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of thıs have ımpacted rueggemann’s ıntroduc- DaSs la ole emprunter d V’exil. Malgre de nombreux
t10n. thıs SCNSC Brevard Childs’ Introduction (1979) ports, Ia these  z est DdS convaıncante. L’application de Ia

much MOr prescıent for ach section concluded theorie de ahtkin est inegale Ssulvant 1es Cas et semble
wıth bıbliography of the story of eXegeSI1S, and thıs DaS touJours appropriee. Kıng Saul’s ing est le plus MNgOU-
CONCErTrN W as ecady Prescht hıs earlhıer Fxodus COM- [EUX et le plus interessant des deux L autre est
mentary and has continued hıs MOST recent plus detaill  e Sans UJUC cela uffise faiıre valoir Ia peIne de
work the interpretation of Isa1ah (2004) TIo begın Ia depense supplementaire.

mMap somethıng of the Old Testament it has been
ZUSAM  FASSUNGperceived 1ın the Chrıistian ımagınatıon WOU really have

been task worthy of the title Introduction (where NtrO- In diesen Büchern wendet (ireen die Literaturtheorien
UCLION 15 the classıcal CC of detaıled description of Von akhtin auf Sau! als arakter In Samue| SIe

argumentiert, dass Sau! eın Inbegri der ahrung Israelserıitical scholarshıp e German Einleitung |, the under-
standıng rueggemann intend) von Königsherrschaft ist, und SIEe zeigt, dies nicht

rueggemann’s subtıtle, then, SCC fruutful der VWeg senrmın sollte, der nach dem Fxi} werden
dırection that future scholarshıp MUST ere 15 land Soll Trotz vieler hilfreicher Einsichten Ist die These nicht

of promıise that awaılts the DNDCW generation of Old überzeugend. DITZ Anwendung der Thesen INs ISt
lestament cholars Wıth appropriation of the lan- uneinheitlich un scheint nıcht immer ANSCIMESSCNH. Kıng
ZUASZC of ‘imagınatıon’ Brueggemann has helped SCC Saul’s ing Ist eın disziplinierteres Buch und (G‚reens
that OUTr task 15 NOT dıfferent from that of earlher SCH- Einsichten willen werrt, gelesen werden. How dre the
erat1ons. He has also nabled pastor S anı congregations ıg| Fallen? ist detaillierter, aber die Extraausgabe Ist
OVCTLT the last twenty-five wıth works such thıs nicht rechtfertigen.
iıntroduction CMMECISC from what seemed lıke desert
ofhıstorıcally-orientated scholarshıp.

Nathan MacDonald, ndrews, cotland thou: these books ATIC obvıiously aımed at dıfferent
audıences, they ave INanıYy siımılarıtıies that it 15 O-
priate that they be reviewed ogether. Both I'CPI‘CSCIIt
attcmp L by Green appIly the interpretatiıve approachHow AÄAre theMighty Fallen? of the Russıan terary eorıst Mıkhaıil Bakhtın the

Dialogical Study of Kıng Saul ın Samuel fıgure of Kıng Saul in amue Green acknowledges
that the first chapter of Kıng Sayul  A,  ® ıng (K54) 15(JSOT Supp. 3065)

Barbara Green abrıdgement of chapter of How AVE the1
(HMF), though they have NUmMECTOUS pomnts of CONTACT

London Continuum, 2003, 497 hb, Gıiven that they WEIC wrıtten AT much the SAaLllCc tiıme
ISBN 0-8264-6221-9 ONC another, the Sarmılıc materı1al and work wıth the

Samıc methodology, 15 be xpected. But the S1M1-
Kıng Saul’s Askıng (Interfaces) larıtıes here Marke: that VEn the chapters of each

Barbara Green book match ach other perfectlv. Both ATC also concerned
wıth provıdıng transformatıve rea| of the ıblıcal

Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 2003, 130 {  A What dıstınguıishes them, and results theır
(US), pb, ISBN ()-8146-5109-7 dıvergence length, 15 the ıntended readershıip. KSA

UMMARY of NCW serl1es called “Interfaces” edıted DYy Green,
hıch seeks provıde methodologically CONSCIOUS sSetIn these books, CGireen applies the literary theories of akhtin of readıngs of the bıblıcal TE  A aımed Aat undergraduates,the character of Sau!| In Samuel. She drSUCS that Sau!|

IS epitome of Israel’s experience of Kingship, and cshows though wıth the hope expressed that thev miıgh! be of
Why his should NnOT hbe the path taken after the exile. In benefit those commencıng postgraduate Study.

15 clearly aımed ar scholarly communıty and seeks PTIO-spite of IManYy nelpful insights, the thesis IS unpersuasıve. vide the detaıled readıng of Saul that CAaNNOT be gıvenThe application of akhtin’s theories IS UNeven and does
not always SPCETN appropriate. Kıng Sau/  S ing IS more when ONC has be LLOTC CONSCIOUS of the requırements
discipline book and worth eading tor (Gireen’s nsights of less traıned readershıp 'Ihat saıd, It ould be unfaır
HOow dIe the 1g! Fallen? has IMOre detail, but the extra describe K5SA Eäte: well commenting

the shared elements of the Dooks, SOMI1C COMMENT wıllCXDENSE Cannot be Justified.
RESUMFE

be made how theyv achıeve theır dıscrete gxoals
Although Green has previously wrıtten CIp INntro-

ans CEes deux d5C>, Barbara (Gireen applique les th6eo- duction Miıkhaıiıl Bakhtın and Bıblıcal Studıes, both
res Iıtteraires de ahtkin DETSONNASEC de Sacl dans le these books wıth iıntroduction Bakhtı  s
|ivre de Samuel. Flle essale de ontrer JUE Sal Est UuUNe ought, whıiılst also indıcatıng Green’s understandıng of
figure typıque de ’experience israelite de Ia royaute et YUC the Deuteronomuistic Hıstory (DH) Her unargued-for
SOM histoire se  - MmMontrer DOUFQUON 1a monarchie est posıtıon KSA 15 that 15 be read from the CONTEXT
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of exıle, and spıte of the CII etaıls there ddresses logıcal OC of Narratıve wıthın amue
15 NOT much LINOIC the WaY of argument. 'Ihe INOTrC In Green achı1eves thıs by followıng fixed STITrUC-
ımportant pomt for Green 15 that do NOT read the ture 1C she outlınes her pomt ofCI the CEXT.
St01'y ofSaul TOM the perspective of the Jeventh CCNTULY evelops aSpeCL ofakhtın’s thought that 15 relevant

hıch the narratıve 15 SEL. but at later tıme, when it;, summarıses Polz:  1n’s contribution and then offers her
people dIC e at1ng the question of whether NOT the OW) readıng. 15 NOT quıte rıg1d Its structure,
Communıty still ook for kıng. ıteraryme but the Samılıe elements there Green’s rca|  g fre-
15 employe but still lIınked specıfic hıstorıical Sıtua- quently insıghtful, her exploratıon ofthe language of
t10N. Saul, Green, becomes the epıtome of Israel’s sonshıp throughout amue OPCDS DCW perspectivesexperience wıth kıngshıip, and provıdes the why the DE yone who CNHHAYCS wıth her readıng wılll

SUSSCSTS that kıngshıp does NOT represent the future Malr DCW insıghts, hılst her commıtment the
Ihıs understandıng of 15 lIınked her exposıtion WaAYS hıch her rcaAl  o miıght be transformatıonal for
of Bakhtın, partıcularly hıs emphasıs upon SCHIC anı others 15 refreshing because ofıts commMıtment rea|  ovarıetlies of dıiscourse. It 15 INTMSUMS that she OC€s NOT Scripture, VEn her essentially fictional readıng miıght
provıde here for why Bakhtın alone PrO- NOT SIt well wıth ether NOT of these ınsıghtsvides the ıterary foundatıons for real  o thıs narratıve derıve from the ımpact of Bakhtın. whether Green
and NOT IMNOTC recent theorists who agı wıth Bakhtın SIMpIYV ASTUTfE reader of TEXTS 15 another matter, and
and develop alternatıve readıng methods Methodology thıs reviewer ar least 15 UNsSUuUre how ascrıbe the relevant

somethıng that 15 the foreground here, but although weıghting.
Bakhtın has cClearly provıded framework hıch hıter- re ATC questions about her Uusc of Bakhtın, CSPC-

theory and bıblıcal interpretation ogether, iIt clally the fact that each chapter introduces dıfferent
15 NOT clear why CAaNNOT also CNSAYC wıth other theo- element of hıs OU:!  L element then applıed the
rısts. Once have decıded that modern lıterary theory PaSSagıc being analysed. akht:  1ıns MO of interpreta-provıdes the INCANS by which ead the bıblical CEeXtT. tıon 15 ınclusıve of rangc of elements, though it

cherry-pick eOrIsts because them help- 15 C1p break them down terms of analysıs, It
for ends readers”? Or does CNgAZSCMECNTC wıth lıt. NOT MmMeant be applıed pıecemeal. Moreover,

CIaL Y theory Incan that eed the Oole field unconvınced by the decısıon focus Saul alone. Saul
and develop eclectic methodology that reCogNISsES that 15 only ONC character narratıve, and he 15 cClearly NOT
oui1ld’s CTt1C1ISMS of theorists lıke Bakhtın short, ıf Its hero. amue 15 only ONEe of (CXT that Green
lıterary theory provıdes the critical mechanısm by hıch acknowledges stretches for SOTNIC WaY both before and

ead the bıblıcal teXL, what eritical mechanısm CON- after. Is It possıble develop readıng of the Saul the
trols OUTr applıcatıon of uch cOrY: Bakhtın provıdes epitome of monarchy wıthout placıng IMoOore
set of tools wıth hıch ead the CEXL. but works that the larger narratıve? Whatever ONC makes of Saul,
seeck be methodologically CONSCIOUS eed provıde amue. does make the promise of endurıng dynastyratiıonale for theır cho1ces. Along wıth her cCOomMmMmMı1t- Davıd, and that promıise O€es NOT SCCHN be overly
MENT Bakhtin, Green also utılıses ert Polzın troubled by the tıes that kıng"s POSC., could also
her princıpal ogue the study of Saul. prın- be argued that the characterisation of Saul 15 developedcıpally because of hıs applıcatıon of akht:  1ns theories fo1l for AVI| Green’s exclusıon of these elements

the books of amue. Green seeks develop Polzin’s creates potential dıstortion SCHIC and characterısa-
conclusıions through her specıfic focus the figure of t10n, and COU. COUNFTer her COomMMıtment
Sa}  - thou worthwhiıle cho1ce, VCNn OIl  M 15 NOT 1n. There therefore, damental tensıon Aat the
commıtted Polz:  1n’s real  , the [CasSO1MsS for choosing heart of these OO where the me employe O€es
ınATC NOT clear. aDIY, the contrıibution ofOkkel- NOT conform fully the te‘  A being examıned. spıte
Man mıght have been LNOTC effective because he ould of the INanVy ınsıghts, Green’s central thesıs CaNNOT be
AaVe provıded SUOINCOINIC wıth whom Green could ave consıdered be proved.
engaged ceritical ogue precısely because he O€s iındıcated, each book seeks achıieve Green’s
NOT operate wıthın the SaIi1llec theoretical framework. for dıfferent readershıp. 15 also Marke: DYy Green’s

Wıth her me  OlOogY thus stated, Green proceeds CONCErN for the students that she imagınes be rea|  oread the ole of amue. amue I NOT ıt. and there several poıints Aat whı she ddresses
Just those chapters IC Saul 15 be them diréctly. Ihe pastoral CONCeErN 15 S strength, and
applauded, because 1ın domg she hıghlıghts the WdY well wıth her transformatıve goals, VvVecn NOT

hıch the question ofZ  p and iınherıted dynas- of her conclusıons accepted. Ihe shorter lengthF Iructures FOU: the fore before actually also results book that much LNOTC dıscıplıned Ifs
meeTt Saul annah’s STOTY, and those of and amue wrıting, and1Ceeps the central focus INOTC clearlypomint the roblem of SO and STrESS the fact front ofthe reader. packs IMOTre theoretical detaıl,that ynastıes InNaYy NOT OPCI'QIC ONC miıght wısh. The but NOT SUTC that the EeXItra length provıdes much
1Ssue of the problem wıth SO 15 somethıng that Green INOTre depth the ere AIC INalr poımnts at

able eXplore subsequent chapters, each of hıch hıch Green offers dıscursıve ıllustratiıons of her pomnts
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hıch probably work well classroom, but hıch contexte immediat et Ia narratıon de Ia christologie MmMat-
stractıng book of thıs Also, the editıng 15 theenne dans SO ensemble. Beaton aborde EeNCOTE diver-
NOT of the Samıec stanı and there several pouts SS questions cConcernant |’usage de /’Ancien Testament Dar
where discussıon of key theme from Bakhtın iıncludes Matthieuwu et le Lype textuel qu'il utilise.
the OTtfe “| Russıan Word|” hıch SOMNMC key term from
Bakhtın Clearly mMmMeant be placed but ONC has
ZOLt around domg It. O€es offer INOTre than

Ihıs book 15 Mıinor revisıonN of the author’s doctoralbut the benefits AdIC nowhere 11CATr enough Justify the
sıgnıfıcant price dıfference. though Green’s thesıs 15 dıssertatıon completed under the supervisıon of Dr. Ivor

unpersuasıve, there INa ınsıghts be harvested, Jones Aat Cambrıidge Unıiversıity. Ihe author STates
from OUfSeTt the overriding question: athew TE XT-but unless ONC has large of SParc cash and tıme
form Oe€es NOT SuppoOrt the tradıtıonal presentation offor readıng, preference should Kıng Saul’s Askıng

ayıd Fırth, Calper, England meek owly Jesus, then atthew’s portraıt of Jesus
InaYy be INOTC complex than 15 otherwiıse OU:! (P 2)
Thıs contaıns domiınant CONCETNS that 1COC-

out the book the LGXE form that Mat-
Isaıah”s Chr1 ıIn Matthew  A,  s Gospel thew used, and the overall presentation of Christ

Rıchard Beaton atthew. Ihe author attcmpts rther thıs dıscussıon
by eXxamınıng the CnNn: quotatiıon of saıah 42 7ECambridge: Cambrıidge Unıiversıity Press, 2002 197 atthew F 18R

hb, ISBN 0-521-81888-5 Ihe book begıns wıth the typıcal iıntroduction setting
UMMARY OUrT the question Aat stake (PP 1-13), ollowed DYy chap-
In effort further the discussion regarding Matthew/’s ter surveyıng the hıstory of research thıs poımnt (PP

14-4 Beaton concludes hıs °‘kven rıef surveyUSE of the Old estamen and hIis composite Christology, such thıs reveals that the Ndament: quest1onsiıchard Beaton examınes Matthew/’s quotation of Isajah
AAa In Matthew 17718571 Beaton demonstrates that hıch confront thıs invest1igatıon CONCErN the of the
Matthew/’s USE of this (and other) Isajah text(s) IS IMOTEe

text-form prior 100 and the early Jewısh of
IsaZ (p 43) IThus, hıs thırd chapter t1 “Lextscomplex than previously elieved, exhibiting bi-referen- and Karly CWIS. Exeges1s’ examınes these twın 1SsSUEeS oftial unction In the inal form of Matthew: the COT- the VarıOus OX ftorms vaılable Matthew the first-tributes Both the Calr CONTtexT and entire narratıve of

Matthew/’s Christology. In this work, Beaton Iso examınes CC[1tU.['Y‚ and the CWIS. exegetical practices of
Varıous ISSUES regarding Matthew/’s USC of the Old esta- the day. Regardıng the former 1Ssue (text forms), Beaton
ent and the text-form that he used. draws heavıly the work of Tov egardıng Old Tes-

textual criticısm. Iov'’s work has been the MOST
ZUSAMMENFASSUNG ınfduent1ial ın showıng that the O trıpartıte VICW
In eınem Versuch, die Diskussion den matthäischen of the TeXT ML Sam. en! 15 really mısnomer.
eDrauc| des Alten Testaments und die Im Matthäusevan- I’hus, Beaton argucs that Matthew 'ote hıs gospel
gelium zusammengestellte Christologie voranzubringen, durıng per10 of textual fundıty and varıety (PP 6()-

61) Whıle EW certamly made SOINC changesuntersucht ichard Beaton das Sıtat von Jesaja 42,1-4 ın
Matthäus 2,18-21 Beaton zeigt, dass der matthäische the TEXT order SUPPOI't hıs narratıve anı eologıc
eDrauc| dieses (und anderer) jesajanischer Texte KOom- agenda, there still remaıns the STr onNg poss1ıbılıty than he
plexer als bisher aAaNSCHNOMMEN ist. DEN ITa hat In der had before FE XT form unknown

Next, though still chapter three, Beaton examınesEndgestalt des Matthäusevangeliums eıne zweifache Funk-
tıon tragt sowohl zu unmittelbaren Kontext als auch the possıble early uUuscsS of Isa1ah A i Karly Judaısm.
Zzu Narratıv der matthäischen Christologie el Sa y “possıble’, because Beaton recogNn1zes, the I  A 15
Beaton untersucht In seIiner Arbeit auch verschiedene NOT explicıtly quoted 1n second-temple e  A that

110 have Nevertheless, do have the S.  >rragen Dezüglich des Gebrauchs des Alten Testament; und
and Varıous allusıons and echoes that mıght be tracedder VvVon Matthäus benutzten Textform.

RESUMEFE
back thıs Isa1anıc PaSsSagc. egardıng these later allu-
S10NS, Beaton of thıs PasSsSagc T1OH; the

“auteur eEtudie Ia cıtation d’Esate A 146 chez Matthieu Sımalıtudes MNOC and the Psalms Solomon er-
12.18:21) dans le hut de contribuer la recherche SUr INOTIC, Beaton for the potential that accordıng
’usage de ’Ancien Testament Dar Cel evangeliste, alnsı qu'a these references, saıah Was ead mess1ianıcally.
Ül  El  tude de Sd christologie composite. MonNTre UU ’usage Beaton then ıncludes chapter atthew’s of
JuUueE aıt Matthieu de salen, arlnsı UJUC d’autres du Isa1ah T Y (Mt 25 Isa1ah 8& 22b-9_ 1 (Mt 4.15-16),
meme prophete, plus complexe qu'on |’avait D and Isa1ıah 5349 (Mt 6Ö.17) In thıs sect1on, he iıncludes
duparavant, et qur'il UNe onction bireferentielle dans Ia comparıson of the known FeXi forms that WCIC avaıl-
forme finale de ’evangile Ia cıtation contribue Ia 'OIS able CW, dıscussıon hıch ONMNC he sed
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