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Maiysz larıhes AT the OUTfSsSeTt of the work, °thıs of the anthropological determine how freedom
study explores freedom ell uman But, and OVe AIC elated In Jüngel’s ACCOUNLT of the uman
insofar Ifs focus 15 freedom, 15 It also investiga- CISON. In doing, Malysz distinguıishes between the
tıon of OVEC (I) ıthın thıs quotation dIC contaıned ACTS of being wıthın human exIistence: the Dassıve
the trajectories of the book the ONMNC hand, and the actıve eing and becoming Usıing these find-
explicıitly, the relatıon between freedom and love; Ings, he mbarks uDON ambitious final chapter In
the other, implhicıitly, the anthropological relationship IC the OgICS of divine eing AdIC brought Into
between divine trTeedom (and, subsequently, OVeC an! relation.
human freedom (and, subsequently, love). Primarıily, In CSSCHNCC, hıs COMNCETN 15 cshow how neither logic
Jüngel’s doctrine of God iınvolves the dual Ör 15 possible wıthout the ther. Wıthout the OgIC of love,

cCOomMMItment freedom, *divine spontaneıty and there could be possı1bilıty for genulne free relatıon-
creativity’, and love, “intersubjective vulnerability”. ship between the human and the dıvine. Sımilarly, with-
But ongsıde thıs (AÄAMMICGCCIH uns anthropological Out the OgIC of freedom, there WOU be poss1bility
COMNCETN that there MUST be COIT' CSPOI'IdCHCC between for genunely inter-subjective relationship between
divine reedom and love, and human trTeedom and love. the human and the divine in C both partıes render

However, lest the work be read sımple plece of themselves vulnerable in SOMC WAdY. Both of these OgICS
hagıography, Malysz’s investigation involves ecriticısm AT' therefore rooted 1n I'rımity each emphasises the
of Jüngel’s project Despite emphasısıng the central- trı-polarıty of the divine, albeıt 1n dıifferent WAdY5.
Ity of reedom and love wıthin the doctrine of God, In SUMMAL V, Maiysz’s treatment of Jüngel’s eco
Malysz ArguCc$S that ultiımately Jüngel has NOT sufficıently 1s complex yeL compelling, offering 1I1CW approac
larıhed the inter-relationship of the CONCCDLS. In the doctrine of God IC pushes the debate for-
hıs attempt relate the (by of ward. For Maiysz elucıdates, ın askıng precisely what
the OgIC of love’, a  SZ [6): It ADDCAaIS that IT for God be ee. anı y AaNSWeET the question
Jüngel’s ACCOUNT of the inter-subjectivity of divıne love MUST proceed wıth divine love.
becomes swallowe. up by the proclhiwvities of divine Jon Mackenzıe,treedom that  ‘® in due COUISC, God, ın hıs freedom, ambrıdge, EnglandCeg1INS ook vVCLY much iıke the human CISON in her
unfreedom. It 15 Maiysz’s ambıtion through the flow
of the rectify this asymmetrıc aSsOclatıon
of love and reedom through the INncorporatiıon of Heavenly Partıicıpation: The Weavınga of a
addıtional logic, the logic of freedom, that ‘the Sacramental Iapestry
subjective STIrUCLUreEeSs introduce Cları Into the doctrine Hans Boersmaof God, ıle AYM the SdI11C time o1Ing Justice of ran p1ds Eerdmans, 2011 PP; ISBNJüngel’s concerns’ (15) 978-08028654Ihe four maın chapters follow this progression. In
the first LW Maiysz analyses the of divine and UMMARY
human treedom they AaPPCAar In Jüngel’s CM Wırth ans Boersma’s Ne volume sacramental heologyrESPECL human freedom, he hıghlights Jüngel’s COIM- makes g00d Case for inking that the creation IS uffusedplete rejection of the modernıst CONCEPLIONS of anthro-
pological freedom typifie: Dy of self-securing,

ith the of God, In Keeping ith historic TIS-
tian Neoplatonism. UDrawıing the OUuUVvelle Theologiethe OC hand  - detachment from the WOT'! in theologians like Henrii de Lubac, Boersma commends his1C One’s ıfe ADDCAaIS vulnerable In sacramental tapestry evangelical readers. However, hIsthis, Jüngel’s construal of treedom eschews the

self-serving “treedoms’ of ost-enlightenment philoso-
Dook does ralse question about how God IS present SacdC-

ramentally In the created order apart from his eing OmnıI-phy for intersubjective OgIC of love 1ın 1C present. This question IS noTt really addressed In the book,self-determination the 1s NOT merely the aCtIV-
ILy of self-assured a but “successful ogether- though t would he ruitful project for future research
ness’ (Jüngel) ınvolving, both the dıivine an the human.

his topIC.
RESUMEFHowever, despite thıs OgIC of love’, Maiysz that

the CONCCDL of treedom underpinning thıs logic shows @ nouvel OUVTasE SUTr Ia theologie sacramentelle defend
the divine be ubject who merely determines de anlere bien argumentee Ia these de la presenceself ın relatıon the ther an Incorporates the other divine baignant Ia creation, dans Ia igne du neoplatonismenNto self-relatedness’ (14) chretien historique. 5S’appuyant SUr Ia OUuVvelle theologie

In thıs problem, a  SZ de theologiens MM Henriı de Lubac, Boersma CO  -
alle]l logic the OgIC of love? termed the OgiC of mande cette exiure sacramentelle AdUX lecteurs evange-freedom). eEse OgICS constitute the subjec- liques. Son livre suscıte cependant UNe questiontive ACTS of the divine iın hıs OW self-determination. Ia anıere dont le mode de Ia presence sacramentelle de
Following thıs  > chapter three Freturns examınatıon leu dans Ia creation diffäre du mode de SOM} omnipre-
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Boersma repond DaS vraıment cette question of whart Chrıistians already eilleve For the world only
seralt pourtant projet de recherche fructueux DOUT eXIStS It partiıcıpates in the divine ıfe It 15 radıcally

aller plus loın. dependent upOnNn continued SUSLENANCE, an 1It

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG finds Ifs ADOSCC in un1ıon wıth the Creator wh has made
IT

ans Boersmas Band über sakramentale Theologie Ihe book 15 Care:  y researched and Oersma 15
vertritt mit Argumenten die Idee, dass die Schöpfung WwiInsome and sympathetic wriıter. Hıs in
durchdrungen Ist VOT) der Gegenwart Gottes, und dies In favour of INOTC sacramental ACCOUNT of the creation
eıner | ınıe mıiıt dem historischen christlichen Neuplato- an! his appe Christian Neoplatonism aATCc attractıve
nIsSmMUuUS. Boesma ezieht sich auf Theologen der ichtung SOMNC might thı  ‘5 egullıng. But if that 15 S 1t 15
Nouvelle Theologie WIE Henri de | ubac und empfiehlt WaYy of construing OChrıstian heology that has had INanYy
dieses sakramentalean evangelikalen | esern. war enthralled, including INanıy Protestant theologıans in
stellt sSeırın Buch die Trage arüber d  / wıe (Ciott „sakramen- the Augustinian tradıtion. Recent research has cshown
tal// In der Schöpfungsordnung anwesend ıst unabhängig how John Calvın’s work Was much LNOTIC enamoured of
Von seIner Omnipräsenz. Jedoch geht das Buch auf diese high sacramentalısm and understandıng of partıcı-
rrage nıcht wWirklıc eın, obwohl das eın fruc  ares Vor- pation and unıon wıth NS than PrevIOUS generation
en für die künftige Forschung diesem Thema ware. had allowed Ihe Samıc has been argued SOIT1NC EXTENT

y.q  y.q
for Luther’s work an CZACY amMONgSL the O-called
Finnish School But 1t 15 also Irue of American evangeli-

VO  —; Harnack famously argued that Christian- cal theology mediated V1a onathan Edwards, wh: Was
Ity had been Hellenized As ONSCYUCIICC, Christian nothing if NOTLT misty-eye: about the WaYV ın aC. the
heology Was held 1n SOTT of abylonıan Captıvıty ole creation eXIStS through, an Dy the O of
modes of philosophical thought alıen Ifs 1DI1Ca God OS Protestant thinkers do NOT feature the
(070) IThe first task of modern theology, according maın focus of Boersma’s work. He has other fish fIrYy.

the Harnackıan, MUST be throw off the On of That sald, It 15 worth noting that hıs projJect 15 part of
TeE thought and retfurn LNOITC productive WdVYVS of wider, ON-gOo1nNg re41SsSsSESSsSMENT of much of our theologi-
hınkıng and o1Ing dogmatics. IThus OC the of cal heritage, whether Protestant Or Roman. number of
much modern heology borne Out of the classıcal modern ecologlians, concerned aMONSSL other ings
eral proJject Its vest1ges ATC Sall| wıth today, NOT least wıth the rapprochement of different eologic; tradı-
ONg evangelıicals (strange bedfellows!) wh ınk that t10NS, of MOvıing beyond the fissures of the Reformatıion
they Call leap ACT1OS5 the Span of tradıtıon refurn the dARC of new ecumenıical understandıng an ealıng,
plain doctrine of the WOT.| inhabıted Dy the apostles. AdIC eNcCouragıng the churches reconsıder theır historic

Boersma’s book shows that such naıvete ın eol- divergences. 'IThıs work might be SCCI1 contribution
O 15 deeply mistaken. The Christian tradıtıon which thıs wıder scheme. Its IreNIC LONEC and catholicity of
he Ca Great Iradıtıon”) 15 NOL obstacle 1ın approach, ell Its emphatic e bend the
the WaY of Oo1Nng theology but SOUTCC of authority for knee the tar of secularısm, AIC commendable
making eologic judgments. Although It 15 subordi1- But such book ralses important question: Just
Nate Scripture divine revelatıon, the Great Iradı- hat ODES ıf MEUN SAY the OLE of creatıon 15 MEN -

t1on 15 nevertheless Dy 1C OUrTr theological tal? In what 15 In, SdYV, CUD of
judgments INaYy be interrogated, nuanced an evel- Cca, different from his 1ın the Eucharıst”? How 1S
oped en ogether wıth Scripture might 1n of God LNOITIC prescnt 1n SOMIC situat1ions than ın others,
these ımportant hreads that IL  — through Cap- LNOIC manıfest in certaın SOr ZY, ritual, ecclesi0l-
CSLI’Y;, hich Was OVCI by patrıstıc and medieval theo- than elsewhere? ItGod 15 Oomnıpresent spiırıt, IT 1$
Oglans, and IC portrayed complete pıcture of the difhcult SCC hOow Call quantıify hıs that
created order uffused wıth the sacramental of he 15 somehow LNLOTIC prescecnt here than there, CSPC-
God oOersma SCETS OUuUTt thıs VIS1ION, usıng the motif of clally prescent ıIn thıs symbol element, and NOT there
the LapestTY, how it has been torn and marred ın early in SOMC non-sacramental CONTEXT He 15 prescnt wıth

things Dy hıs Oomnıpotent L9) and knows thingsmodern and modern theology, anı how might repalr
ıt DYy retrieving aSPCCTS of this medieval worldview medi- immediately and completely. Just he 15 present wıth
ated Dy the O4UVDeELLE ecologıe of HenrI1 de WDaC: VeESs V pomnt 1n D and tiıme Perhaps the 1Ssue 15 NOT

ongar and others. whether do partıcıpate ın God V1a the created order,
but rather hOow recelve perceıive the ofAccording the Great Iradition (a understood Dy

de C et al.!) the creation 15 NOT something reMOTE God iın the WOT. vın eloquently PULTS it: God
from God but omething saturated wıth hıs 15 given in the creation but only apprehended by faıth It

WOU be interesting SCC how Oersma might deployThe Neoplatonic phiılosophy baptised by Augustine of
hıs eIorme sacramentalısm ddress thıs CEMICEGTEHippo W asSs NOT perversion of ELTG doctrine but the

by hıch underpin Chrıstian heology wiıth (Olıver VI1S;
metaphysical worldview that W ds conducıve much Pasadena, Calıfornia
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