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It the OV( 15 piece of opportunistic marketing learn much, ven disagreement.
the part of the publısher. (I’hose lookıng for read- Alıstair ılson, Dingwall, COLLAN.

able yeL scholarly dıscussıon of Gıibson’s INnaYy wısh
read recently publıshed collection of CSSaVS te: by

Webb and Corley, Jesus and Mel Gibson The
Passıon of the 'hrıst London: Continuum, whıich Contours of Paulıne Theology
15 devoted entirely consıderation of the Radıcal UVVEY of the Influences Paul’s

H, the other hand, the reader sımply takes thıs Bıblıcal Wrıtings
book 1ts OW!] ferms then It provıdes generally help- Tom Hollandiıntroduction the EVENTS Cal  o up and ıncludıng
the crucıfixion, viewed through the hıstorıical-critical Geanıes House, Fearn, Ross-shıre Chrıstian OCUS

1cCat1ons, 2004, 284 £,14.99, al  5 ISBN Dmetho: Bovon helpfully examınes the Varıo0ous canonıcal
-4.69-Xand nonN-canonıcal SOUTCCS He ng) COMMENTS that the

gospel ACCOUNFTS ATC NOT *dısınterested ofobjective UMMARYwıtnesses’ (24), but he aPPCAIrSs aACCE pt that the faıth
of the authors necessarıly affects theır abılıty provıde The thesis of his book IS that important axXIoms have

been missing fram the interpretation of Paul’s writings. Thesober ACCOUNTC of what has taken place hıghly COIMN- Irst IS that the SCOTY of the Passover and the exodus dre theestable posıtıon. For example, he claıms that the gospel
ACCOUNFTCS of Jesus predictions of hıs passıon derıve from interpretive KEeYyS Paul’s hought and, in particular, his
church tradıtıon rather than from Jesus hımself (18) interpretation of Jesus ea The second lens IS that the

Pauline writings should be read d eing implicitiy O-also surprised at hıs claım that the resurrection
rate and covenantal In their approach. Holland excludesACCOUNFTC of the spe. of Peter, wıth ıts sky-hıgh fıgures the literature of econ Temple udaism and the pseudepi-and MOVINg, spe:  g O:  „ 15 °“neıither IMOTC mıraculous

NOTL LNOTC egendary than the canonıcal accounts’ (28) He graphical writings from the interpretation of Paul’s writings.
explaıns “I here 1S, ete there, cohabıtatıon of MemO- The strengths of the book dIre Its robust challenge IMany

scholarly Dresuppositions and iImpetus NeE'’ researchrIes and interpretation.’ Haır enough, point. Human Paul’s debt the Old Jestament.eINgs AaVE ACCCcSsS5 such thıng unınterpreted
fact. Yet there MUST surely be SOINC recognıtion of the RESUMEFE
dıfference character between the restraıned canonıcal l’auteur defend Ia th  Eese selon laquelle deux axXxıomes
ACCOUNFTS and the startlıng features ofspe. of Peter.

Bovon’s brief sketch of the EVENTS of the last week of Iımportants ONT zl defaut |’interpretation des 6crits DdU-
inliens. Premi  erement, l’histoire de 1a Ddque et de ’exode

Jesus’ lıfe prior the crucıfixiıon 15 typıcal of dıscussıons constitue 5CS YCUX Ia CIe de Ia pensee de |’apötre Paul EL,of the ‘hıstorical Jesus’. It deals wıth tandard torıcal
quest10ns relatıng the passıon narratıve (Ei2, whether particulier, de comprehension de 1a MO de Je

Deuxı  emement, YJUC les textes devraient etre 1UuS
the Sanhedrin had the authorıty P Capı- tenant Compte du 'aılt YUC Paul implicitementtal sentence) and, general, 15 characterised by VC1- termes de cCcommMmunaute et d’alliance. Holland exclut UJUCof the evıdence. ven 1n the VE brief 1a Iıtterature du Judaisme du second Temple et 1es Dpseude-
COIMPAaSS of the discuss10n, ON has the that Bovon pigraphes solent pertinents VOUT ’interpretation des Acrits
15 Care:  y evaluatıng the SOUICCS Yet. ONCC agaln, W as
eft frustrated when Bovon conclude: hıs COMMENTS pauliniens. Fa critique SsEVEre de bien des Dpresupposes des

specialistes et la stimulation explorer Ia dette de Paul
the Sayıngs from the C WCIC sensıt1ive the ’egard de ’Ancien JTestament sont les DOoIMtS forts de
sıgnıfıcance of these Sayıngs the gospel narratıves) Dy livre.
claımıng that these sayıngs AICc NOLT hıstorıical (63)

ZUSAM  -ASSUNGhıs conclusion, Bovon addresses the 1ssue of the
resurrection. It 15 commendable that he Oe€es S! but iıt 15 \Die These dieses Buches ‚autet, dass WE wichtige Axıome
unfortunate that he xcludes thıs event, SOLI1IC CXTICNLT, He der Interpretation der paulinischen Schriften bisher
from the realm of StOTY. Contrast thıs wıth, for CXAL11- efehlt en DEN erste esteht darin, dass die Geschichte
ple, the V dıfferent of N}  t The Vo Passah und Vo Fxodus der interpretative Schlüs-
Resurrectuon of the S0n of God London SPCK, ce| ZUTrT paulinischen Gedankenwelt und insbesondere

Ihe bıbliography argely reflects hlıterature priıor seIiner Interpretation des Todes Jesu ISt. DIie zweıte L inse
1974 but around two-dozen INOTrC recent works lautet, dass die Daulinischen CNrıiten als solche gelesen

werden sollen, die n ihrem Ansatz implizit gemeilnschafts-
und bundesorientiert sind Holland sSschlıe)| die |ıteraturIhe brevıty of thıs book miıgh; suggest that 1It

popular paperback for general readershı1p. factz des Judentums der Periode des zweıten Tempels und die
thou: Bovon wrıtes cClearly, the EVE of the dıscus- pseudepigraphen Schriften He der Interpretation der DdU-
S10N ould probably be demandıng for those wıthout Inischen Schriften aus DIie tärken des Buches liegen In
SOUOLIINC eologiıc traınıng. OS«e who ATC ready weıgh seIiner robusten Herausforderung vieler wissenschaftlicher
Care:  y the argumceNnts thıs slıght book wıll doubtless Voraussetzungen und n eınem Anstofß Forschung
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über das, WAads$S Paulus dem Alten JTestament erdankt. take LNOTC than ON book hıs S:

also wonder whether SOINC ofHolland’s conclusions
MaYy be Overstated: for example, wıth WONL

Ihe thesıs of thıs book 15 lear and well-expressed Sa y that, of COUTSC, DPaul interprets Jesus death the ful-
throughout. Stated sımply it 15 that ımportant AX10MS ent of the 'aSSOVver but, ould adı  ‘; NOT only

reference points C the author calls ‘Jenses’) aV the ent of the Passover. What of Corinthıans
been MI1SSINS from the ınterpretation of aul’s writings. S for example?
'Ihe TrSt such lens 15 that the STOTY of the Passover and Ihe author sometımes knocks OoOWNnNn what SCC be
the exodus the interpretive keys Paul’s ‚OU!:  t StrawWw men For example, he demolıshes the VICEW that
and, partıcular, hıs interpretation of Jesus death hıs pre-Christian days, DPaul persecuted fellow Jewısh
Allıed thıs but NOT ONC of the “enses’ 15 that, Christians because they roclaımed aw-free gospel
the author’s VICW,; DPaul’s ‚OU: 6 only be properly ntıles Some, ıncludıng IN WOU. arguc that Paul
understood when SCC be exegete and theo- persecuted Jewısh Christians because the teachıng thev
ogıan of the Old Testament. According, it 15 proclaımed LO other Jews heterodox the VIEW of

ınterpret aul’s OU: contaimnıng the alloy the Jewısh Paul represented. Holland’s Cargerts ATC

of Hellenistic He NOCT, he SaVS, ‘Hellenise” (to M1X metaphor) MIOTIC uanced than he sometımes
the Chrıstian MCSSASC but he remaıned faıthful both admıts and, result, sometımes O€Ss NOT ddress other
the OU:! pattems and expectations of the Old Tlesta- viewpoints
ImMent and also what Jesus had proclaımed. Ihe second er example 15 E the first Pasic of Chap-
lens 15 that the 'all writiıngs cshould be read being, ter One SayS that scholars Claıme: for SCHNCIA-
ımplıcıtly corporate and covenantal theır approach. t10Ns that DPaul change Jesus’ IMNCSSAZC such
Ihe “rediscovery of these aX10MS, claıms the author, that Jesus WOL NOT AaVe recognısed what Paul taught.
‘bring S1C } far LIOTIC coherent understandıng of the But maınstream scholar such Hooker has ecently
teachıng of the apostle DPaul the of Christology, wrıtten MOST unexceptionally: Althou: DPaull’s contrıbu-
salvatıon anthropology (p 291) tion ist1anıty W as CNOTIMMOUS, hıs understandıng of

'Ihıs 15 dıfhcult book FeEVIEW because it 15 g00d the gospel W as NOT dıstortion of Jesus’ OW|] MCSSAYC
CC sometımes VE g00d but other places, and miıssıconN Hooker, Panıl. Shi  S Introduction

NOT SUTIC 2003], 1485)
Ihe strengths of the book 1fs robust challenge ere dIC SOT1I1IC wıder 1SSUES that does NOT deal

Man scholarly presupposıit1ons and impetus 1I1ICW wıth. On the narratıve substructure Paul’s OUu:  t.  „
research DPau[l’s debt the Old Testament. addı- much important work 15 being carrıed OUTt and Holland
t10n, Ollanı offers impressiventof much does NOT CHHALC wıth It. On the nNnature of

the Paulıne demonstrate that DPaul’s ough: OU:  t and of thought *the Mediterranean
world’ SCC, for example, chapter Iwo of aASspaschal, new-Exodus, and covenantal. For

these LrCAaSONS alone, thıs 15 book that be read Dy The New Testament World (2001)
who ATIC interested readıng and understandıng Paul. ere 15 much that 15 VC good and stimulatıng

I hat saıd, AaVEe quest1ons about of Holland’s thıs book My reservatıons asıde, the book 15 1ImMpoTr-
Cant contribution the WaY read DPaul CcCholars wıllmetho: style and presupposıtıons.

doubts the value of SOUTCCS for ınter- eed CNSHASC wıth It.
preting Paul the lıterature of Second Temple Judaısm Anthony Bash, Durham, England
and the pseudepigraphal wrıtings Rather, accordıng

DPaul stayed “wıthın the framework of Old Tes-
theology' (p 43) but thıs begs ımportant Revelatıonquestion: Whıiıch 15 Paul’s Old lestament interpretive

framework of that theology? Is It ancıent Israel’s, Paul’s Ben Wiıtherington 111
OW!] (however derıved) twenty-first century? At least Cambrıidge: Cambrıdge Universıity Press, 2003, 307
Second Temple hlıterature and the pseudepigraphal wrIit- pb., ISBN 521
Ings provıde SOMMIC clues how the Old Testament
WEeTIC being ınterpreted CTa wıthın the INanıy SUMMARKY
‘“Judaıisms’ thatan acknowledging Neusner, This TY, the irst In the New Cambridge erles,
exısted. aul Clearly 15 CXegeLEC and theologıan of the applies SOCIO-rhetorical criticısm Revelation. There IS
Old Testament but, HOfe, of the Septuagın- J0-page introduction and the mostly English SEC-

tal vers1ion of it U xclude from Paul’s all other ondary literature organised Dy Category. The cCcommenta
cultural ınfiuences ıncludıng the pervasıve infÄuence DFrODET IS INOTEe helpful VersSsecS and ections of (EeXT
of Hellenıistic OU: OVverstatement of Q(AdSı| than In supplying O0k-wide insights, somewhat regretta-

Dly for rhetorical approac and inadequately gıven KEeV-In VICW, there 15 LOO much accumulated evidence
5Sdy otherwise, and Ollanı O€s NOT much beyond elation’s Oorganıc unity. Dolemic In the Graeco-RKoman
asserting thıs poıint, though acknowledge ıt ould context IS overstated and Revelation’s Jewish mMatrıx COT-
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