
110 (  0O1)

TIHE DOUBLE BRUEGGEMANN’S OGY

/ RHETORICAL CONSTRUCTI

1l1p Capek Prag

Durıng S, several extensive theologies of the Old Testament ave een published.‘ Thıs
ren: sharply CONTITrastis ıth the [WO DreV1OUS decades, 16 ave een descr1bed DYy INa y
unfruitful, Oovershadowed Dy the magıster1a| work of Gerhard VON Kad Ocused evalua-
tiıon of Drevi1Ous scholarly developments.2 We do NOL want scrutinıse thıs vVeLYy interesting,
and quıte complex, OpIC further. ” OQur aım 18 CONCENTrate the work,1 has een PIO-
uce! durıng the ast decade, the vVerYy end of 20lh CENMUTY. We 111 Ir y evaluate critically

exceptional work by Walter Brueggemann, IC has become the 1rs extensive postmod-
CIM eology of the Old Jestament, and 1C: ın Ian y CCIS, represents watershed ın
Old Testament scholarshıp.

the present time Walter rueggemann 1S unquestionably ONEC of the MOST famous
American 1Ca scholars. ter the publication Gr influential works, such d Testament
Theology: ESSAYyS ÖN Structure, Theme nd Text (1992) and exfts under Negotuation: he OE
hle nd Postmodern I[magıinatıon (1993) firm promıise W as made hat the exX{i work would
be Oriıentated toward vVCLY specıfically construed heology. Thıs VOW W d fulfilled DYy the
volumınous work eology of the Old Testament Testimony, Dispute, Advocacy (1997)
Thıs eOology, which contaıns nearly e1g hundred densely printed apCS, brings Tes
agenda, NnOL only the subject of the Old Jestament but 1Iso bıblıcal studıes in general
Iso recentiy publıshed Festschrift dedıicated Brueggemann, entiıtle: God IN the Fray
(1998) confırms the exceptional nature of hıs 1C  < and suggest1ive eology.

Let turn the author’s maın work, which consIists of the MOST sıgnıfıcan emphases
of lIıfetime of h1s theologıca. actıvıty. What 0€Ss the structure of the book ook lıke? ere
1S prologue (Pp E 14) and epılogue (Pp 707-750). Ihe maın body f the book (PP. a

FOor instance, Childs. d;; 1CAa| eOlogy of the Old and New Testament (1992), Preuss,
Theologıe des en Testaments (two volumes; 1991 and Gunneweg, Bıblısche Theologıe
des en JTestaments. Eıne Relıgionsgeschichte sraels In bıblısch-theologischer 1C (1993). Kaılser,
Der (jott des Alten Testaments. Theologıe des and 1998; the 1r volume still unpublıshed),
Rendtorff, R Theologıe des Alten lestaments Eın kanoniıscher Entwurt (two volumes; 1999 and 2001)
ST ayes, D and Prussner, D Old lTestament eology Its Hıstory and Development London
1985, and Rendtorff, Approaches Old Testament eOlogy, In Problems In 1Ca: eOlogy. FS-
5SdyS In Honor of Rolf Knierim, Tan! Rapıds 1997
(SE the reactıon the proposals of ayes and Prussner and that of Rendtorff In Barr, The Concept i
1CAa| eOlogy, LOondon 1999, 46 / AT number of recent presentations of the problems of (J)Id Testa-
ment eOlogy have concentrated theır attention the ImMOoTre famılıar and earher ‚classıcs’ of the 1e€
ıf these (Eıchrodt and Vvon Rad) formed [WO Hasıc and 4S ıf ‚CTI1SIS‘ OT ‚stalemate‘ Was created DYy
the dıfference between them. 1n that it Wäas mıstaken, and that important advances made DYy the
work of the and especıally that of 990s.”
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/04) cOnsısts of extensive discussıions hat present the author’s OW understandıng of hOow

develop eOlogy of the (Jlid Testament Brueggemann SCS plethora of 1Ca. CS

elucıdate hıs VIEWS. In the prologue, he Starts 1ıth QOVErVIEW of the scholarshıp COMMENC-

ing ıth the Reformatıion and concludıng ıth the contemporarYy sıtuation 1Cc he identifies
POSTMODERN“. Thıs NC W sıtuatiıon 18 characterised Dy the epistemological rubrıic of

UNSETTLEMENT which 1S manıfested Dy PLURALISM of (a) al affırmatıons, (b)
methods and (C) interpretatıve ommunitıes. hıs age, rueggemann reveals the method
hat he 111 follow in the maın part of the book. He dıiscloses HIS sympathy ıth
which, he asserts, 1$ the MOST suıtable WdYy of oıng eOlogy ın pluralıstıc OntexXt Brueg-
ZCINAaNN states hat consequently, ”rhetoric 1S indeed capable of construmng, generating, and

evokıng the alternatıve reality  295 IC 1s reated by the UTTERANCE hat "eads realıty,
the realıty of (J0d that relies the reliabilıty of the utterance””  6  E 'The Sıtz Im Leben of hıs
utterance 15 illustrated al the beginnıng of the book. Here nıcely developed image elucıdates
the Su. of the book NC  < and instructive WaY f formulatıng eOology 15 suggested DYy
the metaphor f COURTROOM, in 1C TESTIMONY, DISPUIE AND

play Key role. In thıs COU: the medium of SPEECH 18 sed in the PTOCCSS of disputing
and advocatıng the PIOS and ON of the testimony. ]I hus, the primary premise of the book 15

provıded DYy rhetoric. Old JTestament materıals be rhetorically expressed. Their est1imo-
168 which comprise the metanarratıve of ahwısm mMust be ”courageously voiced” In the

COUrtITrOoOM where they Stan! VLS VLS er C  ar metanarratıves ın WdY, IC
ables e1ir densıty and richness CXDOSC the inadequaCy of the domiıinant metanarratives. In

hıs respecCt Brueggemann speaks especlally Ou nowadays prevaılıng metanarratıve of the

milıtary consumer1ısm. According the author, hıs 15 hat 15 stake in Old JTestament the-

ology.8 Rhetoric, Say>S he, 15 WAYy CONSIrueE eOlogy. Speech, therefore, 1S the rhetorical
medium which ears wıtness the realıty of (G0d throughout the Bıble The speech Oou
God, IC 1S recorded in Israel's bibliıcal eXIs; 15 constıtutive of realıty CG0od 1s ”realıty"
contaıned In the ext W hether the SAdlillc realıty ISO ex1sts outside behind the texXT 1S nOTL

question Brueggemann 1S interested in Hıs eOl0gY, Man Yy times EXPICSSCS, 1S, therefore,
nOTL concerned ıth (a) ontology, (D) metaphysıcs, (C) and hıstory What COUNITIS 1S the exXi and
ıs reader, who mMust UuUsc all the rhetorical skılls he has call ealıty into exıistence hrough the
medium of speech.

The newness of thıs approac. Call hardly be overestimated.? Nevertheless, er inten-
Ss1ve study of Brueggemann s work COU NnOTL CSCADC the impression hat SOINC arguments
in the prologue and epilogue needed be 199(0)8+ precıse in dealıng ıth er and CO!  O-
Lary intellectual CONCEDIS, and especlally in discussıng ideas 1C originated in kuropean
intellectua. hıstory. hıs 1SSUE 111 be elucıdated urther.

As ave already pointed Oul, the COI of the Brueggemann s eology 1S provided
DYy Rıghtly S if the author had not simultaneously yoked his concepl of rnetOo-

All in capıtal etters In the artıcle dIC mıne.
Brueggemann, eOology, 59
Ibıd., X
Ibıd., 720.
Ibıd., R:. a E R G lexts er Negotiation: Ihe and Postmodern Imagınatıon, Minneapolıs 1993, ff nd’also
x9-9 ] where the maın themes of Brueggemann’s (  < eology have already been discussed briefly.



IC ıth rhetoric hat m1g be called ”auxXılhary”, insofar ıt the maın rhetoric.
which fOocuses the OoOntest between bıblıcal testimon1es excellently presented in the maın

body of the book hıs ”second” ıdden rhetoric has vVerYy lıttle In COMMNMON ıth the DIO-
laımed f the book, accordıng 1C testimonı1€es of the Old JTestament AIc be
uttered ın of rubrics which AdIC masterfully traced, organızed, and denoted DYy the author

SRA ORL TESTIMONY, SRAEL’S COUNTERTESTIMON SRAELS
SOLICED and SRAFLS TESTIMONY. According OUTI

viewpoıint, rueggemann h1is ideas of the first rhetoric 1 characterises bıblıcal
ıth sharp crıiticısm of other C  N of 1D1l1Cca. scholarshıp and 1fs cognale scholarly

discıplınes, partıcularly phılosophy. As it Uurn: Ouft, rueggemann has immense interest in

ONtOlogy, metaphySıcs and NIStOrYy although hıs 1S mostly expressed in negatıve terms. : hat
1S, it 18 possible discover that [WO modes of rhetoric AIc eing sed DYy rueggemann. I he

ırst, elaborated ın the maın part of the book, 1s DOSILVE, 1t elucıdates the richness of the
Old Testament in outstandıng and IC  S Way The second, worked Out maınly 1ın the DIO-
ogue and the ep1logue, prom\  , vVeLY unfortunately, the 1rs mostly by very partısan, unjust
and unfounded eriticısm of (a) scholars such Descartes, Kant, Hegel, Wellhausen and LLOIC

recent i1gures of 1D11Ca. scholarshıp such Eıchrodt, Chiılds and | evenson
and of (D) intellectual elated the Enlıghtenment, hıstorıcal crıt1c1sm, and DOSILLV-
1SMm. In short, In hıs book, ese connected ıth rather unclear terms such he-

SCINONY, supersess10n1Sm, settlement, reduction1sm, evolutionary developmentalısm, and
Christian and Jewısh monopoly. Since ese accordıng OUTLr persuasıon, Ad1iC nNOL

plaıned properly when they AdIc used, Can nOL aVO1d susp1icıon thıs has een made delıber-

ately
mıg be as whether thıs of employıng auxılıary, second rhetoric 15

legitimate. We do nOoTL absolutely OPPOSC thıs notion. Talkıng Ou the hegemonısm reduc-
10Nısm of others Can be really part f scholarly discourse. Yet: examples of such 'Tlaws  9
mMust be clearly DIOVCN. hıs 0€es nOT SCCIN ave een one ın the eOlogy ave 1C-

viewed. Therefore, mentıon [WO maın objections which 111 reveal deficıencI1es,
wıthout IC 111 explaın, Brueggemann s conceptualısatıons would ave enriched the

discıplıne twıce intens1ıvely ıf has

The first objection 15 FORMAL rueggemann Critic1ses h1s scholarly colleagues ın

WaYy hat 15 characterised by SOTNC remarkable methodological shortcomings. From ıts very
QuftSeL, the history of the discıplıne presented in the prologue works ıth princıples sed in the
1rS rhetoric, ıf all scholars and mMmOovements from the Reformatıon onwards NEW hat ere
WOU be postmodern time In the second half of the 20lh CENLUTY ıth rhetorically A4SE|

eOlogy. hıs approac might ave scholarly relevance but ON Call only why hıs
W d nOT announced 1ın advance. Expressed ILNOIC pointedly, rueggemann employs

debatable when the CONSITUCIS of hıs OW reason1ing AdIC, through COoN! read into

Prev10us intellectual CONCEDPIS which dIC, result of thıs tactıc, shown be COITUDL and

scarcely valıl for an y use It 1s pIty hat the author speaks length Ou hıs OW proposals

| For DOsILLVE, Dut nOoTL clearly artıculated, interest ın the ontology and 1StOTY of Brueggemann s theology,
cf. Ottwa) K., Rhetorıical, Hıstorical, and Ontologıcal Counterpoints in Doing (Old Testament Ihe-
ology, In (30d In the Fray Irıbute Walter Bruk  ann, Mınneapolıs 1998, 14-:23
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from the second part of the prologue On Brueggemann concludes the 1rs part of the DIO-
ogue by sayıng CONVEISCIHCC of NOCEN I CERTITUDE and CONTROL
ave made the treatment of the bıblıcal eology enormously useful for HEGEMONIC CON-
GCEPTSE In 1 of hıs dubious exaggeratiıon of the unquestionably complıcated PTOCCSS
10} underlıes the intellectual history of 1DI1Ca. scholarshıp, feel hat f 1S NECESSaL Y
CXDITCSS OUT convıction hat hıs ”"convergence” has hardly led programmatıcally ntended
”hegemon1ısm”.

The second objection 1S INOTEC weıghty than the Prev10uUSs and the CONTENT
of the erıticısm 1C the author addresses SOMMC branches of scholarshıp. hıs objection
es into ACCOUNLT Brueggemann s consıderable neglect of complexıty f the hıstory of the

theological and philosophical scholarshıp 1C arge degree, orıginated iın kurope.
ere dIC SOINEC discrepancıes hat mMust be stressed. Let mention ([WO examples (see and

and PDTODOSC [WO CONSEQUENL explanatıons, IC belıeve Justify (QJUT arguments regard-
ing nhat m1g stan:! behind ese shortcomings (see and

(a) European Intellectual History en An  en >

In order keep h1is readers‘ mınds ocused hIis assertion regardıng the "convergence of
innocent certıitude and ready control. . .(that) ave made the treatment f the 1CH: eology
enormously useful for hegemoni1c concepts” rueggemann K schematısıng procedure
which trıes TeEINOVE the distinetion between VeErYy dıfferent intellectual CONCEPIS which
ASSUTITNC CannoL, In fact, be easıly brought into COMMMON frame of reference. Not accordıng
hIis pDo1InN of view! Not only dIC theologıans largels of the author’s crit1que. European philoso-
phy 15 Iso SCCH eing problematıc. Let uOle, for instance, Brueggemann’s Jjudgement
concerning the (German phılosopher Heıidegger: ”Martın Heidegger SCIVOCS both specıfic
reference po1n! and symbol for the unıversalızıng of the European Culture; agaınst which
Jewısh particularısm stands, characteristically rnsk. Christian supersess1ON1Ssm, d

theologıca. practice and preemption of the Hebrew Bıble, 1S surely part of the unıversal-
131zıng for which Heıdegger 18 blatant and nOtOr10uUS. hıs sharp verdict simplıfıes the [11-

plexıity of European intellectual hıstory exorbitantly. Was and L5 the sıtuatiıon the Continent
really that clear? In the time of so-called hegemoniıc Heıideggerian ontologıica. phılosophy
WeTIC ere nOT eas! ree er important phiılosophiıcal Streams, namely, phenomenology,
exıstentialısm and hermeneutical phılosophy, ach of which specıfically en ıth ontology

its ( W term? CO belıeve hat ese groupiıngs ave opposed ach er and an be

C the newly publıshed first volume of Rolf Rendtorff s Theologıe des en Testaments Eın Kano-
nıscher Entwurf, Neukırchen 999 where Can observe sımılar tendency. Readers who WOul lıke
KNOW INOTC about the author’s hermeneutical emphases wıll have waıit untıl the second volume of HIS
eOology 18 publıshed. Fortunately, Rendtorff publıshed everal prelımınary discussıons of the hermeneu-
CS of hıs eology before the fırst volume Was 1Sssued (DE, Kanon und Theologıe: Vorarbeıten eıner
Theologıe des en JTestaments, 991 and Die Hermeneutik einer kanonischen Theologıie des en
J] estaments. Prolegomena In JBIh (: also Brueggemann, W., eOl0gYy of the (Jld Testament

Prompt Retrospect, In (j0d in the Fray where INOTC of the of l[ransparent COMMEeENTIS whıich AICc

A
lackıng ın the eology ATC ffered
Brueggemann, eOlogy, 60 ( also Texts er Negotiation: Ihe and Postmodern Imagınatıon,

| 3
and eology of the Old JTestament: Prompt Retrospect, 310.

Brueggemann, eOology, 34().
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therefore brought into synthes1s 1C Can provıde basıs for the "hegemony” represented
Dy Chrıistian supersess1on1sm 1S really INCONZrUOUS idea. 1T such influential iınkers

l evınas Derrida aVve 1Ve: and ave NOTL successfully challenged Heideggerian
phılosophy. Even IHNOIC surprisiıng 1S the fact hat Brueggemann himself mentions both of
ese hıinkers INan y times. Does NnOL he. then, labour under overly one-sıded V1isıon of
kuropean phılosophy only when ıf Su1ts hıs rhetorical agenda? rueggemann not only castı-
gales 30° CENLUY scholarshıp. He asserts hat the Reformatıon had iırremedıiable prob-
lems. It 1S astonıshing hat excellent humanıst and grammarıan Mattıas Flacıus 1S dC-

cused of creating Protestant system 16 has een responsıble for 3,  Jeopardısıng and COIN-

promisıng of the reedom of the gospel” Z Ihe Enlıghtenmen 1S Iso eriticısed ıth sımılar
severIıt y causıng the intellectual supersses1ion1sm of Christianıty 16 1S best represented
DYy hıstorical ecritic1sm. Hıstorical CrticIsSmM, whNnole, 15 evaluated negatıvely because of 1ts
reducti1on1sm, ratiıonalıstic and "evolutionary „15  developementalism The sStrongest eriticısm of
SO-Calle: hegemonIic tendencıies Can be found in the epilogue where ere 15 oftfa denıal of
VCIl the posıtıvely nuanced Judgements of European intellectua history 1C somet1ımes
WEIC made. Ihe intellectual hıstory of the Continent 1S descr1ibed form of Western heo-
ogıcal dıscourse 1C has been commıtted Arıstotelian Og1C and the Enlıghtenmen

”I6.enterprise In which ”the Cartesian skeptic and Kantıan knower WOUuU prevaıl VT the TeX I

Ihus, the theological claım of the {ex{i the hostilıty of the Cartesian PIOSTAaM 1C;
”historical eriticısm (by 1C refer the entire Enlıghtenmen! enterprise hat alllec

be assoc1ated ıth Julıus Wellhausen and hat L1OW 11CO-
‚3 1Wellhausianiısm) 1s cCommuıtte: We thınk that MOST of these assert10ns greatiy CAdBSCI-

ated 10 characterise European intellectua: hıstory 99  en masse” 1S eıther impossible ask
IC only gen1uUs COU perform. We infer from Drev10uUs works, which AIC in elr erıti-
1sSm INOTE moderate and better-balanced‚18 hat Brueggemann hıimself knOows HIS I hus, hıs
intention becomes quıte clear ıf consıider hat has een saıd Ou h1ıs hıdden rhetoric. In
er words, rueggemann s aCCOUNT of the prehıistory and hıstory of European intellectua
hıstory 15 delıberately oriented in WaYy>S which AIc IL1OIC rhetorıical than actual We Oou hat
the sSO-Calle: collapse f history, has een characterıised Dy Leo Perdue,  19 necessarıly 18 the
only result of the (dej)evaluatıon of the er tradıt1on. Consequently, the sharp NTr be-

the ContemporarYy postmodern ” sıtuatıon and the Drev10us ”hegemonic ” per10d
ave een reated CONSCI0uUSIy. As result of hıs hıdden, OL eas un  ıculated,

Brueggemann s OQW reasoning 1S advanced the inevıtable Oufcome of the Drev10us SCHNOl-
d Ibıd,
| 5 Brueggemann, eOI0gy, Evolutionary developementalısm sounds 'ather tautological Or IS

ıt, 4S SUDPPOSC, another feature of the author’s rhetoric 1C the alleged faws Of certaın HNelds
of older scholarshıp?16

| /
Ibıid., 708
Ibıd., en

IS CT£. 1Ca| Authorıty In the Post-Critical Peri0d (1n ABD, volume 3: PP.] (Jld Llesta-
mentT eOlogy: ESSays Structure eme, and Text, Miınneapolıs 9972 and Texts er Negotlatıon:
Ihe ıble and Postmodern Imagınatıon. In OUT opınıon there IS clear tendency In author s theologıcal
development. The the book 1S, the INOTE ı exhıbiıts postmodern blas, and the INOTC critically it Al-

19 SUCS agaınst perspectives provıde| by other theologıes and theologıans.
Perdue s ollapse of History, Mınneapolıs 1994, 1S the Dbook Brueggemann IMOST commonly refers when
he OCUSES the dıistinction between DreV1IOUS hegemoniıc scholarshıp and he CONtemMporary postmodern
pluralıstic sıtuatıon. &E also etaıle‘ rTeVIEW of thıs study by Prudky, M., In ——  —— (1998) LA



arly hıstory 1C 77  WwAas dominated Dy objective pOSIt1VvISM hat made hın kınd of hıistorıical
scholarshıp possible, and that granted interpretatıve privilege certaın advantaged PEISPCC-
tives  1120. As 111 be shown in the exXt paragraph, 1C2| cholar who kKkNOWwSs the COTMN-

plexıity of the history of 1DI11CAa| scholarshıp and dıfficulty of evaluatıng it MUSTL ake the DIC-
VIOUS sentence rhetorical Overstatement. Accordingly, the iıdea of takıng European and
especlally C'hrıstian intellectua| history ONEC monolith,“ dubıio0us especılally
when hıs method clearly SCIVCS latent eas unartıculate. rhetorical devıce 1C
Judges that everything 1C m1g compete ıth the author’s poin f 16W 1S ITUDL, reduc-
t10nNIist1iC, hegemonI1c and forth ““

(D) The Albertz ('ase
hat ‚VMn rueggemann himself 0€Ss nOT appIy hIs OW assert1ons consistently Can be clearly
shown Dy the work of the German cholar Kaılner Albertz rueggemann frequently refers
Albertz’s recently publıshed work Religionsgeschichte sraels In alttestamentlicher eıt
(1992), which TESSES the pluralıstic background of the Old Testament WOT. TIhe fact hat
Albertz propose: hat pluralıty Call be discovered In the Old JTestament has een praised INan y
times NOL only In rueggemann s theology.23 Yet, the er part of Albertz ’s volumınous
study remaıns surprisıngly undıscussed. The I1Cason for hıs sılence be ObvIıOus
Albertz places sStrong emphasıs the hıstorical reconstruction of hat happene! in the1
cal times. Albeıt Albertz refuses the evolutionary MOr of the history of Israelıte relıgıon of
the 19 Century and adds hIs OW. COoNnceptL containıing 1C W sociologıical dimension of the
hIstOory of the ancıent Israel exemplıfied the patterns of trıbe, famıly and indıvıdual and
theıir plety, HIS historical interests ATre abundantly clear. He descrıibes the ask of developing
soclologically orıentated hıstory of Israelıte relıgıon in the followıng WaY' "Aufgabe der elı-
gionsgeschichte sraels ist dann, mıt Hılfe historischer Rekonstruktion den in den alttesta-
mentlıchen Texten gefrorenen Dıalog in eın lebendiges Streitgespräch verschiedener israelıt1-
scher Menschen und Gruppen zurückzuübersetzen.  2724 What are the er maın characteristics
of his Religionsgeschichte? Let mention S1X of hem: (a) Ihe Hıstory of Israelıte elıgıon
1s subjective dıscıplıne but hıs subject1vıty 1S moderated DYy external data (b) hıs disc1-
plıne SCS the hıstorical method (c) ıth clear interpretative contex(t, 1C 1s the
hıstorical milıeu of the uthors of the Old Testament text (d) Ihe Hıstory of Israelıte elig-
10N has 1St1NC Siructure hat cOonsıiısts f chronologically ordered historical per10ds. (e) It
provıdes SUrVEV of rel1g10us wıtnesses which 1S both synchronic and diachronic. When
the Comparıson of the Hıstory of Israelıte elıgıon and ıts enviıronment 1C 1S free of
apologetically orlıentated intenti10ns, interdiscıpliınary and interrel1g10us jalogue 1S pOSSI-

) ( Brueggemann, eology 61{1 and also lexts under Negotiation: Ihe and Postmodern magına-
tıon, 13  Un

n ( Sson, D 1CA| eology Provısıonal Monologızatıon: 1alogue wıth Childs, Bruegge-
272

INann and Bakhtın, (1998) VE TTE:
(: paragraph23 S Brueggemann, eology, 64, 7 264, See also Brueggemann s TeVIEW of Religionsgeschichte

24
sraels In alttestamentlicher Zeıt In JBL. —— 13 (1994).
Albertz, R Religionsgeschichte sraels Theologıe des en JTestaments! ädoyer für eine fOr-
schungsgeschichtliche Umorientierung, In JB'Ih (1995) 23



Consequently, the wake of the remarkable contrıbutions 1C have resulte: from
Albertz hıstorıcal (!) approac 11l end hıs paragraph ıth conclusıons IC AIec s11111l-

lar the NS IC eached the secti0n f N1IS eOlogy, rueggemann
employed Albertzıan WadYy of ICASONINS, 16 draws uUuDON plenty of hıstorical and external
data the artıfıclalıty of h1Is sharp dıistinction between er hıstorıical scholarshıp and present
scholarshıp be vıdent It makes NECCESSaALY suggest hat rueggemann chould
ave described earlıer intellectual efforts LINOTC carefully

FE Subverting the "Subversivity” of the Old Testament When he Second Rhetoric Influences
the First
According rueggemann oday interpreliali ve Sıtuatlıiıon otally dıfferent from the Na
OUS ONEC because the long standıng establıshmen! of the study of the (JId Jlestament dASs OM1-

Chrıstian and academıc eNterprıse has een dısestablıshed and replace Dy pluralıstic
92and unıversalısıng interpretalive Ontext Ihıs called contextual reJECIS the

hegemoni1c iınterpretalion 3C the author identifies eing commıtted historicısm CVO-

Iutionısm and ratiıonalısm and epıtomised Dy allıance between triıumphalıst Christendom
and crıitical DOS1IUVISM Postmodern LESUMONY regardıng the second” rhetoric 1C CIC-

ated Dy today's epistemological Sıfuatıiıon applıed Dy Brueggemann HIS $ 1rSs
rhetoric where unıversalısıng ınterpretalon of bıblıcal CONCENTrates the advocacy
which characterıses the subversive potential of the metanarratlıve of the Old Testament Nev-
ertheless the end f rueggemann eXpOSIL10N of the 1rS! rhetoric ONEC COU NOL ESCAPC
IHMDICSSION hat SOTNC 1D11Ca eX(IS, ‚VE if observed they stand hat freed from all
ternal and (eXt neglecting "hegemonıc interpretalions do nOTL SIVC clues unıversalısıng
interpretation 1C 1fs pluralıstic endency, accordıng author recCognılıonN 1V D:
for all interpretalive COMMUNILIES Therefore Iso Jewısh claıms hat ave een expressed by

Levenson whose interpretation saı1d ıth rueggemann NnOL problematıc
Chrıstian pre-emplh0n of the CX but 1C fact IN unacceptable because violates the
character of the eXti ıtsel arec partiy ng and Chrıstians atheısts postmodernists
whoever Ise Must acknowledge hat ese Afe closely elated the COMMUNILY 16

bıd Id 16 ( also Albertz Relıgionsgeschichte sraels alttestamentliıcher eıt 472 and Hat dıe

26 Theologıe des en Testaments doch noch C1INC Chance? JB'Th 10 (1995)
(F Brueggemann partıal reiraction of hIs anı historical stance eOlogy of the Old Testament
Prompt Retrospect 315 *: that have NnOTL done well artıculatıng the delıcate relatıonshıp be-

hıstorıcal CTILCcISM and theologıcal eXpOSIMNON art of the roblem 15 am deeply sıtuated
hıstorical Critliıcısm that 1{ 15 lıkely that appeal much MOTE such Calegorıes han am WAaTre And part

roblem 15 that ıf 15 increasıngly cdifficult >a y wıth PICCISION what 15 that CONStLILUIES hıstorıical
Crıiticısm the of methodological alternatıves W hat NO 15 taken hıstorıcal CT] N

certamly VeErYy dıfferent Irom what Was ancıent days when Was graduate schoo! Taken
ole thıs self. confession hardly does Justice hıstorıical CrTIUCISM legıtımate intellectual devıce 11
the author incessantly lames ıl for eing hegemonIıc privileged and reductionist the SalIllc {[1ime GE
bıd 314 o UDDOSC aml [NOTEC of the roblem of hıstory behind rhetoric than AIn kılled al-

ticulatıng theseagaınst that long standıng estern assumptıon2
28 Brueggemann, eOIl0gy, TACO:

Brueggemann, eOl0gy, 95 son Judgement, 176: "Brueggemann speaks of INCAaNıN SS he
1imse15 unıquely able discern the [E X{ ıtself and wıthout an Yy tendentiousness AS opposed other
ess able eaders who IMDOSC outsıde the 1CA| (e XI



they had een in e1ir textually Jform fixed refer.“ f do NnOL acCceptL hıs fact. OUT inter-
pretatiıon of ese m1g AaDDCAal be scholarly TAauU! and intellectual self-
contradiection.  30 Ihat IS hat Brueggemann alsSO 5SdyS 1S STAl In his Old lestament e0Ol-
0OgY Ihe ostmodern SIreSsSSs Lust Text Can destroy the exXi ıth ıfs dıstinctive wıtness
ıf ıt 1S NnOTL ear properly The mposed CONsiIruct IC SCCS the universalıty and subversi1vıty
of bıblıcal materı1als everywhere sometimes neglects the (hı)story of ese S mentioned
above, Brueggemann s macroscheme of the scholarshıp 1vidıng sharply between egemonYy
and pluralısm has impact, when applıed, the fırst rhetorIic. Ihus, In spıte of the 1rs
rhetoric's ell developed and, for U: persuasıve ıt sometimes 100ses ıfs apprecılatıon
for the complexıty and elusıveness of 1D11Ca: materıals. Ihat 1s SdYy, NOTL everything in the
Old Testament 15 subversive unıversal in the WdYy the author WOU 1ke ıt be Ihe SCC-

ond rhetoric, therefore, Can endanger the 17rS
1hıs problem Can be elucıdated iın of Brueggemann s discussıon of ”the essing

the natıons”. He ABICC ıth hat the eme f the essing the natıons 1S
leıtmotif In ancestral narratıves (cf. Gen 8:18:; Z 26:4; and continues ıth the
aCcCOo narratıve (Gen 47:7+10), Exodus- and the Isaı1ah of the exıle (1s NOL hıs
elsewhere DYy author blackened affırmatıon of the hıstorical criticism!)32 in whose book
horizon f Israel’s testimonYy 15 eXpansıve and akes iın the ole human the otf Yah-
weh's sovere1gnty and CONCern.  2233 f rueggemann s timeless travel hrough 1DI1Ca 1S
ntende: exhıbıt elIr unıversalıty and antı-exclusiveness, Cannot be surprised hat VeCNn

prophetic proclaımıng intention destroy the natıons (cf. eut 14; Exod LTE
f AIC dismissed eing "1deologıcal” because ZAf 15 lıkely hat the natıons dIiC

theologıca. CONSITrUC wıthout anı y historical base, and because in hıs Casc the sovereignty of
Yahweh 15 drawn MOStT blatantly and lrectly into the servıce of Israel’s polıtical agenda„34'
Nevertheless, thıs allırmatıon 0€Ss NOL allSWeTr much and Ou hat such Ezekiel
(cf. chapters 5-3 NnOL mentıon Nehemiah and F7ra 33 dIiec rıendly the natıons
in the WdYy the author WOU 1ke Ihe t{eX{Ti itself 0€s NOL reference subvers1vıty
and uniıversalıty in all Indeed, the Old Jestament sometimes consoles specıfic
of people SUpPpPOTITS polıtıcal establıshments olomon, Davıd), VE ıt promises the de-
struction of others Consequently, Ven ıf the modern interpreter and hıs cCommunıity relocated
themselves in the sıtuation f the consoled ex1iled Jews, which m1g De entirely possible,
29 Why rueggemann aCCEDIS Barr s semantıc theory, 1C represent posıtıve evaluatıon of hıstorıical

erıticısm and dıstiınguishes between what the [E XT "meant” and "means’, IS nOoTL quıite understandable
( implıicıt critique of the "debilıtating fragmentatıon” f arr s hıstorıical eriıticısm In ecO1l0gYy of the
Old Testament: Prompt Retrospect, 415
Contradıctions In Brueggemann s eOlogy WOU requıre consıderatıon. An interesting xample
of author’s inconsistent reasoning 15 epıtomised by his references sSO-Calle«ı E  al Jewıshness” whnhiıch,
when ıf SCI VCS hıs needs, 1S used agaınst “Chrıistian assumption , other places, thıs notion of “typıcal
Jewıshness” 1S opposed as eing reductionıst In 1g of the unıversal of the texi H- [11CaNs

that interpretatıve communıty 1S be gıven priority,. TOMmM OUT Domt of VIEW, A previousiy explaıned
USDECI that thıs IS feature second rhetoric. E eOlogy, 95, 1275332 E A and eol-

ORY of the (Ild Jestament: A Prompt Retrospect, 410318
C: Brueggemann, eOlogy, 720

47 (: Brueggemann, (Old Testament eology: Essays Structure eme, and Text, 183 exıle Was

33
indeed real hıstorical experıence that Can be Ocated and understood in of publıc hıstory..
Brueggemann, eoOlogy, 4373

34 Ibıd., 497



ere WOU remaın (as bıblıcal explicıtly say) SOINEC eF STOUDS outsıde the posıtıve
promi1se whose destiny WOU NOL O0k optimıstıc. hıs fact CAannOoTL hbe denıed by the SCI-

t10n Ou the powerfu polyphony f the (l NOT DYy rejection of the one-dimensionalıty of
the Old Testament. ”” W hether the mılıeu behind the 1 hıstorıical 1S NnOTL decisiıve the
fact of the clearly stated exclusıveness f SOMNC of bıblıcal It IMNUST be acknowledged hat
eır specıficıty Cannot always be easıly adapted the subvers1vıty 1C 1S frequently
SCCIN ın the ıIn ese days.36 short, the hermeneutical f unıversalısıng 1N-
terpretation and the subversivıty 1C dIiC elaborated in rueggemann s rhetoric
do nOL function everywhere. Settlement and certitude drie inherent SOTIIC bıblıcal LEXTIS, f
ese dIC NOL SCCI] only eing lıterary artefacts ıth inner value. We hope hat hıs OD-
servatıon has nothing in COIMIMNIMMON ıth the reductionısm IC the author Crıt1cC1ses S  3

strongly.” In SUININATY, Ven postmodern fOCuUs the subversivity”“ of the Old JTestament 18
en ”subverted” Dy 1DI1Ca materı1als which do not fıt parametlers of discourse, 1G In
the amnıe of pluralısm and unıversalıty and WI'  Oou appreclatıon for the elıcate nature of
the (id Jestament, violates the specıficıty of the materıjals which ıt contaıns. Once agaın, it 1S
the second rhetorıic which 15 be blamed for hıs depreclation of the excellently elaborated
1rS rhetoric.

d) Old Testament Theology nd Conflict of Interpretations
rueggemann critic1ses influential {1gures of 20th CENTLUTY 1Ca scholarshıp and theır the-
ologıes of the Old Testament in unconVvincıng ILaNNeCT. Herie: the second rhetoric Iso pDlays

KEeYy role. According OUT readıng and understandiıng of ese theologıes, neıither
ICATOo VON Rad NOT Childs reated ”centrist” ”hegemonic” theologıes, and ONC

Can only ASSUTNEC that hıs W äas their maın intention. ese scholars WEIC of eır polıt1-
a] and epıstemologica. OoOntext and theır theologıes became centrist because they PCI-
SUAaS1ıve and because they correspond vivıdly ıth the CONteEMPOTrarY sıtuations. We 1n that

of Brueggemann’s MaYy be hat In order promote hIis OW eOlogYy, he 0€Ss nOTL
OW spea) HIS OppOonents properly Let us turn the author’s MOST requent largel, which
1S epıtomised DYy HIS American colleague, Childs, whose theologıca interpretation 1S charac-
erised "hegemonic” and "massıvely reductionistic  7339. If from Chılds OPDUS MasS-
NU: the hegemonism attrıbuted hım suddenly 00 vCerIy dıfferent "Perhaps the major
contrıbution of 1Ca. eology hıs complex theologıca. 1SSuUe 1S illumınate the full
dıversity of the 1D11CAa! wıtness regardıng the church Clearly ONE form of polıty has the

Ibıd., FEL ET
16 For nuanced consıderation of subversivıty, cTt. Magonelt, Ihe Subversive ıble, „Ondon 1997

“For ıf the IS sometimes subversive, ıf IS al] ([00 Often subverted In urn DYy ıfs interpreters. oday
&7

know that have interpret those who interpret the (eX{[ In OUT behalf.
Brueggemann, eOlogy, 107

38 An attentive reader of Brueggemann s 00 knows that the tOpIC of subversivity IS ıtself contradıctory
because (a) ıt IS :elated theorıes about sOc1al revolutiıon 1C WEIC developed by Marx and C have
been applıed 1CA| mater1als, partıcularly Dy Mendenhall and Gottwald, who NaVvı nOTL only
searched In, but also behind, of the and have thus also exploret hıstorically (!) sociologıcal
MO vements that have COl theır ıdeology rhetorically (!) wıth the from the Old Testament. Eese
ideologıes arc, therefore, (b) laden wıth subversivıty that wıth other 0cı1al hıstorical STOUD-
Ings. G Ottwald’s VeETY sound Brueggemann In Rhetorical, Hıstorical, and Ontologıcal

30 Counterpoints In omng Old lestament eology.
Brueggemann, eOl0gy, /10, 729-730, eology of the Old Testament: Prompt Ketrospect, FA
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sole claım 1DI11CAa| warrants.  2240 {Is Chiılds’ notion re: hegemonic? Does NOTL ruegge-
INann usec only the second rhetoric challenge C‘hılds theology”? Thıs propensity 1S clearly
ebunke: Dy son Wwho has shown hat Childs hımself 18 of diversities
the 1DI1Ca: testimonIı1es of the Old and New J1 estaments That 18 why eXpress1ons ıke
”enormous dıversıity”, ”multiplicıty of approaches”, "complex PTOCCSS of reflection which
continued shape 1fs dıverse tradıtions” and varıety of dıfferent VOIces” AT emMplOYye: in
Chılds theology.41 10 charge hım ıth ”hegemonısm” 18 ıf consıder hat he hım-
self consıders his theologıca. be ONC of many.“ Certamnly, in lıght of 1ts ogmatıc and
church-relate interests, Childs work 15 reductioniıstic. But in SOIMNC whose efforts AfIec

not?” It 15 clear that his ideas aVve een described S  epoc makıng” and ”paradıgmatıic"
Oonly retrospectively. There{fore, NOL only Childs”, but Iso VO  — ad’s and Eıchrodt’s, theolo-
g1eS ave become ”hegemonic” nOotL because ese uthors from the Outsel, described theır
CONCEPIS centriıst hegemonıI1c, but because of the TCaSONS that ave Just een mentioned.
Intellectual honesty and persuasıveness 1 trıes reach CONSECENSUS DYy usıng cogent [CAd-

soning and SOI1 argumentatıon 18 hat ese scholars surely MUSTL ave in miıind. egemony,
especlally understood DYy rueggemann, 15 somethıing dıfferent. Correspondingly, Brueg-
gemann s second rhetoric eaı SOTIIC veCLIYy peculıar assert10ns, 4 already NOW hat
the crit1ique of influential scholars 111 00k 1ke before evaluatıng theır remarkable enrıich-
me and before describing e1Ir contribution today's s1ıtuation. Therefore, the Cacsufa

between the C  arYy sıtuatiıon and DreV1OUsS developments 1s NOTL sharp Bruegge-
I1a and INa y CONCEDIS 1C WL developed previously MUStT be recognised
contributing influentially cContemporary bıblıcal scholarshıp. It 15 clear the sharpness of 11S
discontinulty 1s LLIOTE result of the hıdden rhetoric 16 underlıes the author’s V1Is1OoN of
HNOW the eology of the Old Jestament should (070) < han because of carefully scrutinısed
and well-balanced evaluatıon of the er intellectua. effort 1C maınly orıginated in
Europe. Accusıng Chiılds and others of reductionism inevıtably urns Out be CONSIruct of
the second rhetoric IC Supports rueggemann s OW theology.“”“ Consequently, hıs e0O1-
OS Y MUStT be aken ON of INanYy, despite fforts self-promotion and 1ts VeErYy successful
rhetoric.” At the present time, ere ATIC INan y competing and conflicting theologıes. I here
WEIC Iso INan y althoug for Oobvious 1CAdSOIlsS surely NnOTL such quantıty NOW in the pastl,.

Childs, Y 1Ca| eOl0gy of the (Jld and New Testament, SCM Press, London 1992, 448-449
IF SOon, Da 1Ca| eOology d> Provısıonal Monologızation: nalogue wıth Childs,
rueggemann and Bakhtın, 169

4° ( - Chılds positıve evaluatıon of Jewısh 1D11Ca: eOlogy In 1Dl1Ca: eology of the (Old and New 1les-

43
tament, 25-26
(1 critique of Brueggemann’s reductıve mode of theologisıng by Brett, G In Canonical Criticısm
and Old JTestament eology, In ayes, H: ed.) lext in Context. Essays Dy Members of the OCI-
CLY for (JId Testament tudıes, (Oxford 2000, I7 RI in spıte of hıs theoretical towards pOSL-
modernısm and the etaıls of hıs exegetical observatıons, Brueggemann frequently reduces heterogeneOus
materı1al recurrıng themes, condensing his interpretations wıthout regard the dıversıty of tradıtı1ons
from 1C hey aAre drawn.”
Brueggemann admıts that reductionısm 1S mode of crıitical reasoning when he speaks about the rhetorı-
cal modellıng of hıs OW|! eology. (1 eology of the Old Jestament: Prompt Retrospect, 310 S65
INay be. that notion IS reductionıst because ONC Can, SUTC, claım that nOTL everythıng 1S testimony. But
five Jater, when alkıng about the Samıec atter, Chılds recCe1ves thıs plece of eritic1sm: "(HJıs notion
of canonıcal strikes unfortunately reductionist.” What S, then, noTt reductionist?

45 CT. God In the Fray Irıbute alter Brueggemann, Mınneapolıs 998



Summar')y
In summing UD OUT consıiderations, dIC strongly persuaded hat the second rhetoric sed In
Brueggemann s eology COU. ave een Oomıtted Possıbly he should Aave expressed hıs
criıtique of earlıer intellectual history 1n another book where hıs reflections Prev10us and
Current scholarshıp COU ave een compared ıth hıs rhetorically A4SE| eOlogy. ıthout
the prologue and epılogue, 1C. has een demonstrated, dIC useless for the maın part of
the Dook, the 1rS' rhetorıc 4C W d developed in Brueggemann s Theology of the Old Tes-

L estimony, Dispute, Advocacy mıg ave een LLLOIC persuasıve. Nevertheless, hıs
book repreSsENIS postmodern work which 1S made challengıng DYy Brueggemann s actıve
method of the (JId Jlestament Ihıs volumınous work 1s worthy of discussıon and crit1que.
TIThe critical remarks made above Oonly CADICSS OUTr desıre for INOTEC efined and better-balanced
argumentatıon in otherwıse outstandıng theologıca. work 16 unquestionably has be-
COINC the 1rs) ully postmodern cOlogy of the (Old Testament
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