oughts AT stimulatıng. Moreover, Brad- Powers Erickson
shaw has excellent insıghts into the problem of Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans
suffering how LO lıve ıfe Christian 1ın 1998, xvV111+ 1992 $22, H/B, ISBNpractice, including how Drayer elates LO ese 0-8028-3856-1Overall, when TAadshaw includes scriptural
references 1n hıs discusslon, ese usually
VerYvy helpful. quıte stimulatıng part of RESUME

On consıdere habıtuellement qQUE€ Van Goghradshaw discussıon 1s hıs VIECW of predesti- abandonne fol chretienne lorsqu ıl cessenatıon and human free will, whether OIl'|
SOn mınıstere de miısSsLiONNALFeE protestant elıth hıs posıtıon not In thıs,

Bradshaw takes oughts from PFrOCeSS theolo- qu 1ı est entre conflıt Vec les membres du
clerge “l cötoyaılt. present OUUTaSE monftre]ans 1ın order LO build Su1tLAble model LO the cependant qQUE les racınes de fOL etaıent pasquestion. TAadshaw 15 agaınst predestination, calvınıstes, nl memMe evangelıques, MAaLS hbaseesand emphasızes uman free will, yet he thinks
SU le modernısme hollandaıs de Groningue,that G0d knows anı 1s 1ın ontrol of the future

In TOA| In relatiıon to free will, Aans la ıgne de [a pensee de Schleiermacher, el
QUE Ses CFrOYVYANCES ulterieures sonft emeureesTAdSNAawWw believes that prayıng 15 actıve, ans Ce: ıgne d’un pıetısme subjectif SAanssomethıng which Ca  - change the mınd of God, contenu doectrinal. L’auteur etudıe AWUSSL lesrather than somethingewishes LO ask for

the fulfilment of somethıng predetermined. dıagnostıics de Ia maladıe de Van Gogh DOUFr
On the er hand, ere to be conclure UNe forme d’e  »nLLeDSLE quı le laıssaıt

parfaıtement mailtre de Se5s5 facultes entire les erL-certaın circularıty NCIUCE! In number of
sSes5 L’ouvrage faıt DTreUUVve d’un arrıere-planradshaw arguments. One suspects that theologıique ımpressionnant et montre tresTAdSNAawWw has evangelical theology an convaıncant.partıcular OCLIrN1N. posıtıon wıthın it, 1ın hıs

mınd already al the outset, result which his ZUSAMMENFASSUN
philosophic arguments subsequently ead LO, Von Van Gogh wırd normalerweıse
EeVenNn though hıs philosophiıcal arguments also angenommMen,, daß dem chrıstlıiıchen
expand the preconceived posıtion. Here 0)]81%
also needs tO ask urther methodological Glauben absagte, als seıne Tätıgkeıt als

protestantıischer Miıssıonar einstellte und mıt
question: How should OIM mesh scriptural and seıiınen LM hırchlıchen Dıenst stehenden
philosophical arguments In order LO form Verwandten brach. Das vorliegende uch

correct plıcture of (J0d theology macht jedoch deutlıich, daß dıe Wurzeln seıiınes
poss1ıble”?

According LO the back flap, radshaw book Glaubens nıcht kalvinıstischer oder evangelı-
alerArt sondern ım Moderniısmus der

15 part of ser1es hıch has een 1iINLEeNde Groninger Schule SOWLe 1 Modell
especlally to those engaged 1ın Chrıstian pasto- Schleiermachers begründet agen, und daßral mI1nıstry, whether ordained miıinısters seıne spateren erzeugungen durchaus LIM
lay eaders 1n the congregation’, ope-
fully’ LO commiuıtte: enough ordınary church Eınklang standen m1ıt eiınem nıcht dıe
members ell T’he book fits ell z hırchlichen Doktrinen gebundenen, subjek-

fiven Pıetismus. DerAutor SeLz: sıch außerdemcategory. It 15 nOot starter for earnıng ou mıt verschiedenen Dıagnosen Van GoghsOCLT1N: 1SSUeS. Rather, it. 15 book1CMay Krankheit auseinander und hommt der
provide help through introduection LO an fur- Schlußfolgerung, daß Uunter eıner Form UO.  S
ther reflection especlally of, EeVenNn though not Epıulepsıe ULEr dıe ıhm gestattele, zwıischen
1i1ımıted LO, the philosophical questions hıch den Anfällen uneingeschränkten Gebrauch vO  s
Surround Drayer the maın OCLFNIN: 1sSsues seınen en und Fähigkeıten machen. DIDıe
of Christianıty for those whı already ave
reasonably g0o0d understandiıng of Christian Beleuchtung des theologischen Hintergrunds
doectrine. ıst faszınıerend, und dıe Studızie ıst ım großen

und 8anzen überzeugend.
Pıtkänen hıs 1S book challengın LWO COIMININOINCheltenham, England 'myths’—that Van Gogh rejecte Christianıty
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tOo become artıst, and that men Iness close spirıtu: gulde, the uncle wıth whom he
contributed LO hıs artıstıic nsight Whereas Was to quarrel, took Groningen theology
Erickson seeks to sShow that Van Gogh’s Iness rther, rejecting the supernatural, eritically

only interruption to hıs art, that his investigatıng the 1  e an reducing the
faıth, re-cast ıIn modernist form, informed a]] fundamental princıiple of Christianity, ıIn
hıs work, especlally that of hıs ast. LWwoOo Opzoomer’s words, LO ‘the OoNneNness of the

If Erickson 1S rıg classıc images will eed Dıvıne the uman/’.
to be reinterpreted. In partıcular, the famous ese WerTrTe nOot the only influences the
°Crows Over Wheatfield’ from his last VCAar, Vıncent, wh: to ave had
1C has usually een read overwhelm- evangelıcal conversion 1ie In London, hıch
Ing oflıfe the wheatfield) by rouble ea arme hıs relations, who eare: fundamen-
clouds an CrOWS), Eriıckson sSees talısm ater he became enamoured of the
unyanesque Journey of lıfe the roads) eading modern1ısıng of Renan. But the consistent
throughen the cornfield ready for reapıng themes ofhıs faıth OSe represented 1n his
LO restoring eterniıty the blue nIınıte art; subjective experlence, self-sacrıfice, EeVO-

'T’hıs book needs to enter, then, into the tıon LO the DOOT, alıenatıon from institutional
debate Oou Van Gogh’s men roubles, relıg10n, readıness to encounter G0d
also LO show from his etters that hıs faıth COIMN- (mystically apprehended) through nature
tinued LO be actıve after he eft the church On Erickson wrıtes wıth strong empathy for her
both counts the argument LO be SUCC®E: subject. Ifere 15 weakness, it. 15 that SOINE-
ful 'T’he or1ginal diagnosis non-convulsive tiımes her argument overasserted,
epllepsYy, hıich st11] makes Ooday, though empting her, for example, use the term
ere INaYy ave een depressive condiıtion °Chrıstian for phases of Van Gogh’s relıgıon
well ere 1S also evidence ofhis faıth LECOVEeT- 1CAT scarcely to be diıstinguı1shed from
Ing, In ransmute form, 1ın hiıs ast VYCAars, not One should perhaps remaın caut]lous
eas fromzbıblıcal subjects paınted hiıle ou the °Christian But al the ve.
1n hospital TOM the etters Eriıckson also eas she has shown that the 1: of faıth 1ın
infers that sunshiıne, wheatfields, olive the modern age WerTe integral to Van Gogh’s

reapers alsoO ave biblical Overtones 'T ‘’hıs eing ql the COTe of his art,
INaYy perhaps be debated

But ere 1s much INOTe LO thıs book than ıts avı Thistlethwaite
maın argument For by unpıckıng the maJjor Leıcester, Kngland
theologıcal influences the Vıncent,
Eriıckson 2101975 long WaY explaın the COTre of
hıs art, the appealıng combination of charıty EuroJTh 799) 8:2, 1941 (a

zeal, ndıivıidualism subjectivism that
has made hım such 1con of the modern age Bıiblical ext and exture— A
Theology, LO ave een translated, vVe.
influentially, into paınt Literary Reading ofSelected exis

Michael FishbaneVan Gogh’s antecedents, back LO the C17; Oxford: Oneworld, 1998, IV 149
Were both artıstıic theologıcal. Hıs uncles
WerTe arl dealers, hıs father Was protestant £5.99, pb, ISBN 1-85168151-5
M1SS10NAary LO the atnolıc peasants of SOU. RESUMEHolland, not Calvınıiıst, but moderni1ser of

Fıshbane CO  Cce Par un br:  evethe Groningen school Groningen, formed out
ofArminlanısm pıetism, mphasised CXDEC- presentatıon de theorıe litteraire, ont
rıience— religion resides 1ın eeling  — and l’element cle est Ia dıstinction entre Ia ‘realıte
replace doctrine of tonement ıth Iıtteraıre) du extie et Ia realıte de [’hıstoire

de experience quLı est exterieure exte. Cetteemandıng requırement tO mulate Jesus;
the author DPUuts 1, ‘Human beings realıte lıtteraire s’apprehende le MLEUX

reheved of the burden of SIN Dy ollowing the consıderant des procedes S  ıstıques (comme
example ofChrist tryıng LO mıiıtate hıs 111e Dar exemple Ia repetıtıon d’un mot theme) quı
(p 19) 'T’his modern, but not partıcularly INeTr- Sont des ındıcatıons DOUTF le ecteur de qQUE

’auteur souhaıtait meltre auanı, accentiuerciful doectrine elps aCCount for the r1gours of
Vıncent’s self-deprivation when evangelısıng et communıgquer. Lie reste du livre (la plus
destitute miners, perhaps also his grandepartıe) applıque, tıtre exemple, Cce:
that churchmen whose sacrıfices Were less t*heorie Ftroıs de exties de "Ancıen Testa-

men. le cycle narraltıf, le dıiscours dırect et Iaextreme must be hypocrites Van Gogh’ser
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transformatıon de texte (par exemple le theme rebuilding 1n her/hıs mınd the pıcture that the
Lext presents, the reader brings to ıfe agaınde !’Eden et transformaltıon Aans les textes

ulterieurs). Les observatıons de Fıishbane sSUur the meanıng(s of the LEeXT; s/’he reconstructs
les procedes stylıstıques sont ınstructıves, bıen the ‘lıterary realıty that the Lext represents.
qQUE la separatıon entre la ‘realıte lıitteraire‘ du 'T he question that arlses from . 1S, What
extie et Ia realıte historıique demeure guldes the reader 1n thıs reconstruction, thıs
problematıque. bringing or of the latent meanıngs of the

text? ıshbane answer, his thırd PrFreSuPp-
ZUSAMMENFASSUN posıtıon, 15 that stylıstıc conventions S18N-
Fıshbanes uch begınnt miıt eıiıner äußerst DOSTS LO the reader of hat the orıgınal
knappen KEınleitung seıner Literaturtheorıe, author/editor wıshed LO highlight, emphasıse,
beı der eın Kernaspekt darın esteht, zwıschen and CONVEY.
der iterarıischen Realıtat‘ eınes "Textes und One example he NOotLEeS 15 the repetitıion of
der historischen, erfahrbaren, Realıtät, dıe eme word. uc repetition, where it. OCCUT'S,
außerhalb des Textes zegt, unterscheiden. g1ves text specılal LeXxture; and ıt also SETVES LO
Dıe literarısche ealıla ıst besten g  1g maJjor and mınor features of COINMN-

zugänglıch miıttels stilistıscher Konvent:onen en X11) 'T‘’hıs applies also to repetition of
(wıe z B der Wiederholung eiınes Leıtworts), arger themes moti{fs, whereby latent
dıie dem Leser anzeıgen, Was der Autor networks of intra- an intertextual meanıng
hervorzuheben und vermultteln beabsıchtigte. IMay be perceived by interpreter’. X11 O

ishbane, Warenes> of such stylıstıc COMNLVEIN-Der est (d.h. der größte €: des Buches ıst
eın eispie für dıe Anwendung dieser tiıons 15 the startıng poIn for understandıng
Literaturtheorie auf rel alttestamentliche text, allowiıng the reader LO entier the text on
Literaturtypen, auf Narratıv-ZyRlen, ıts OWIl terms’: ° Wor ıt. mMust be stressed that
dırekte ede und sogenannte “Vexttrans- stylistic conventlons low the volce of text tO
formatıonen (wıe z B das Eden-Motiv und spea. ıts OWINN erms and according ıts
dessen Umgestaltung ın spateren Texten) OW. arrangement. 'T’he INOTE CONSCIOUS
Fıshbanes Bemerkungen den stilıstıschen reader 15 of ese conventı]ons, the less lıkely
Konventi:onen sınd aufschlußreich, doch seıne will he be LO subjectiviıze Lext iIrrespons!1-
Unterscheidung zwıschen der Üıterarıschen bly (XU-XUN; cf. also 141) In thıs regar ıt. 15
Realıtäat‘ eiınes Textes ILNM. dessen hıstorıscher ıimportant LO otfe that Fishbane 15 promoting
ealıla ıst problematısch. radically different emphasıs than MOSLT

source/higher-eritical theorists nstead of
'T‘'his book, reprıint of the orıgınal publiıshed focusing the repetition of words themes

indıcatıve of Varlous SOUTCES, 15  ane1ın 1979, 15 NnOot. much diseussıon of lıterary
eory example of how to do lıterary bypasses S question, arguıng nstead that
readıng. 'The meat of the book consısts of ObvIl1o0ous repetitions In vocabulary MOLL
15  ane’s treatment of Varıous bıblıcal EeXTSs ere markers 1n the Lext. LO ert to ıts
wıth lıterary readıng. Hıs Tr1e theoretical meanıngs.
comments, reserved for the introduection and avıng SkKkeichNe 1n T1e the eOry of hıs
epilogue, bracket thıs treatment and Avr approac 15  ane D0O€S LO provıde
considered immediately eiIi0W examples of such lıterary readıng 1n the

Fis  ane’s ı1terary readıng methodology 15 ontext of specific passages. ere Are TEeEe
4Se! three basıc presupposıtions. ırst, maJor sectlions 1n the book, each of1C. deals
ere 15 inseparable relationshıp between wıth dıifferent type of text T’he 1Irs sectiıon
the form ofliıterature an ıts ontent hat 15 to deals ıth narratıves (Genesis 1) and
SaYy, the realıty presented (content) 15 COINMN- narratıve cycles e.g., the aCo cycle), the
tructed by the lıterary formulation of that second wıth direct speech eig., eut 0-295;

Psalm 19) and the third wiıth motifs erte  A It 15 thus literary realıty’; to change the
form of the Lext WOU. be LO change the realıty ‘text-transformations’ eg the Eden MOLL
itself. Further implications of. point ıt. and ıts ‘*transformatıon’ ater texts) In
elates the considered EeI0O0W Sec- each section Fishbane DaYyYs close attention
ond, 'readıng rehearses the latent meanıngs of to the stylıstic conventıjons that help LO

demarcate the emphases meanıng(s) ofte  X meanıng unfolds ın the DTFrOCCSS of read-
Ing, ıt. eiıng function of the dialeetic hıch the text For example, noting SOINEC ve. inter-
takes place between partiıcular reader and esting parallels between Genesı1ıs an! 31
partıcular text’ (x1) Inerwords, by readıng an the surroundıng chapters 15  ane

text, etting ıts words wash OVer eT,  I, an wriıtes:

EuroJTh 8:2 195



Book Reviews ®

enesıis 2931 thus counterpoint the foundatıional evel, ıt 15 especlally important
surroundıng tale of Kısau Indeed, readıng (Gjene- for evangelıcals to otfe that lıterary readings
S15 OI!  D has the dıistinet of dejä 'The such ıshbane  s—which sometimes
apgon ofJacob 1n pursuit of chel, of Rachel COIN- adop' In order tOo focus the final form of the
test wıth Leah, of ‚Jacob deceived Dy Laban, and of text-are A4se! distinetion between the a#
Laban deceived by Rachel all mirror the preceding CrTary realıty ofthe Lext anı the experlential
strıfe between Jacob and Sau anı the former’s STOTF1C: re: xternal to ıt Carrıed LO ıts
deception of Isaac. By such foil, MOTEOVET, the final ogic conclusıon, such distinetion divorces
formulator of the cycle g1ves Jacob hiıs COMEUPPANCE story from the Lext, 'This 1n turn undermines
and cırcumspectly redresses the inJustice of hıs the authority of the aCcurate TC-
orıgınal aCT of deceit (ın enesis 27) When Jacob sentatıon of the historical realıty of
fulfils the serf Ltenure 1C. aban has demanded actıng 1ın redeeming the WOrT. On m1nor
(apparently briıdeprice) for Kachel, but 1s gyıven note, ere 15 mistake 1ın the alızgnment
eah 1n her stead, he reproaches Laban, °h1ıs line TEeE of the chart the bottom of 68,
brother’: 'Why ave yYyou deceived Istem should read not In the
rımmah, 29:2517?° To which aban re]Jo1ns (v. 26) °It second paragraph
1sS not |local|] custom LO INaLrT“ off the yYyOUNSECT
Itze’ırah| before the firstborn |bekhirah|’” 'The Jay Sklar
counterpoint wıth enesis 15 obviıous: there ‚Jacob Cheltenham, Kıngland
Was the yOounger (tza ır/gaton) who m1sapproprlated
the bırthrıght (0)& of hıs elder brother by
deception stem. rımmah, Wıth hıs indıg- EuroJTh 999) 8:2, 926—] °oO8 Da
nant protest LO Laban, aCOo! unwittingly condemns
hımself. (p. 55) L1UL Society, Civil Religion

Shanks
Among er helpful insıghts 1ın Oxford: Blackwells, 1995, 250E velın, hıs hlastıc outline of the aCo cycle H/B pb, ISBN 0631197583Gen 93  9 43) hıs explanation

of the Dassase where God aDPDears 1n order to H/B) 0631197591 pb)
slay Moses (4:24-26; {(4) partıcularly RESUMEnoteworthy.

Several positive features commend thıs L’auteur veult ontrer QUE la theologie
work. Fıs  ane’s sensıitivıty LO stylıstic COIMN- confessionnelle parvıent Das fournır UnNne

ventions wiıll Very instructive LO OSe VISLON COMIMLINKTLE susceptible "unır notLre socıete
post-chretienne. Il DTOPDOSE de Ia remplacer parunfamıiıliar wıth lıterary readıng of bıblıcal

exXts, ell OSe only nomiınally amıliıar ıl presente UN. Theologıe cıvVıile.. II
Moreover, each chapter contaıns s’agıt d’un cadre spırıtue. large, quı Dpeut etre
helpful insıghts iınto the Passase cycle egalement partage Par des croyanlts et des NO  e

croyanıils. Ilpasse UunNne serıe de tentatıvesMOLL that he wrıtes O: especlally wıth regar
LO ematıc repetition, an LO INOTe liımıted modernıstes DOUFr arrıver Uune theologiıe CeıuLle
extent, the psychology of the players 1ın the ınspırant de la pensee deege. quL est jugee
Passages though thıs al tiımes DOCS LOO far) tres favorablement. argumentaire OMUS laisse

ınsatısfait DOUF CUX raisons. Premierement,well, hıle acknowledging tensions 1n the text,
Fishbane emphasises the unıty ofthe materI1al, DOUFr evıter les verıtes exclusıives de Ia theologie
allowing hım to concentrate the meanıng(s) confessıionnelle, la theologie eıvıle de Shanks
latent 1n the text ıt, STLAaNds before u  9 demeure tellement ındefinıe qu 'elle est vıde de

contenu Deuxiemement, Shanks n ’aborde Dasemphasıs 29 has al times een neglected 1ın
the era of form SOUTCEe erıiticısm. Further, Ia questıon de lasıgnıfıcatıon de la chrıistologie,

perhaps INOTe basıcally, Fishbane oes quı faıt du christianiısme UrN fol exclusıve des
hold that ere 1s meanıng 1n the text, that autfres Au de ce: CUreENTLCE, 'argumentatıion

laısse ıntacte quL faıt Ia force de la theologıethat meanıng 1s discernible LO the reader, confessionnelle.poınt hıch Man y oday ould disagree
mentioned above, Fıs  ane’s work 1s

prımarıly practıcal 1ın ıts approac ıth ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
theoretical COM MEeNTS restricted prımarıly to Shanks stellt dıe Behauptung auf, daß dıe
the four Dase introduection and LWO Pase konfessionelle Theologie nıcht ın der Lage
eplogue OSe wantıng INOTe theoretical ıst, eine einheitliche Vısıon hervorzubringen,
discussion will ave LO elsewhere. On INOre dıe UTNLSCTE nachchristliche Gesellschaft
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zusammenzuhalten vermAaßg. Seine Alternatıve T’he mpetus for Shanks’ argument 15 hıs
convıction that the twentieth entury hasesteht ın eıiıner “zivılen Theologıe”. Dabe:i
received Tes revelatıon. 'T’he 'T ‘hırd e1C.handelt sıch eın allgemeınes geistliches

Rahmenmodell, das sowochl Gläubı:gen als looms arge 1ın hıs hought the Vvolce of TeVeO-

uch Nichtgläubi:gen offensteht Shanks latıon concern1ing the per1ls ofotalıtarıanısm
untersucht eıne Reihe UonNn modernistischen Learnıng from S ‘revelation’, Shanks wants
Versuchen, eiıne zıvıile Theologıe entwickeln, e1vıl religion that 15 able both LO affırm
und ıst sehr aufgeschlossen FÜr egels pluralısm posıtıve virtue and retaın the
Konzeptionen. Dıeser Rezensent ıst mıt seıner pirıtual dimensıon. He 1! antıcıpatıons of
Argumentatıon nıcht zufrıieden, und ZWwdar auUus such deal 1n Machiavelli, SpInoza, Rous-
zwel Gründen. Erstens bleibt Shanks zıvıle SEAU and, mOost importantly for anks, ege
Theologıe, dıe dem Wunsch entsprungen IST, He deals wıth opposıtıon LO D, tradition it
dıe exklusıven Wahrheiten der konfessionellen 15 OoUuUnN! 1n the work f Barth Kierkegaard
Theologıe hınter sıch l[assen, unbestimmlt, It 15 difficult LO identify In anks work
daß S1Le praktısch ınhaltslos ıst. Zweıtens Seiz: hat ontent C1ıvıl theology should ave Pre-
sıch Shanks nıcht mıt der Bedeutung der sumabıly, eing eology'’, ONe mI1g expect
Christologıe für den christlichen Aus- ql eas deıist1ic commıtment to SUDTEME
schließlichkeitsanspruch auseinander. Dıeser eing but thıs 0es not fıit hıs desıire that it,
angel Auseinandersetzung hat2 olLge, should Incorporate both theıst an atheıst
daß seıne Argumentatıon nıcht ın der Lage LSt, (p 115) (J1ven the sıgn1ıficance he attaches LO

the r]ıse of Nazısm revelatory even OMNeEeden Standpunkt der konfessionellen Theologen
untergraben. WONU. eXpeCt theology that Can identi1ify the

character of revelatıon and delineate hat
TEW anks sets mself nOoO task 1ın authority ıt. should ave However, thıs 1150 1s
thıs work. He 15 concerned that 1n the pOoSt- m1ssıng. Revelatıon 1s whatever cıt1ızens wıth
Christian west the peaceful coex1istence of ıts Hegelıan ofstory discern s1gni1f1-
populatıon (  - longer be maiıintained the cant (D 138) nstead of offering the ontent of
asıs of COININOMN relig10us confessıon. He eıvıl theology, anks outlines the kınd of
believes that ın modern pluralıst soclıety AaLLıLUde ıt represents. 'T ’hıs attıtude 15 the COIN-

confessional theology 1S5 LOO exclusıve to mıtment LO Tee viırtues: free-spirıtedness,
provıde COIMNIMON vis1ıon. In ıts place, anks flaır for tradıtion and generosıity. ese VIT-
evelops hat he deser1ibes c  C1lvil’” theology tues amoun LO abılıty to transcend one’s
hıs mplıes loyalty beyond OINles OWIN confes- OWIN ommıtments assumptions 1ın order O
S10N °to whatever makes for genuıne experiıence solidarıty wıth others Whiıle NOLT

wishing LO dıspute the alue of such viırtue ıtwıithın the surroundingpolitic culture’. (p
hus myrı1a of denomınatıons secular o0es noLt contrıibute allYy posıtıve ontent to
world-views mMay cCl1as al the eve of hat the ecıvıl eologıan 0Ug LO beliıeve
confessional loyalty but Sr share ın COIN- Shanks PUursSues hıs argument wıth detaıjled
INO.  - eivıl relıg10n. 'The argument of the book reference to such ınkers egel,
SUrVCYS the eed for such framework anı Heidegger and Nietzsche but ıth lıttle
traces ıts CONTLOUFS 1ın the work of number of attempt to understand hat makes con{fes-
twentieth entury hınkers Hıs wrıting 1s both s1io0nal theology STIrıden 1n ıts objection LO
stimulatıng wıderangıng. modernıty. Absent 1n hıs work 15 d1iscus-

Civıl theology provides ontext for solıdar- S10N of Christology ıts implications for
1ty shared both bellevers anı revelatıon, authorıity an loyalty Further-
non-believers. anks affırms that commıt- INOTeE, ere 15 attempt LO wiıth
ment LO such eivıl theology 15 entirely historical attempts of confessional OUDS,
compatıble ıth confessional theology—so such the Reformers Purıtans, LO proviıde

comprehensıve vlsıon of soclety. He chideslong the latter o0es not claım ‘exclusive
the confessional Barmen declaratıon 1ın ıtsACCESS toO the (p 4.) It m1g be pointed

Out that ere 155 already reignıng secular 1de- stand agaıns Nazısm for ıts faılure to er
ology 1n 1C. confessional relig1ons ex1ist side solidarıty wıth the ews Nonetheless, surely
by s1ıde. anks 15 not appy wıth secularısm Spractic appliıcatıon of confessional eol-
because he sSees eed for spirıtu ground-

flirtation wıth Natıonal Soclalism? One 15 eft
O COMPAaTres favourably agaıns Heidegger’s

Ing LO publıc deology GCivıl relıgıon offers
posıtıve solıdarıty relig10us an wıth the that the strength appeal of

non-relig10us people because ıt. 1S not hostile LO confessional approac pluralıs soclety
such pirıtual dimens1ıon. has nNnOot een one ustice Indeed, anks
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LO equate exclusıve loyalty to confes- Das uch ıst uch für fortgeschrittene
S10N wıth exclusıon of the posslbiliıty ofuman Studenten bestens geeıgnet.
solıdarıty. ere 185 Teason to make such
equatıion. Eixcelusive loyalty LO the TYT1st1an erd The1lssen 15 well-known ONM of the
confession provıdes the asılıs for solidarıty of MOSLT creative New estamen: cholars 1n Ger-
the human Tace wh all reated In the INanYy oday He hıs collaborator, Annette
image of (God an a]] SINNers 1ın eed of Merz, who also eaches 1n Heidelberg, ave
redemption. 'T’he ure LO explore such pOssI1- produce hat 185 intende! guldebook
111C1eSs LO stem from hıs faılure LO WOTr.  00 for STUdents T’he authors believe
consıder the signıficance of Christology 1ın the that the question of the 1ST0r1: Jesus 1s
confessional theology he rejects. theologıcally ımportan vV11 They place

themselves the IMap of New estamen
Christopher Sınkinson scholarshıp by distinguıishing between hat

ournemouth, England they call the Calıftornian ‚Jesus of Crossan
Mack the Galılean Jesus of

Sanders, wıth hich they find INOTeEe SYINDAa-
EuroJTh 799) 8:2, O (Q2 thy In the first part of elIr book they er

detaıjled evaluatıon of the historical SUUTCECS,
T’he Hiıstorical Jesus: hısting and responding LO ırteen objections
Comprehensive JAR to the hıistorıicıty of the Jesus-tradıtion They

Theissen and Merz erıticıse the tradıtional erıter1a for evaluating
London: SC  2 Press, 1998, XX1X 649 the tradıtion Aargue nstead for erıterıon

of ‘plausıbilıty" hıch asks 1s plausible£29, pb, ISBN 0-33402696-92 1ın the EeW1s ontext and makes the r1se of
RESUME Christianıity understandable

'T 'he second part of the book 1S concernedCe lıvre, destine (1UIL.  2 etudıanlts, veult wıth background chronology. 'T’he a1lm 1s LOmanuel complet SuUur la U1Lie et enseignement de SEeE ‚Jesus 1n the ONTLEext of the Judaism of hısJesus S5on approche est plus pres de Ce: de time to avo1ld the allegedly antı-SemiuiuticSanders QUC, Par exemple, de ce. de
Crossan, el A tient AaLns.ı la droite du COMU-

understandıngs ofJuda1ısm 1C. OUnN! 1ın
SOINE modern wriıters.

ranit prıncıpal de la crıtıque. Il est faıt In Part Three the authors ook at the actıv-remarquablement CONSEervalelur ans So 1ty preachıng ofJesus. T’hey SEE ‚Jesusapproche des Zuerisons mıraculeuses el de la charısmatiıc 1ın the soclologıical of thatresurrect:on. presente des aspects de la
chrıistologie quı SOn ımplıcıtes, sımplement term, thus Jomnıing forces wıth Bornkamm,

Hengel, Vermes Borg, who 1ınevoques, eXxpOSeESs explıcıtement Aans "actıon eır Varlous WaYys emphasıse the sheer
et enseıgnement de Jesus, et quL ont fournı sSon authority of Jesus. ‚Jesus 1s not unknown,fondement Ia chrıistologie de i’Eglıse DrımL- Bultmann claimed, but 15 NOWN 1n his rela-Hıve. lıvre est parfaıtement approprıe DOUTF 1onsh1ps wıth er people, OU: hichdes etudıants d’un NLIVeaL plus avance. ave reasonable amoun of information.

Hıs mMessage Was ou the kıngdom of God
ZUSAMMENFASSUNG Both present an future statements Are
Das vorliegende uch ıst als umfassendes accepte of the mMeESSagsge, but Jesus
Textbuch für Studenten des ens un der erroneously expecte immınent en! to the
Lehre Jesu gedacht. Seın Ansatz steht dem vVvO  > WOr. for his miracles, they reject 0OSe

Sanders näher als z.B. dem vVO  - 1C ave analogies In experıence walk-
Crossan, das uch ıst eher rechts vO Ing the water, multiplyıng oaves) but
Hauptstrom der Eritischen Forschung accept those hich do, namely the healingsangesıedelt. Es ıst ın der La erstaunlı:ch hıch ATre attrıbute: LO paranormal oıfts such
Ronservatıv ın seıner Behandlung der OUNn: 1ın the modern WOT.
Heıilungswunder und der Auferstehung, und distinetion 15 TAawn between the under-
geht Teılaspekten der Christologie nach, dıe ın standıng of the parables sacramen of the
den Taten und der Lehre Jesu entweder word and symboliıc pointers to God, ' imagesımpliızıt, ın Form UVO  < Anspielungen oder 3ar hıich gıve people Teedom to 1SCOver how far
explızıt enthalten sınd und dıe das Fundament they disclose elr content’ theybıldeten, ohne das sıch dıe Christologie der defend the latter understandıng 1n hıch the
en Kırche nıcht hältte entwıckeln können. parables aım to gyıve impulses owards
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inkıng of God ın constantly Ne and everyday expressiıon hıch sımply meant the
dıfferent ways’ uman eing human eing wWAas evaluated

'T he discussıon ofethics 1S5 partıcularly inter- 1n “mess]anıc” erms by ‚Jesus. Only because of
esting for the WaY 1ın 1C 'Thelissen’s earlıer that COU. ıt, become the charaeterıstic WaY ın
interpretation of the 1C of ‚Jesus as the hıch he deseribed mself” The and
expression of ral ıtınerant charısmatiıc aster transformed thıs expectatıon, the
111e 1s compared wıth er possible VIEWS an tıtles of Son of God Lord developed
held LO be relevant for the ole of soclety an result
nOot Just for OSe wh choose tOo lıve the Readers INaY ell be surprised Dy the sheer
Inar In. conservatısm ofthe conclusions eached 1n thıs

In Part OUuUr the Lord’s Supper 15 SEEN book But ıle ıt 1s remarkably tradıtional 1ın
replacement for the temple rıtu but the ıts conclusıons, ıt 15 A4Se! ve careful,
interpretion 1ın erms of‚Jesus’ eg9] sacrı- ritical analysıs of the evidence. It aC the
1Ce took place only after the even Wıth originalıty of Wright’s reconstruction of
respect tOo the Passıon the authors largely Jesus an the Victory of God, an it demon-

trates that 0)8l Ca  ; defend essentlallyaQrec ıth Brown. ‚Jesus 15 epicte!
innocent, suffering, rıghteous INan. Fınally, OTENOdOX picture of ‚Jesus wıthout resorting to
ere 1S discussıon of the resurrection. They an y unusual hypotheses to do
contrast the objective theories of annenberg At the SaInNle tıme, the book 15 intende not
an the subjectıve theorlies ofLüdemann. T’hey sımply LO present the authors’ conclusions but
fiırmly accept the historicıty of the aD  ance LO be comprehensive workbook for SLUdents
of ‚Jesus LO the scıples STOUD They also It 185 organısed 1n T1e sections 1ın IC differ-
believe that he appeared to Mary agdalene. ent vliewpomnts lald Out sıde DYy sıde an
T’hey do nNnOL 1n that the SLOTYy of the EeMPLY evaluate 'The anguage 15 simple and clear.
tomb Ca.  . be proved sıfıed, but SCEIN LO At Varlıous poınts ‘exercises’, en based
lean owards acceptance. C1TLe! exXts, ATre get for the reader and ‘solu-

But the book 1s nNnOoL yet concluded, an! the tiıons’ ATre supplie al the end of the book T ’he
SLOTY far 1s ollowe Dy section the scholarshıp addressed 1s largely but Dy
eginnıngs of Christology. distinetion 15 INeanls exclusıvely German; the sectional bıb-

1ographies WerTIe adapted for English-speakıngmade between 1ve WaYys 1n 1C christology
readers. The result 15 book 1C. 15 far LOOMay ave asılıs 1ın the hıstorıical ‚Jesus:

explicı christology, where ‚Jesus expressed hıs detailed for eginnıng tudent but 1C.
authorıty wıth 1  e evoked christology, ın WOU. be SU1tLADIie for STUdeNtTS 218 19910)8%

hıch ‚Jesus raıised expectatıons er advanced eve In book ofz kiınd, hich 15
people 1n hıs lıfetime; implıcı chrıstology, 1n concerned LO analyse eren approaches to
hich ‚Jesus fulfilled the ‘conditions’ of eing the problems, it 15 most Ssurprısıng that
essjah wıthout usıng the 1  ; height- index of modern authors 15 lackıng.
ened uSe of tıtles, ıIn hıch the church SaAVC Of the Varlıous 00 the STOT1C. ‚Jesus
titles sed Dy ‚Jesus INOTeE transcendent claım; currently avaılable thıs OI! 15 probably the best

exclusıvıst. usSe of titles, 1n hıch the early sulted for ıts intended PUrpOsC, namely
church restricted to ‚Jesus tıtles under hıich exXxtTb0o0 hıch Ca.  - be consulted virtually
he ncluded others, such collective use of CVETIY aspect of the subject gulde LO the
Son of mess]jah. Only categories dıfferent approaches conclusıons of CONM-

emporary cholars One oes NOL ave too1ve real Aasıs for chrıistology ıIn the stor1-
cal Jesus. mplıcı christology 1s SEEeNMN In the along wıth al hejudgments authors (e.g.
Amen formula, the (I’ sayıngs and the A ave elr overcritical attıtude LO SOINE of the mate-
come‘’ Sayıngs; the metaphor of (G0d Father, ral 1ın the ospels 1n order LO recognise the
the orantıng of forgıveness, the causal attrıbu- alue ofS book stimulus LO study of the
tıon miracles the asSsessmen of.John historical Jesus, anı 0)el only rejo1ce that
the Baptıst. Evoked christology 1s SEEMN In the the STOTF1C:; ‚Jesus 15 OMNCE agaın the subject of
assessment of ‚Jesus Messıah, hıch Serl10us studynNew estamencholars
‚Jesus mself not usSe although he had
mess]lanıc CONSCIOUSNESS. xplıcı christology OWAT'! arshall
1S LO be SEPEENMN 1ın the uUusSe of Son of 1{N1aTl. ‘An erdeen, COLLAN!
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0FTA T’he Pre-Soeratiec phiılosophers egan byEuroJTh 1999) 8:2, 2002201
rooting morality I7 rdered COSINOS (ch 1)

Fact, Value and ato LOO 15 veeen LO sroun virtues 1n real-
Holmes ıty the 0O (ch 2) 1STOLle thought that

the virtues ounded the telos end ofLe1icester: Apollos, 199’7/ (183 DD.), ISBN
each natural kınd elr g0o0d 15 OUN! 1ın CLtU-0-85111-456-3, D:0.) alısıng that telos 15 DUTre actualıty (and
thus DUre X00 It ‘God’) 1s the ultımate telosRESUME of nature (ch 3) 'The dıifferent q z

L’auteur tisse recıt historıque efltanit CONCEDPLS of the Tee philosophers an the
relatıon les faıts, les valeurs el Dieu, deputs relatıon of ‘the divine’ to the good invest1-
L’epoque des pre-socratiques Jusqu da gate Chrıstian theology Tu1  y TEW from
Nıetzsche. Il essaıe de montrer QUE, deputs la MOd111e: atonı1ıc and O1C thıinking 1n ıts
Girece antıque JUSqu R la synthese medıevale, A opposıtıon LO Gnostic dualism 1C had

UnNne tradıtıon COMMLUNE quı consıstaıit matter from atıonal order. 'T hat splı
fonder les valeurs SUur ordre cCosmıque. rejet ıts Ccompanyıng degrading ofmatter Was
Pr Ockham des UNLVErSAUX et de Ia teleologıe undercut by the og0S doctrine (ch Augus-
prepare le erraın DOUTF UL separatıon ne: tine’s ıddle Platonısm grounds alue
entre faıts et valeurs. sScCLENCE mecanıste TU 1ın God thus In hıs creation order. Yor
consıdere la natıure re de OoluULe valeur ugustine then all ereation 15 g00d all
et essaye de fonder l’ethıque SuU  s la raıson ereation be distorted (ch 9) ugustine
la psychologıie Nıetzsche sıtıe la derniere theology Arıstotle’s philosophy INnas-
extremıte de la revolutıon “Ockham, UVJec SO  e erfully blended by Aquinas Goodness (Dace
rejet de OoOuLe morale objective. olmes appelle
les chretiens redecouvrır le lıen ındestructible

Arıstotle) from actualisıng onNne’s telos
'T’he ultLiımate telos of humanıty the rest of

entire les faıts, les valeurs et Dıieu. Une these ecreation 1s knowing G0d alues ATre thus
remarquable, Uune ecture exıgeante. ounded the for 1C. God reated

thıngs (ch 6)
'ASSUN The StOFrY thus far has een varıety wıthin
oLMes entwirft eıiınen hıstorıschen Bericht, MOS unbroken Ta  107 ofrooting values
der dıe Beziehung UonNn Tatsachen, Werten und In the WaY the WOrTr. 15— 3an ordered COSINOS
ott ausgehend UVUO der eıt der O- 'T ’hat tradition W as broken by the late
ratıschen Phiılosophen bıs Nıetzsche Medievals Scotus an Ockham Ockham’s
nachzeıichnet. Ar stellt dıe Behauptung auf, rejection of unıversals and his proto-
daß vVO  x der griechischen Antıke bis zU empIirıc1ısm led LO enl of ıinherent natures
miıttelalterlichen Synthese eıne gemeıiınsame final Causes eleology 15 gONe only
Tradıition gab, dıe alle Werte als ın der mater1al efHicıent Causes remaın pavıng
kosmiıschen Ordnung begründet verstand. the WaY for mechanıistic Ssclence. Moralıty 15
Ockhams Ablehnung der Unıiwversalıen SoOwLe grounded 1n contingent divine commands

discovered by rıg (ch {) echanısticder T'eleologıe hat dann jedoch den Weg bereıtet
sclence SEa nature alue free thuseiner Irennung DVO.  i Tatsachen und Werten.

Diıe mechanıstische Naturwissenschaft hat dıe sought tO ul moralıty er foundations
Natur als wertneutral verstanden und wWwWar such rıg TeASON (Descartes), relıgı0n
demgemäß arum. bemüht, dıe ın der Bacon) lawes (ch Others look to
Vernunft bzw ın der Psychologıe verankern. base values 1n uman psychology ume
Nıetzsche stellt dıe extiremstie Ausprägung der e1d 1n elr rather dıfferent. ways (ch 9)
UVO.  s Ockham ausgehenden Revolutıon dar, dıe ant (ch 10) and ege (ch E1) AT

Jjegliche objektive Ethik verwirft. olmes ruft throw-back LO the tradıtiıon ofbasıng values 1n
Chriısten azu auf, dıe unzertrennbare the nature telos of re. OMLTLeEe and
Verbindung UoON Tatsachen, Werten und (Giott Bentham, the er hand, took the

omn1ıcompetence of SC1IeNCEe LO the limits wıthwıederzuentdecken. Dıes ıst eıne faszınıerende
Sıchtweise und eın anspruchsvolles uch attempt LO make (S into empirıical

sclence. Empiricism, however, cCanno ‚upport
Holmes has set out LO provıde STOT1IC: the weıght of moralıty Eeven glimpse
SUFrVEY of phılosophical attempts to STroun (ch 12) 'The extreme en!| act-value splıt
moralıty 'T’he StOTrYy hıch he ECaVes eg1ns 1n 1C. began wıth ckham 1s OUN! ın 1eLz-
Ancient Greece climaxes 1n the 19th sche  2  S en]: of anYy objective values. ere 15
wıth Nietzsche God, natural moral order, actual right
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Moralıty 15 uman ereation and Volker äckle et al
projection onto valueless world (ch 13) T’hıs Wuppertal Brockhaus, 1998, 2ADA D., pb,15 essentlally Holmes narratıve. ISBN 3-417-29080-5

In the final chapter he pulls the hreads
ogether LO identify four basıc pos1ıt1ons the
act-value relatıonshıp 1C he hıinks he dis- RESUME

dogme tradıtionnel de Ia substitution penalefrom the hiıstory OULLINE! above. He then
outlines ıIn SKeleLOn form agenda for future Ia CFrOLX est serieusement rems questıon
thinking the subject. 1rs of he ans le debat theologique contemporaın. On
briefly for resisting Nietzsche reinstatıng Dpeut ONC etre reconnaıssant auxprofesseurs de
‘the 11 of (G0d)’ the ulLiımate foundatıon of L’Abrecht-Bengel-Haus Tubingue FA) pour

celt OUUFraßge solıde de reflexion theologıique,values. Second, he belleves that the notıon of
eleology needs LO be reopened for discussıon egalement accessıble non-theologıen. Dans
an arı the Og0S doectrine and ıts COnNncOom!1- Ia partıe exegetıque, le Fh  eme de l’expiatıon est
tant eOrYy ofunıversals eed LO return LO the etudıe ans le Pentateuque el ans Esaie De

meme, examıne l’interpretation de la CFrOLXagenda they provıde for Sround-
ingvalues 1n aCts po1n' LO the rellability of ans les evangıles et chez aul Dans Ia partıe
uman hıstorique, les dıfferents auteurs MONLFreN. la

T’hıs 15 deceptively lıghtweight lookıng contınulte el le developpement de la pensee
book Do not be deceived. Holmes wriıtes for chretienne SUur suJjet partır de ‘Eglıse

ancıenne Jusqu d la Reforme. Ils s’ınterrogentpeople whi Are already amılı]ar wıth the phi-
losophers under discussion (p V111) an thus SuU les raıisons DOUF lesquelles le ogme
contrary LO SOINE of the COMMEeNTS the book tradıtionnel .  \ conteste sıecle des
Jacket) ıt. 1S nolt re ıntroduction for °‘read- Iumıeres et Aans I’iıdealıiısme allemand Kant,
erSs wıth Oorm:; traınıng In phılosophy'. egel, Schleiermacher). Ils s’‘ınteressent (11L.  &2

ınterpretatıions de la CFroLX donneesHolmes wrıtes clearly and competently
fascınatıng Tea of study 91 ves the he LO viıngtieme sıecle Bultmann, Barth, Tillıich,
the myt. that values Canno be grounded 1n Pannenberg). lıvre cLlöt Dr UNMNe reflexıon
fact The myth 15 relatiıvely recent 1ın the his- homiıletique: comment VvVvec

pertinence la CFrOLX I’”homme (post-)moderne?LOFrYy of philosophy. would ave the study
LO INOVE iınto the Twentieth Century. It dıd L’ouvrage est UTU defense ıntellıgente et Sans

SEEIN rather arbıtrary tLO halt wıth Nietzsche ambıguite de Ia subsıtutionpenale. app  roche
ere WEeTe Iso tiımes that OIM felt that plurıdisciplinaire, A auralilt pourtanlt besoin
Holmes had wandered from hıs 1e goal of d  E  etre complete Pr Ur etude proprement

dogmatıque.chartıng the actLvalue relatıon had got
side-tracked etaıling the much broader COIMN-

of the ethic: osophy of different ZUSAMMENFASSUNcharacters. SUDDOSC, had he not one he
WOU. ave een chastised for not setting his Das tradıtionelle ogma der stellvertretenden

Sühne, Kreuz vollbracht, ıst ım der heutıigenCOMMEeNLTS 1ın the Ontext of the wıder philoso- Theologıe schr unter Beschuss gekommen. Wırphy of the characters. You cannot please of können deshalb den Dozenten des recht-the people all of the tiıme. Holmes final engel-Hauses ın übıngen sechr dankbar seıinsketchy proposals WerTe most interesting and
ONe WOU VerYyY much 1ıke to SEEe them fleshed für ıhre solıde theologıische Arbeıt dıiesem

ema, dıe 1er uch allgemeıinverständlıchOut much INOTeEe thoroughly In the end though dargestellt wiıird. Im exegetischen eılB book 15 agenda setting text that vVe untersuchen dıe verschıedenen Autoren dıehelpfully Sets 1SSuUes of rıtical importance to
Christian ınkers 1ın broader historical Sduühne Lm (tesetz des Mose und ın Jesaja

Außerdem gehen S1ıe dem Verständnıs desperspective. reuzes Ln den Evangelıen und beı Paulus
ach Im historıischen eıl zeıgen S1Le dıe1n Parry Kontinuität und dıe Entfaltung theologıischenWorcester, England Nachdenkens ber das Kreuz vVO  > der en
ırche ıs zZuU. Reformatıon auf, fragen ach
Gründen der Infragestellung des überkom-EuroJTh 7979} 8:2, 20422063 0Qa2 Dogmas z2Ur eıt der Aufklärung und
des deutschen Idealısmus ant, egel,Warum das Kreuz Die Frage nach Schleiermacher) und beleuchten Ansätze zZU.

der Bedeutung des Todes Jesu Verständnis des reuzes ım Jahrhundert
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Bultmann, arı Tillıch, Pannenberg). Das exeges1s rooted 1n the text, hıch intelligently
uch SC  ze, mıt eıiıner homiıiletischen defends the tradıtional understanding of
Untersuchung. Wıe können WLr dıe OLSC the Varı0us EXTS elated the doctrine of
vVOoO Kreuz dem Ost-) modernen Menschen explation.
nahebringen second SrOUDp of CSSaysS 15 concerned wıth

Das vorliegende uch verteidigt mıt the story of the dogma of explation, startıng
theologischer Kompetenz und ohne Zuge- from the Old UTC through the Enlighten-
ständnısse die überkommene Lehre der ment rıg OoOWN LO contemporary volces.
stellvertretenden ne Es verfolg dabe: Toblas Eıßler 00 al the per10d from the
einen multidıszıplinären Ansatz, der jedoch Apostolic Fathers un the KReformation,
Urc eıne eigentlıch dogmatısche Studie showing the continulty and the development of
erganzt werden sollte. Christian thought the subject. olf

addresses the question why tradıtional dogma
Kvangelıical Christjans tend to z  D penal sub- 1s longer credıble LO modern IMa In
stitution the centre of the Gospel: Christ LO thıs questlion, he analyses promiınent
akıng the place of the sınner, explatıng SIN Dy Enlıghtenment dealıist hınkers Kant,
hıs e9] thus reconciling the WOT. LO egel, Schleiermacher and Albrecht Rıtschl
God But everybody sensıtive LO modern theo- Eberhard Ha  S finally 00 al twentieth Cell-
oglc debate knows that ere 15 hardly tury interpretations of the Cross: Bultmann,
eologilan outsıde the Evangelical MOovemen Barth, Tillich and olfhart annenberg
oday whı clings LO penal substitution As This second STrOUD of eXLts 1S wıthout ou
Kvangelıcals ave een Ve zealous and the most diffcult part of the volume LO under-
rightly SO) 1ın preaching the savıng STaCcCEe of the STAN! (especlally the ast LWwO artıcles),
Cross, they ave nNnot Ways manıiıfested the admire the COUTASE of the authors ın seeking
Samne zeal INn reflecting uRDON the COross In C  SS vVe wıde of thought 1n
engagıng In scholarly debate hat are, after all, VeC. conclse CSSaYyS. Per-

Therefore shoul be Ve. grateful tO the haps OnNne of the strongest poınts of the book
eaching staff of the Albrecht-Bengel-Haus 1n ole 15 ıts moderate ength, hıch will avo1ld
übıngen Germany) for avıng responde tOo discouragıng the Jay reader! But mMUust confess
. eed E INSLILEULION alms mainly to nevertheless that S LOUr de force eft
‚upport SLTUdents al maın-stream eolog1 unsatısfied It not clear LO how the
faculty, ıts teachers NOW Dy experıence the rather lengthy complicated cıtations of
importance of presenting the bıblical faıth egel, for example, relate LO the current
intellıgently. The of OUuUr Churches debate Hıstorically, ıt. 15 surely interesting
effort,
the future of OUur m1lss1ons depend such know hat great phılosophers ave sald ou

the Cross; but it prımary LO LO ShOow
T’he book makes bold defence of the radı- In hıch respects eır eachıng has oOUuUnNn

tional dogma of pena substitution. T’he echo wıth Our contemporarıes. One m1g also
authors Are not ashamed of the Gospel, and ıt. oOu ıf ıt. 1s5 possiıble to present Barth’s
15 pleasure LO See how they expand bıblical theology 1n (small) Pases; but ıt. 15 d1sap-713 and unmask false presupposıiıtions of the poiıntıng to SeeEe the author ollowing ve‘modern)’ WOTFT. VIEW. At the SsSamne tiıme they closely ONM sıngle econdary SOUTCE Barth

sensıtıve to the obstacles hıch ave be Is S the Teason why he qualıifies Barth
surmounted before OUur contemporarıies ‘unıversalist wıthout ambiguilty, 1ın espect to
accept the Gospel. T’hey address varıety of salvatiıon’ (p Final unıversalısm 185 Cer-
biblical, STOTF1IC: an homiletic tOP1ICS elated aınly the og1c O.  NCE of the arthıjan
LO explation. system; but arth mself efused LO 1rm ıt
ou OnNne half of the volume 1S occupled by unequıvocally.

valuable exegetı studies Hartmut Schmid On the whole, wonder ıfthe INOTe STOT1C:
tudies the eme of explatıon ıIn the than dogmatic approac 1n thıs sectiıon 1s PeCI'-Pentateuch Albrecht addresses the COIMN- haps ;ymptom of INOTe general weakness of
trovers1]al question of explation In Isaılah the book (there 1S5 ProODer dogmatic studyVolker aC CONtIrıbufes LWwO artıcles 1n the NCcIude: 1ın the volume!), perhaps of SOTINE
ırst, he asks how the canonıcal Gospels under- entire trands of vangelı theology ere
stand the Cross, wıth speclal interest In the 1s eed LO continue to deepen the reflec-
words ofJesus mself. In the second, he EXamM- tıon tarted by the engel-Haus teachers.
ines the Pauline theology of the Cross. of eologlans from Calvıinist and/or Baptiıstthıs 1 refreshing, posıtıve scholarly work, background ould perhaps 1ıke to reaC In
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SOIMNE places where Lutheran sacramental the- 'The volume closes ıth contrıibution DYy
ology 15 assumed LO be the biblical 1eW (p 183, olfgang Becker concerning OUr homuiletiec

JL, 184, JÖ, 200) More ıimportant: practice. The riıchness of the multidisciplinary
ave LO respond LO the challenges of modernıIis- approac adopted Dy the engel-Haus each-
tic theology by OTroug. analysıs of ıts EerSs 1s ere al ıts best ven ıfBecker’s analysıs
presupposıtions an by the systematıc eXposI1- of the post-modern world V1eW repeats SOMEeEe
tıon of biblical teachıng, ese both as commonplaces, he D0OCS beyond them to ShOW
for ogmatıclans SOINE ve pertinen poınts of ontact between

This WOU CNSASC OUr inking the the preaching of the Gospel OUur contempo-
subject of S1N— a very slıppery slope, OUTr rarles. For example, he underlines the
intellect Was 1rs made LO understan ereation omn1ıpresence of e9] In the INAasSs media,
and nOot ıts perversion! hıs 1S perhaps the rea- agaınst the commonly rece1ved idea ofea
sS()  - for hat feel to be dangerous blas 1n 00 1ın Western socletlies (D 2183) He also
Hılle’s Janguage concern1ıng SIN He erıticises 1ın examples of solıdarıty 1n ouilt
the characterıisatıon of SIN ‘prıvatıo onl acknowledged 1ın recent German) hıstory—ın
(1.e., the want of 00 ‚ypIC: of idealistic Nazısm the GDR polıce state—re  ing
phılosophy (D 147/); S1IN has LO be unmasked the modern iıdea of solate respons1bilıty of

realW which DOVeErNS hım [1L.e., man | the ndıvıdual (p 210:11) Both insiıghts Can
an hıch brings hım emporal an! eternal help LO smooth the path for the comprehensıon
death‘’ (p 150) 'The definıtion of SIN as prıivatıo of the Gospel.
bonı 15 Jassıcal and find Ssupport from theo- Warum das Kreuz? 1S Dpro0of the potentı
loglans rodig10us ugustine, T’homas of fruıtfulness of co-operatıon 1n theological
Aquınas 1n the eIoOorme: tradıtion, for CXall- research, 1C 15 LOO en practised by 1S0-
ple, Charles odge T’he doectrine of ereation ate! indıyıduals It 15 LO be ope that it will
0es not leave LOOIN 1n itself for anYy ESSEIICE of nOoLt only stimulate Evangelıcal preachıng an!|
SIN ven if sympathıse wıth the overall inten- thinking S, vVe. central ubject, but also
tıon of Hılle’s discussion of SIN (refusıng the g1ve example for er collective work
optımıstıc negatıon of ı1ts objectivıty), thıs mportant 1ssues of theologıical debate

tO LO be ONMNe INOTeEe po1ın where system-
Lydıa Jaegertic theological thinkıng explatiıon must be
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Ediıtor: Bruce Wınter
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(All tıtles paperback, 2929 145mm)
Attributes and Atonement

The Holy Love of (z0d ın the Theology ÖT, Forsyth
Leslie McCurdy

Attrıbutes and Atonement 15 intrıguing full-length study of Forsyth’s doctrine of the ıt relates
partıcularly LO od’s holy love. It includes unparalleled bıblıography of both prımary and secondary materı1al

relating LO Worsyth.
O-  -6/ J23DPD £24.99

Your Father the Devil?
New Approach LO ohn and “T’he Jews

Stephen Motyer
Who ‘the Jews’ ıIn John’s Gospel? Defending ‚John agaınst the charge of antısemıt1ısm, Motyer argues that, far

TOM demoniısıng the Jews, the Gospel eeks LO present Jesus ‘Good News for Jews ın late first. century
setting.

-  -8)/274pp
‘Heill’ Hard ook at Hard Question

T’he Fate of the Unrighteous ın New Testament Thought
Daviıd Powys

'hıs comprehensıve treatment seeks LO unlock the orıgınal meanıng of terms and phrases long thought LO
Support the tradıtional doctrine ofell It concludes that there 15 alternatıive OIl!|  D which 1s5 INOTe bıblıcal, and

which posıtıvely revive the rationale for Christian m1lss1on.
O-  E  AJDD f£29 99

Kvangelical Experiences
Study ın the Spirituality of English Evangelicalism

lan M Randall
hıs book makes detaijled hıstorical examınatıon of evangelical spirıtuality between the First Second World
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