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UMMARY visiıon of the ible d$ allowing transforming VOICEe
he ear In the church and world oday. The Contents

This ambitious Droject ith major partners from Briıtaimn Are SKEeiIcCcNe here, ith SOMMME critical observation and
and North Amerıca has collected vast and Impressive conclusion that the SU of the Darts IS greater than the

of scholars MOST of whom are committed SOMEeE whole, hut IS Impressive nonetheless.

RESUME alt entendre dans l’Eglise et e monde d’aujourd’hul.
La recension presente le Contenu de Ces/ ET

C :2 projet ambitieux a appe!l dUuxX contributions d’une re quelques observations critiques, DOUT conclure YUJU«C
grande et Impressionnante diversite de specialistes anglo- 1a [T des bonnes choses qu'on peut glaner Vaut
SaXONMNS Qqulı, DOUF 1a plupart, adherent ’idee YJUE P ible MIEUX YJUC ’ensemble, Maıls UU le resultat est toutefois
ST Dar eque!l Ia VOIX du J1eu qu! transforme impressionnant.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG Vo der ibel verpflichtet fühlen, die erlaubt, dass In ihr
( ‚ottes transformierende Stimme heute In Kirche und

Lieses ehrgeizige Projekt muiıt großen Partnern dUus ro[ßb- Welt vernehmbar ıst. | Die Inhalte werden hier skizziert
ritannıen und Nordamerika hat eIne eNnorme und heein- und mMıit einıgen kritischen Beobachtungen erganzt. DITZ
druckende Bandbhreite Vo Gelehrten versammelt, Vo Schlussfolgerung lautet, dass die Summe der Teile größer
denen sich die melsten In irgendeiner Form eıner Visıon als das anze, aber ennoch beeindruckend Iıst.

Havıng reviewed the rst three volumes ın 2003, that appended that phase of the book
AS promıiısed FeEVIEW the five whiıch AVEe tollowed. ere ATIC “Cathol1c’ contrıbutions ftrom Mary

proceed DYy descr1bing what SCC be the sıgnıfl- Healy aMn DPeter Wıllıamson. Re-thinkıng HIStOrYy
15 what FOCS 1n the XT SV CSSaVS, whıle the AaStCNı argu  S of each volume and In bold ıtalıcs

gwVE oughts the Thıs 1S, hope our-Möler, Seıtz, eıl MacDonald anı Stephen
less eriticısm for ICS z sake, 4A5 the eXpression of Wright SCCIN lıttle TLMNOTEC mıscellaneous.

desıire TLMOVC the dıscussıon Oonwards. In the ıntroduction Bartholomew claıms that
the bıble tells us STOFV form creation 11C C1CAd-

t10N. There 15 also St01'y of hıstorıical criticısmVol >Behind’ the ext History an! from early modernıty CO aY. Sternberg AdS
Bıiıblical Interpretation (2003) the Oycn of lıterary approaches the bıble CI-

Here Alvın Plantinga takes Robert Gordon; theless wanted hold the hıstori1ographical
Van Inwagen lınes agalnst Colın Greene AN! intentionalıty of the bıble wrıters. Ihe postmod-
Joel Green, AN! there 15 DYy Wıllıam Alston CT} 15 nvoked Can history really r CPI‘CSCIIt the

EuroJTh 1797



MARK W. FILLIOTT

past? Agaın Jewısh scholar, thıs time Jon Leven- theıst belıeve that God aV spoken the COIM-

SO  —3 15 iınvoked. However there 15 mention of New mandments audıbly? We can't  I, tound OUr belief ın
resurrection hard evidence.

Robert Gordon ffer SOMNIC defence ofPlantınga in version ofHıZ of hıs Warranted
Chrıstian Belıef that AT level of hıstorıical HR  © It helps explaın why Genes1is has anımals
probabilıty that the apostles volumes of created before humans aM Gen has the LG VEISE

dıvıne dıscourse 15 only taırly lıkely”. (Z2) “HRC HBC CANNOT the resurrect10n, but ıT miıght be
1$ fundamentally enlıghtenment projJect; it 15 A able cshow that the belief 15 present Jayers
effort determıne from the standpoınt of 1TCAason of the (89) HB rıghtly usSs off hrıs-
alone what the Scriptural teachıngs ATC AN! whether omnısm) in the treatment of the and. after all,
they ATC true (2/7) hıs works both the COIMN1- “Oome of the ımpetus tor HB ftrom the bıble
posıtıon aM the hıstorıcal background the iıtself.? ese quest1Oons COMNC from what Scripture
FeXt. HRBC 15 guided Dy the Iroeltschıian nOot1OoNs OC€Ss Scripture’ It 15 non-Iroeltschıian hıstor1-
of methodologiıcal doubt, analogy AN! correlatıon, cal ınvestigatıon that Gordon>somethıng
and maybe also, Ihese all combıne Calvın WOU SE sed For Plantiınga It 15 eiıther
throw SUSp1C10N al y ıdea that God miıght inter- 1B HB: there 15 mıddle ground AaN! do
CII in the world. ,: Ehere 15 CUr10US HRBC leave “what VOU thınk VYOUu know Dy
Vıictorian doubt an the thıcs of Belıef (ef. WaYy of taıth.? (94) Gordon adds that .0d’s being
Clıfford). | On the OC hand sceptical scholars COIMN- the author of prophecy IAlled in the O€es
spıre ftorm CONSCHNSUS around the Iroeltschian NOT I11Cal he 15 author of the bıble (99)
princıples but dısagree wıth each ther aAM untiıl 16R belhever (F SK that erıitical studıes do NOT

they MANASC there 15 eed WOTLT Y. undermiıne the relabılıty of the then OMNC Call

ıgnore them. Yet, tor Plantıinga ere 15 NO 1TCASOINNIhese ATC good FCasSO11S, thınks Plantınga, fOor
for thınk that eritical studıes aV establıshedbelıever dısregard HRB  S

Plantınga rıghtly chides those wh.ouldexclude anıy ımportant thesıs about the New Testament.‘
Christian scholarshıp the grounds of plural- (128) Ihe SaIiLlE ZOCS for phılosophers OMNC O€s
1SmM He 15 rıght Crıticıse INa y of the ‚experts’ NOL eed them practice relıgi0n. But that 15

hardly the point. Hs SECV1LES 15 about Scripture andfor standıng AS priests AN! CXpECITS in the law. But
Troeltsch 15 nNOt accepted by the magjorı of Christian Hermeneutaics, nNOt how hbe a  a Christian

Plantınga tells I8 Call perhaps buı1ld Colın Greene wrıtes that ıf 1It W as go0od enough
what 1S acceptable everybody, y€t thınks that tor the church oug the aAPCS that the gospels
Cal NOW chıngs that nobody else knows because WEEIC rel1able, then why NOL for us LO  O here then

follows faırly wıld interpretation of HeideagerWEIC 1n the rıght place”. Unfortunately I
share Plantinga’s S that uneducated people AVeE SOMMLE eschatologıcal ophet AaN the dubious Er-

less de1ıst1ic ın theır ınkıng than theologıcal an H0N: °In realıty the New lestament 15 publıc
biblical experts’and hıs ACCOUNT of biblıcal CV1t1C1SM proclamatıon of the kyru0S, which W das raısed trom
15 unfortunate Carıcature. the dead Its authorıty 15 NOLT ocated 1in the hısto-

rICItYy of the EVENTS it descrıbes but the eschatonBartholomew hımself takes Phılıp Davıes,
CVCI) f that 15 bıt ıke Rıchard Dawkıns choos- that has already een thrust upbOoN mMe (43)
ıng Christian fundamentalısts A ogue partner S. Thank goodness for Robert Gordon and especıally
For Davıes academı1c study of the bıble MUST be Joel Green. Breytenbach’s research establishes the
et1Cc and inclusıve, NOLT eM1C aN! confessional. Bar- verisımılıtude Dut NOLT the verıty of Acts 13-14
tholomew ASICCS wıth Plantınga that real lıve Hıstorical eNqUIrYy 15 needed SCC an show how
Scripture scholar 15 unlıkely ave God has intervened. But narratıves ATC those cthıngs
deal of thought the epistemological foundatıons whıch shape people’s ıdentitYy, thev ATC about
of the dıscıplıne. (63) s unfaır the Likes “assıgnıng meanıng the EVENTS that ave ern
of N.JI. V1g Wırh Plantinga belıef Call iındeed tulfilled us (149) Wrıting wıth SOTMNC debt

Albert Cook’s History/Wrıiting, Greenbe properly basıc). Bartholomew allıance
wıth Barthıan antı-natural theological ftoundatıon- that ] uke’s screenıng of mater1als 1$ NOT purely
alısm. He quıte taken wıth Plantınga AN! hıs agenda-drıven, ıf Can accept that he sought
phılosophical bıg ZUNS be faır AaN! honest. Perhaps it 15 NOLT adequate fOCUS

He SC1MSC5 eed for theology of hıstory (a the ntegrity vather than the ıntentıion
OTte echoed elsewhere 1ın thıs ser1es.) needn’t O; wrıters. Wıllıam Alston’s attack the Uusc of
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the crıterion of dıssımılarıty" 15 NOT wıthout merit, DY echoing Halpern’s claım that history Canl only
but totally UuNaWAarec of how thıs criıter1on has be based testiımOonYy AaN! NOL predictability: ‘hıs-
been developed and challenged beyond reCOSNI- LOFYV 15 the tellıng AN! retelling of unverıifable STO-
t10N, AS dıscussed 1ın erd Theıissen’s work. Mary r1es”. (265)
Healy's 15 informatiıve wıthout eINg all that urray Rae observes the delıght, COINMON 1ın
stiımulatıng. DPeter Wıllıamson O€es sımılar thıng both modern AN! postmodern hıstori1ans, ın disen-
in LMOTC detaıl whıle telling the STOrY about the Spıinoza despised the Uusc ofbıblıcal L1ar-
Pontifical Bıblical Commıiss1ıon, which seemed ratıves al y narratıves 1n order understand the
be alıve methods such 4S that of Paul Rıcoeur’s eternal which 15 earned from reflection self-ev1-
velecture. Wıllıamson thınks that hıstorical criticısm ent 1X10MS. Jewısh aAM Christian faıths WEeTC thus
15 be valued gf ıt 15 cshorn of Its cCONcOMItanNt PIC hıstoricısed an SCCH AS myths. Wıth Vıco history
Suppos1t1ONs; the "Jesus of story an the Chrıst dıd NOLT AVEe PULDOSC, only ınner NECESSILY.
of taıth” should NOLT be separated AS they WGTE 1n Lessing wrongly equated OUur dıstance from the
Bultmann (Cardınal Ratzınger’s chief bogeyman.) Dast 1n of experience wıth that in of
He then regıisters the ımportant pomnt that has knowledge (274) aM the latter miıght do especılally
become rallyıng flag, for orthodox of all PCISUA- ıf tollow Gadamer; Lessing W d demandıng LOO
S10NS in recent ‘Whiıle Christian ftaıth 15 OPCO much certaınty take the step of commıtment.

consıdering and learnıng from NCW hıstorıical Iroeltsch dıd make history IN1Canlls enNd: that
data: faıth 15 governed DYy the presentation of Jesus of "dogma other than that of orthodox Christian
and hıs MCSSAYC expressed in the canonıcal faıth? Z79) In the bıble fictionalızıng tendency
Catholı1c CXCSZCSIS grounds ItS knowledge of .0d’s 15 subordinate hıstorıical feierence, A Francıs
act1on 1n human hıstory in Jesus Chrıst the Watson has sa1ıd. Creatıiıon OULT of nothıng
testiıMOnNY of Scriıpture AN! tradıtiıon, which It has that creation 15 temporal. Ihe PUrpDOSC of hıstory
accepted, rather than hıstorıical research. hıs INAaYy also exceed OUTLr eXxpectations, an belief iın
15 DECAUSE: 1ın the last analysıs, Chrıiıstian eXeges1Ss hıstory iımplıes OC 1ın human accountabılıty (SO,
15 theologiıcal rather than hıstorıical discıplıne, Derrida). Ihe hıstory of Israel wıth Abraham
whose ultımate ftoundatıon 15 revelatıon An faıth wh. O€s NOLT descend from heaven, ıke mythı
rather than hıstorıical research. (208) cal figure (presumably ıf 15 Iso ımportant that Jesus

Wıllıamson shows how the lıteral 15 .  that had 2StOrYy ıIn hıs early lıfe, etC.) But hıs Was
hıch has een expressed dırectly DY the inspıred partıcular ıfe that had unıversal S1SNIMCANCE; AF
human authors’ (NO mention of authorjal iınten- LOO miıght Urs hıs 15 masterly What
t10N) aN! that thıs “ıteral of SOMIC POS- CANNODT guıte understand 15 why Walter Sundberg
SCSSCS dynamıc aspect.‘ 213 Ihere 15 that 15 allowed MDE another A0 the SAaMe subject:
PBC dıd NOT far enough in condemnıng WTON Kierkegaard for hım CM  & hbe sed antıdote
presupposı1t1ons am USCc of the method AN! Lessing. his 15 NO a bad attempt but ONE feels ıf
the ıkes of John Collıns belıeving that CODET'S the same ground Rae, only less ell
15 neutral hıle confessional approach 15 NO  r The One smıles when OLILC reads the dısarmıng COIM-

PASSAZC from Rankean empiırıcısm which st1ll eft MENT of Stephen Fvans hıs defence
LOOM for dıyıne causalıty, Comtean posıtıvısm, (The Hıstorıcal Chrıst AN the Jesus of Faıth (New
hıch dıd NOL, the Droysen-Dilthey-Gadamer ork Oxftford Universıity FTESS, 1996 of the
ıdea of hıstory-wrıting 4A5 conversatıon wıth the church’s classıc WaYV of readıng the AS histOrYy
Dast 1n the lıght of lıtfe-tradıtıon all thıs 15 ell ‘has NOL called for the critical notıice of ALLY kınd
sketched Dy Iaın Provan. “Whatever the alue of 1T has sımply een ıgnored.‘ (S2ZT1) Hıs pomt 1S
archaeology, then, 1in fillıng OUL (JÜH: pıcture of the ArSZUC that COITMNMON startıng pomt for readıng
PaSL, rePpCAL: hıstory 1S fundamentally Scripture Can be dıscerned, CVEN where the C115

3.CCCPI&[ICC of of the past that enshrıne ıng interpreters dıffer ın theır results. He speaks of
other people’s memorı1es.” (249) He rejects Colling- the Rule Ör faıth AS the CONTENT of the maın creeds
WOOd’s mode!l of the hıstori1an A4AS lJone-ranger NOLT 4S defined DY the car ecumen1ı1Ccal councıls
wantıng rely the test1MOnNYV of others. Ihere (cutely) CS Lewıs’s “mMere Christianıty” hıch 1S
15 long anı useful secti1on the hıstorıies “More ıke hallway OTr COIMMNMON 1070)881 that Varı0us
of Ihompson aM Grabbe 4S privileging the churches chare * 324) Quoting from hıs earlhier

ME the bıble, AS though the ftormer WeTITC monograph mentioned Just above: “Ihe hıstory
INOTrEC “balanced’ 11l theır reporting, anı concludes of New Testament interpretation strongly Su>
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that the New lestament under-determines ICS mento’?
OW) interpretation. (325) Wırth NO Stephen Se1t7z Von ad’s ınabılıty
Davıs, the reecdal lenses Aa provıded bDy the CAD: beyond an the final ftorm. Rosenzwe1g's
LUures themselves; they ATC NOT alıen the Christian Rabbenu-Redactor could aV e een fitted wıth
taıth certaıly ont  2 aVe approach the the collatıon of the wıtnNesses Dy Chriust. Ihe CANON1-
evidence establısh faıth wıthout faıth, 4S SwIın- cal approach Cal NO be taken beyond Chıiılds’ final
burne would do 'IThe Scrıptures tor the NON-EeVI- torm ofeach book-approach consıder the history
dentialıst ACCOUNLT do NOT provıde evidence tor taıth an the theology of how sect10ns of the Tanakh

FeSs:t but Ar part of the whereby God CAL1LIC together. onah' 15 viewed by Se1Itz 45 takıng
(TEATES faıth in those who (AMMIC know “the specıal place in the JTwelve, but place that 15
thıngs of the gospel”.’ (8S5 In Plantıngan D the WdY Nahum Exegetical ınsıghts Jump OUuTt AT
f there 15 "ground’ then 1T 15 the Circumstances INa y UÜ(OMIIC1S an the TI has 15 of somethıng
ın which God CrEATESs faıth. AD that ıncludes the tresh AaN! alıve. Neıl MacDonald5what he
Church part-learned from Chıilds, the °Ontıc priority” of the

For Greg Laughery, in fine, well-researched carly chapters of enes1is. God created 288{ acted ın
artıcle, Rıcoeur iın postmodern clımate Caln be the world respectively determinıng hımself
teted 4S er for hıs Insıstence the historical be the CTCAtOF ofa! in H (4891n the bıble It 15 publıc truth touchıng the real Volume 15 titled (Out 2006). hıs
world Irace, test1mOonYy and vepresentance title from ONC of the trickier VEISCS for bıblı-
hım IThere 15 useful deployment ofRıcoeur’s late cal theology, that of Hosea 1:11 whıch g€tS “M1S-
work La Memaorwre, LI’Historwre, T’Oublı, especılally iın
hıs tussie wıth the ‘postmodernıist‘ Hayden Whıte quoted’ 1in Matthew

Bartholomew asks: What about Chiılds’ seemıngDavıd Lyle Jeffrey shows how the Aene1d’s iındıfference atters of hıstorIıcıty: 15 thıs antı-
metanarratıve W as lınear ın WdY that the Udyssey ftoundatıonalıst? Perhaps, he thınks Gerald Bray
W as cırcular; it W as TMOTIEC about destiny than self- then makes the pomnt that the athers producedd1SCOVEeTY. He lıkes lIom Wright’s notıon that the
Christians metanarratıve 15 publıc truth aN! NOLT

ACCOUNT of bıblıcal ontology SINCe creati1on W as

central. However the necessity fOr thıs N1EI byabout God resCcuınNg people OULT of the world, AaN! MANY of the artıcles whıc.  ollow!heartıly ADICCS wıth MOST of the projJect, but Ihe ACCOUNT ofCharles Scobie’s Bıblical Theology1SSUE CMa
\a less SUTIC than he 15 that the pılgrım Jour- DY arl Moöller (who wriıites marvellous Englısh)

LCY hıch Galatıans AN! Hebrews iınvıted ItSs 15 largely posıtıve CXCCPt for susp1cı1on that the
categor1es of organısatıon mıght NOL always CMHTIGChrıiıstian readers 15 NOL, after all, toward celestial, from the bıble ıtself. The fact Fremaıns that much 8rather than restored carthly erusalem. "CIThere 15 what Scobıe OC€Ss 15 intellectually underpowered ın

ST ong hermeneutical 88| whiıch Hebrews 15
recapıtulatıon of Galatıans.”? (57/8) Ihe let- WaYV that O1VES Bıblical heology bad allılc But

VTEIS SCr slıght LreaAarimMeNT DY Wrıght. (One cshould NOT Oller thınks that be Iru the bıble theology
should ave narratıval rather than theoreticallow thınk that destination 15 NOL beyond chäracter. AS McGrath AN! Goldingay CONMICUNF. ButhIStOrY. first, 15 the bible fundamentally narratıve(One wonders Just why 10om V1g! WAaSs NOt

ınvıted VECELDE the Ireatment ()’Donovan got ıNn and Second, 15 ıF really the CAUSE that theology 15 LO0O

OLUME DE although the yOLOMEW and oftengur of describıng “tates of affaırs”? here 15
footnote pS9 rveferencing SWA Bayer Daut ıEGoheen INn OLUME goes long way) Iyle Jeffrey 15 15 NOt clear that ayer 15 nNOt actually contradıctingrarely anythıng butstimulatıng AaNı eVE he DES

disappoint he tells US; Don’t he bewitched by his- Moöller CAUSE by lookıng for a poetological ontology. 5y
tory! the W, why ODES Scobıe ıNn quoting eoTge erbert

Möller’s artıcle 15 deep aM technıcal ut there 15 Dut S1IC after e constellation of the stor1e [sıc[”?
Does he uN that erbert dıdn’t bnow spell?Just that 1T 15 Just LOO much introduction

Moler 15 ANX10US lest bıblıcal theology, forget-Into TECENE scholarshıp the prophets wıth-
OUuUTt really that much hermeneutical consıderati1ons- ng Its “second-order role’ take the place of the
these Ad1IC LLIOTIC anecdotal-e.g. Lohfink’s attack bıble in the church an C be LOO ordered, an
"pan-deuteronomism.’. How dıfferent 15 the COIMN- it shoul be ITMNOTC 1ke IMaD for NaVigatıng the

bıblıcal landscape. SUVE bout thıs metaphor.CCpt ‘Fortschreibung‘ from the Chıiıldsıan "agg1o0rna-
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Just what 15 the landscape 1C the hible 15 the Donald’s dıssertation, wıth help ftrom Gnuse, De
map  Q In Casc the preaching of the church eed
NOLT Lame the bıble

Moor AaN! Sawyer an the number of
Monothe1ısm 1ın the 15 all interesting bıt

Francıs Martın Oces ell pomt Romans overdone. MacDonald’s wısh PTrCSCIVC Deuter-
12:3 tor the OMg1INs of the ıdea of °the ule of from the covering of '"enlıghtenment
Faıith? aM the ' analogy of faıth? ın 12  O It 15 slıghtly construct‘ 15 admıred yet challenged 1n Its kev claım
confusing when he ınvokes the wriıter Francoı1s that ‘Deuteronomy O€es NOT deny the eX1istence of
Martın (NO relatıon!) T’he Husserlian approach’s other gods have heard W.Moberly (MacDonald’s
benefits learned from Robert Sokolowskıi) AVeE nNOt ORTOVVDALET interpret the shema 1n sımılar WdY, AS

DET'Y adequately brought 04  + Indeed NOt SUVE do wıth UNIQUENESS. Ihe point
thıs fits ell ınto thıis partıcular volume, ıt be that busıness ın unıque WdYV.
15 about hermeneutics than biblical theology. It Bauckham thınks thıs underestimates hıs objective
15 aVE introduction Marco Nobile’s unıqueness, “even ındependently of Israel”.  3
Italıan theology an the controvers1ıal Bonho- hıs after SOTIIC eXCSECSIS hıch would SUS-
efferi1an bon “whoever be and tee] gCSE that ontologically 15 ın class of hıs
LOO SOON an LOO dırectly in New lestament WaY, OW avıng cshown the eed for bıblıcal schol-
fOor 15 NOT Christian" (92); (CXT iıntroduced DY ATS5 take TLLIOTIC time theologıcal conceptual
Erıiıch Zenger (the “Zum Versuch eiıner TNEUCH analysıs, Bauckham ZOCS ON demand bıblical-
jüdısch-christlichen Bıbelhermeneutik”, 1n ThRery theological ACCOUNLT of these 1ın the lıght of

Z 15 sıgnıficant. ) Institutions ATC other (canonıcal context) AT these
ounded DYy theophany AaNı struggle thıs 15 ınter- 4A5 ıntormed DY hıstory of rel1g10ns ACCOUNT “As iın
esting, but It SC VE SOMNC parts of Genes1is the CadsCc of the hıstorıical Jesus, WOULU be reluctant
Al Ezekıel better than other. Nobiıle AaDPCATSs SIMPLY let NIStOrYy AN! theology theır
UE a1d OUurTt the dıfferent hermeneutıics the Ways... (  8) De Moor’s LNOTC cCONservatıve PTO-
S\dI1L1IC bıble an concluded that the Chrıstian OTIC posa (exclusıve EI worshıp proto-Israelites
15 fuller, better always dıffıculty wıth “Rah- 4A5 the or1gın of monotheısm) 15 preferred.
ner1an’ approach”, hıle ATC called 110 Cr Stephen Barton wrıtes that the belief 1n the
the OgOS ın the together 4S Chrıistians AN| unıty of humankınd 15 predicated ON that In the
Jews. (98) unıty of God °the Uunıty of humankınd 1S, theo-

hrıs Wright Jo1ns 1in theme whiıich has een logıcally speakıng, MMaliter of revelatıon: 1T
serving, almost 4S bıblıcal theology tor the lıkes of us 4S gıft It 15 Invıtatıon cshare 1ın the

Schnabel AaN! C.Stenschke; MOVINg Christians ıfe of the God wh. 15 UOne. ‘ (256) DPeace for the
from grasping °the bıblıical basıs of 1ss1ıon’ natıons requires commuUNı0N 1n the church AS ınk
°the mıss1conal basıs of the bıble” (103) Miıssıon, between Chrıst aM the Spirıt ıN the world, whıiıle
perhaps CVECI LNOTC than 15 what the bıble being, self-aware about tendencıes. WAarm the
15 aH about. One miıght also call It recovering sens1bilıty of Barton here, but wısh tor Dıt LLLIOTC

eschatologiıcal readıng, A4SE\ the realıty of G0d clarıty.
AS "M1SS1ONArY AS mplyıng hıs authorıty the ends Ihe less Clarıty, the LLLOTC eed for hermeneutıics
of the earth an what he do wıth the church, stretch show how,  5 In thıs CaSC Zecharıah
MOVINg from MeESS1ANIC miıssıionNal herme- 14(*obscurıssımus 10€ Jerome) Caln be made
neutic. Wright’s 15 fine DIECE, ınsprred Gy the relate the FeST of Scripture, O: be PFeCISE, 4S
ıdea of God’s self-sending ıntO which the church MUSE olters DULS It 1Its relatiıonshıp the gran
StepD. He concludes DYy observing that anı y herme- narratıve of Scripture AS whole? (265 1lo a1d thıs
neutıical framework wıll always dıstort the ground EL I heodore grammar an non-Chrıstologi-
of Scriıpture an NOLT iınclude everythıng. cal typology) setting, Zerubbabel VS Gog, AN!

James IDDunn has re-1ıssued the Englısh orıgınal the Maccabees VS Antıochus:; then there 15 DDıd
of the 1995 contrıibution the Dohmen/Södıng [11US (spirıtual interpretation whıch takes words
book (whıch O€s NOT CT lısted in the bI0gra- aM finds other where they CAall Spea.
phy, but presumably 15 FEıine Bıbel-Zweı Testamente. of ımpeccably orthodox theological truths); aM
There 15 lot of an the askıng of g00d finally Jerome wh SCCS5 the DUrDOSC of prophecıes
quest10ns, but IT bıt dated an O€es NOLT be Christ AN! the Church. Wolters jJudgment that
advance thıngs much. Rıchard Bauckham’s search- Jerome LO0O0 (2X7A) SEE the hıstorıcal reference of thıs
ıng crit1que of St Andrews colleague Nathan Mac- prophecy fully eENOUG and VESOVTS allegory,
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hıt unfaır. hen there ATIC modern OMMeENTATOTFS Chrıst has both al ‘already‘ AN! NOt yet 3.SPCCt
an that the specıific ımplıcatıons of thıs for laterwho ATC nevertheless OPCH Zecharıah’s fulfil-

Ment beyond times (Unger the premillennıal settings remaın be worked Ouft Dy responsıble
dispensatonalıst, der Woude’s general pastoral interpreters under the guidance of the Spirıt. hat
applıcatıon of the princıples Zecharıah 15 expound- ll nclude cr1iticısm of Hebrews forgıvıng hos-
ıng, Achtemeiner’s emphasıs eschatology LGl (07 the 1StOVY of ınterpretatıon) ın

1Es 0Over-readıiness claım the finalıty0Aninaugurated wıth Christ’s resurrect10n). There 15
WwI1se point earned from eOdore °*chat the us«c not Just his fulfılment WMI1C: roughly sımultane-

of figurative Janguage (017& NOT somehow COMPIO- wıth a Jewish SUPEVCESSLONALSM regardıng the
mi1ıse the abılıty tell the truth about hıstorıical (from cult YNAgOYUE)
STATES of affaırs. (284) There 15 also the possıbilıty Irevor Hart nıcely draws attention how arl

Barth re-worked hıs doectrine of baptısm ın theof multıple fulfilments of prophecy. hıs 15 1CE
study ıNn the StOTY of eXEgeS1S. lıght of evidence an provıded systematıc

Wıllıiam Dumbrell’s 15 long aN! paınstak- y€t “open-textured’ AN! CVCn open-ended, PIO-
ıngly exegetical but NOLT especlally ground-breakıng visıonal theology wıth plenty of eschatologiıcal
research. 1 conclusıion, arrıved AT Dy reservatıon’. Systematıc theology, AS ıt tilts Aat the
other authors here, that Chrıistians AT 110 longer 1SSUES of the day eed kept honest DYy bıblı-
under the |aw of Moses an that hıle biıblical CX cal theology whıch works from the bıble’s agenda.
gESIS needs know bıblıcal theology, °*chıs latter 15 Whıle of COUTSC It would be hermeneutically naıve
ıtself understandıng of the progressive ımple- CONCEIVE thıs A LWO-SLICD of first,
mentatıon of .Od’s through historYy. descr1ptive bıblıcal theology, then normatıve

systematıcs. But the latter has the task ot: makıng
Andrew Lıncoln observes how the 1CW of Scripture for OUr place in culture

of the of the bıble in the church aM the SCH- John ebster wrıtes the cClarıty of Scripture
eral interest in reception anı interpretation ın wıth specıal attention in the small-print section
lıterary theory has encouraged theologıcal read- Luther, Zwinglı A0 especıally Bullınger wıth hıs

controlling notion of *the histOry of the proceeding,Ings of the bıble He then iımmediately
Hebrews. hıs author Sa hıs task AS primarıly of he Word of God.? Inspiration takes place ın the
pastoral applıcatıon of the 881 hıs CcCOoMMmMUNI1CA- dıvıne uUuSsSCc of human authors AN! theır speech
8(0)8] of scrıptural truth hıs audıence. Ihe WTIT- become sanctiıhed holy. Ihe aV ontol-
ıng of Hebrews AS5 creatıve 15 ınformed also bDy 'they aVe Casure of durabilıty an res1ist-

ANICE AaN! ( A be spoken of iın They AT MOTCphılosophy of Jewısh temporal 288l Greek vertical
eschatologıes. It reCOSNISES that the L1IC ın Chriıst than fOr performance, much TMNOTC than
remodels what Scripture > whıiıle of CMPTLY for readerly poet1cs. (366) It 15
COUTSC the X1VES us authoritatıve interpre- unıque commuUunıCatıve actıon, ONNC that O€es NOT
tatıon of thıs L1CECW thıng. Preachers cshould preach belong general hermeneutics. Clarıty wıth the

and together LLLILOIC than they do SO help of the Spirıt efficaCcy 4S scrıpture gets
far, 4ood, although m1g ear warnıng hells caught iın revelatıon AaN! cOommunı1CcAa-
rıngıng ın the the contingency of Hebrews”. t1ve>but 1T 15 the words themselves whiıch
T’he controversial MOMENT COMES threepages from the reCeE1IVeEe that cClarıty 4S God SCS them
end, AT D3SS THebrews Call relatıvıse an criıt1que Rusty Reno cshows how the patrıstic-era CXC=

Iıke Urıgen AN! Chrystostom dıd NOT feelparts of 1ts authoritatıve Scriptures 1n the hıght of
what has happened 1in Christ (see above), should thev had explaın scrıpture AaAn draw OUL abstract
NOTLT Al y biblical theology that adopts Itfs approach ESSONS from ıt For Reno IT 15 Protestantism’s fault
be prepared crıtique AN! relatıvıse Darts of 1ts for being less than detaıled whereas Chrysostom
Scriptures-including 10 of COUISC, the New Tes- refers the FEXT the Chrıstian practice of Praycl,
CaAmMECNT, in the lıght of ItSs central confession about reflectıon the lıturgy. “ mınd, the 1stance
the gospel of the crucıfed AaN! risen Jesus?” It 15 (as between the ıteral aMı theological abstrac-

Justifyıng ftootnote explaıns) about Judging the t10NSs 15 the sıngle aılure of EAIrNEeSst a!
bıble Dy the standard of Christ, NOLT L1IC OTLIC of well-meanıng attempts DYy modern of the
OUTr OW) but that fulilment in Christ's "not-yet- produce theologıcal eXeSESIS. So 1T 15
ess  > allows LOOIMM in the Spirıt for domg SUOLLIC of better when Roy Harrısvılle Romans 826 SCS

that fulfıllıng! ir also entaıls that the tulfilment ın the phrase “crucıtorm lıfe? rather than 'redemption’
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OT '‚eschatologıcal”. It usıng the plaın orn LLL of ] ukan scholarshıp chall confine
of the LEXT allow Nıcene personal Irınıtarıan- myself what Serr be few ımportant fea-
1SmM shıne through. Reno mocks Brueggemann’s Lures

phrase: 1T 15 human ASCHNCY in the servıce of Yah- Ihere 15 ıntroductrory DYy Tony Thıs-
weh’s solıdarıty wıth Israel * (395) hıs should be elton whiıch works LMNOTC AS otfe of
contrasted wıth the example of Gregory of YSSa, thanks the DapCrs. In passıng he makes hıs pomnt
who, FExodus “does NOLT TAaW AWaV for the (ın ecriticısm of the carly volumes of the Blackwell
semantıc partıcularıty of Exodus ? 396) Theology ser1es Reception hıstory 15 NOLT sımply descr1p-
15 NOL result but method of exeges1s. Reno CVEHN t10Nn of al y OTr CVCYV example drawn ftrom historytakes 1ssue wıth Childs’? followıng the S1218 WITt- of interpretation.’ By thıs think he MEANS
cCss the VYES “Chılds ASSUMNCS that Iru theology that Jauss WAaSs MOVE ınterested ın the performances
MUST LNOVCE from "descr1iption’ ofwhat the FEXT 5SaVS and dıiscontinuities, Dut W: ATGUE that thıs 15

“analysıs’ of IfSs subject Matter, anı thıs ubject exactly what the Blackwell SETLES 15 ınterested ın!
Martter 15 tormulated wıth the abstracted an SCY1P- Scott Spencer complaıns about the tradıtional
turally thın that characterıze much bracketing CHAt of theology from Introductions,
unsuccessful theological CXEDESIS” 599) Chıiılds 15 AN! despite Wenham’s COMGETIN that there has een
LLIOIC concerned wıth the bıblıcal 1eW of Justifica- over-reacti1on, thınks that establıshıng that
t10N rather than how reconcıle Galatıans wıth ] uke W dsS eye-wıtness makes hıs AGCCOUMNF c  objec-
Levıtıcus. his 15 A  U DET'Y worthwhile and stiımulatıng t1ve). Spencer INS1ISt ON the iımportance of

God and the Holvy Spirıt for ] uk:ı  @ Spencer thınks
In Stephen Chapman’s Imagınatıve Readıngs 1T 15 ımportant NOLT be dıstracted DY possıble hıs-

torıcal infÄuences the PENXF AS Luke It, butof Scripture AN! Theological Interpretation’, the
author fears that there 15 LOO much subjectivity AN! should follow the [CXE “nformed DYy the princıpal
LOO lıttle iıntellectual r1gour in FEGEHT approaches symbolıc “scenarıo0s’ structurıng Lukan socılety (not
hıch C make Scrıpture sound meanıngful. CVCNTIS, but LNOTC Neyrey’'s codes, relatıons, bound-
TIhe Church athers WEEIC rıght that tor understand- är1est) Yet he only O1VES I8 OC short paragraph
ıng aM being touched, study 15 requıred. Imagına- of how thıs sheds lıght theologıcal Matters
t10n 15 go0od ıf IT helps us stick closer the ECALs understand God d Heavenly FPatfon, Honored
but NOLT 1T ould stand in Its W dYV. It MUST be 1ıke Patrıarch an Holy of Holıes) anı the LESONANCE
Bach usıng Ernest1 yeL then usıng hıs OW MUS1C between Chriıst’s suffering an that of the

touch the PreseCnNL, the preacher usıng hıstor1- Ethiopian eunuch ın Acts B (although why
cal criticısm 1n Moby ıck only rıse above r the eunuch should be regarde: suffering”
ear he m1srepresents Johnson p4353, unless Like ELSCHES1S ME.)
Johnson 15 Sayıng that the lack of mutual eed of Davıd Moessner tells us thats Gospel, AS
historıcal veconstruction and theology 15 mutual. al books of the Hellenistic CId 15 complete ın ıtself
Chapman lıkes Kıerkegaard’s ear aM remblıng: wıth ALEGESLS in which meanıng W as conveyed DYy

the theologiıcal interpretation of Scripture 15 arrangeMCNT, an the sıgnıfıcance Of JEesus’ eat
find receptive audıence ıf ıT touch hearts 4S the savıng 15 NOLT lost DYy seeıng, It 4S only
AS ell AdS mınds It wıll eed be Just N direet. m1d-pomnt ın the whole of Luke-Acts.
CVCIV DIt 4S Imag1nNatıVve, An sımularly S1y. (441) Jesus’” parables about ATIC NOT about
Yet how does thıis accord wıth Cor Gout non-sly accordıng, John Nolland, DaACC Davıd
CommMmunNn1ıcCatıion of the gospel? Holgate hıs 1S afırmed aM then qualified DV

Charles Scobıe outlınes three StagCSs f bıblı Stephen Wrıight ACCOUNLT of the realısm of the
cal interpretation 1n preaching: Hıstorical CONTLEXT parable; It 15 about people fırst, though NOLT about

canonıcal CONTEXT hearers of the sermon. TIhe wealth and pOSSESSIONS, narrowly conceıved. It 15
work AT the 2Ind CAaH the damage LMNOTC than Just siımıle -1t 15 STOLCY whose detaıls
Oone Ar the c AN! form the agenda ftor the AdIC TINOVC us ethıcally
thırd Wrıight skılfully IMANASCS buld Nolland’s

anı take It turther: *the prımary WaYV ın which
thıs parable works 15 DYy INVItNS ICS hearers IntoVol Readıng uke Interpretation, realıstıic WOTFr. A motıvate AN! inspıreReflection, Formatıon (2006) readjustment of theır OW) VIS1ION of the world an

consıder myself ıll-qualified evaluate book theır behavıour wıthın It, rather than DY 'revealıng
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arguıng somethıng about God (225) For tL0Nn1ıst “Son O;  0 COME lately?but pre-existent S0n
Luke in CUurn, the parables nction 4S *the gospel of God ıN the womb 0  AVY the and beyond.
in mınıature” 1cCOeur’s dıialectic of intention an Joel Green’s “Afterword’ informs us that
exterlorızation of the FEXT 15 the hermeneutıc aVe lost the hlıteral SCI1ISC 1n varıety of Op1nı10Ns
Wrıight prefers, in thıs valuable Canoni1cally 4S what that might be Ihe canonıcal approac

cshould CXDECL understand the parable better demands putting Acts after John, NOLT that ° uke-
than Euke, though the ımplıcatıon 15 that Jesus 15 Acts’ 15 iıgnored but that It 15 NOLT absolutised.
bıgger than meanıngs. Green actually SCC5S5 much mileage in Luke-Acts’

Max Turner, bulldıng VCAIS of scholarly AaN! nıcely wriıtes: “Gıiven the WdY the thırd CVd

endeavour, judıicıously concludes: “ uke OC€es NOT gelıst has wrıtten the STOFV of Jesus Into the story
E‚  1cıtly CONNECT the Spirıt wıth the broader soter1- of the Septuagınt, the WaY he has wriıtten the STOFY
ologıcal functions hıch John an Paul elucıdate. of the early church Into the STOTFV of Jesus, aM the
But hıs broad, ynamıc, ındıvıdual an Corporate, WaYy he has reached eN! thıs narratıve wıth-
hıghly experientlal VIECW of the “salvatıon’ of God OUuUtTt bringing closure the STOFY of the actualıza-
accomplıshed in Acts demands explanatıon 4S t10N of DUrDOSC 1in hıstory mMaYy provıde us

what iımmanent ofGod could achıeve such wıth clues 4S how est read canoniı1cally 1n thıs
result. (28/) TIhe early IIdun W as sımply WaYy. (441) More generally wıth Wrıight he
thınk that only Jesus AaN! NOT the dıscıples through calls tor theology of StOrY be attempted. Yet
hıs had thıs experience, but the experience of COLTSE there AF st111 theological questions about
of the Spirıt 15 experience of God an therefore the sıgnıfıcCanNCE, such that °the essentı1a| truth-claım
salvıfıc, NOT Just donum superaddıtum. lı1es above all ın the claım of thıs narratıve ınter-

OnNnTt find the theologıcal” chapters DYy pr CL realıty in the lıght of 0d’s self-dısclosure of
Scobıe an Bartholomew/Holt quıte ıllumınat- .Od’s OW: character aM PUrDOSC workıng ıtself out
ıng, but that miıght be loss. 1ın the COS11105 anı the plaın of human events.’

It 1S welcome that there AI three chapters AT the (445 rule of faıth demands doctrinal orthodoxy
enN! the Reception of ] uke’s Gospel. For SOTILIC but also Chrıiıstian orthopraXy 1n cadıng Scripture,
1C4SOIN the Bovon refers Andrew Gre- an that eN! lookıng GT the StOrV of ımpact of

embodiıment 15 welcome. We dIC make dıs-SOrYy'S work in the 2Ind CENTULY but
tfurther the allegorıcal Gnostic interpretations (“a closure ofur methodological cCOMMıtMEeENtTS while
SOUTCEC for authors wıshıng Create H stor1es”) preparıng ourselves lısten an yıeld the TE XT
WETIC responded Dy the orthodox (commenta- Also Eco has shown Green how meanıng 15 plural
LOTrS interpret aM explaın‘) and uke W ds be though NOL lımıtless, AN! Green 8) shows that
read 4S of ourfold gospel (396 Gregory theologıcal readıng of Scripture has the FeXt iın final
hımself iın respondıng underscores thıs last ftorm A 4S whole, wıth recognıtıon of the cul-
point cshow how the 2nd-century church W dsS tural embeddedness ÖT tEXE: the canonıcal address
clear where the tradıtıons about Jesus had become an the wiıitness of Scripture SCCI] 1ın Its effects 1n
enscripturated. TIhe canonıcal gospels ATC ‘“author1- the church, doctrinal formulatıons iıncluded.
tatıve WItNeESsSs the WOTr behind the teXT:, where
Jesus 15 be found and that Christian readıng of Vol Canon a! Bıblical1 uke MUST 1T 4S pomting somethıng behind
ItSs LE  A rather than 4S en! in ıtselt_? Gre- Interpretation (2007)
SOTrY nıcely po1nts the iımportance of the ral By volumes and Tony TIhıselton has stepped
hving tradıtıon an that of the canonıcal gospels, 1n the breach iın contrıbuting the Introductions.
although in hıs contention that the resurrected Ihıselton INaYy be SC LOO CaS y allıances
Jesus 15 NOLT the SAaInıc Jesus 4S °the hıstorıical Jesus‘. between Chılds and James Sanders (canon ftorma-
despite there being, SOMC CONtINUNTY, in sayıng c  there t10N accordıng the eed of the communıtıes) OT
15 continulty between Jesus Orn of Mary aN! Jesus Walter Moberly P e canonıcal Way of readıng") 19
who W d raısed from the dead AN! remaıns alıve what eXTENT C Al 1T really be sa1d / that Chıiılds’s
today, but the A NOLT the SaINC, an neıither Fxodus COMMENTAFY antıcıpates Jaussıan reception
15 ıdentical the historical Jesus whose ıfe an StOrYy accordıng hıch “Ihe lıteral 15 NOL

teachıngs hıstorJ1ans seek FECCONSIMAC to  a he merely the semantıc lıngulstic VE of meanıng
CON]USE that which 15 veconstructed wıth that alone, but Aactualısatıion of the LEeXT for each SUC-

which the resurrected Jesus ımplies that 15 adop- CESSIVEe generation of the COMMUNITY of faıth based
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the lıngulstic meanıng ın Its canonı1ıcal context”? allowıng the wallow the
For Childs surely the realıty Iies between LEXT and Farkasfalvy’s 15 sound AN! cogcnt ACCGCOLNNE
VES ONE whiıch 15 the actıve pariner,. Thıiselton of how in the second the four-fold gospel
r CPOITS Seitz: It 15 about TCXT an truth hıle allow- stopped Marcıonıite reduction of Chrıstianıty
ıng both surprise us take the inıtlatıve. hıs- ıdea. Lemcıo re-VISIts the ground for whıch
elton 15 honest enough admıt he has NOT een he finds tew dialogue Partners, that the four GOS-
able read Chapman, Chrıs Wrıght aM Stephen pels eed be the maJor partner 1n OUur theology
Dempster. He Oes well WAarn the reader that of AI from the IT ISN’t, C all about Jesus’
Lemcı1o0’s ‘Gospels good A theocentric/ Paulınes death an resurrection. In fact Jesus’s death W as
bad an Christocentric’ 15 MM est übertrieben. Hı1Ss- NOT all that sıgnıfıcant. What dıd W ds hıs
elton AS hermeneut makes SUTC ın hıs concludıng manıfesting the Father the world It gets bolder
COMMENT remınd us that pluralıty of interpreta- ON pl38 He W as NOLT SCNnt in order dıe Neıther
t10NS eed NOLT IMCAaN Babel 0)8 incoherence, but that hıs death OTr resurrection achıeved anythıng
Bakhtin-lıke, 1T leads uSs from OC frequencYy Into hıs prophetic callıng tends be obscured when
the fullness of the raınbow (MY metaphor'!) the rıchly eXT1LIres HEXt 15 overlaıd an Hattened Dy

Childs’ (already publiıshed in Pro Ecclesia royal mess1anıc Christology, 4S Croatto has
begins wıth outlıne of the theologıcal recenUYy argued.’ (141)

bankruptcy of the uUusc of the ıdea 1n Anglo- Stephen Evans’ 15 about whether the J UCS-
ANCH ciırcles an ends wıth dıscussıon fGerman t10N of pseudonymıty atters VCLY much. But he
scholarshıp. There 15 reference the ımportant thınks Peter W as DYy Peter. Just N all the OO

DY Södıng iın 2003 where he WOT- WEeIC wriıtten Dy those wh. thought of themselves
r1es about Dohmen’s tendency MI1SS OUT the 45 apostles. Kıerkegaard 1VES hım clue ere
realıtıes DV LOO much attention author, ECXT anı Stephen Chapman tor canonıcal 1e6W
reader. Ihe NCW Germans’ mostly Catholıc wıth of inspıratıon whiıch takes the Incarnatıonal anal-
Janowskı, Rendtorfftf an UVeming also mentioned) VC ser10usly 4S has DPeter Nns ın hıs nsptL-
aVC f iınterested in theology, church an the Yatıon and Incarnatıon. He does SEEMN of

(not merely Its formatıon) 45 well AS Jewiısh James Barr cr1ıtıcısm f Ba  S USE of the analogy
readıng. Yet perhaps attention hermeneutics ın T’he Oldand New ın Interpretation and the AfgVEE-
O€es NOLTu theologıcal readıng, especially Ment of PR Wells thıs (James Barr and the Bıble)
(FE whiıch ould DaV attention Christology an He admıres Vanhoozer for abandonıng speech-act
Judgement, AN! usıng the canon1ıCcal approach AS theory of inspıratıon (185 AN! tfor comıng round

wıll NOLT do
ONC hermeneutı1ıc for reception AaMONSSL others Just seeıng CcCanonı7aAtıon AS the provıdential PDIrOCCSS

of becomıng, Sermptüre.
hrıs Se1tz echoes thıs pomnt when he wrıtes:

“T’he A1CAd callıng Ouft for clarıty,at least
in the guld of bıbliıcal scholarshıp, 15 Just what Vol VIII CThe Bible 4aN! the University

(2007)15 bDy the [urn theologıcal interpretation.
(104 One 15 remınded of the words of Jesus eVe 15 EUNr slıght dıscord ın what Bar-
pıped but VOU dıd NOT dance”. There 15 tholomew wrıtes ın the preface and ıllıaım bra-
from the plaın ıN! NOT Just the odd proof ham echoes ın hıs ıt 15 all Aabout Dpayına
LEXT towards Yındıng the Irmity there1in)”. Ihe TEXT Attention hriıst (which all Accept) AN VECODETV-
15 UTr 'adversary” AS other, Itfs wıldness 1n 1fs VCTr- ıINg biblical lıteracy and SeeINg these thıngs
weenıngness, AS struggle make these CON- almost the SUMeE thıng. AÄAre they? Ihe SAHS proJect
nect10ns. Se1itz INsS1IsSts the TEXT of the being rıghtly refused leave faıth at the ([070)8 Bıblıcal
somethıing akın that of the ebrew bıble SINCE IT studıes has operated *OO much 1n ısolatıon from
15 somethıng the Church has veceELVEd. Ihere mıght the ther iıntellectual dıscıplınes of the unıversıty”
be SOIIIC unclarıty about where canonıcal closıng Lyle Jeffrey, Ihere 15 pronounced dıslıke of
StoOod AL the tıme of the W 3as IT O-part, three- the Humboldtian makıng the theology department
Dart four-part? (96) Se1t7z makes the pomt that Into self-referent1al world of ICS WI} What 15 the
for the cl  ‘5 Augustine had defend alternatıve? Lyle Jeffrey ITAacGEeEes the udeo-Chriıs-
theory oft ınsprred translatıon. Last he takes a1mMm AT t1anızıng of Hellenistic culture (Extra C SEEIN
the speech-act theory AS being LOO abstract anı de- have ın the HUAME of Robert Wılken and
historicisıng an also A Rıchard Hays project for the Latın homiines, although that ıE what spell-
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eC: WANETSs wıth ıt t00!) Rıcoeur also g€tS thınk the IMOST useful part of ıllard’s chapter 15
miıs-spelled (B More ımportantly, 15 Boethius’s hıs emphasıs the style of the bıble Aa gentle
Lady Phılosophy really Lady Chökma of the biblı- (QHE an eNCOMpassıng ONC, reflecting the char-
cal Proverbs, AS Lyle Jeffrey claıms? As often the of Chrıiıst $ O€s NOT Just truths an
angel 15 ın the detaıl: 1n what WaY Bonventure Invıte us verıfy AaN! know them; it S CVCLY
Lturn the learnıng hıerarchy of the ıberal AF possıble mode of projection an presentation
around” Was 1T that they WEeIC NOLT be worked TAW u Into the realıty of whıch It speaks: ımage,
through in order qualify tor theologıcal know/l- story, a metaphor, rıtual, ©  ' HC Just In the
edge, much AS theır already reCeIVINS theol- bıble, but projected from IT Into the riıch TeEXTLITE of

through the study of creation, CVCN ıf the Aart:  N lıfe around fn (36) Towards the en! of thıs PapcCrL,
C  3 be traced back *the ultımate soured of OUr Wıllard oscıllate between claımıng all for
knowledge, human aAN! dıvıne, namely Scripture Christian truth anı realısıng that the latter 15 NOT
4S artıculated dıvyvıne Word’ (8)? Or ın Martıanus “ scıentific knowledge‘.

Wıllıam Abraham contends that there ATC otherCapella (not Cappella) °the predomiınant riches of
the bıblıcal stadıum become A constantly Nowıng TESOUTCES tor theologıans hıch nction 4S

fountaın, ırrıgatıng all of the ther arts. In ther of n  ’ soter10logıcally NOL epıstemologıcally.
words all knowledge dıscourse?) 15 Scriıpture- Ihe bıble N OILIC of these O€s NOT Su1lt what

C VE the best-ıntentioned bıblıcal scholars tendsoaked, CVCN when perhaps MOST supremely,
when the Bıble 15 explicıtly under attack: A ın the do ıt. Incredubly NALDE STALEMENETS AVE ıssued along
CAdsSCc of Goethe. Yet he admıts that bıblıcal ıllıteracy the WW@). “Ihe gospel becomes sımply OC INOIC
15 r ampant and eed learn from Mary whose option others rather than eing the radı-
preparatıon Camıc from readıng, Scripture (at least cal: transformıng, Word of God.” It 15 always 1CE
1n the iımagınatıon of the Flemish paınter Campın VDE SCAPECYHOALT. hat 201L1C0. studı1es has CUTt the-
whose depiction of the Annuncıjatıion adorns the ology 0M ARY Constitutıvpe NOVMM ell hbe
tront of the DOOK.) However, there has en CUVATE diagnos1s, but how else AVeE hear from

loss of anchorıng central story Ssiınce Matthew that NOrM? Bart hrman I0oss f faıth 15 SEECN the
Arnold ”I he problem 15 that readers bereft vesult of wantıng LOO hard to find hrıst througl the
CANNOLT relate Al1Ly of these ımagınatıve works Scriptures when all there 15 learn 15 the varıely of

coherent cultural cCONversatıon onNgomıng dıa- 0pINLONS about meanıng. er than gıvE food
lectic ACTOSS5 the dıscıplınes, 1ın which all the maJor the soul ıF offers laborate MENUS AaNı recıpes’ (well
works play part lo PDUut thıs 1n another WaYV such there AaVe healthy anı unhealthy dıets.) avıng Just
readers CARNOF see the degree hıch the aL- blamed theology AT poa2 he wrıtes that Iheology
CT in Englısh Iıterature dIC already part of needs reclaım Scripture. (n pS3 he deals wıth
conversatıon whose dıialectical INprincıpium W d$ Gabler who had the rıght ıdea CCn he dn’t
Word from God’ Ihe bıblıcal 15 the rule of know how PUut It iınto practice. “Speakıng of
recognıtıon for all subsequent CallOINls exegeting the apostles, he confidently that 1L

]Dallas Wıllard aments the AT 1ın Ihe INAaYy be finally establıshed whether all the OP1IN1IONS
mMYt. which ATC SCCI1 be behıind Christianıty 4S

rather whether SOINC of them which AVDE bear-
of CVCLIY LypPC aN! SOTT altogether, ATC truly dıvine,

Oppress1ive instıtution ATIC replace Dy all-know-
ıng secular myths. Yet only Christianıity Can g1Vve Ing salyatıon, WEeTIC left theır S INgenNUtY.’
the bıg pıcture STOFY anı TCason tor being ‘'gen- Ihe kev phrase ere 15 “whiıch ANTE bearıng
uınely go0d’ 'IThe modern unıversıty CAaNNOT Judge salvatıon,” feature of the TEXT whıich Gabler ıden-
between good A evıl, whereas °the go0od PCISON, tifles wıth the truly dıyıne.’ Abraham SECEIILS uN

the bıblıcal VIEW, 15 the PCISON who 15 . Oa that veEry few 2O11C0a scholars A“VE dorng thns, that
ated DYy love.? But in the secular unıversıity they WOU. NOTt bnow what WAaSs dıivıine), whereas
what belongs tradıtion CAaNNOT be knowledge WOMN ımagıne that the hıistorically ınformed eXeEgeTE
(there 15 helpful OVErVI1EeW of number of "Why 15 exactly thePperson trust for a judgement what
the Amerıcan educatıon SYSteEmM 15 lıterally worth- 15 essential and non-essentzal ıNn the scrıiptural INES -
less’ C by Marsden aN! Dy Reuben), preferring, SAgE,
what 15 challenging AN! provocatıve what 15 Abraham res1ist the bıble 4S foundatıon
UG wıth research 4S kınd of °sOc13a]| terment‘ in the of SIVINS us facts; NOLT AS provıdıng
whıch ArTOSaNcCcc along wıth the talse epıstemologıcal lenses. We forget episte-
modesty of somethıing only being °*true for Me mology whether Scriptural al y other vers10n,
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theology should NOLT be slave hıstorical 1Nves- 4S love seeks understandıng. Benedict’s Princıples of
t1gatıon phiılosophical invest1gatıon for that Catholıc theology wıtnesses hıgh 1e6W of Scr1p-
Maiter. The theologıan Can firm the truths ture AS5 normatıve theology. He favours bıblical
of the faıth whatever StOrY 15 Sayıng. We should theology of "cCovenanrt’; thıs that the 15
thınk of the in ıfe an wısdom-love g1ving read 4S shaped crucıcentrically that the bıble
WAaVYV. Ancıllary thıs eed develop L1CW speak through the lıturgy 1n the eucha-
sub-discıplıne theology and phılosophy, namely FISt1C Mass. In EW the argument vather Ioses 1ts
the epistemology of theology, 1n order address WW Nn rhetoric COME the end of thıs ACCOUNT
the 1SsuUes that rSt generated the VISION of ChHp- yHaln But ıt 15 useful contribution. Glenn
ture aAS crıter10on of truth in theology”. Olsen’s 15 another Catholıic CONVeErT who thınks that

Wolters tells UuSs that how CONCEIVE of the wıthout magısterıum ll E wıth Aux
relatıonshıp of aM wıll determıne of interpretations; thıs 15 agalnst Longenecker’show interpret Scriptures 1ıke Proverbs 3 ] AdS 1eW that the only SCI1ISUS pleni10r allowed 15 when
what bıblıcal “tear’„ (T Det 218 about the the Oes thıs wıth the Here there
enNn! of the world Hıs posıtıon 1S gratun ıntra ALMU- S  m bhit of a confusıon. When look the Church
Y}  S (whıch he CONTLTLFrAaSTts wıth three other possı1bilı- fathers ıt 15 NOT the CAUSE that eed think of post-
t1es, includıng carıcature of Aqu1nas’s posıtıion). biblical events fulfıllıng the (Eusebrus WOUN: be
Unlıke Abraham he 15 clear that methodology an exception here) but of Orıgen, AÄugustine al
the getting rıght thereof through confessing OUr thinkıng that there 15 fulfilment of the ın the
OW phılosophıical presupposıit1ons 15 crucı1al. On 1C the NOTt explicıt about; the S
hıs model, bıblıcal scholarshıp (lıke Mature:) 15 of whether God WAUSs (8.9.) the sıde of Joan of Arcbe renewed DY the ‘grace” of theology which OES NO0T really the fulfilling of prophecyremınds It of the unıty of the bıble äl least the such. In aV (CASNE hıs pomnt 15 that the magısterıum
STOFY behind 1It an helps explicate certaın bıblı- Can St0p Al1Yy claıms about EVENTS in church historycalx such 4A5 “creation ASs separatıon': thıs being ridiculous aMn partısan. He 15 appreclatıve of
however looks ıke the bıble shapıng phılosophy ()’Keefe an Reno’s 2005 Sanctıfted Vısıon AS the
rather than ViIce-versa. , theol- WaV 1n which allegorıcal readıngs ATC NOT Iımposingshould SIt alongsıde, wıthın ther ‘sıster” d1s- but dıscovering depth dımens1ı0ns of the tCXE Dbut
cıplınes. eserved about theır pre-modern/modern.

Wırh COTTt Hahn an Pope Benedict theol- The CSSaVS Dy Robert Roberts AN! Robert
1n the bıble OUuUL of habıtat of faıth an Cochran dIC about A far A4AS ONC gets from the

worshıp (especially AS CVCN 1ın the Platonic cad- Aavour of “Scripture an theology” throughout
CeMY) but sciıentıfic SCCIHH ıgnore that the whole proJject Roberts wrıiting “s1tuatıon-
AaN! only wısh reduce it, explaın It AWaY., Faıth 1SmM an the psychology of the eart makes
15 Jegıtımate SOUTCEC of knowledge an ENUIY. UusSs«c of VAarıo0us experiments 1ın which people’s FIru
Unless SO that Scripture 15 the product of the colours WEIC exposed DY being Dart of 1n
Church then 111 NOLT be FCadY interpret 1t CY1S1S threat He concludes that IT
ecclesially. For Benedict the Church 15 the 'lıyıng W as NOT Just the s1ıtuatiıon that made 00 peoplehıstorical subject’ of God’s Word 91 LNOTC fully ACT strangely badly but that the UNVIrtuouUs dıspo-from Spirıt of the lıturgzy, 168, ın the footnote: °*the S1T10NS WEeTIC largely already there Vıirtue 15 SOINC-
faıth of the Church O€s NOLT eX1ISt A ensemble t1imes skın-deep when NOT personally chosen 1n
of rather, the texts-the words-ex1ist because atmosphere of learnıng: Nero stopped being the
there 15 corresponding subject which X1VES them Z00d StO1C when the [CaSOI for behavıng (hıs
theır basıs AaN! theır inner coherence. Empirically lyıng mother Agrıppıina) dıed Christians eed
speakıng, the preachıng of the apostles called Into thınk for themselves an know themselves.
exX1istence the socıal organısatıon hurc AS kınd psychology offers the hope of transforma-
of hıstorıical subject.”) There AaDPCATS be NO telt t10N, re-traınıng of the heart 1n the church Just
contradıction 1n these SCHNTENCES; the words 4S Arıstotle admıtted that OLIC could NOL hope
AaTC produce the ıfe that 15 the church; be VIrtuOUS in CIty that had faıled. Cochran
CVENTS dIC the CONTENT of the Word Ihe Church 15 °the Bıble, posıtıve law an the legal academy’the place where faıth from the Dast 15 brought Into that 15 NOL necessarıly bad chıngthe PrEeSsSCNLt an orıented towards the future (95) (accordıng O’Donovan’s Ihomistic noti1on) an
theology Ves OUL of the Church’s remembrance, thınks that Chrıiıstians should C bring the law
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of closer the ıdeal enuncı1ated by Jesus T’he Da Viıncı (251
wıthout becomıng enforcıng that It wıll be LOO oger Lundıin’s tells the SLOFV ofkEmerson-
much and become counter-productive. Yet the law 1an subversion of Scriptural rhetorıic (ın IThoreau
should educate aN! ead the ırtue of Christ, AS an then Whıtman ADRT applauded DYy Northrop

good AN! gentle schoolmaster, presumably. God Frye) whıle Melvılle AaN! Hawthorne appreclated
remaıns unchanged an people ATC Just 45 morally the darker sıde of the biblıcal IMCSSAHC 4A5 It accorded
hardened 45 they in Moses’ and Jesus’ time; wıth how the world truly seemed DE: an Emily
dıvorce laws (E32.) should make such thıng TMOTC Diıckinson SAW the bıble offering *rıch alternatıves
dıfAcult though NOT iımpossıble. Chrıistian lawyers the of modern thought” (279) JI0 theır
11l aV agalınst the grain aAN! the secular quest1Ons Lundın offers renewed Barthıan theo-
elıte for whom the Fiırst Amendment 15 appealed logıa CVUC1S 4S the only WdY theology of UrTr-

4S SOOIN Aa Christians C VG14 Ü ralse the 1SSUE. rection glorYy.
As Roberts PreviOUS argued, the myth of Stephen FEvans “Afterword’ 15 really SUMMALV
the Kantıan ındıvıdual being free be moral 15 of the Varı0us CSSaVS, It 15 Lyle Jeffrey who gets
Just that myth. but it contınues be CI- offer the last substantıve chapter reedom 15 only

O11!  e He quotes the Jurist Blackstone UrsSc good ıf It truth AaN! the g0o0d of the COIMNl-
that *“natural law' always needs reinforcement Dy munıty) But RC of thıs really works well 45
revealed law AaN! °*che |aw cshould work conclusıon 1ın the of marshallıng the VO1CES,

protect iıntermediıiate Instiıtuti1Oons An should although the VC last Dagc 510) Evans O€s
CENCOUTASC indıviduals ın soclety CAiCc tor ONC C leave us wıth three poılnts OUurTt of the tapestry
another.” 0O26N these chap r  eshing Anı of these CSa yS.
ınstructıve. In Christian INnsSt1tutions the Chrıistian d-

t1ve should define the institution. Amen!PaSSs VeCI: the rather 1d10syncratic chapter bDy
Davıd Smuith hıch trıes employ Comenıius We MUST read the bıble A whole AN! 45 the

help us wıth CUT method 1n Chrıistian educatıon. Word of God
John Sullıyan AS (B of the M1NOrIty of British- hıs 15 because 'knowing 15 nction of the
kuropean contrıbutors. He the ıdea that Oole PCISON, NOLT Just the intellect. aAM 15
CXCSESIS works trom the iınsıde 1ın sympathy wıth shaped Dy communıtıes anı practices, hıs
the TEXT of the communıty aN! that interpretation 15 partıcularly Iru for moral AaN! rel1g10Us

adjyusting An openıng NC  Da personal sec knowledge 10 mınd there 15 N slıght NON
recCe1IVve the meanıng, sSOo ofascet1ic ecadıng He SEQULTUF here. How OES L  OLLOW that because

reJO1CES 1n Lesley Smuith’s challenge Leclerea:s knowing 15 holıstıc person hence the bible
should be vread whole? eVE AVE hetter VEA-posıtıng of sharp monastıc/scholastıc in

theologıcal method He deplores the utılıtarıanısm Sons for readıng the OLE.
in the British educatıonal SVStCM wıth instrumen-
tal 1C4SQOIl replacıng contemplatıve. No Chrıstijan
instıtution cshould OVer-reaCt DYy allowıng Chrıiıstian Conclusıon

(Qver these f1ve volumes reviewed above there 15orthodoxy nNnctıion AS ıdeology. He
umbrella whıch CTEATES eNVIırON- huge AMOUNT of materı1al tor reflection and dıiscus-

Ment congenıal Chrıstian thinkıng, but also S10N. Everyone 15 gıven Say the EXTeNT that DPIC-
non-Christian thınkıng °the Chrıistian unıversıty ‘general conclusıions’ ATC largely voıded
prompts readıng of SeIt. scholarshıp AN! faıth Plaudıts Craig Bartholomew tor havıng the
that 15 generously outward-looking: the lıfe of the V1IS1ION aN! for managıng keep the whole thıng
mınd for the Z00d of the world’ Yet ONE wonders ogether aM JTony Ihıselton tor actıng 45 hıghly
ıf ıt 15 only commerc1ıalısıng managerialısm that the competent lhıeutenant. sahs-ınfo.org chould
Christian UNLVESLLY has LO fear. If ıt wıll nNOt the help us find OUT where the project ZOCS after the
Christian uUNLVErSLLY ın MOVE posıtıve WAYS, by PYrO- completion of thıs ser1es. If anythıng Can

moting Chrıstian ınıtıatıves, who then wll? bıt of continental drıft AdS the moved trom
Byron Johnson’s bıblıcal lıteracy ın being the British Society aM the project being

America 15 full of useful statist1cs AN! conclusıon 4SE! 1in Cheltenham the ınvolvement of Baylor
that IT 15 NOLT AS low AS has eecn suggested 4S well 4S Unıiversıty an others along wıth the relocatıon of
the interesting indıng Frequent bıble readers ATC the general edıtor, although the appolıntment of
far less lıkely than the aVCTAZC PCISON ave read Ihıselton around the tıme of Volume helped
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keep the British connection. But It has be SGCCH MeEeNLTL dIC complex 11C8 anı It CAaNNOLT be assumed
AS transatlantıc project Nothıng wıth that that the problem of the Enlıghtenment for faıth
EXCEDL that tee] that the Reformed epistemolo- an the question about the Bıble AN the Word of
DISES an the Christian lıterary heritage specılalısts G0od ftor that 15 what thıs project 15 all about 15

ESsTt dealt wıth whıle largely 1gNOorNg the culturesAaVve other AN! better places publısh), NOL least
when It brings us (e.g) the VO1CES of Chıiılds AF in whıch the Enlıghtenment an Itfs developments

an ıt shapıng of bıblıcal theology, for better AN!SEeItZ, Reno an the Roberts (Cochran an
Roberts) 1n the last volume. Yet somethıng of ItSs forD mostly took place. Perhaps there could

also AaVe Dl slıghtly edıtor1jal contro|lusefulness for the Ekuropean sıtuatiıon miıght be lost.
Sa y thıs 45 ONC who belıeves 1n the iınternatıonal- unıfy the contrıbutions wıthout extinguıishingthe fresh creatıvıty hıch 15 evident. thıs proJject15SM of theology AaN! bıbliıcal studıes OWEVer for Its smorgasbord of rıches. the SiıL of the

that the of iınfÄuence an CNPSAYC- Darts oreater than the whole
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Publıc Theology Cultural Engagement
Stephen Holmes (edıtor)

Publıc T heology In Cultural Engagement offers foundatıonal an programmatıc CSSdyS exploring helpful
WAY! theologise about culture wıth miıssıionNal intent. Ihe book 12 wıth three chapters takıng Ptowards developıng general cology of culture Dart Iwo explores the contrıbution of key 1DI1CA| themes

theology of culture creation, 1aW, election, Christology, an redemption. Ihe fiınal section consıders
theological proposals tor CNgZASCMCN wıth culture past and PrESCHL wıth CONLEMPOTACY reflections

natıonalısm and drug culture.
Contrıibutors iınclude Colın Gunton. Robert Jenson, Stephen Holmes, rıstoph Schwoöbel, C'olıin Greene,

Luke Bretherton, anı Brian Horne.

Stephen Holmes 15 Baptıst mınıster and ecturer ın Theology al the Universıity of St Andrews 1n Scotland.
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'IThe Guide Theology
JTony Gray Steve Englısh

Due opular I'CunSt the Potted Gu1de LO 1 heology 15 back ın print! I’he Gu1de 15 the premıier ıllustrated
whıstle-stop COUr of Chrıistian theology through the ADCS Are yYOUu confused DY Calvın? Are YOU baffled DYBonhoeffer? DDo yOU CL 1n tangle wıth Tertullan? [Does Kıerkegaard drıve vYOUu krazy? hen thıs 15 the Dbook
ftor vou! Short, sımple, and ser10usly interesting. If you ATC DUusy CISON who needs brush UD

VYCArSs of Chrıistian thought but sadly do NOT have 2,.000 1ın which do SO) then dıp INtTO the The
Paotted Gu1ide heology Wırthın mMınNuUuteEs vou be able bluff yOUr WaYV hrough cConversatıon wıth the Vicar
and wıthın day you be SCErOuUs candıdate tor the Job yourself (that’s Joke). Bursting wıth Wwısdom, ınsıghtand OTS of pıctures, Ihe Potted Gu1lde C Iheology 1S the must-have book tor CVCLY wanna-be ctheologıan.

Jony Gray hıs DPhıl ın Theology Oxford and 15 currently Production Manager for Bound Bıographies ın
Oxtordshire. He has edited, wriıtten anı ghost-written several books Steve Englısh 1S full-tıme freelance CartoonNnIıSt

who ıllustrates tor number of natıonal COMICS aMı mMagazınes including the Horrıble Hiıstories anı Horrıble SCLIENCE
Collection. He also wrIıtes anı iıllustrates hıs OW)] CAartoOnNn Str1ps whiıch HUG publıshed ın Britain and abroad.

978-0-85364-916-8 198 MM 104pp £8.99
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