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differences ın the evaluatıon ofSOUTFCECS, such tiıonen konzıpıert. Allenfalls lässt sıch ver-
the Gospel of T’homas, and Mark, an mnuten, ass FTA sowochl dıe Handbücher als

highlights the erıterıon of dissımı1larıty an uch den G(alaterbrief m1t Formen mündlı-
the double erıterıon of simı1larıty an d1s- cher Darbıietung ıUn Verbindung sefzen kann,
sımılarıty" propose Dy rıght. He Iso ber das bedeutet och lange nıcht, ass der
poınts LO a ma)Jor methodologıical dıfference G(ralaterbrief nach den Kriıterıen der Hand-
by noting that, whereas SOIMNE scholars LrYy LO bücher geschrıeben worden seıl Vielmehr
nclude maxımum aMOoOuUntT of historical stellt sıch heraus, dass ELE dem Blickwinkel
data Wright, Sanders), others Aase their hlassıscher griechıisch-römischer Rhetorik
portraıts ON Inımum of data that SEEIN dıe pnaulınıschen Brıefe eher durch rob-
mMOST relıable (Crossan, ‚Jesus Semiıinar).
Powell Iso directs OUTr attentıon LO the

schlächtıigkeıt auffallen und auch seıtens der
Kırchenväter entsprechend eingestuft WUT-

ate 1ISSue of whether ON  D should SLATr ıth den Konsequenterweise dürfe hei der EL
pıecemeal approac LO the data, first Judg- terpretatıon dieser Briıefe NLC darum

Ing the rellabılity ofeach Sayıng Or event. an gehen, rhetorische Klassıfizıerungen NZU-
then constructing d ypothesıs method wenden, sondern der theologıischen Aussage

ıhr volles G(Gewicht zukom men lassen.employed by scholars diverse AS Meiıier
an the ‚Jesus Seminar), 0J8 whether OIl Kerns These überzeugt zumındest ın ıhren
hould begın ıth AAan overall hypothesıs an Grundzügen. Man hönnte ber nachfragen,
then ınterpret the data In the 1g of 1t ob sSeıne Krıitik der Anwendung rhetorı-
anders, rıght). Although the 1SSU@eS 1nN- scher Kategorıen auf den Galaterbrief NC
volved In these alternatıves AT I1NOTeE COM- eLWAaS überzeichnet hat
plex (ef. C the epıstemologıcal problems
mentioned by right ın The New Testament RESUME
an the People of (i0d ), LO focus the problem L’auteur consıdere /a these de etz Kenne-
ın thıs WAaY nevertheless helps the 110O11-

specılalıst LO geLl iıdea of SOINeEe of the maJor dy qul voıent [  E  epitre LU.  52 (ialates COMME
chef d’oxuvure rhetorique. MmONnEFre QU Edıfferences between the thırd questers. [’epitre correspond pas GUE on frouve

ın all Powell  S book 15 helpful gulde Aans les anuels de rhetorıique de 'antıqui-for interested ın recent develop- te Ceux-cC1 presupposent generalement des
mMents ın the T ques for the hıstorical SCCeNes de DrOoCces qul SONT DUS CONCUES DOUFr‚Jesus. etre fransposees d’autres sıtuations. On

peut bhıen S12 GUE les anuels de
Raıner Behrens rhetorıique aLınsı UE [’epitrepeuvent etre MLS

heltenham, England relatıon vVvec des formes orales, MALS ı1
ensullt nullement GUE 'epitre ete ecrıte

B
Suıvanlt les regles des manuels. Au contraıre,

EuroJTh 2000) 206—-208 Al est claır QGUE les epitres paulınıennes fran=
chentDr leur style DEU raffiıne Dec Ia rheto-

Rhetoric and Galatıans: Assessing rıque greco-romaıne classıque el
rattachent d avantage mU  &2 (PUUFres des DEApproach IO aul Epiıstle

Philiıp Kern mMmLers pneres de L’Eglise Par ConNseqQuent, i
Society for New Testament Studies est DAasS approprıe de faıre appel U  2 cCatego-
onograp Series 10 ambrıdge: rLies CLASSLQUES DOUFr [ interpretation de Ces

Lettres, MALS 11 est preferable de leur accorderCambridge University Press, 1998, X1IV leur DFrOpre valeur theologique. IBr these de304 ISBN 0-521-:6311 7-3 Kern est Convaıncante, LOUT du MOLNS ans
SAMMENFA  NG perspectıve generale, MALS erıtıque de [’ap-

plıcatıon des erıteres rhetoriques est peul-Phılıp Kern geht darum, dıe durch Betz etre PXCEeSSLVE.
und Kennedy SLIAFrR verbreıtete Finstufung Rhetoric an (1alatıans seeks LO challenge the
des Galaterbriefes als rhetorisches unst- kınds of assumptions about Paul’s use of
werk hınterfragen. LEr Eut 1es Uor allem rhetoric In (jalatians which Were introduced
dadurch, Aass zeıgl, AassSs dıe rhetorischen ınto Pauline scholarship and accepte byHandbücher der Antıke nıcht auf den ala- many) DYy cholars such Betz, Kennedy and
terbrief anwendbar Siınd. Sıe setizen Lın aller others T'hıs book 15 the result of Sheffhield
ege. gerıichtliche Szenen DOTAaLUS und sınd PhD ınvestigatıon under the superv1ısıon of
nıcht für eiıne Übertragung aufandere Sıtua- Alexander. In ıts siıngle-miındedness 1T 1s5
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typiıcal PhD-type’ monograph, but ın other Kern 1S NOL totally OppOosed LO SOINE of the
WaYs 1t 1S noOot For instance, IT 15 not Custom - proposals of the cholars already Cı1te but he

In PhD dissertations LO make attackıng argues that theıir conclusion that Paul applıed
scholarly approaches one’s maın objective. If Greco-Roman rhetorical convent.]ons holds
ONe does, ıt 15 imperatıve that ONe has watlter only LO level LWO, nOoL. LO levels TEee
strong argument indeed. Does Kern ave EVENN four. 1’0 that extent the work of such
one? how 0O0eSs he develop his line of rea- scholars 15 flawed Dy Category mıstake ıf
sonıng”? ar 35 the coneclusıon: ONe wants LO continue LO Aarsue along the Iınes
Kern’s maJor contention 15 that, contrary LO of Betz Kennedy, ONe ought LO be keenly
the assumptions of Betz an others, Paul’s of the limiıtations of classıfyıng
UsSse of strucLure and language ıIn (zalatıans (zalatıans under of rhetorical specı1es.
O0es NOl conform LO hat NOW of (jreco- It 11 nOot do LO (jalatıans deliberative
kRKoman rhetoric. Previous attempts LO claım (Kennedy) epideıictıic Not often claımed for
the opposıte ıgnore SOTINE aırly basıc catego- (Galatians) forensiCc (Betz) rhetoric. EseEe
rı1es for studyıing rhetoric. We eed LO distin- the categorıes of the handbooks NOLT of
guısh between different levels spheres of (;alatians. It 1S not. enough LO chıft ONe’s pref-
rhetoric. 10 sShow simılarıty between OCU- ET EINICE (Aas INan Y scholars ave done) from
ments ONeEe level O0es not INnecan that Can eELZ onstrual of rhetoric In (;alatıans LO
confidently postulate COI'I'GSpOHdQI]CE that of Kennedy T’he Ve. uUuSe of the hetor1-
er level T'his 15 where thıngs went ca|l andbooks for interpreting (zalatıans an
ın the past So hat AT EsSEe levels INOTre specıfically the uUusSe of funectional catego-
spheres which Kern suggests? r1es for determining rhetorical specı1€es eed LO
Irs the eve of unıversal strategıc be challenged. hıs challenge galns urther

CcommMmuUnıCcatıon; secondly OFalOrY: thırdly weılght when ıt. 15 consıdered that the classı-
Greco-Roman rhetoric an fourthly hand- cally traıned Church Fathers el] the
booR rhetoric. The 1rs eve 1S oOu DeET- most signıfıcant post-patrıstic rhetoriclans
sSuasıon, the second about the mode of Sa  < reason LO regar! (jalatıans either
persuasıon SuUuC Oratory), the thırd
about the cultural envıronment of verbal

Oratory the product of sıgnıfıcant rhe-
torical skıll Ifanythıng, find ıIn eır wriıt-

discourse an the fourth oOu the partıc- Ings ou the epıstles certaın
lar VeNues of communıcatıon. T’he 1mMpor- barrassment DYy Paul’s erudeness of style
ance of distinguishing between these Paul/l clearly did not employ anguage O_
levels 1S5 clear when ONM observes, for 1N- prılate LO OratorYy.
stance, that Hellenistic an  00 rhetoric It 1S5 normally dangerous LO take maJor
tended LO orıgınate almost entirely from scholarly approaches part of PhI) disser-
forensıc se  ıngs such ASs COurtroom tatıon but Kern W As Justified In makıng hıs
SCENES In er words, the applıcabılity of Case Hıs treatment of other scholars trıkes
such rhetoriec W as SEENMN LO be restriıcted 1ın faır. 'There 1S, for instance, plenty of ad-
erms of venue almost from the S5T hıs mıratıon for the WaY In whiıich Kennedy eLZ
sımple fact has LOO often een gnored 1N perhaps hlıttle less So) has advanced OUr UunNn-
tudies of the rhetoric of (;alatıans. Such derstandıng of the significance of handbook
mıstakes ave occasıonally led LO attempts rhetorie for studying the bıblical lıterature
LO fıt Paul ınto the kınd of rhetorical As far et7 1S concerned, INanYy ave S115-
straıghtjacket thaft WAas envısaged pected for S(TINE time that hıs Lreatment of
Dy the handbooks In the 1rs place It 1S (jalatıans 15 somewhat of the rocrustean
not that Pprevı0us scholars ave faıled LO riety Kern has provıded the evidence LO back
SC E the Courtroom mılıeu from whiıich the such SUSPICLIONS. One might take 1ISsSSsue
handbooks orıgınated, rather, they ıth the full-blooded WAaVYV INn which Kern d1S-
ployed dıfferent strategıes LO avo1d the ob- mM1SsSes the relevance of classıcal handbook
V10US conclusion that alatıans 1S not rhetoric (Or even al| ancıent. rhetorical COIMN-
based h_andbook rhetoric. eiz SLrat- ventions?) for interpreting (;alatıans. T’here
QV for instance, Wa LO interpre 15 al least for tryıng out interpretatiıve(Jalatı]ıans by lınking ıt LO fictıt10us COUTE- SCENAFT10S such AS, for instance, the fictitious
P’OOIN setting. Kennedy, the er hand, courtroom setting suggested Dy etz Not q ||

that 1t es lıttle effort LO buıld sSuch endeavours designed LO obfuscate
brıdge between the rhetoric of the hand- the 1SSuUe of rhetorical specıles. One gets the
00 and that of Galatians, EeVen though iımpression that Kern chuts the 0O00T anYythe se  1ngs Are quıte different. such venture. on thınk that 15 NECESSaT'Yy.
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More importantly though, the erıt1ic1sms d1- Despite ıts J  e thıs book 1S INOTe histor1-
rected by Kern al the scholars cıted and of ca|l FreVvV1eW of the ideologıcal background LO
COUTSE others wh ave attempted LO appIVY the American constitution than discussıon
handbook rhetoric LO atıans largely of Justice. er introductory chapter
ell taken an extremely relevant. Rhetorıc the relatıonshıp of law an relig10n, Chapter
an (ialatıans re. 15 important contr1ı- discusses the not.ions of Justice In 1STLOLIE

an Aquınas They Sa Justice the mostbution LO OUr understandıng of the relatıon-
sh1ıp Gif ere 15 one) between Greco-Roman ımportan of the vırtues, an held that the
rhetorıic and Paul’s etters implementatıon of ustıce required both

Oorsten orıtz VIrtuOUS and charıtable Juadge
Chapter sSummarıses the bıblical 1eW ofCheltenham, KEngland cCovenant It 15 ase od’s OTaACE and SOV-

ereignty. It creates ComMmMuUnIıIty, ıIn which
EuroJTh 2000) 9: 208 s obedience LO 111 expressed In the law

1$ paramount. In thıs framework Jjustice 1S
ustıice and Chrıstian Ethics both relational, 1t. etermınes behavıour be-

Clinton Gardner Ltween OM Covenant member and another,
and Iso eschatologıical, for only inter-ambrıdge: ambrıdge Uniıiversıty Press, ventıon 111 rıng complete ustıce1995, X1IV 179 aD Biıblical not]ions of Covenan WeTITe funda-

ISBN 0-521-49639-X mental LO the Purıtan approac LO socıety
ar ustice apter 4), and they WTr obvı-

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG ously entral LO the 1rs Ameriıican colonısts
Wıe enm ıle nıcht unbedingt entneh- who establıshed the Purıtan StTAates of New

Kngland T’he 1ıdeas of EsSEC colonısts WeTreMETL, handelt das Buch mehr ıdeologi- perpetuated an moderate ın secular d1-schen Hintergrund der amerıiıkanıschen
Verfassung als DO Gerechtigkeıit. Es nthalt

wrıters such ‚.John 0C
rection result of the Enlightenment and

Kapıtel ber (jesetz und elıg1i0Nn, dıe Vor-
stellung DO  Ba Gerechtigkeit heı Arıstoteles OWever INn apters an (Jardner 1N-
Nı Thomas VON Aquıin, das biblische Kon- Sısts that neıther OC NOr the Amerıcan
zept des Bundes, dıe Kategorıe des Bundes ın constitution WEeI’e Aas secular ASs 1S en SUP-

pose HKor instance, the separatıon ofpurıtanıschen Ideen Gesellschaft un ( 76-
church an SLALE EB the edera| constitutionrechtigkeit, die Wichtigkeit relıgıiöser

FEınflüsse auf Locke und dıe amerıkanısche not because of Oopposıtıon LO the estLaAaDb-
Verfassung, SOWLE e1n Plädoyer, den Bun- 1ShAmen of relig10n, but because dıfferent
desgedanken Lın heutigen Kontexten frucht- churches WeTe establıshed IN dıfferent states
bar machen. Das uch ıst nıcht that made the Uun1ıo0n.

In the final chapter (1ardner thatausführlıch enußg, das wıichtıige Thema
biıbhlical notions of Covenant Are ST1 of usebefriedigend darzustellen.
oday T’hey enabhle LO SPE each member of

RESUME soclety made 1ın 0d’s ımage and ere-
fore entitled LO Justıce, yeLt al the SaIine tıme

OF OUUFrage traıte d’avantage de l’arrıere- q ]] are knıt together In communıty bound byplan ıdeologıque de Ia constıtution AMerıiCcal- promıses and oblıgations ell the law
GUE de la Justiıce. I1 aborde les Hhemes de Ia hıs book ackles interesting a! 1M-

lo1 el de la relıgıi0n, la comprehension de Ia portant OPIC, but 15 ultımately disappomting.ustıce chez Arıstote el T’homas d Aquıin, Ia It 15 not detaıijled enough eıther ın tracıng the
notıon 510lıque d’alliance, Ia categorıe evolutıon of the Amerıcan constitution In

'allıance ans la conceptıion pnpurıtaıne de Ia ıts applıcatıon of Covenan princıples of JUS-SOCLEtLe el de [a Justice, ımportance des ınflu- t1ce LO modern oclety LO be satısfyıng.religieuses SUF: ia pensee de Locke SW Fınally, ın discussıng bıblical Covenants
Ia eonstıtutzon amerıcaıne. plaıde auUussLı (jardner seemed UuNawWware of modern
DOUF QUE l’on applıque Ia notıon d’alliance
ans les Contexftfes modernes. L’ouvrage proaches that would ead hıs synthesıis LO be

questioned.
OS paraıt DUaS suffisamment detaille DOUF
aborder Ces dıfferents Fthemes de anıere (13ördon enham
satısfaisante. Cheltenham, England
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