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otf all hought eing caught ın history, such that he SUMMARY
viewed Kırchengeschichte als “Mıschmasch VOIN Irtum This rTeVIEW iJl attempt gıve Ome lavour of what
und Gewalt? but history ıtself 15 NOT DCI all has hbeen achıeve: far In print DV the first three vol-
but 15 full of the demonic, chaotic and unpredictable, UumMes of the Scripture and Hermeneutic series, under
from which poetic myths ATC inspired and the heavens the genera!l oversight of ralg Bartholemew of the
led Importantly, Aas Dämonische DeErtrıtt nıcht das University of Giloucestershire and olin (reene of the
Göttliche ım patheistischen Naturkonzept, sondern ihble Society There IS oUu  Ing the spiritual CNETSY,ZELAE die Ambivalenz und Wıdersprüchlichkeit des GÖt- intellectua|l engagement and Christian convıction al the
tlıchen..? (S Agaınst Blumenberg and uschg, IT CTE of his roject.15 NOT Goethean pantheıism here in which God 15 700d USAMMENFASSUNGand eviıl spirıt, order anı disorder, earthquake/wind
fire and *still, mall VOICE . but that God 15 ultimately DITZIS Rezension versucht eınen Geschmack Vo dem

vermitteln, Was bisher In den ersten dre!l Bändenunpredictable: “‘Neomo(Ssıc) on eum NSI Deus
iıpse’(1bıd.) der Reihe Scripture and Hermeneutics geleistet wurde,

One 1Ing nat 15 ANNOYINS about thıs book 15 die unfter der allgemeinen Verantwortung VOoO ralg
Its ack of index. wanted SG whether he Was Bartholomew VoO  . der University of Giloucestershire

of Nıcholas Bovyle’s work nd hıs V1EW of the un vVon olin (‚reene Vo der Bible Society steht Die
“Le1ibnizian’ ‚oethe Eventually ftound that he 15 NOT geistliche Cnergie, die intellektuelle Auseinandersetzung
AWATIC otf . NOT of much of non-German scholarshıp. SOWIE die christliche UÜberzeugung Im Herzen des

Projekts sind unbezweiftelbar.Goethe’s nonconfessional theology Was MOTC than
Just philosophy of Nature One might WAant call RESUME
1t fundamental heology, 1ın the that *seine ette recension de donner une idee de Iaeologie 1St se1ın Werk als Ganzes’ wıth the princıiples contribution apportee Har les troIs premiers volumes deof the Farbenlehre vorked OUuUT in Faust An Wılhelm
Meaıster. Ia serie Scripture and Hermeneutics, dirigee Dar ralg

Bartholomew, de ’universite de Gloucerstershire,
Marhk Ellıott, ei Har olin Greene, de la Societe iblique. COn
.Andrews peut douter de l’energie spirituelle, de I’implication

intellectuelle elt de Ia convıction chretienne quI sont
’ceuvre dans projet.

Scripture and Hermenenutics Ser1es,
Volumes -3 TIhe title of the first volume, Renewing 20L1CA: Interpre-

Ftatıon 15 fairly self-explanatory.
Volume Renewing Bıblical Interpretation In tryıng reintroduce typOoL1OgY critically valıd,

Edited by Craig Bartholomew, olin Greene eıl Macdona| Intrıguing pomnt 15 that CVCNTS ATC

and Möller bıgger than author’s intentions. Ihe truth of enesI1is
ZOCS further than 1tSs meanıng. He takes the example otf

Publishe Dy Paternoster Press and Zondervan; ISBN SUOMNCOMNC referring Jones the ONC who 15 sweeping
0-85364-034-  I, leaves when It 15 ın fact miıith ıt 1s NOT vC big M1S-

take make when they O0k much the Sa1illıc SINg
Barth’s insıstence that the Son of God assumed human-Volume After Pentecost: Aanguage and

Bıblıcal Interpretation LtV (not indıvidual hypostasısed man), ‘“Adam)’
understood C091 humanıty who SCS redennedite: by Craig Bartholomew, Ollın Greene 1IiSs ut CAdll WC actually claım that whart the Hebrew

and Öller prophets SAaW W dS ‘“Adam)’? (In Macdona rejection
Published DV Paternoster Press and Zondervan; ISBN of keno0s1s, fear TIhomasıus’ V1ECW of the Incarnatıon 15

somewhat misrepresented. ) carly Irenaeus 1T WasS1-84227/-066-4, clear that thıs ACT of redefinition W 4AS NOT an “thou-
sands of VCULS later but of something atent eN1N: theVolume 0V Prıesthood? The Use of the external GOT7 form. But what about other examplesBıble Ethically an Polıtically. Dialogue wıth of 1DI1Ca| Ology, where IT 15 harder thınk of the

Olıver O”’Donovan Hebrew fgure “really” Chriıst (Or SOMIC other
New JTestament referent)? Is ıt OLT better SEL IT AIldite: by Craig Bartholomew, Jonathan

Chaplin, ert Song, and olters example of see1ng darklv, ın the CAsc of SaV, S ent-
babbel> Mary Hesse’s 15 disappointing and

Pu  1ıshe DY Paternoster Press and Zondervan; ISBN SCCH1S CON1C down [WO pomnts: the taken
1-54227/-067/-2, NCaLt 15 sometimes plain WIONS aın UNIVOCILY Can be A
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bıt liımiting Barth’s Christology sounds unorthodox what typology 15 all about? Se1tz 15 fond of quoting the
[O her and she thinks that Aall ASSU mpt NS homo Chistology Sayıng, of Jesus: 1r thev do NOT elieve Moses and the
would be orthodox! It SCCINS cshame have prophets...’ However thıs needs careful exeges1is! My
€ess nan theologically informed respondent here. question: Why WaSs there thıs paper?

tephen ng} eCqis elpfully wıith the question of Another attempt AT showıing the deficıencies of hıs-
the bible’s imperfection by arguing that the 1DI1Ca. FOXT torical-critical method 15 gıven DV Olın Greene; which
15 the NCCECSSALV mediation, A pozema for the Word 15 MMOTC than lıttle diffuse, and reads hough Dy
spea in and through. ‘straightforwar 10g0s 15 refracted SOMNCONC wh: 15 vVeLY Lessing and Pannenberg,
DV Ocatıon ın poLlema wıth all LESs complexities an rather than AL ACOINE wıth theır ng anı

ambıguities In A cCharacter work of lıterature. Whart NOT convinced that Eta Linneman had the best of the
Aargumcnt wıth Raıiner Rıesner and others.makes Scripture dıfferent 1S, of course, LItSs Here

apologetic STFaALC SV of NOT presupposing the bıble’s In his„John Rıches SUSSCSTS that engagıng
STAaLus 15 used. wıth historical criticısm might ead Mafure

form of faıth and that history of interpretation should“Performance preaching have the unıntended
CONSCYUCNCC of famıliarısıng oneself wıth the Word be engaged ın for the Sınnpotential of It 15 onlyv

oug. scholarship that the 15 set free (Say of theA er rather wıth the usual an expected effect CWIS. background yhıch A1VES righteousness’ theof preaching. It IMaYy be wıiser keep distance Dy
careful historical (and theological? ) SENSIUVILY 10W NUa of “‘power’) Ihe task of 1Di1Ca: scholarshıp 15
different from UuSs the Scriptures dIC F S na a the thus *o 1SSISt ın the discernment of legıtimate diversity”,

presumabily of which SIinne AIC 1n fact “‘possible’. AgalnstA creation VINC ıN: uman) 15 int Aat d degree
of divine inspıration in other works of literature also, thıs hopelessly nalve historicıst optimısm, ONC opes for
wıthout 1n ALLYV WdYV underminıng the Bıble’s UN1QUE- the ICSPONSC maybe that 15 EONMNIE iın

future volumes.
EIOSS IO consıder It A lıterature which will ICDaAV 11 TIhe iımportance and value of speech-act CcOrY 15the kınd of self-opening attention other gra the maın theme of the second volume. One studıes theworks 15 NOL elıttle LE but OPDCI 1t readers 1n the lıght of lınguistic and lıterary 1Irn: Ihebeyond the ranks of those who already elieve TIhe tle After Pentecost denotes something of Christiantransıtıon from terarvy ENCOUNTLEr worship wıll be

natural OC which CANNOT be mposed from outside) the but insufhcient analysıs of

(Wright, 264) Steiner’s er Bartholome w helpfully SIVES the
example of aCcCo Milgrom’s refusal COUr  NancC: the

Also posıtıve 15 Irevor Hart’s CSSaV Imagınatıon. US«Cc of anythıng like metaphor ın legal of the
Kant’s aesthetic 15 viewed mediating FrCason and Thıs approac SCCI11S5 helpful because It brings UılS the
the SCIL15CS Ihe self becomes LNOIC rounded hrough Nıtty-gritty of the TEXTS and theır CXESESIS A} ell at-
eNCOUNTEr Schleiermacher Was AW: of the need ters such the CONCCDEL of revelation and the of
strike A balance between the grammatıcal of the Batholomew 15 tryıng Warn USs danger
TEXT what 1T MmMeaAanNT 1n 1ts public CONTEXT (the canonıcal of idolatry of the signıfier, IC he hınks that CANON1-
sense?) nd 1ts techniıcal SCNSC, what IT might Sd V cal approac help deliver from But also, wıth
reader here nd 1O ut Wolterstorff wrıtes ın hıs John ank, he 15 of the need SC the need
9 gzo0od CXC need ask what 15 the Ho for StOP the chaıin of SEML10SI1S, An infinite PCHICSS of
cutionary force of ANV locution, which does NOT 11CAN meanıng: orıginal metaphor implıes either A primal pCI-“what dıd the author 111Call say?” but rather “what dıd sonıfication of metaphor (°pDpaganısm” OL else primalthe ECXT perform?” 11S of 17U requiıres the reader ICSPONSC Nature personal address (*monothe-

bring Rerse Into the interpretation, but of 1IrSC ism ) (The Word Made Strange, 106, quoted 162)
understandıng the hıistorical ‘other’ (throug hıs ıfe Yet, ın I11LYy opınıon thıs I11Cans LOO much A attention
and times, iıdeologies and Sitz ım cben) INAaYy take UuS God orıgın and NOT enough the NCWNCSS of God
Dart of the WAdY. 1n all thıs 15 the MOST successful of ın creation An in eschatology. As Rıcoeur ArgUuCS ( Kbe
the “conversat1ions). MHIE ofetaphor, 295{ff) the traffic 15 NOT all WaV

Chriıs Seitz; 1n an CSSAV that 15 less about- interpreta- metaphor does NOT Just take us UD God but 15 about
tıon and T1NOIC about the AHIFe of Scripture An the God allowing SCC the 1Ings of thiıs WOr ıIn hım
tragedy of Anglican 1DUI1Ca. interpretation, SCCMS ın Gef. Jüngel’s IrGaAtimMENT f the arables). cultural 1SSUE
favour of pre-critical CXCSESIS and largely 1ın sympathvy 15 the difference between glo-American “analytıcal”
wıth the posıtion of Brevard Chiılds Yet what 1$ actually approaches and Continental. Language 1S NOT subservI1-
OSsSt the of Christian taıth Dy egardiıng Danıel SOMNNC extra-linguistic Reason ıf the verbum

elonging the Hasmonean per10d? Where ın the INAaYy be subordinate the VE the COVCNANT between
gospels does Jesus athırım that IT W as wriıitten ın pre-exilic word and world noted by Steiner SCC 155f wh
times”? Was Pusev really jJustifie in 11Ss ecarguard actıon also remınds uSs of ack of reverence ıny °“bible
agalnst the German critical ‘epidemic’”? What 15 WIONS lıterature’” approaches). Too much deconstruction CT
in progressive understandıng of Revelation? Is that NC ead A “Ginostic’ separatıon of sense nd meanıng.
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JTony Thiselton hıinks that WC NUSTt ıblıcal models, indispensable COgnIıtLve instruments for Sayıng
A ILMOVC beyond explanation understandıng and see1ıng things that perhaps could NOLT be
and beyond significance applıcation. And ın nıcely saıd ın other WaYys’ A gener1c ıllocution “thrust”?).
crafted paragrap. whıich undeservedly draws eriticısm Ihus the CanOon A whole 15 where ıllocutionary
trom hıs respondent (  1am nausen for O1INg Just AT 15 be ocated ‘On IMYV VIEW, Barth 15 partlvy rıght
that, Thıselton füuses and Tillich En God 15 ‚NOIC and partly He 15 WIONS if he CO denv hat
nat existent object wıthıin the WOT. such poetic God performs ıllocutionary ACIS in Scripture. He 15 right
creatıve hymnic forms oly, OILV, OLV 15 the Lord ıf one Incorporates the reader’s reception of the INCSSAHC
f hosts, the earth 15 full of N1Ss glory (Is transcends Into One’s definition of ‘communicative act TIhe Spirıt
representational, referential, single meanıng. In Tillıc 15 the CNCISV hat nables the Word complete 1ts
US«C of the M, entfer the realm of double-edged M1ss1ON) (58) There SCCMIS be an avoıdance of the
symbol, which OPCNS up both realıty and self- freedom of the recıpiıent and the whole question of
hood’ ( Thiselton, 110) Proviıdence general and specılal.

But before thıs Vanhoozer has spelled OutTt how the For Vanhoozer, 1t 15 NOT “perlocutionary”
cCOomMMUNICATtIVE ACT mediates between the word and the of the bıble’s discourse creating another WOT.
deed, though AIn NOT SUTC iIt 15 go0od scholarship Stan Grenz hınks “Moreover, It 15 the eculıar role of

harness Goethe DY Sayıng °“Goethe (070) OUur ng narratıves dısplay WOT'| Thıs 15 ıllocutionary, NOT
about specch A ın theology Irınıtarıan theologvy, perlocutionary ACT TIhe Spirıt does ındeed perform
be exact.’ “Ihe question that need be 4S 15 whether perlocutionary ACTS; disagreement here. Yet the
the incarnatıon Oone exhausts the dıyvıne specech, Spirıt does only ON the basıs of the CONETEIE extual
whether Scripture ıtself maybe legitimately consıdered iıllocutions (the content) of Scripture. Ihe Spirıt’s
divine specech ACT of sOrts’ (5)) We MOVC the CONCCDEL creating WOT. then, 15 NOT A NCW llocutionary aCT,
of covenantC 15 nowhere sufhiciently unpacke for but rather the perlocutionary ACT of enablıng readers
this reviewer’s ng “Language has “design plan appropriate the ıllocutionary ACTS already inscriıbed 1ın the
that 15 iınherently covenantal’ (10) and “ILhe paradıgm ıblıcal BEXES especlally the narratıve ACt of “displaying
tfor Christian VICW of communiıcatiıon 15 the triune .od world’ (42) perlocutionary spirıtual formatıon
1ın COmMMUnNICAtIVE action). if WE elıeve ın actions wıthout necessarıly understandıng It 15 be voıded So
WC have ehıeve ın authorial intentlions. Specech DE that °the paırı speaks In and through Scripture precisely
have other agendas than transmıttiıng information, that DYy rendering 1tfs ıllocutions AT the sentential, gener1c
ONC does something ocution) achıeves something anı CANONIC levels perlocutionarıily efhcacious’: ın other
(effect perlocution). Promisıng 15 the paradıgmatic words, analogouslv wıth the mode of Oor1g1n of Son and
specch ACE of ıllocutionary SOTrT UL surely there Spirıt, 1T 15 ASC of ıllocutioque but NOT of perlocutioque.
needs he OMEDODNN promısed LO, that <uch ıllocutıons BV far the CSSaV In the collection far
AVE also perlocutions Wırkung. Thiselton had earlıer In hıs introduction Bartholomew strongly hinted
pointed OUuUL that there 15 network of relationalıty, that the Wolterstorff-Hesse interaction Was the

heartbeat of the book Wolterstorff reminds UuSs of thewhich covenantal|l promıises Cap 1n “Whereas TIhiselton
DaVS specıal attention covenantal promisıng, tend hermeneutical tradıtıon of philosophy and Its insıtence

RE COMMUNILCATIVE actıon 1n covenantal terms’ that WC HI all OW1INg ourselves ahead of ourselves
(Vanhoozer, 18) TIhe 1D11Ca! author has SOTILIC normatıve (Z7% although OUTr antıcıpations ATC pre-judgments
STANCE towards hıs words 1C affect theır meanıng but AIC shaped by tradıtion. “Che interpreting self 15 Wavs
a1so stand be ignored, refuted, mısunderstood. We antıcıpatiıng self whose antıcıpations Ar formed by
Ca  — chare Habermasıan confidence iın theathat tradıtion.? There 15 an ONtOology r idealı
A certaın CXTCNt NNCAan what WC SV Communicatıve W| anguage CXPICSSCS. Derrida hates be hoist be
actıon 1CcCAans askıng tor the salt be passed rather than hıs OWN petard when people would O1VE “performance
strategıcaliy reaching OUuUTt for 1It So that cCOoMMMUNICATtIVE interpretations’ of hıs TEXT. ut authorial-discourse
aıcton depends understanding he then (ın interpretation(what thev actually saıd) 15 the 10OTI
tryıng unıte Habermas wıth Austin wıth help from of OUrTr everydav discourse, NOT authorial-intention
Alston, Illocutionary Äcts an Sentence Meanıngq), “CThe interpretation at thev intended Say), however:
real question whether perlocutionary ACTS I0& essentially thıs 15 nıddle WdYV d indeed speaks through and
strategı1c rather than communıcatıve (28) Perlocutions hıs deputies spea. and what unıtes Scripture 1s that
should OL happen and CaNnnOT really be iıtself wıithout 1t 15 book *the fact that the human authors of
ıllocution. ME lıesdanger In hınkıng about Scripture A  CS Varıo0us AIisSe beliefs does NOLT PFreCVCNLT
cCcommunıcatıon, nd interpretation, 1ın terms of effects God from nonetheless infallıbly speaking DYy WdY of what
produce ON cCOomMmMUNICANTtS.’ It 15 thıs wyhıich Thıiselton thev sSay (89) Enlightenment hermeneutics W as about
has touched In hıs VICW of Paul eschewing rhetoric throwiıng off dogmatiıc rule of faıth supremelvyfor log1ic COUTSC “sOme ıllocutionary ACTS y be ın Dıilthev myth One C!  a C avoı1d prejudice Aat
4Assoclated wıth LTEXTS rather than sentences’ SINCE forms eve] ONC (academy) but NOT AL CvVe L[WO (church). But,
of literature (genres) “*tunction iıke metaphors-they ATC Hesse pOolNts OUuUtTt ın the9where metaphor 15
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Dart of the ıteral (stage Oone) understanding of the IEeXT read ın the CONTEXT of the narratıve SETHCEUTE of Scripture
15 that OT already spilling OVCI 1Into theology. ther whole 5/) In the FCSPONSC ın the ‚pecıial Studies In

than MOVINg from STAgC It might be better Chrıstian Ethics volume CO’Donovan had made IT clear
spea of dialectic between the [WO ın OUr arrıviıng AT that thought CAaNnNOT Iıve sola Narratıone. Narratıve

the final(or provisionally final) ACCOUNT of the meanıng hought C  — authorise, but CANNOT supplv, deliberative
of 1DI1Ca. TEXtT. (Hesse in ner mentions an discourse)? SpOnse, 94) and shows NOIC affection for
interesting-looking PapcCcI bDy ergus Kerr g1ven AT the the historico-critical method and 1ts desire SCL CO
consultation but NOT published erIe what WAaSs the AaNnımus of the wrıiting of FEXTS distinct

Iwo other chapters AL especlally worthv of attention from the strictly canonıcal approac advocated Dy Walter
ıIn thıs StIroNg SCT of CSSAVS. Fiırst, Stephen Wright’s Moberly in the spırıt of Brevard Childs ()’Donovan
interaction wıth Stephen Prickett who has observed that thus responds: “We chall NOT understand Deuteronomy
1ın the C220 miracle n1as been turned nto parable an wıthout understandıng why LIt 15 all DUut ın Moses’
parable Into unıversal truths TIhe Romantics NMCATCL mouth.’ 65) It W1 be impossible be absolutely SUTIC

see1ng ın the “prophetic poetic’ NALure of bıblical of Just whart\ Z0o1INg nd thus what Was MCANT, but
discourse, metaphorıical quality ın language which WC C  - SC SONMNC ıdea. Ihe other 1Ssue wiıth Moberly 15
allows 1T speak of reality outsiıde Its OWIN SYSteEmM, that the latter thınks WC Can re-read the ıf we WEIC

Q1VE VvOolCce LICW disclosures, nd transcend historical NOT ng about Christ C()’Donovan admıts he 15 NOTLT
dıstance in order reı Into the hermeneutical cırcle of all that interested ın the Pentateuch SINCE the draws
the past 256 Or, He possibility of ‘disconfirmation’ the of gravity of the towards 1ts end eremiah
invıtes bolder suggestiOon: that be ready SCC in SCGCIHS the central hgure
the anguage that NOT only subverts conventional It 15 perhaps Mtting that ın thıs volume MOSLT of the
USaSC, but Iso a1mMSs at replacıng It. Second, for best MOMECNTS COMNIC when the orchestra and Its other
eıl MacDonald, meanıng NOT dislodge from solo1sts qulieten down an allow the planıst espond

iın thıs O’Donovan dates the antı-Christianthat of the STOFV A hıstorical referent during the
Enlightenment Hans Freı claımed IThe meanıng enlightenment tqr ate around the time of French
15 the stOrı1es themselves. What did change Was faıth and AÄAmerican revolutions and their state/church
seeking understanding MOVINg foundatıonalıst separatıon), an questions what Chriıs Rowland
epistemology where evidence has be presented under Dy “counter-cultural). Perhaps CO’Donovan 1As be
the influence of John Locke here MacDonald ollows re-read for hıs condensed style vield meanıng, but
Wolterstorff, such that °the belief that the 1DI1Ca| storlı1es cshow the Augustinian connection of IUS ıustıitia
reterred and described actual historical OCCUITENCECS and zustificatio and question ITom Wright hıs nNOMmMeEe
changed from eing A basıc belief being non-Dbasıc ground whether there really W dS much of
belief? IThe WOTF. of the Was NOLT lıke the Emperor cult ıIn Pauline times while teasıng the
PresCnNt WOT'! and be ue the former had be cholar for tryıng make CVCIV theme *narratıve)
ustified ON the atter’s terms oth of these A, STITONS SUOI1C of thıs cshows the ZCNIUS ın SeErVICE of the gospel AL
DADCIS, but neıither recelIves interrogatıon Ifs best TIThe best hıch draws the ongest
which 15 weakness of much of Vol ı} from ()’Donovan 15 that DYy Jonathan Chaplin whose

111 Many of OW!| much Olıver O’Donovan efaue famıliarıty wıth the former’s work 15
nd It SCCHS tting that ONC ole volume (Z Royal He p1InpolLNts O’Donovan’s preference for ecarly modern
Priesthood?) of thıs proJect hould be edıcate Christian political lıberalısm subsequently corrupted
an interaction wıth hıs work Cralg Bartholomew and “democratised’ Dy the later Enlightenment, NCO-
wıth that knack he has for summarısıng, Thomists nNCIude: and COUNTErS that God works
of O’Donovan’s understandıng of Resurrection and through INOIC instiıtutions than merely that of polıtical
Moral er °the creation order 15 real and holds for SOVEITNMECNLT and that when he does he 15 NOT
all, but 1n fallen WOT|! It CAaNnnOT be grasped outside always necessarıly udging ın strongly interventionist
of Christ)? (22): how God condescends somehow SCHSC Thıs CN ()’ Donovan describing the
include VEn violence (e.g described ın oshua) dıifference between ‘“Justice’ (pre-fall) nd ‘judgement’
wıthın 11S revelatıon and concludes: x take It that he (presupposing the fall ) and COomıng cynical about
WONL. be appY describe the overarchıing theme the worth of ‘separation of powers’ and the usefulness of
of the the ingdom of God?’ Bartholomew Levıtiıcus 25 What remaıns 15 AIl orıginal and refreshing
ZOCS ON insıst that IT 15 O’Donovan’s credit, ın evaluatıon of the toundatıons of estern politic:;
COr wıth Hauerwas that the whole of the © SV: STCMS. “CIhe ıdeas and of Christendom

included needs be instilled Into OWUr (political) hought through by monks and bıshops, counsellors and
theology, mentioning °hıs assertion of the need for An advisors. They propose al ıdeal for the behaviour of
archıtectonıc hermeneutic, ONC that does Justice SOVErNMECNL, AN: thev SAaVC tor Ir have
the shape of the edifice of Scripture A} whole Motits argued pace eıder) that endency coercion Was
such that of exodus OLr cshalom MUST NOT be arbitrarıly NOT “endennc, merely that IT Was OT ogically ımplıeabstracted from the ulldıng of scrıpture, but INUST be DYy the CONCCDL ofa Christian state (545) O’Donovan 1$
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Just the right polymat theologian draw OUT the best deepening their understanding of this TGa and there 15
from 11S sparrıng-partners. much wısdom and stimulus for hought result for

Thıs ser1€es xnl requıre the NEGXT four volumes those prepared make the effort engage!
the tourth 15 due ıIn November before It ( A Mark Elliott
be properly evaluated. ut whart 15 already valuable SE Ändrews, COELAN.
and excıting 15 the SCNSC of how, wıthout repeating
themselves, the partiıcıpants SCCI1 be MOVINg and

How 1s5 thiıs publication thinking 1bout the future?
By becoming part of the past.
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