es ]. Buckley
ory jones msgjn;egg, Maryland

ive anthologies
; jes of constructive th
o Modern Thelogy 15 8 5 brings together bo
lackwell Readmgs i:::in © odern thealogy: Eacll;EI vqlumt: iy J——
n important top . cioned essays ona B d seminaries
l:ssi ;Pmd newl;‘ c::,f;:smned in colleges, universities, an
4ill provide studen :
r:'lh]: critical entry to key debates.

i i s Sil}E ﬂt
pra web

tp:// ww.b{ackweﬂpuhlishingmmf religion

Published works

The Theological Interpretation of Scripture
| f "
Classic and Contemporary Readings
Edited by Stephen E. Fowl

The Postmodern God
A Theological Reader
Edited by Graham Ward

Inquiring After God
Classic and Contentporary Readings
Edited by Ellen T. Charry
Theology After Liberatism
. A Reader
Edited by John Webster and George Schner
Theology and Sexuality

Edited by Eugene F, Rogers, Jr.

__The

THEOLOGICAL

INTERPRETATION
OF SCRIPTURE

CLASSIC AND CONTEMPORARY READINGS

— FEditedby
Stephen

E. Fowl

Loyola College, Maryland




A 021

, Malden M. K :

BOMan ST 4, Onford OXS _"gﬁli 3053, Australia

108 gﬂ“’ &Y ireet, Cariton, Vi€ A

550 Swanstont 7 repde ; ;
ofthis publication ™2Y D2TTEC o ectronic, mechanical

All rights rejﬁﬂ'"gr' No Paﬂﬂed‘ inany or by any tted by the UK COP:I'"ght'

refrieval system. O ©0 i

therwise, except &5 Pt nission of the publisher.
Ph“‘mpﬁ%ﬁf:g T.;;& without the prior P&
Designs, and k2

First ublishﬁd 1997
RIePn'Ened 1997, 1998, 2000, 2001, 2008

o B
Library of Congress Calaloging-in _Publication Dat

The theological inte
readings / edited
p.cm. ;
Blackwell mldh-ggs in ;odern Mﬂmgyd £
:g;l}:dle;:w_‘llbhugﬂphlmbsﬂk. paper) — ISBN 1-55786-835-2 (pbk: alk. paper)
1. Bible—Theology. 1. Fowl, Stephen E.
BS43.T48 1997

203—dc21 ]

CIP

A catalogue record for this title is available from the British Library.

Set in 10.5 an 12 pt Ehrhardt

by Ace Filmsetting Ltd, Frome, Somerset

Printed and bound in the United Kingdom

by Athenaeum Press Ltd, Gateshead, Tyne & Wear

For further information on
Blackwell Publishing, visit our website:
hitp:/ /www blackwellpublishing.com

Contents

Acknowledgements
List of Contributors
Introduction

Stephen Fowl

Part I The Contexts of Theological Interpretation

Spiritual Understanding
Henri de Lubac, S. 7.
Transiated by Luke O'Neill

The Superiority of Pre-Critical Exegesis
David C. Steinmetz

The Story-Shaped Church: Critical Exegesis and Theological
Interpretation
George Lindbeck

Feminist Theological Hermeneutics: Canon and Christian Identity

Claudia V. Camp

The Bible and African Americans: An Outline of an Interpretative

History
Vincent L. Wimbush

The New Testament and the Nicene Dogma: A Contribution to

the Recovery of Theological Exegesis
David §. Yeago

viii

26

39

70

87




/" -

M: Contents
skl EX
Cﬂfﬂmu ions of Select Blbhcﬂ- 21

The Sermon on the Mount as Radical Pastoral Care
logical Interpretat! Richard Lischer =

103 Romans 9-11

i3 v Tife ,,fMo.m : ;
E!m[ions (rom Gregory of Ni s; ST ré 22 Selections from Augustine’s Propesitions from the Epistle to the
?e i ntroduced by Joseoh - o Evobe 114 Romans and To Simplician - on Various Questions 307
v e Sl of Lyrd's Commentary Introduced by Peter Gorday
lections T ine Pation .
8 ?_:ﬂ O ed and introduced Y Corrine Pa i 129 23 Selections from Thomas Aquinas’s Commentary on Romans 320

Encounters with the Burming Translated and introduced by Eugene F. Rogers, r.

part 11 Theo

-3

9 Three Postritical
Pepr Ocks } 143 24 Romans 10: 4 and the “End” of the Law 338
10 Exodus 3: A Theological Tnterpretatioi Paul W. Meyer

Terence E. Frethein 25  Divine Inittasi
3 155 ivine Initiative and Human Response 356
|1 Exodus 3: Summons to Holy Transformation E. Elizabeth Johnson
Walter Brueggemann 2%
Isaizh §2-53

12 Selections from Theodoret of Cyrus's Commentary on Isaiah
Translated and introduced by Angela Russell Christman

13 Selections from John Calvin's Sermons on Isaiah
Translated and introduced by Kathryn Greene-McCreight

Figure and Ground in the Interpretation of Romans 9-11 371

173 Neil Elhiott

186 Index 390

14 Speech and Silence in the Servant Passages: Towards a
Final-Form Reading of the Book of Isaizh 199
Tod Linafels

15 Selections from I, He, We, They: A Literary Approack to Isaiah 53 210
David J. A. Clines

16 E‘.ugaging Metaphors: Suffering with Zion and the Servant in
Isaiah 52-53
Beverly 7. Stration

Martthew 5-7

17 Selections from John Ch . .
; rysostom’s Homil
Translated and introduced by Robin Dllﬂ:'ngm;:uf on Matthew 239
18 Sd&ﬁﬂl’ls from Mzm' ),
the Mount n Luther’s Sermons on the Sermon on

Translased and mireduced by Mark S Burromws e

219

19
262
20 Selections from

e = 285

vi

vii




515 -an Religion.” :
The Gonle of Aff“”"m‘nu;u‘n:ﬁ. . Afro-American Religip,g Tis;
b

wigciology ! . R
gee Trolears Soc : l}‘!ﬂ“-"“ﬁmm; Duke University Press, 1985),

R
. 250. ritwals; Thurman, Deep R;
A Religiom P Negro Spirtiucis; » Deep Rivey.
20 Raboreath Stave Book of and Black Power, Raboteau, Slave Rej .E:F:::,

i . 227MT.
Cone and WIMOT™ '™ plyck Theolo pP B v
12 Cone w0d i rican Relipiew Hiws d v Fristegy
33 Semnett, ed- Afro-Ame A ikmare, &5 Black i."i:a ogy.
Fellowship; 30d ¢ ‘“‘"_m (ans and Afro-American Religion,” Journal of the [y,
24 Thomas &, Frait SO rogsy pp. 34
nomingtiond! ﬁﬂbf;‘:i }G;’:h:! of the Black Chrlrr#es (Philadelphia: Fortress P
25 Peter . TE;:L od., Afir-American Religious H"i',m'fhppi la!l.'i,-zif.l_1 ;
1983), an gl ImsandmNu] WThe mage of the Umud Su
IPP‘ - (ﬂ
% hhrlyr-‘?fiﬂﬂ*fff?"m
lial Nation e
¥ ;i:'l:l, ol., ‘Eﬁ""‘ﬂ“‘""" Relygrous Hustory, pp. 105-6.
8 Ihid, pp. 191-2 _
9 Cited in Paris, The Sonal Teacking, p. 13.

?H:ns ::n:r The Biack Spritual Movemeni: Religious Response 1o Racism (Knoxville:

University of Tenncsscc Press, 1984), pp. 8-9. _
! Tumer, Religrous Innovation in Africa, pp. 280-1; Baer, The Black Spiritual Movemen,
p. 133; and Cone and Wilmore, eds, Black Theology, pp. 145-66.
| Sernem, ed., Afre-Amenzan Refigioas History, pp. 399-400.
| Timothy P. Weber, “The Two-Edged Sword: The Fundamentalist Use of the Bible,"
in Hatch and Noll, eds, The Bible in Amenica, pp. 101-20.
Ibid., pp. 113-14.
George M. Marsden, Fundamentalim and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth
mﬁwgmh f&:’ﬂ-lf 925 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), p. 228
Black Evar ;"""E“"“" in Jimmy Locklear, “Theology — Culture Rift Surfaces among
vangelicals” Chrstanity Today 24 (May 23, 1980): 44.

\

s -

The New Testament and the Nicene
Dogma: A Contribution to the
Recovery of Theological Exegesis

David S. Yeago

Introduction

One of the consequences of the Western Church’s two centuries of fumbling
with the implications of the historicalcritical method is a loss of any sense of
the connection between the classical doctrines of the Church and the text of
scripture. [t is assumed that a truly scholarly interpretation of the scriptural
texts methodologically excludes any reference to Christian doctrine as 2
hermeneutical touchstone, and as a matter of historical fact, though not of
logical necessity, the historical-critical enterprise has often been understood as
the liberation of rational intelligence and religious experience from the dead
hand of dogma. The doctrines, in such a context, come to seem a superstructure
overlaid on the texts by theological speculation, at best 2 time-conditioned
expression of spiritual experience somehow distantly responsive to the
scriptural witness, at worst the token of the “Hellenized” Church’s cultural
alienation from that witness. y A
By contrast, one has only to look at the sermons, commentaries, and treatises
of the Fathers, Aquinas, or Luther to see how seriously they took, for anmplc,
the Trinitarian and Christological doctrines as analyses of the logic of the
scriptural discourse, formal descriptions of the apprehension of God in :hel
texts, which then serve as guides to a faithful and attentive rudmg_of the rexts.
Where this conviction is no longer intelligible, the d:sgtcal doctrines :xl)mﬂ to
seem, in ane way and nnather, superﬂuous to the life of faith and of the believing
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ﬂ-afﬂﬂ'm 'ljr ?.l:':'ﬂllﬂwl.il F m—mﬁﬂf from time o tifme oy of
, bagrt# P2 G short supply Just larely!) but scareey,
._wr#ll";};h m,,-'.ﬂ‘l-ﬂl' 2 ﬂl.il'-i"- Mo theory nfl the dn'ﬂﬂlm'll:m of
s O empts I e jtion that they are the regeh;
doctrint .'m conwictRn the {:ﬁmﬁ?ﬂh doctrines which s m“'i‘:;m
e cnovecone DMLy and thenlogy
'_.f W“ﬂldﬂ gt 10 af lr‘s‘ﬂmﬂ“[ th-ﬂl “‘Ic :n:ih“
in this essaY 1 shall m:;mt e MNECETE homponsson is neither impoged
hcologitns WErE nght 12 mrdi:ﬂhl’l" deduced fram lht_tﬂts, but, rather
jgements ¢ i the texis, in the texture of
» e of JueE Pﬁ':rw God of Israel. 1 shall g,uu;::
B e o i comple Ut B O el toperir
v H o ar
Eh::“nﬂ Wml-i 2m claimed to invalidate it. R
the :ni::l. the excgeiical wspect of this discussion could be ramified
(it e e thesis of this essay fully would require an
excpctice-thealogical stndy on mg:;kul'.krhnl.f.ius‘s Chratesns against the
A riaes, Gregery of Nysss's Apaisd Esnemiaz, or Cyril of Abexandria’s Dhalogue.
Wikt i offesed here is no mRofe than an cxample in aid of an argument. Tt will
succeed in its purpose if it sends 1t readers back to the great Patristic treatises
prepared to take senously their claim to be engagred in excgesis of the scriptures

Jesus and the God of Isracl: Paul and Nicea

The New Tesament does not contain 3 formally articulared “doctrine of God"
of the same kind =5 the later Nicene dogma. What it does contain i @ pattern
of implicit a5 explicit judgements concerning the Giod of Isracl and b
telicaskip o the crociid und riocn Jesus of Natarcsh, The dogms is the
in bath ;;ﬂwmplm!uuh sccount articularely of this more basic state of affairs
af the New Tmmumﬁt ""“"I'"-?II of the Church, according to the wimes
Tnmmm1m,',m % mescapably apprehended and idemtified a5 the
contexts which are central apprebension of Giod arises at the juncture of W0

tral t the Chumch's identity, and which were also the

Primary pa
"iﬂintrl:!iv.:m ;Lm:m Chei bor the New Testament writers themselves: 1he
The God of Isracd, the God ; and the scriptures of lsracl

vpeak, has ruised him from utm whose name Jesus of Nazareth claimed ©
Funding Chrisa srgmery S8 30d exalied him as Lord. This i* (2
s place, for the Ny T MICTPYetation of this founding affirm4! >
wtheritatve contsgs eyt WHLErS, at the intersection of U
. worship of the Church in the Spirit, which 5 1%

b _

e The New Testament and the Nicene Dogma

e Jocus of the Church's present relationship to the risen
um':‘f'ﬂﬂit witness of the scriptures of Isracl, also the work ﬂ‘mﬁﬂ:ﬁ
thus “estified in advance to the sufferings destined for Messiah and 1o the
cubsequent glory” (1 Pet. L:11).

The Trinitarian faith was lm!lﬂctli in the practice of the Church already in
(ke very carliest days of the Christian movement, when Christians, and Jewish
Cheistians at that, began 1o call om the name of Jesun m werthip — an asonishing
hing for any group of Jews 1o do. There is every ressan to believe that the
earliess Chnistians were vigorous Jewish monotheists determined to worship no
Cod but YHWH. Mevertheless, they began to focus their worship of the God
of fsracl on the figure of Jesus from a very early date -~ indeed, $0 far 25 anyane
can tell, from the very beginning.' They solemnly invoked Jesus' name,
ddressed praise and petition and scclemation to him, and appeaied 10 him as
mareh or kuros, thus associsting him with the holy name of YHWH.'

According to the message of the apostles, reflected in the worship practices
of the early communitics, in the resurrection and exaltaion, the God of larzel
has rdenfified himself with the particular human being, Jesus of Nazarcth. God
has not, in exalting Jesus as Lord, merely affirmed that he was right, nor anly
idemificd himsell with Jesus' “cause™ or teaching. In his exaltation, Jesus'
persom, Jesus himsell, has been definitively identified with God. The particular
huran being Jesus is thus addressed as one whao sits at God's “night hand™ and
rules with God's own authority. And so the Church likewise awaits the
appearance of this same Jesus to judge the world on YHWH's behall.

So, for cxample, as Paul says in Philippians 29, possibly cining early
Christian litrgy, the exaltation means that Jesus has been given “the name that
is above every name.™ There can be linke doubt what name that i, in the
context of any communal life nurtured on the Psafma. The “name shove every
name” is the majestic name, the name in which the oppressed take refuge and
16 which the penple of God make music, the name of YHWH*

Paul {or his source) continues: this name has been bestowed “so that at the
name of Jesus, every knee should bend, in heaven and on earth and under the
earth, and every fongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of Giod
IIT Father™ (Phal. 1:10-11), mmnfmum..d&m:nmmmmu:n-

There is no other god excepl me,

no saving God, na Saviour except me!
Turn to me and you will be sved,

all you ends of the earth,

for 1 am God, and there is no ather.

By my own self [ swear it; o
what comes from my mouth is sving Justice,
it is an irrevocable word:



The Contexis Efm!w
4l shall bend the

ing jus -
::[;“E“:;n us.ﬂd (o rage at him
come to him 1% shame.
B ¢ prophesied turning of all the earth 1o
The text from Phiiippmns‘_:fﬁ?:’:]:i,gﬂ l:cn:lamation uf]esuia‘s ]""."i" that
YHWH ss the only God w1 uo the glory of God the Father” implies that
Jesus is acclaimed o tﬂ:ﬁlﬂ exclusive sovereignty over the whole Creation,
YHWH comes 10 !115 nghtil 'I through creation’s acknowledgement of the
. : eCIsery B
roclaimed In lil!l?‘: pr son Jesus. Within the thought-world of Israel’s
lordship of the puncullé_ per tion of the bond between the risen Jesus ang the
scriptures, no StrONEET L i
God l‘:‘f Israel zbﬁ:mirmﬁm reflects the inner logic -{}f the worship of the
This m“;r Spirit, Whether the text from Philippians is an actual fragment
Church in 1_ cl:huu'ﬂ of a free cumposi[‘iun of Paul, is ha':kETUI-lnd 15 Clcarl:,l
D}E:l]"ly G'\;?‘:cclzmal:in;t of Jesus (cf. Rom. 10:9-13; 1 Cor. 12:1-3), In the
; ..m!mm as the Church confesses it in worship, God has so utterly
::mﬁﬁnd hi;nstli' with Jesus, and Jesus has been so inextricably associated wijh
God, that it is net passible to turn to the God of Israel m:r.‘rou_: at the same time
turning to Jesus. In the Church’s celebration of the resurrection and exaltation
of Jesus, the God of Israel and Jesus of Nazareth are a;_':prehlendcd as united
inseparably in 2 unique relationship which definitively identifies and charac-
terizes them both.
Itis perfectly consistent with this that the earl
by preference of the God of Tsrael
Som, in a relationship definitive

¥ communities came to speak
as Jesus’ Father and of Jesus as God's unique
for the identity of each.” The point of this
language (as St Athanasius saw) is that each title asserts an identity to which
relationship is intrinsic. One can be “Father” only by virtue of a relationship
w another, 10 some particular offspring. One can likewise be “Son” only by
virtue of a relationship to another, to some particular progenitor, When YHWH
and Jesus are entified as Father and Son, then their mutual relationship is
E:tnbcd_murgme]y into the identity of each. The language of Father and
2 Mecisely articulates the apprehension of the relation of YHWH and Jesus
tmplicit in the worship of the ekklésig,

But the invocation of Isaizh 45 1
2ganst the New T,

Stan worship th
$ion of Gog. 'P that generates the New estament’s Trinitarian apprehen-
The text from Lgigh,
" 12h proclaimg the coming Vindication precisely of the umigit

N

s The New Testament ang the N

rlt'm Dﬂﬂl&

nd ,',,mmparabfr dcity of YHWH: “I am GDd, and there is no S And in
a doing it reiterates the deepest theme of Israel's faith: mﬂ;’mﬁr o
::;rticlﬂﬂf one who brought the people out of Is YHWH,

S > I'IEL 15 fl’ﬂﬁfm, " _" ;
is so profoundly odd about Philippians 2:1 god.™ Wha

0-11 is that i identifies
pro phesied universal acknowledgement of the unique deity of YHWH w; h 3::

versal cultic m;;arpauun nf_ an apparent “other,” Jesus of Nazareth.
:?fﬁcul:y is palpable: if “there is no other” how can the bending of inu:s'la‘:;
the loosing of tongues at the name offome other be compatible, much Jess
identified, with the recognition of the “glory” of the God of Israel?

The eagerness of many modern scholars to distance the New Testament as
much as possible from the later d:vclnpq}gqt of dogma has needlessly obscured
the simple fact that the conceptual possibilities in the face of this question are
not infinite. N. T. Wright has summed them up concisely:

For consider: if the God who will not share his glory with another has now shared
it with Jesus (the position asserted in 2:9fT), then there are only three possible
conclusions that can be drawn. It might be the case that there are now two Gods.
Or Jesus - who up until then had been a2 man and nothing but 2 man — might
now have been totally absorbed into the one God without remainder (50 to speak).
Or there might be a sense - requiring fuller investigation, exploration, and
clarification, no doubt - in which Jesus, in being exalted to the rank described

in 29T, is receiving no more that that which was always, from before the
beginning of time, his by nght ®

That is to say, esther Phulippians 2:9fF is proclaiming the mythical divinization
of the human being Jesus, in what would then have to be read as a rather violent
subversion and repudiation of Isaiah 45:21-24, or else it must be confessed that
Jesus s mor “other™ than YHWH in the relevant sense. The relationship
between YHWH and Jesus which the Church hymns in her worship must
always have heen intrinsic to YHWH’s identiry.

Itis, of course, easy enou #h to admit that the resurrection is not the beginning
of the relationship berween Jesus and the God of Israel. It is, rather, the
vindication, the \ictorious assertion, of a relationship which already existed, but
was denied and unrecogmzed. Here the Church’s confession of the resurrection
and  her memory  of Jesus interpreted each other. Already before the
resurrection, Jesus had claimed unique intimacy with the God of Israel, Already
befare the resurrection, Jesus had spoken of the God of Israel as uniquely his
Father. Already before the resurrection, Jesus had implicitly claimed God's
uthority ina way that provoked hostility and rejection. The resurrection is the
Yindication and verification of an already existing relationship between Jesus and
YHWH, Witk the resurrection, that relationship enters into a new phase, begins
10 be lived out in a new mode, but it did not come into being at that mement.

But the logic of the th eological situation we are considering requires a further
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The Contexts of Theologicd ih is infrinsic 10 the identity of Yy,

y . chsus of : sense Oflsﬂ.ﬂh 45, t-hEﬂ itis iumsi ?
step- If ir::l:::?'ﬁhlpu MYH’:’:::: l:;eﬂ that relationship began. Fo, Eﬂi
ﬂ?usnn)' moment 35 (€ mmomcnt when the creature Je bem"f‘e divine,
o e would then 5 1 T anism) or if any MOMERE 540 be identifeg
[f “there Was when eh?mrgmmship with YHWH (A :E:'“;“St"“). then hj

he beginning of i 1d amount to the enthronement of 2 “second gy
as t ‘ woul we are forbidden to think thqr by the

i [-Oﬂ wi l. Jﬂ,.nd 5
associatl of Israe Iy one God, YHWH, incomparabje and

o ;foli:f:ml‘s faith: there is 01

: ' : has 0 mdicall)t identi!':ed himself \:Vith Jesus
The affirmation thftl fﬁ:&?;gn of the singularity and incomparability of Gog
can rhyme with Israel’s €O | There is only one God, YHWH, 3n4

M nship is eferné ey ; g
if ané m:}:' !rl'h ?:ﬁruesht:;'o;su;geth c somehow intrinsic to this God’s identiry
relationship 10

: he one God is never without
: only one God, but t is
from everlasting. There s

only-begotten "30"' - of Jesus and the witness of the scriptures of Isrge|
T]: %::.::e 5 :::::;“d‘::;} if{ht exaltation of Jesus implies, not that the one
can Lher

: i + that the glory of the one God is manifested
e hl'ss[m}? t;oT o:vh}:’gungs intrfnsically to the reality of ;h{ o
m e l::f lsfjes:us does not add to God’s being; it vindicates and
God: The;:d rumofo(}ad’s being, to which relationship to Jesus of Nazareth
T;ifrfal Di;ﬁf the exaltation manifests a rFlationship intrinsic to God's
being from everlasting, does the exaltation not imply that there are novir wo
gods, Jesus and YHWH, but, rather, makes known that jf:sus was a wzir;
included in the glory of the one God, even before the foundations of the wor
were laid (John 17).

T'h:stg has al:l-lwiy been taken in Philippians 2: according to vcrs-::.ﬁ the
one who has been exalted and given the name above every name began .his way
in the “form of God” and as “equal” to God. The force of these Eredncates 18
that the one who humbled himself and was exalted was full sharer in wh:lcv:r
reality is ascribed to YHWH." The affirmation of the text is that one who
shared fully in the singular reality of the God of Israel has chosen 1O share In
the reality of human beings.

"That the primary points of reference for the confession of Jesus’ equal i
God are tl_1e Church’s worship of the exalted Jesus and the Old Testm:‘:ln a
proclamation of the singularity of God was quite clear, it should be 1% |
the Fathers who formulated the church-doctrine of the Trinity in the fou

century. Thus, for example, St Gregory of Nyssa:

: : prophet not to regard as God any new 5%
worship any alien god (Ps. 81:9; Exod. 34:13). Now it is clear that what R

i[y with

or 10

2

The New Testamen; and the Nicene Dogma

from eternity is called “new” and, on the co

«eternal.” Thus whoever does not belieye :eq;‘c'}g:‘:"
the Father eternally does not deny that he is new for t{u‘hﬂMm _ng is from
is necessarily new. Now anything which is new :‘ i Gt which is not eternal
“There shall be no new god among you.” Therefore whu':d' a5 scripture says,
“once was not” denies his deity. Again, when God says “Ycr 52ys that the Son
an alien god” (Exod. 20:3), he forbids us to worshi o m‘ ﬁ;l“ M not ‘W“I'Shj.p
god" is 5o called in contradistinction to our own God. Wh, mﬂ"#. and an “alien
Clearly, the true God. And who is the alien god? N h : ﬂ.uour:\ﬁ’l"l G9d3
from the nature of the true God. So if our own G‘ﬂccismthelu‘-;:nGe u;' 0 is alien
the heretics say, the only-begotten God is not of the nature of the true G '!:ll if, as
he is an alien god, and not our God. .. . Then what will by s S .l:i'l;n
he is a creature? Do they worship that same creature as God. or I':M’ lfs:;{ d;

not worship him, they follow the Jews in denying the worsh:p of Christ: mfd 2
they do worship him, they are idolaters, for they worship one alien to the pke

God. Now, it is equally ungodly not to worship the Son, and to worskhin an shiin

god. Therefore it is necessary to call him the true Son of the truc Father, so that

we zr:lay both worship him, and avoid being condemned as worshippers of an alien

god.

Judgements and Concepts: The Logic of Theological
Exegesis

Tosuggest so immediate a relationship between the Nicene theology of Gregory
of Nyssa and the theology of Paul runs afoul of a great chorus of biblical scholars
which has insisted for two centuries that Paul’s “equality with God™ is “not
the same” as the komoousion of Nicza. But those who press this point rarely
seem to have any clear notion of what it means for two assertions to be “the
same.”

It is essential, in this context, to distinguish between judgements and the
concepiual terms in which those judgements are rendered. We cannot concretely
perform an act of judgement without employing some Pﬂﬂfmlfl'» contingent
verbal and conceptual resources; judgement-making is an operation performed
with words and concepts. At the same time, however, the same judgement can
be rendered in variety of conceptual terms, all of which may bF}'_"f“"“’nl‘.';
about a particular judgement’s force and implications. The possibility of va 115
alternative verbal/conceptual renderings of the identical f"fdgm:ne".t m; nhc
for the fact that we ourselves often do not realize the full unphau::gp :hc
judgements we pass: only some of th::; im;:llimtmns are ever unpacked in
particular renderings we have given them. g

This point is csg;ccia]ly important when we ask it e “:;ﬁ“";:ﬁ
between the New Testament and later Church teaching. Unity in teaching
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be sought at the level of judgements and not at the level of —
discourse only teaches, makes claims that can be accepteq v m.mnu%. e
as it passes and urges iudge:"ncms. A:n migquiry which FEMaing at g, oy
concepts, cataloging and tracing the history of the diverse con

employed in the New Testament texts and the theology of the Fq 50Uy,
never succeed even in properly raising the guestion of the relation beq TS, wij|
Testament and later Church teaching. Ween

Information about the history of the concepts is helpful gpjy :

attentive to the particular ways in which the concepts are Lﬂ:‘ W g1
affirmation and denial within a body of discourse, Wy, Ployed i

. i €n
judgements, we must ask (1) about the qu:cal subjects of which p‘::diiau:nm
affirmed and denied, (2) about the logical type of the particiley o

affirmed or denied within the conceptual idioms they emplay, mdﬂ{ridu,:r
the point or function of their affirmations or denials within their ¢ ﬁv:cn I
coniexts of discourse, "

Thus if one concluded that one’s psychiatrist friend and one’s ¢]
were indeed talking about the same individual, that the clinical description
offered by the former and the latter’s “a most disturbing YOURg man” were
predicates of the same type within their respective idioms, and that the point
of both statements was to give warning, one would say that both of them hag
“said the same thing” about the person in question. Nor would we be inclined
to revise this conclusion on the basis of a learned account of the Freudion
background of the terms used by the psychiatrist, accompanied by an exhaustive
demonstration that one’s uncle had never studied Freud.

When the question is considered in these terms, a strong, and in my view
conclusive, case can be made that the judgement about Jesus and G:}d r::&
in the Nicene Creed — the judgement that they are “of one substance” or “ont
reality” - is indeed “the same,” in a basically ordinary and unmysterious way,
as that made in 2 New Testament text such as Philippians 2:6fT:

derly relative

1 The logical subjects in each case arc identical: the crucified and eni:i:*:
kurios Jesus of Nazareth and the God of Israel. The Creed ‘mp.l il nl::e 10
markers to secure the identity of the “Jesus” it talks about with the that it
whom the New Testament bears witness, and likewise makes dwuun‘“
is the specific God of Israel to which it makes reference; no Mh: g:n an
deity could be meant by “one God . . . ruler of all, maker of hea
earth.” , ible bond
Each text predicates of these two subjects the most intimate pnfm of cach
using the strongest terms available within the cnnﬂpm.'l l: I P'llili]:nl!iillmi
Homoousion 16 Patri and the complex of terms employed in t I:n o " and ¢
text — en morphé theou, “equal to God,” “name above every I‘:s _areinth®
whole set of associations arising from the evocation of Isaiah

T —

The New Testament and the Nicene Dagma
LW g

respect logically equivalent, playing the same role within their respective
contexts, and to that extent of the same ype, d:spil‘,: their differences in
historical background.

3 The point of the two affirmations is substantially the same: to articula ate the
judgements implicit in distinctive Christian proclamation and practices of
worship (as well as the Christian mission to the nations).

Thus Philippians 2:6ff and the Nicenel homoousion meet all our ordinary
criteria of “sameness™: despite the conventional 'msdt:!rn of the critics, it is no
at all odd or naive to claim that they “say the same thing” about Jesus and the

her '
Fafrhc results of ignoring the distinction between judgements and concepts can
be seen in James D. G. Dunn's Christology in the Making," a disappointing book
by an immensely learned and deservedly influential exegete which exemplifies
the logical confusion in which a great deal of contemporary biblical scholarship
15 mired.

Although Dunn's study is subtitled *“A New Testament Inquiry into the
Origins of the Doctrine of the Incarnation,” his real subject matter is not a
dectrime at all, that is, a teaching which urges certain judgements, but, rather,
the concept of incarnation. Indeed, Dunn uses the terms “doctrine” and
“concept” more or less interchangeably. That is to say, Dunn believes that he
can account for the Christology of the New Testament simply by recounting
the history of its conceptualities; the question of the judgements which the texts
miake concerning Jesus of Nazareth is never clearly posed.

The outcome, in Dunn's case, is that in practice he identifies “the doctrine
of the incarnation” in a rather wooden fashion with the conceptual apparatus
of the Johannine prologue: a text contains a “doctrine of the incarnation™ if and
only if its conceptual idiom is identical with that of the first 14 verses of John.
Thus his inquiry devolves into a long and surely unnecessary demonstration
that the prologue 10 John is conceptually singular within the New Testament
canon,

Morcover, not only his overall strategy, but also his exegesis of particular
(€XES, 1s vitiated by his assumption that one understands the “doctrine” of a text,
not by auending to what it says and implies, but by speculating about its
conceptual and terminological background. This enables him to pursue a
curiously perverse policy of minimalizing the content of the non-Johannine
Christological traditio

ns in the New Testament often in clear contradiction of
;’h‘i&ilhe old exegetes called the circumsiantia litterarum, “the way the words
0.

Thus, for exam
Conceprual back
affirmation of ¢

ple, he argues that because Philippians 2:6fF reflects the
ground of an *Adam-Christology,” it is wrong to find in it any

he pre-existence of Christ, des pite what seems its abvious sense,
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« Adam-Christology.™"* We may
The (Cpmiexls L iy 00k pin ufthe'. i::::l:ohr]}r construct, 5o thag DUI‘I
ik A 4am-Christ Jsgo” in Philippians 2:6{[ by referency
‘ available for refercn_cc a copy of 4
. Bven i VS D Adam-Christology, With Paul’s pa,
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per ordering, of judgements ang
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on the fiyleals -r,,::ims:nd therefore the Pro
disl

s but conce
. ;nstrumental 1o concepts —
In gtﬂﬂ"l. judgert iffgﬂﬁf but the most Igﬁﬂt!‘ill and upe‘]"‘:ﬂded wiy
judgements; WE canniot 1, or the history u_F its Previous ‘«'"‘I} oyment, the
from the structur ofa which it may yet be putin the rendering of judgements.
range of passible WSS O ¥ udgements made in a tex 1S 10 pay closcattention
The only way 10 uncover the | he specific, contingent ways in which it

X sl i :
w0 what is said and "":Ell"d‘l:; od: 10 attend, in short, to the circumstantiq
conceptual resources &

. etailed history of the "Adlm.
Ill.lrrmll?“TIIq.ﬁdm “;“:RF?;:;?:!iuﬁliuns whntjsue\!er about what
S ?m,':ueam:; Philippians Z:6ff -
is asserted nrmﬂ: the long dominance of this sort of cnnlu.smn in modern
T:lms:mwmld have to be sought in the historic coupling of historical
:::cmﬂ:nﬁ 2 “oroject of enlightenment” aimed at liberating mind and heart
esiastical tradition, In the modern context, claims to
m;ﬁhﬁ:“ﬁ:{uﬁc backed up with the claim to have achicved a proper
method, capable of producing real knowledge to replace the prc-cnulcal
confusion and arbitrariness of tradition. To this must be added the pervasive
contempt for logic which Humanism, some stireams of the Reformation, and
Pietism bequeathed to both thealogy and the humanities in modern times,"
All these factors have coalesced in a firmly institutionalized self-image of the
discipline of biblical criticism which affects the work even of scholars who are
not personally hostile to traditional doctrine. The notion that the task of biblical
EXSEESiS & (0 get af the true meaning of the biblical texts through histerical
research scems 100 obvious to be questioned.
 But if *biblical exegesis,” in its fullest dimensions, is taken to be an inquiry
mto the content and unity of biblical teaching, and not simply a historical
e and e e terms and concepts employed in the biblical texts, the there
Theily pesiie :‘;Tbr historical critical™ discipline of “biblical exegesis.
investigating the content and unity of biblical reaching
he texts say and how they say it, in search

s 1o ingire atentively into what {

s The New Testament and the Nicene Dogma

o Biblical exegesis 5o defined. Srudy ul_' the I:istory_of the conceptualities
loyed in the texts can provide significant material for comparison, so
emp the distinctive employment of these conceptualities in the rendering
[ha['udgtmm"" in the biblical texts stands out more sharply." Another
ﬂf“!emelj' important service of historical research is to bring to light the
z:“ it communal practices presupposed in l.hcbihiinl writings, for practices
e a crucial clue to jpdgun:ms, as our discussion of the significance of
carly Christian worship for the New Testament apprehension of God
. cs!s.m . .
:.u%ﬂm ol this, ]-.ismr?ﬂl research s pmp:ec!eunc to the real theological-
excgetical task. IF “biblical theology™ is anything coherent at all, it is just
wtheology,” an engagement with [.he biblical fexts no different in principle from
that undertaken in the theological exegesis of St Athanasius, St Basil, St
‘Thomas, Martin Luther, and Karl Barth, and it will not fare well if it is not
pursucd by the means proper to theological reflection. Those means are chiefly
those of close reading and conceptual analysis, attention (in St Athanasius's
terms) to the skopes and akolouthia, the tenor and coherence of the judgements
rendered in the texts.

The Prospects for Theological Exegesis

A final word needs to be said about the prospects for a renewal of theological
exegesis. Such a project presupposes that we have reasons to care about the
judgements rendered in the biblical writings. The Fathers, scholastics, and
reformers had such reasons: they believed that when we conform our thinking
to the pattern of judgements imbedded in the prophetic and apostolic
seriptures, our understanding is illumined by a divine light (Ps. 36:9) and so
we come to share the nows Christou, the mind of Christ (1 Cor. 2:16).

It is not at all clear that much of contemporary Western Christianity shares
any longer in this motivation. Mainline theology has failed to replace the
untenable early-modern doctrines of propositional revelation and verbal
nspiration with any account of scripture’s role in the purposes of God which
provides reasons for a passionate and attentive engagement with the texts.
Indeed, such engagement would only hinder many contemporary theological
and ecclesiastical projects; institutional interests of all sorts are best served
by an instinctive polemical tarring of any attempt to commend a posture
of deference towards the scriptural texts with the dreaded fundamentalist
b‘T\l_Sh, Anti-fundamentalism has become a powerful ideological tool in the
Mainline Western Churches which almaost guarantees the marginalization of

any eall 1o “biblical scriousness,” however clear its actual differences from
fundamentalism,
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Notes

- s view by J. A. DiNoia, O.P., of John Meier's 4

| E{fa::.ﬂn; :.C’;:P;f{';;i I;T;Titzh;—{; DiNoia's discussion of historical criticism s
pos e mls’f :*idem in contemporary theological educarion.

: ':'nd 0 Es(’;:sg ! w out of the early services of the community after Easter, e,

? 'T'm h):tn: :: the corfnr;uniry itself.” Martin Hengel, “Hymns and Christology,” in
1;::::: Jesus and Paul: Studies m the Earliest History of Christiamty (Philadelphia:

983), p. 93. ‘

4 m: szcathrcxcellcnt historical study by Larry Hurtado, On_r (:c‘!.rf, One Lord: Early
Chnstian Devotson and Ancient Chrisian Monotheism (Philadelphia: Fortress, 19883. On
mareh, cf. p. 107. Notice how Paul equates “calling on the Name of the Lord” and
confessing Jesus in Romans 10:9-13.

5 Inwhat fuilum. Fam much indebted o N. T. Wﬁght, The Climax u_-‘l.lhf Covenant: Chrisl
and the Law i Pauline Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress 1991), chap. 4.

6 Cf. Pss. B:1; 541; 113:1-3; 130:1-4,

el I,u Ve 10 one side for the moment the question of the extent to which this language
originates in Jesus' own self-presentation, . :
8 !’“ﬂjs faith appropriates the general concept of elohim or “gad” t the P‘"“_”“m o i
identified by the story of the Patriarchs and the Exodus. Only this one is rlghtlyl 5:;'
::mmurmm to 25 elokim. Where the term elohim is not so conclusively apP:UPr?;her
~ e b:,:::d 32 proper name, it seems to mean something like, 3 h; s
Pharagh, 1o -ioned with," a5 in Exodus 7:2: “Look, 1 have made Y0
fi 2] A ¥ » : |
f:‘tdn:: & teeens and your ""_*"h“ Aaron is to be your prophet.” The scriptures of 1::::5
ALevery stage #-irnrmcat'fy mﬁnﬂthcist‘m‘ but they do insist that whatever P(L;h.cr
i 1 e 1 re arc

X ; e
St reckon, O "1 15 nonetheless the god with whom bl
discussion of T the logic o
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the Godheyg of lh:mHﬁ “S‘tus of the predicate theos in “On the Holy Trmt): iﬂ.r,efi
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f “YHWH is God,” cf Gregory of Ny f
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I8 The scholastic
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The New Testamen; and the Nicene Dagma
2, vol. 7, 328-9; cf. also K. H. Miskoutte, When the God . o
Doberstein (New York: Harper and Row, 1967), ods Are Silent, trans. by J. W.
Wright, The Climax of the Covenant, p. 94, Strictly speaking, however e bt o

is mot a real possibility, at least as an interpretation of Philippians 2:'}lff P lh:P“m
there would be no referent left for the “name of Jesus.™ 1 wil) ﬂlverel'o:-g dl!rcgard?:r;
the subsequent discussion.

Denials that this is in fact what is affirmed here
out by hermeneutical sleight-of-hand. Cf.
Gregory of Nyssa, “On the Faith, to Simpl
Fathers, series 2, vol. V, p. 337,

So when we are trying to get someone to see the jm
we often restate them in other terms which bring out the relevant consequences: “Aren’y
you really saying such and such’? And doesn’t that imply this>”

In a full-dress hermeneutical discussion, which cannot be offered here, it o
important to consider also the significance of the fact that the Sitiptncal. texty:
nonctheless render such judgements differently from later dogmatic OV M s
consequent possibility of always returning from the dogmas 1o the Scriptures w be
instructed anew.

Westminster, 1980,

On this notion, f Bruce Marshall, “Absorbing the World: Christianity and the Universe
of Truths,” in Marshall, ed., Theology and Dualogue: Essays in Conversation with George
Lindbeck (Notre Dame, 1990), pp. 69-102; esp. 90-7.

See Christology i the Making, pp. 114-21. “Phil 2.6~11 certainly seems on the face of
1t to be a straightforward statement contrasting Christ’s pre-existent glory and post-
crucifixion exaltation with his earthly humiliation™ (p. 114). The discussion that follows
15 an extended attempt to do an end-run around this acknowledged character of the
circumstantia fitterarum,

In this respect, 1 suspect that the importance of St Athanasius in the history of biblical
hermeneutics has been underestimated. His achievement, one might suggest, was to have
worked out for the first time the principles of a “doctrinal™ exegesis of scripture, as
distinguished from (but not necessarily opposed to) the “edifving” or “spiritual” exegesis
MOST common in the earlier tradition. One might say that he first gave attention in its
own right to the hermeneutics of the “literal sense,” which was rather taken for granted
by the earlier tradition, Cf Thomas Torrance, “The Logic and Analogic of Biblical and
Theological Statements in the Greek Fathers,” Theology in Reconstruction (SCM, 1965),
for sume suggestive reflections on Patristic theological exegesis.

“logic-choppi ng" of which early moderns complained was in fact the must
sophisticated logical organon ever developed; prior to the work of Frege, classical
modernity was dependent on logical resources which were primitive in SOupeTive %
those available in the middle ages. On this, cf. Graham White, “Luther and Logic,
Modern Theology 4 1987): 17-34.

It was a waak&nyess{of the “biblical theology” movement that it often sought the
distinctiveness of biblical faith in distinctive concepis (a claim that could not stand under

historical analysis) rather than in the distinctive ways in which concepts are employed
n the biblical witness,

€ Can, in my judgement, only be carried
Wright, ibid., Pp. 90-8.
1€1us,” my trans. Cf. Nicene and Post- Nicene

plications of his or her judgements,

Much of the work of Martin Hengel acquires its acute theological relevance in this way.
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