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INTRODUCTION

Kay Northcutt begins her bodkindling Desire for Godby noting that homiletics
over the last several decades, and the New Homiletiparticular, has focused on
guestions related to method. The driving forceiteklthis, she argues, “wasethodfor

the purpose of beindpeard”*

As evidence for her claim, it is worth noting the
proliferation of works on sermon preparation andthod within the New Homiletic,
from David Buttrick’'s Homiletic: Moves and Structure® Thomas G. Long'sThe
Witness of Preachinfgo name just two particularly popular works). rifiegutt notes that
in this rush to focus on method, questions abotpgae were largely ignored. Certainly
New Homiletic texts do address questions of purpsgaeh as Tom Long’s admonition
that the sermon should mimic the purpose or functibthe biblical text on which it is
based® And David Buttrick is quick to point out what phing does long before he
addresses questions of method: “Preaching constinctonsciousness a ‘faith-world’
related to God® But Northcutt's evaluation hints at the realitat the meta-question of
the purpose of preaching has received far toce ligiitention, and when it has been
addressed it has not often been in a sustainedsystdmatic manner. She goes on to
propose a different approach beginning not withstjoas of method, but with questions

related to purpose. The purpose of preaching wthad play a more explicit role in

shaping homiletic method.

! Kay L. Northcutt,Kindling Desire for God: Preaching as Spiritual Bittion (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 2009), 17.

2 Thomas G. LongThe Witness of Preachingnd ed. (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox
Press, 2005), 109-112. See also Long’'s most sestareatment of this question, Thomas G. Long,
Preaching and the Literary Forms of the BilfRhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1989).

% David Buttrick,Homiletic: Moves and StructurgPhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1987), 11.
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Northcutt’s work is just one example of a shifatts taking place in homiletics, a
shift that is taking seriously again the questibnwvbat preaching is supposeddo in a
large sense. Northcutt answers this question byrig to models of formation, and she
is not alone. “Postliberal” homiletics is one mrajwranch of the discipline that has
focused attention on the purpose of preaching, ngakisustained case for the formative
goal of all preaching.

But even in these cases, there is a question lthat not been sufficiently
ponderedHow does our understanding of the work of the Tei@od, and particularly
the Person of the Holy Spirit, affect our understiag of the purpose of preachingrhis
guestion frames the purpose of preaching withinldhgest possible scheme, namely the
economy of salvation. It immediately implies aat&nship between preaching and
God's action, so that no strictly anthropologicaitive or goal will suffice.

In particular, the lack of attention to pneumatgog homiletics (and theology
generally) has had a detrimental effect on ouritgbto articulate the purpose of
preaching. In fact, it is possible that many of thisagreements between homileticians
over the purpose of preaching can be clarifiedHgy recognition that what is really at
stake are questions of pneumatology and the raltip of pneumatology to
Christology.

One manifestation of this disagreement can be se#re debate between C. H.
Dodd and Robert Worley over the purpose of preachirthe early church. In his book
The Apostolic Preaching and Its Developmebtsdd applies a form-critical approach to
the sermons of the New Testament. He focuses @Gtspel texts, particularly Luke-

Acts, but also includes an evaluation of the Pauéind Johannine corpuses. Beginning
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with the premise thdterysseirandevangelizesthare functional equivalents in the New
Testament, Dodd argues that preaching in the Nestaient is primarily an act of
proclamation
...whenever “preaching” is spoken of, it always asrwith it the
implication of “good tidings” proclaimed. For thearly Church,
then, to preach the Gospel was by no means the #antgeas to
deliver moral instruction or exhortatién.
Preaching is the presentation of a kerygma whoseenbis Jesus Christ. In the Pauline
material, it consists of seven elements:
= The prophecies are fulfiled, and the new Age is
inaugurated by the coming of Christ.
= He was born of the seed of David.
= He died according to the Scriptures, to delivepusof the
present evil age.
= He was buried.
= He rose on the third day according to the Scripture
= He is exalted at the right hand of God, as Son ad &nd
Lord of quick and dead.
» He will come again as Judge and Saviour of men.
It is worth noting that Dodd’s construction of tkergyma, and hence his understanding
of the purpose of preaching, is entirely christaien Nowhere in this study does Dodd
make reference to the ongoing work of the Holy i&pifhe role of the Father — the first
Person of the Trinity — is minimized, while that tife Spirit is neglected entirely.
Dodd’s understanding of preaching within the ecopahsalvation can be summarized
by his own choice word: proclamation. In relatioipsto Paul’s preaching, he describes

the kerygmaas “a proclamation of the facts of the death asimrection of Christ in an

* C. H. Dodd,The Apostolic Preaching and Its Developmehtew York: Harper & Row, 1964),

® Ibid., 17.

® “The primitive church, while it enjoyed the fellship of the holy Spirit, and appealed to the
manifest work of the Spirit (somewhat naively camed) as evidence of the dawn of the new Age, did n
reflect upon it. Nor did it embody any clear dowrof the fellowship in its preaching.” Ibid., .59
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eschatological setting which gives signficanceh®facts.* Dodd’s analysis of the New
Testament texts leads him to conclude that thers m@ single articulation of the
kergyma rather, preachers such as Peter and Paul vdsgarasentation according to
context. Nevertheless, Dodd’s sharp distinctioriwben preaching and teaching
underwrites his conviction that the primary acyvitf the New Testament apostles was
kerygmatic proclamation of the events surroundimgis, and that ethical instruction or
exhortation dealing the particular context of caggtional life was a secondary activity.
Robert Worley presented a counter-argument to Bodadesis in his work

Preaching and Teaching in the Earliest ChufchAfter offering a critique of Dodd’s
kergymatic view of New Testament preaching and ewe for the interplay between
kerygmaanddidachein the early church, Worley suggests a model feaphing today
that incorporates both dimensions.

Teacher-preachers of the early church were not eroed

primarily with educating a person in the factsaith... Teaching-

preaching was the way of communicating Christiatotyelievers

and unbelievers in different contexts. The teagigpreaching of

the church today is a continuation of the teactprepching of the

early church. Our goal — to interpret the mearahthe One who

has come from the Father for us — is the same.
Worley appears to be searching for something d@iffefrom the christocentric theology
that grounds Dodd’s model. While he does not neageificant reference to the work of
the Spirit in this project, he does situate preaghwithin “historical processes which call

for faith living, responsible thinking, and histonyaking in this new moment® This

connection between preaching and history, while dexteloped pneumatologically by

" bid., 13.

8 Robert C. Worley,Preaching and Teaching in the Earliest Chur¢Rhiladelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1967).

° |bid., 144-145.

%1pid., 149.



Worley himself, does open the door to consider gregy in relationship to God’s
ongoingwork in the Spirit, as we shall see later. Waddajifferent view of the goal of
preaching implies a different role for preachinghivi the economy of salvation from
that of Dodd. Rather than referencing a singwane (even though that event has future,
eschatological implications), preaching in Worleyisw is an ongoing task of creation
and formation.

In light of this, | propose that one can readdheent foment over the question of
preaching’spurposeas the search for a more robust theological gnogntbr a broad
understanding of the act such as that Worley dassri In large part through the efforts
of the postliberal homileticformation for praxisis gaining recognition as an essential
element of the preaching task. But this turn tomfative preaching has not been
grounded in a theology that could support it; iadteit has continued to be built on
christocentric theologies that push it back towdnelkerygmaticmodel. This project is
based on the premise that when preaching’'s purpsseescribed in terms of
pneumatology and spiritual formation, the kerygmatnd proclamatory elements are
better integrated under the heading of formati@m tformation can be under a model that
defines preaching primarily as proclamation.

| begin in chapter 1 by examining postliberal hatis as a major contemporary
school of preaching that has focused on questibfigrmation. Charles Campbell and
other homileticians and preachers with broadly Igmestal views use various labels to
describe formative goals for preaching. Postlibleomiletics, however, is grounded in a
theology that is, like Dodd’'s work, radically chiosentric. The result is a unique

blending of proclamation grounded in Frei's namatChristology and formation derived



from Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistic theory of relmn, but a blending in which
proclamation takes the weight of the formative tagkhen this homiletic is correlated to
the work of the Trinitarian persons in the econavhgalvation, the problematic position
emerges that Christ bears the weight of both thlestaf justification and sanctification of
believers, and the postliberal Christology is upalbd support both of these tasks.
Moreover, the postliberal view of formation suffasa result, in that formation becomes
defined as proficiency in a set of practices detifrem the biblical narrative of Christ, a
definition that is lacking in theological depth.ftér beginning with a description of the
theological and ecclesiological underpinnings of mphell's formulation of the
postliberal homiletic, | turn to a description adgpliberal preaching, discussing its stated
purpose and method. | conclude the chapter wdfitigue of the postliberal homiletic’s
inattentiveness to pneumatology and its understgnali formation. | argue that there is
a pneumatological deficit in postliberalism refledttin its ecclesiology, and that this
deficit has deep implications for the postliberahhletic and Christian formation.

Chapter 2 addresses this pneumatological deficexpyoring the role of the Holy
Spirit in greater depth via the pneumatologicaltgtqnded ecclesiology of Reinhard
Hutter. Hutter is but one figure among a numbernafvements in contemporary
theology that have helped to increase awarenetbe afualities and unique agency of the
Spirit in the economy of salvation. | situate tremewed attention to the Holy Spirit in
the context of a general revival of Trinitarian dhlegy, drawing on a range of resources
to describe the ways in which the Holy Spirit issci#bed in relationship to the other
Trintiarian Persons. | then turn to Hutter's wotkelf, which | have selected in part

because of his relationship to Lindbeck’s postibecclesiology, which is articulated in
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terms of the church as a cultural-linguistic commyunWhat makes Hutter's work most
appealing, however, is that he develops this eilottag/ in pneumatological terms that
he adapts from John Zizioulasdmmunicecclesiology. While Hutter draws a number of
elements from Zizoulas’ work, | focus on the waywhich pneumatology conditions
Christology by situating it within an eschatolodit¢elos and provides a framework in
which the church can be understood as constituyetthds Holy Spirit. Hutter describes
this constitution as the “enhypostatic” relatiomsbi the church’s binding doctrine and
core practices to the Spirit, a relationship tlsaanalogous to the hypostatic union of the
Incarnation. This relationship is grounded in Godwn promissory binding to the
koinonia Binding doctrine and the core practices becom® d¢oncrete form and
mediators of the Spirit's work and provide the kon andtelos for the practice of
theology as the primary discourse of the churclpddic. It is the practice of theology
within this context that most concerns Hutter, &eddevelops thpathosof theology in
relationship to doctrine and practices along thliees: the discursive aspect, the
perceptive aspect, and the presentative-commuwéecasipect.

In chapter 3, | develop Hutter's pneumatologicatlesiology as a context for
preaching. | argue that Hutter's model of theologgves in the direction of practical
theology as articulated by Edward Farley, Ray Sdekson, and Don Browning. While
Hutter locates preaching within the core practideargue for preaching as a type of
practical theology, affirming the insights of pdstiral homiletics that preaching has a
further telos in the formation and maintenance of Christian camities while
simultaneously allowing one to treat “topical” pcaang as a valid form within the

horizon of the economy of salvation. | suggest ¢htegory ofdoxologyas a way of
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combining the liturgical and ethical dimensions Ghristian praxis within the
eschatological vision of communion with God. Toav#nattelos doctrine and the core
practices of the church provide a pneumatologicaitext for preaching. Doctrine
establishes the horizon of the economy of salvabpmediating the promises of God
that find their clearest expression in the death r@surrection of Jesus Christ. Doctrine
is therefore not only Christological, bp&schalin its orientation; but through its view of
the paschal event, it finds its trajectory towdrd &€schaton by means of God’s promises.
Through theanamnesiof Scripture and doctrine, which together constittiteregula
fidei, the Holy Spirit continues to speak God’s promigethe church, orienting it toward
its eschatologicatelos via the paschal event. The core practices, medawbrovide
another means by which the promises of God arewgnered, this time in the church’s
embodied participation in the object of doctrineamely the paschal space of
participation in the Triune life.

Chapter 4 develops a model of preaching as a pahdineology for spiritual
formation. | proceed by describing preaching inmte of the three aspects of theology
defined by Hutter and necessitated by the patHatioaship that theology has toward
binding doctrine and the core practices. As a ul@ge practice, preaching is an
interpretive task, directed toward Scripture and doctrine tdolanthe economy of
salvation. Here the Holy Spirit appears as thenagef “tradition” that opens humanity
to God along the lines described by Vladimir Lossk&s a perceptive practice, it is
involved in two tasks: first, theological hermenesitbased on a phenomenology of the
Holy Spirit that can name the world as the arenahich we participate in the life of the

Triune God; and second, the act of naming the pewaed principalities of the world that
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interfere with the fulfillment of thatelos In this second aspect, the Holy Spirit appears
as the object of preaching in the familiar way diésc by Northcutt and other
proponents of “spiritual formation.” Finally, agpeactice ofad hoccatechesis, preaching
is a rhetorical practice that brings together therlvand the economy of salvation to
enable Christian praxis. Here we turn to questminBomiletic method, particularly in
terms of sermonic starting points and find thatteils robust pneumatology and his turn
from the postliberal homiletics’ use of Frei’s retive Christology opens up a wide range
of options for preaching within a vein that is Istiecidedly postliberal. | draw on the
work of Leonora Tubbs Tisdale to situate this hetnsl within the realm of “local
theology” and the turn to the listener in contengppthomiletic theory. | then describe a
modified form of intratextuality based on the edolayical telos of the church which
allows for a greater degree of reciprocity in taationship between text and experience.
In this aspect, the Holy Spirit gives the pattefpr@aching, assuming cultural forms and
transforming them into opportunities for doxolodigaaxis. Finally, | draw on John
McClure’s “four codes” framework to describe onesgible model of rhetorical coding

for a pneumatologically-grounded homiletic.
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CHAPTER |

FORMATION IN THE POSTLIBERAL HOMILETIC

Postliberal homiletics is one recent movement thas sought to take very
seriously the formative goal of preaching. Basadacsynthesis of the work of George
Lindbeck and Hans Frei, postliberal homiletics liveh by an ecclesiology grounded in
Lindbeck’s *“cultural-linguistic’ model of theologygoupled with Frei’'s Christology
grounded in narrative hermeneutics. These twargilprovide the framework within
which postliberal preaching holds together the chuformation (or edification), and the
person of Jesus Christ.

One of the first difficulties that one encountestcourse, in any attempt to talk
about “postliberal homiletics” or “postliberal tHegy” is that no clear definition of
either term exists. While it may have been possilblone time to locate a clearly defined
postliberal school in a more polemical environmeniich of the initial heat around the
postliberal critique of “liberal” theology has disated® With the lack of a strong
polemical entrenchment, postliberalism has becomnsehmharder to define. George
Hunsinger points to the difficulties of delimitinupstliberal theology due to the lack of a
georgraphical center, a disagreement over who dhmilincluded in a list of postliberal

theologians, and the lack of a clearly common mogr even between Lindbeck and

! For an excellent analysis of the polemical deveiept of postliberalism and its subsequent
“decline” and succession by movements such as Ra@ithodoxy, see Paul J. DeHarte Trial of the
Witnesses : The Rise and Decline of Postliberabldgg;, Challenges in Contemporary Theology (Malden:
Blackwell Pub., 2006), 1-56.



Frei, though they are considered together as “fetsidof the postliberal view. While
often described as “Yale School” theology, sevemgbortant voices associated with
postliberalism are not affiliated with Yale, norddihey study there; in fact, in recent
years Duke University has emerged as a significantributor to postliberal thinking
through the collaboration of William Willimon andtahley Hauerwas. Similarly,
postliberal theology is no longer delimited to #tedents of Frei and Lindbeck, and even
among that group there are varying degrees of adherto their mentors’ programs.
Finally, Hunsinger points out that in some waysi ksethe figure most appropriately
labled “postliberal,” while Lindbeck adopts a méneoliberal” position®

Despite the loss of a clearly defined center, sbmg like the postliberal model
continues to enjoy success within homiletic circl&¥ithin this field, postliberal models
have had significant impact in two primary setting¥he first of these is Columbia
Theological Seminary in Decatur, Georgia, wherehbGharles Campbell and Walter
Brueggemann taught for some time. Campbell, whgtt homiletics at Columbia
before moving to Duke in 2009, has produced therdteeal manifesto for a self-
avowedly “postliberal” homiletic with the publicat of his bookPreaching Jesus: New
Directions for Homiletics in Hans Frei's PostlibdraTheology’  Meanwhile,
Brueggemann — who retired from Columbia in 2003 -priesented by Campbell as an
example of postliberal preaching and has also ewitextensively in the area of

homiletics® A second important setting is the aforementioBedte University, where

2 George Hunsinger, "Postliberal Theology," Tie Cambridge Companion to Postmodern
Theologg ed. Kevin J. Vanhoozer (New York: Cambridge Umsity Press, 2003), 42-43.
Ibid., 43.
* Charles L. CampbelRreaching Jesus: New Directions for Homiletics iartd Frei's Postliberal
Theology(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997).
> Ibid., 197-201. Although known primarily as andQlestament scholar, Brueggemann’s work in
homiletics spans across monographs and essaysesBeeially Walter Brueggemarfinally Comes the



William Willimon and Stanley Hauerwas enjoyed areexied period of influence and
where Campbell now teaches. While these may reptdbe centers of gravity within
postliberal homiletics, there are numerous honailgtis at a variety of institutions who
are associated with postliberal preaching to varaegrees.

How, then, will we define postliberal homileticacatheology for the purposes of
this study? John McClure points to the linguisticnstrual of reality, a narrative
worldview, and the goal of preaching “...to somehaanslate, or convert, human
experience into the categories provided by theidzibharrative.® Ron Allen similarly
identifies three major purposes that inform postigh sermons:

1. “In the postliberal community preaching is ‘a preet of
constituting a people.”
2. “The preacher goes about this task by narrating the
congregation into the biblical world.”
3. “Preaching in the postliberal movement further gsidthe
congregation in how to enact its identity througiness in the
larger social world.”
These criteria provide us with a useful (thoughtasely not exhaustive) point of
reference for identifying postliberal homileticsdapreaching. While the category of
“narrative” is central to postliberalism, not evémnarrative homiletic” is postliberal —

e.g., Eugene Lowery would not be counted as aipestl homiletician because his

homiletic does not necessarily aim to convert huewgrerience into biblical categorigs.

Poet: Daring Speech for ProclamatiofMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1989) abddences of Home:
Preaching among Exile@.ouisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 199%ge also Walter Brueggemann
and Patrick D. Miller,Deep Memory, Exuberant Hope : Contested Truth iFPast-Christian World
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2000); Walter Breagann and Anna Carter Florentescribing the Text:
Sermons and Prayers of Walter Brueggem@mneapolis: Fortress Press, 2004).

® John S. McClureRreaching Words: 144 Key Terms in Homileiitsuisville: Westminster John
Knox Press, 2007), 111.

" Ronald J. AllenThinking Theologically: The Preacher as Theologiad. O. Wesley Allen Jr.,
Elements of Preaching (Minneapolis: Fortress Pi2333), 56.

8 See Eugene Lowrihe Homiletical Plo{Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001).



At the same time, homileticians such as MichaegBRaello 11l and John Wright could
legitimately be included within a postliberal grang®

As both McClure and Allen indicate, the goal ofrf@ation is a critical element of
any definition of postliberal homiletics. Postlibe preaching, at its most basic level,
aims to shape individuals and communities in tkenless of Jesus Christ. It is here,
however, that postliberal homiletics takes an ggéng turn.

In postliberal theology and homiletics, “Chridtdicharacter” is defined primarily
in terms of proficiency in a set of practices dedvfrom the biblical narratives
surrounding Jesus of Nazareth. What is signifiabudut this definition is its radically
christocentric character. With the exception ofew recent works such as William
Placher’'sThe Triune God: An Essay in Postliberal Theolggystliberal theology has not
dealt extensively with the work and role of the yi8birit, and even Placher’s work deals
with the Spirit in relatively narrow terms of ematology, investigating how the Spirit
aids in the interpretation of Scriptul®.While this ‘neglect’ of the Spirit is symptomatic
of a broader trend in Western theology, it is palarly apparent in postliberalism as a
result of its heritage from Frei and, through Fhem Karl Barth.

Within homiletics, Charles Campbell has presemibedmost thorough exposition
of the theological foundations of postliberal haatids to date. Moreover, his work is
self-admittedly identified with postliberal theolpgparticularly inPreaching JesusThis
chapter, therefore, will focus on Campbell’'s hotnileas a paradigmatic example of the

postliberal approach. In the first section, | lbedy examining the theological

° See Michael PasquareliGhristian Preaching : A Trinitarian Theology of Rilamation(Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2006) and John W. Wrighdlling God's Story: Narrative Preaching for
Christian Formation(Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2007).

19 wiliam C. Placher,The Triune God: An Essay in Postliberal Theolofyouisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 2007).



foundations of his homiletic as they are derivemhfrthe work of Hans Frei and George
Lindbeck. Because postliberal homiletics has resltdat length with the relationship
between preaching and the Holy Spirit, the relatmm between the two must be inferred
from its ecclesiology; therefore, the postliberablarstanding of the church will receive
particular attention.

Section two shifts to the function of preachinghwm Campbell’s postliberal
model, as well as a description of postliberal pngay. Because Campbell has not
published a number of sermons, | will also incogteran analysis of the homiletics of
Walter Brueggemann, who is closely associated waktliberal preaching. As noted,
Brueggemann has published volumes of his sermamg alith theoretical works in the
field of homiletics and is cited by Campbell asexigellent example of the homiletic he is
promoting.

In the third section, | will turn to a critique ¢he postliberal homiletic and its
view of Christian formation. The postliberal empisaon the preacher and sermon as an
enactment of Jesus’ story is certainly to be weledmwithin homiletics. However, | will
argue that postliberal homiletics is suscetpibléhtee critiques that are each related to
issues in postliberalism’s treatment of the Holyri§por lack thereof) in relationship to
Christology. First, postliberalism tends to treath as the equivalent oftebitus— faith
is reduced to the proficient practice of the Chaistcultural-linguistic community. Its
attempt to strike a balance between the subjeetidcobjective dimensions of salvation
falls short. Second, postliberal homiletics’ traant of the biblical narrative as a set of
practical schema does not do justice to the hstmncreteness and specificity of Christ.

At the same time, it cannot account for divine ayein and through the anamnesis of the



Christ event. Finally, the interpretive model ofratextuality posits too strong a dualism
between the world and the text. Each of thesejugs is ultimately pneumatological in
origin, and can be traced to the lack of attentomthe Holy Spirit's mediation and action

in postliberal homiletics.

1. The Theological and Ecclesiological Foundation$ Postliberalism

Campbell most explicitly references Hans Freites foundational thinker in his
homiletic, but his work is actually based on a kesis of the work of Frei and Lindbeck.
While George Hunsinger sees significant differenbesween the two theologians’
projects, Campbell sees a convergence in theirgthiothat makes them far more
compatible than Hunsinger might alldW.This tendency to combine their projects under
the general label of postliberalism is not unigopeCampbell. As DeHart argues, in the
heated polemical environment that formed aroundlhéck’'s The Nature of Doctrine
one of the most common moves on both sides wasougpgd-rei and Lindbeck together
under a common bann&r,

Campbell’'s project begins, however, with Frei'srrheneutical approach to
Scripture. At the outset, it is important to n@ampbell’s account of the relationship
between Frei and Karl Barth. Frei, Campbell argae®pted an “Anselmian theology”
from Barth, as well as a rejection of historicatical methods for biblical

interpretation:®> These two emphases would significantly impaci'§tater writing, as

1 As we will see, Campbell sees convergences betWesiis hermeneutic which is governed by
the creed and faith community with Lindbeck’s crdtelinguistic view of doctrine. Both are, in tiead,
rule-based models for reading and speaking.

2 DeHart, 34 n.70.

13 campbell, 8, 14.



we shall see. In particular, the Barthian/Anseimepproach to theology dides
guaerens intellecturgave rise to Frei’s ecclesial hermeneutic.

A word here about the relationship between premchind the church in Barth’s
homiletic will help to illuminate issues that arige the postliberal homiletic. Theo
Hobson argues that Barth’s ecclesiology was orlbifzased on the idea of revelation,
and preaching in particuld?. The church seems to be cast in a primaeigeptiveor
passive role — it is created in the act of thepéion of the Word of Gotf. Because of
this, the church is best described asemant'® Over time, however, Hobson notes a
change in Barth’s ecclesiology. By the time Bamtiote theChurch DogmaticsHobson
sees a speculative dimension emerge as Barth dddnip.to sketch out an entire
account of human knowledge from a theological perspe.™’ As a result, Barth sought
to give the church more permanence in his ecclagywlwith a resulting imbalance.
Barth came to assume that the church constitutedmiy the event of the Word, but also
the enduring context of the Word. The postlibexaiphasis on the church, Hobson
claims, is inconceivable apart from the “tragedyf Barth’s later ecclesiological
speculatiort? He writes, “It is ironic that this new space [fbie church] was carved out
by a Protestant, seeking a permanent home fohbadgy of the Word. For it is ideally
suited to a form of theology that idealizes ChumtPlatonic catholicism:® Hobson’s

argument is interesting, given William Willimon’sdlings toward Barth’s ecclesiology:

! Theo Hobson, "Ecclesiological Fundamentaliskigdern Believingt5, no. 4 (2004): 49.

5 Karl Barth, Homiletics trans., Geoffrey W. Bromiley and Donald E. Dasi¢Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox Press, 1991), 70.

16 william H. Willimon, Conversations with Barth on Preachir{tyashville: Abingdon Press,
2006), 255.

" Hobson: 50.

* Ipid., 51.

19 bid.



[Barth] called hismagnus opus Church Dogmaticbut then

presents a rather disembodied theology. The Wbfd&oal comes

to the church, shatters the church, disturbs thercth from

without, and in no sense arises from or residdglenchurch. This

Barthian view of the detached Word is differentnfrany own

pastoral experience and also differs from the daiof an

incarnational faittf°

Barth does not show how the church exists in itaired,

incarnate form. Barth will not let the church be binding or sole

medium where proclamation is done or receited.
In light of Frei's appropriation of Barth, howevétpbson’s argument makes some sense.
One way of interpreting Barth’s ecclesiological fshs that the Anselmian ideal of
theological inquiry governed by faith (as oppose@n independently existing enterprise
that might take place in any number of “secularfiteats, such as the academy) pushes
Barth to locate the Word within the church.

From the very beginning, Frei adopted Barth’'s pasi that tied biblical
interpretation to the particular community thatthe church. The church’s faith, he
argues, functions as the interpretative key to tstded the biblical text. “Anselmian
theology, as Frei appropriated it through Barthgibg with the specific language of the
Christian community — th€redq in Barth’s terms.” Thus Campbell credits Frei with
coming to an insight parallel to that of Lindbeeken though he articulated that insight
less clearly’® It was when this confessional position was wedttedrrei’'s narrative

approach to biblical interpretation, however, thatbegan to chart out a position that

goes substantially beyond Barth’s.

20 \willimon, 256.
2 bid., 257-258.
22 Campbell, 73.
bid., 71.



Like Barth, Frei criticized liberal theology fotsi historical-critical hermeneutic
which, he argued, did not take seriously the natfr¢he biblical narrative. Liberal
theology had sought a referent outside of the téxead the biblical text as descriptive
and hence pointing beyond itself. In contrast, Brgued that the biblical text itself
should be the focus without concern for a furtiederent. The point of the biblical text,
in Frei's theology, is not to describe some histalrifigure, but rather to depict a fully
textual character — namely, Jesus. “According tei,Fthe logic of the stories is
‘ascriptive’ rather than descriptive. That is, tbeus of the stories is the person of Jesus,
to whose unique, unsubstitutable person the vatitdas, characteristics, and actions are
described.* The relationship between identity and narrativeniost clearly seen, Frei
argues inTheological Reflections on the Accounts of Jeswesitb and Resurrectionn
the crucifixion-resurrection stories, where one alscern a unity between internal
intention and external action or between individgalbjectivity and outward self-
manifestatiorf>

While Campbell adopts Frei's idea of the ascrptigic of narrative, he draws
on Frei's colleague George Lindbeck to completei’$-recclesiological hermeneutic.
Lindbeck is now best known for his woilhe Nature of Doctrine: Religion and Theology
in a Postliberal Age in which he argues for what he calls a “cultunaduistic”

understanding of doctrirf®. In Lindbeck’s view, “...a religion is first of ala

*1pid., 39.

% Hans W. FreiThe Identity of Jesus Christ: The HermeneuticaleBasf Dogmatic Theology
(with Theological Reflections on the Accounts gudeDeath and Resurrectio(Bugene: Wipf and Stock
Publishers, 1997), 1.

% George A. LindbeckThe Nature of Doctrine: Religion and Theology irPastliberal Age
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1984).



comprehensive interpretive medium or categoricamigwork within which one has
certain kinds of experiences and makes certainskirichffirmations.?’

In Campbell’'s homiletic (and postliberal homilstigenerally), Frei’s ascriptive
view of narrative and Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistiview of religion merge in the
understanding of the church. Lindbeck himself @pétes this by following Frei’'s lead
in using narrative as the basis for ecclesiology.

...the church is fundamentally identified and chagazed by its

story. Images such as “body of Christ,” or thelitianal marks of

“unity, holiness, catholicity, and apostolicity,"amnot be first

defined and then used to specify what is and wkanhdt the

church. The story is logically prior... A corollaoy this priority is

that “church” ordinarily refers to concrete grougigpeople and not

to something transempiricé.
Similarly, Campbell notes that the church is direatcorporated into the story of Jesus
through Frei's reading of the Gospel narrativesttipaarly Luke-Acts. The text
immediately shifts from narrating the story of Jeso narrating the story of the church
with a seamless connection. “Frei thus moveslhe[ldentity of Jesus Chrjdrom the
narratively rendered identity of Jesus to the chumhich is the embodiment of and
witness to Jesus’ indirect presence in and fomibid.”*°
The assimilation of the church into the narratfelesus Christ is the paradigm

for one of the most controversial elements of fplostal theology and homiletics, namely

an “intratextual” approach to theolody.While DeHart primarily treats intratextuality as

*"1pid., 80.

% George A. Lindbeck, "The Story-Shaped Church: i€iit Exegesis and Theological
Interpretation,” inScriptural Authority and Narrative Interpretatiped. Garrett Green (Eugene: Wipf and
Stock, 2000), 165.

29 Campbell, 227.

% The intratextual approach to theology has beenagpmsource of contention in theological
circles. For an analysis of the principal chanacia the debate, see DeHart’'s account of the fyisib
postliberalism’s development, cited above. Becaigbe complexity involved in a thorough analysili,
that will be attempted in this space is an unfaatety cursory overview of the model.
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Lindbeck’s contribution to postliberalism, Campbaltes elements of an intratextual
undercurrent in Frei's approach to biblical nasaff As noted above, one of the tasks
of postliberal homiletics is to narratively assiatéd the congregation’s story into the
biblical story. Postliberal theology, however, gdarther to argue that it is not only the
congregation whose story must be assimilated ihto Hiblical story, but the entire
world’s story must ultimately be reinterpreted mght of biblical categories. This
approach has come to be characterized as the falmstrof the extrabiblical world by
the biblical text, borrowing Frei's descriptidh. The overarching pattern follows the
logic oftypology®® As Lindbeck describes it,

Typology does not make scriptural contents into aplebrs for

extrascriptural realities, but the other way araunii does not

suggest, as is often said in our day, that belgefiad their stories

in the Bible, but rather that they make the stdryhe Bible their

story... More generally stated, it is the religiarstantiated in

Scripture which defines being, truth, goodness, lzaality, and the

nonscriptural exemplifications of these realitieged to be

transformed into figures (or types or antitypes)tlod scriptural

ones... ltis the text, so to speak, which absdnbsatorld, rather

than the world the texf

One way in which this theological control can beintaned in the encounter

between text and world is through the use ad hocapologetics.” In his typology of

Christian theology, Hans Frei distinguishes betwiden approaches to the relationship

3l DeHart, 171-184. C.f. Campbell, 37. DeHart'sigmsent of intratextuality to Lindbeck’s
work allows him ultimately to treat Frei as a marediating figure between liberal and postliberal
theologies along the lines of H. Richard Niebulfee DeHart, 254ff, 268. Tracing the development of
Frei's thought over his career would no doubt digétt on some of these issues; such a task, haweve
far beyond the scope of this project. It is wartliing, however, that as late as 1986 Frei walsusiiiizing
and commending a typological model for biblicakiretation in Hans W. Frei, "The 'Literal Readiafy’
the Biblical Narrative: Does It Stretch or Will Break?," inThe Bible and the Narrative Traditipred.
Frank McConnell (New York: Oxford University Pre4€86).

32 Frej, "Literal Reading,” 72. C.f. LindbecMature of Doctrine118.

33 For a more general account of the history and fetimiuse of typological interpretation, see
Paul Scott WilsonGod Sense: Reading the Bible for PreachiNgshville: Abingdon, 2001), 112ff,

% Lindbeck,Nature of Doctring118.
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between theology and other disciplifidsThese are located along a continuum ranging
from “theology as a philosophical discipline” (exglified by Gordon Kaufmanfj to
“Christian self-description with no holds barredégresented by D. Z. Phillip3). Frei's
preferred method of relating theology to other igisees is found in the tension between
the two types classified @&l hocmodels and attritubed to Schleiermacher and BArth.
In these approaches mediation does occur, but wigdnoy overarching theory that would
govern the encounter (and possibly tip the baldaoegard non-theological disciplines).
A kind of “semantic overlap” is maintained, but $keoverlaps cannot be accounted for in
any systematic way. The overlaps are “real” but “always context-degmmt and only
fragmentarily specifiable?® They can be utilized for particular local concerhut the
two fields cannot be compared because the two typeyg recourse to a third overarching
term. Within the systematic unification of Frewsork with Lindbeck’'s under the
heading of postliberal theology and homileticss thal hocapproach becomes a central
element in the intratextual approach to theology.

The shift from Christ to the church that underlies intratextual approach occurs
through a particular theology of the Trinitarianr$tes, particularly the Holy Spirit. In
Idenitity, Frei describes the Holy Spirit as having fouresobr functions in the Gospel
narratives:’ First, it relates to the character of Jesus agitfdissoluble unity” between

Jesus Christ and the presence of God. Seconsheak of the Holy Spirit and its

% Hans W. Frei, George Hunsinger, and William C.cRéa, Types of Christian TheologiNew
Haven: Yale University Press, 1992).

*®pid., 28.

" Ipid., 46.

3 |bid., 5-6. These two, he argues, are compatilille the “literal sense” of Scripture in a way
that the other three are not. DeHart notes thelt edthese types appears to work with the othéfréi's
thought to form a mutually-stabilizing pair (DeHa21.7).

% DeHart, 213.

O lbid.

“! Frei, The Identity of Jesus Chrjst87-188.
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relationship to the church, reference to the Spuarks the presence of this unity in the
church as an indirect presence through the chuifdhrd, the Holy Spirit is the name
given to the appropriate response to God-in-Chmestpely affirmation and love. Finally,
to speak of the Holy Spirit as Christ’'s indirectegence in the world is to speak
correlatively of the church. From these four factse can ascertain the contours of the
church’s nature. “The church is both the witnesghiat presence and the public and
communal form the indirect presence of Christ n@akes, in contrast to his direct
presence in his earthly day®¥.” The identity of Jesus Christ, as it is narramdntually
culminates in the identity of an entire peoplet jas Israel’'s history and identity as a
people culminated in the identity of Jesus Christ.

Like Lindbeck, Campbell describes Frei as makingubural-linguistic move in
that the church, as the continuing subject of thigative, is constituted by core practices
of Word and sacrament. Here we see expansionedERiew of Christ’'s identity as the
things he does and undergoes as it is appliedecctiurch, resulting in the church’s
identity becoming synonymous with a set of corecficas that repeat the story of Jesus
Christ. These practices and identity are boundnugne Holy Spirit, however, which
qgualifies the church as the continuing, indirecegence of Christ in the world.
Therefore, it is not sufficient tonly say, as Campbell does, that “[ijn Frei’'s thoudj@re
is an integral, narratively rendered relationshépa®en Jesus and the churéh.Instead,

there is aTrinitarian and pneumatologically-groundecklationship between Christ and

“2 |bid., 188-189.
43 Campbell, 225.
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the church which functions as a kind of grand riss@athat incorporates the historical
events into the eternal purposes and work of Bod.

The theological foundations of postliberal homdset therefore, can be
summarized as follows. First, Jesus Christ is@aubderstood as a narrated character
who is identical to the things that he does anceugakes in the biblical story; these things
are not added to an historical figure’s “essenbat’are truly constitutive of that identity.
Second, the narration of Jesus Christ continuesti@ narration of the church, which is
presented as the continuing, indirect presencehokCin the world. The assimilation of
the church’s story into the story of Christ is mhganatic for the intratextual approach to
theology in which non-biblical categories are rerpteted in light of the biblical text.
Third, this narrative linkage between the storyle$us and the story of the church takes
on a Trinitarian structure through the person @f IHoly Spirit which is now identified
with the church. Fourth, just as the identity e$us is constituted by what he does and
undergoes in the text, so also the identity ofdherch is constituted by its repetition of

those things (i.e., the story of Jesus) througpriéstices. Fifth and finally, the church is

| use the term “grand narrative” here with an emass of its use in the work of Jean-Francois
Lyotard. In Lyotard’s philosophy, “grand narrats/e and metanarratives are identical: they are
metaphysical, self-justifying stories that functimnregulate particular narratives. What | amrafiéng to
convey through the term “grand narrative” is distirom Lyotard’s definition of metanarrative. “&@rd
narrative” here is meant to refer to a second tigeravhich is not metaphysically self-justifyingrtlugh an
appeal to ‘universal reason’ (though it may itgesent metaphysical implications) and yet contditas
other narratives. For Lyotard’s definition of (aidéntification of) grand narratives and metanéaves, see
Jean Francois Lyotardhe Postmodern Condition : A Report on Knowledgms., Geoff Bennington and
Brian Massumi, Theory and History of Literature].vb0 (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1984), xxxiii-xxxiv. For one model of what | amalting grand narratives as distinct from metanarest
see Merold Westphal, "Postmodern Theology and tlsp@: Onto-Theology, Metanarratives, and
Perspectivism,PerspectivesApril 2000, 6-10. Thus, in my opinion, John Milik is mistaken to refer to
the cosmic story of redemption as a metanarrativieis essay “The Name of Jesus.” See John Milbank,
The Word Made Strange: Theology, Language, CulfGembridge, MA: Blackwell, 1997), 145.
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therefore a cultural-linguistic entity which is atituted and bounded by those
practices®

In light of these elements, we can now turn togbstliberal homiletic to explore
its understanding of Christian formation. In sewctthree, | will analyze and critique its
understanding of the relationship between JesudstChhe Church and Christian

formation, and the Holy Spirit.

2. Formation in the Postliberal Homiletic

Postliberal homiletics places its emphasis onftlimation of Christians into a
specific form of cultural-linguistic community, dwéng on Scripture (particularly
narrative) to derive patterns of praxis that amnthived within contemporary contexts.
Beyond this basic approach, however, there arermabau of metaphors and specific
approaches to this task developed by various htimidas and preachers.

While a number of homileticians such as WillimondaBrueggemann were
drawing on postliberal themes to inform their hatds prior to its publication,
Campbell’'sPreaching Jesuwas the first project to systematically developatternative
to the dominant New Homiletic by drawing on the wof Frei and, in a somewhat less
explicit way, Lindbeck. For this reason, Camplselihitial work remains a critical
moment in the development of postliberal homileties more recent work continues to
pick up postliberal themes developedrireaching Jesysut adds to them an apocalyptic

thread of Pauline interpretation developed by I€ir&tendahl that has resonances among

%> The exact nature of the relationship between theah and its practices is a question to which |
shall return in the next chapter when | examinetie®logy of Reinhard Hitter.
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postliberal thinkeré® He articulates an approach to preaching that esipés the

narrative rendering of Jesus as a way of buildipghe church for the ethical work of
confronting the powers and principalities of thisorid. Meanwhile, Walter

Brueggemann utilizes the idea of “rescripting” as Hominant metaphor for what
happens in preaching. Listeners are invited tchamge the bankrupt texts of modern
American liberalism for the biblical text and itestription of Yahweh, the God of Israel.
His work draws on the metaphor of the church ideexi ways that parallel the work of
Hauerwas and Willimon: for the church in exile, tonted with the temptation to adopt
the sacred texts of the dominant culture (militarisunbridled capitalism, etc.), it is
critical for preachers to keep alive the alterratigxts that mark out Christian identity.
Preachers continually hold these texts out andtenthe community to reappropriate
them. Taken together, an examination of Campbell Brueggemann’s work provides

an overview of dominant understandings of formatiopostliberal homiletics.

A. Campbéll, Edification, and Resisting the Powers

After describing the basis of a postliberal thgglohrough the work of Frei and
Lindbeck in Preaching JesysCampbell moves on to critique the dominant New
Homiletic, which he describes as predominantly atare in basis.  This narrative
approach, however, is not the same as the postlibpproach to narrative. Campbell is
particularly critical of the homiletics of Fred Gidock, Charles Rice, and Eugene Lowry,
whom he takes as the prime examples of the New ldtmiand its use of narrative

structure to form sermons. These three authonwelsas others in the school, exemplify

6 See Krister StendahPaul among Jews and Gentil@8hiladelphia: Fortress, 1976). Douglas
Harink traces the development of these apocalyfitiones inPaul among the Postliberals: Pauline
Theology Beyond Christendom and Moderfyand Rapids: Brazos Press, 2003).
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a common ground: “All of them, in reaction agaiesgnitive-propositional preaching,
give central place to human experience in preaglanthe heart of narrative preaching in
its various forms is the ‘experiential event’ evdkey the sermon?’ These experiential
events are framed somewhat differently by eachaau@raddock, for example, describes
the inductive movement of the sermon as buildingnuihe inductive patterns of thinking
that are intrinsic to humanif{, while Lowry proposes an “aha” moment in which the
listener discerns the “plot twist” in his narratite From Campbell’s perspective, these
homileticians have grounded homiletics in narratbecause they see narrative as the
constitutive structure of human consciousness apereence’ According to narrative
homileticians like Craddock and Lowry, narrativersens and homiletics are able to
produce the experiential event in listeners bechusean experience and consciousness
are already structured in narrative terms. Inowerds, narrative is aanthropological
fact. Such an argument runs counter to Frei'sghtsithat there is no particular
importance for Christian theology attached to rtareaother thanthe fact that Jesus
Christ is presented through the medium of biblrearatives.

This turn to the experiential effect of preachhms, in Campbell’'s view, had an
additional undesirable effect on preaching. “...[@Experiential orientation in narrative
preaching leads not only to an overly individuaistnderstanding of preaching, but also
to a tendency toward the very experiential-expwesisunderstanding of Christianity that

Frei critiques.®> There are two related concerns here. The fasthe loss of a

47 Campbell, 120.

“8 Fred CraddockAs One without AuthoritgSt. Louis: Chalice Press, 2001).

9 Lowry, 53ff.

0 Campbell, 167, 172. See also David J. LoSenfessing Jesus Christ: Preaching in a
Postmodern WorldGrand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans Pub., 2003), 117thi;xsense, Campbell claims, his
critique (particularly of Craddock) parallels Lireltk’s critique of Gerhard Ebeling. Campbell, 131.

L Campbell, 122.
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communal sense of thehurchin the New Homiletic. At the end of the sermorhatv
matters is theindividual's experience. Neither Craddock’s inductive moment no
Lowry’s “aha” moment can join the church into a porate body. Second, the
experiential-expressivist tendency overlooks tlgalaive role that should be held by the
church’s common faith in the cultural-linguisticrireeneutic. Ultimately, Campbell is
concerned that the church as a corporate body tailsppear or matter in the New
Homiletic. “...[T]he emphasis on the individual, eential event has limited the
attention that contemporary narrative homileticgehgiven to the role of preaching in
building up the community of faiti?® These critiques already give hints of the diecti
that Campbell will propose for homiletics.
Campbell suggests that the goal of preaching shbalreevaluated in light of

Frei's postliberal theology.

Guided by Frei’'s work, the preacher’s task musth@seen as that

of creating experiential events for individual hexar but rather as

that of building up the church. In “grammatica¢tms, one might

say that God in Jesus Christ is not primarily thredicate of

individual human needs or experience, but rathemtitive subject

who gathers and builds up the eschatological peafpl&od in and

for the world>?
Here the ecclesiological foundations laid by Fned dindbeck come to the fore. The
church is the pre-existing context for preachingt torovides the cultural-linguistic rules
for discourse. Simultaneously, the church is tbal @f preaching, in that preaching
further develops competency in the linguistic pgcof Christianity, where “linguistic

practice” is to be broadly construed so as to imelthe entire range of Christian praXis.

While Campbell seeks to distance his work from Kigel of “formation” (citing the

2 bid., 142.
3 bid., 221.
> bid., 237.
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individualistic overtones that term has develop@dy, is not an entirely unhelpful
description of his project. *“...[BJecoming a Chrasti [according to Campbell and
postliberals] is not anything as ‘sublime’ as amstential encounter or experience, or a
revelatory or eschatological event. Rather, itaismundane, everyday matter of
internalizing or appropriating the language andtficas of Zion.*®
Preaching accomplishes this goal by appropriataggdirectly as possible, the

biblical language and grammar, as well as that loisflan doctrine; it does not attempt
to translate these into contemporary conc&ptsinstead, following the logic of
intratextuality, preaching will assimilate the webrinto the story of Jesus. Faithful
preaching, Campbell argues, interpretatively regmessor re-enacts the story of Jesus for
the churct?’® The narratives themselves function as formatdast providing listeners
with a typological framework of schema within whithlive.

By interpreting the Scripture not in terms of witatmeans” but

by how it “builds up” the church; by offering typay, rather than

translation, as the means by which to incorporagectrrent world

into the biblical narrative; and by stressing tbke rof the preacher

as a teacher and model of the Christian languagempBell

encourages preachers to inculturate their heantwshe Christian

story rendered by the biblical narratitve.

Campbell describes the community that preachirgksé¢o form as one that is

counter-culturalandeschatological- radically aligned with the Kingdom of G8Y.As a

** bid., 222.

¢ James F. KayPreaching and TheologyPreaching and Its Partners (St. Louis: Chalics®r
2007), 117.

" Allen, 56. For William Willimon, this means avanmg any attempt at apologetics, with the
result that the sermon may remain incomprehendiblthose outside the church, or those who are not
attuned to the meaning of the sermon through thg Hpirit. “We preachers so want to be heard tirat
are willing to make the gospel more accessible thagally is, to remove the scandal, the offenk¢he
cross, to deceive people into thinking that itésgible to hear without conversion.” William H. Nvinon,

The Intrusive Word: Preaching to the UnbaptiZ€tand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1994), 19.

8 Campbell, 216.

1 ose, 119.

0 campbell, 219. The exact shape of Christian prixieft open-ended. Campbell describes a
process of improvisation in which the pattern afut life is enacted in various ways that are nibedess
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result of its allegiance to this eschatologicablaage and set of practices, the church will
be opposed to many elements in society. In hik@de Word Before The Powers: An
Ethic of Preachingas well as inThe Word on the Stre¢to-authored with Stanley P.
Saunders), Campbell builds on eschatological theway briefly touched on in
Preaching Jesu® describe the enacted life of the church thropigittices of resistance
to the powers and principalities of the wotld. Campbell’s analysis of the Gospel
narratives leads him to propose that Jesus Chrdiodies a way of non-violent
resistance to the fallen powers of the wéfid.The church mimics this practice of
resistance through a communal set of practices asigtorship and stewardship. Yetitis
also involved in the task of exposing the prinaiped and powers which seek to remain
hidden, as their invisibility is a major sourcetbéir power over humanify? These acts
are not passive, but are ways of engaging the mowghout allowing them to dictate the
rules of that engagemetit.

Preaching does more than simply edify the churghpioviding models and
methods for engaging the powers; it is itself arbedied act of engagement and thus

becomes an act of representing the story of Jesus.

true to the original. See ibid., 236. Gene Outkacribes this open-endedness in terms of thesatton
between Jesus being “for us” and our reciprocity...[C]hristological governance operates less
straightforwardly here. ‘Less straightforwardlyeans that we are thrown back on our own resouccas t
greater degree as we try both to understand theeniait dynamics of the condition and to judge what
behavior is appropriate to it.” Gene Outka, "Failog at a Distance: Ethics and the Identity of 3dsin
Scriptural Authority and Narrative Interpretatioed. Garrett Green (Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 20087,

®Charles L. CampbellThe Word before the Powers : An Ethic of Preachihguisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 2002) and StanleyaBndgrs and Charles L. Campb@&lhe Word on the
Street: Performing the Scriptures in the Urban €@om(Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2000), 63ff.

62 Campbell,The Word before the Power5-46.

8 This invisibility of the powers, which prevents rhan beings from recognizing their
enslavement, picks up ancient ideas regarding pergonal understandings of sin — namely that teesi
is not even aware of their sinfulness until is uskaal by the work of the Holy Spirit.

% In this, Campbell is following Christine Smith’similetic of resistance; see Christine M. Smith,
Preaching as Weeping, Confession, and Resistanadic® Responses to Radical Eilouisville:
Westminster/John Knox Press, 1992).
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The Word does not coerce or control its outcomas thus a very

fragile agent for pursuing truth in the world; é/aporates as soon

as it has been said,” and the speaker cannot ¢dhtaesults...

Jesus, as the incarnation of the Word, embodies \ildy not

merely in his life but most specifically in his ¢be of preaching

as the means to the reign of Gdd.
Campbell’s work takes a somewhat evangelistic tiva¢ breaks from the focus on the
church as the context of preaching in some of logennecent writings. IiThe Word on
the StreetCampbell and Stanley Saunders examine the agiredt preaching as an act
of resistance to the powers. He also encouragegrsts in homiletics to engage in what
he calls “dislocated exegesf®.” In this practice, students read and interpretBitde in
public places, again enacting the non-violent taste to the powers through the
proclaimed word. Most recently, Campbell’s intéréss expanded to even more
“extreme homiletics” such as naked street preachprgposing them as powerful
examples of enacting the story of Je¥us.

Campbell’'s homiletic combines the postliberal tbgaal approach pioneered by

Frei and Lindbeck with a particular interest inguoking as the primary avenue through
which the church is built up and empowered for stiyi Moreover, preaching is itself
part of the praxis of Christianity, and not meraljjunct to it. Preaching is the public
performance of Jesus’ character, both in the sehseking Jesus present to the world in
a way analogous to the church’s existence as tldg bb Christ, and in the sense of

continuing Jesus’ ministry of non-violent resistarto the powers and principalities of

the world.

85 Campbell,The Word before the Powerz3.

% Charles L. Campbell, "Dislocated Exegesis,Papers of the Academy of Homilet{@906).

7 See Charles L. Campbell, "The Preacher as Ridisulerson: Naked Street Preaching and
Homiletical Foolishness," iRapers of the Academy of Homilet{@907).
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B. Walter Brueggemann and Rescripting

Walter Brueggemann, an Old Testament scholar dgitrg and profession, has
written a number of books that touch on preaching &hristian formation. His
homiletic falls within a postliberal grouping primig because he is most concerned with
the way in which the text as read and proclaimath@kates the world into its worldview
— a worldview which is given predominantly througgrrative and narrative memory, but
also through other rhetorical acts that are rootethe narrative of Israel’s life with
Yahweh, such as the Psalms. In keeping with titsd, Brueggemann has proposed the
metaphor of “reimagining” or, in more recent worKsescripting” to describe how
preaching accomplishes the postliberal goal. Thd goal of preaching is the
development of an alternative imagination that draw the narrative memory of Israel.

In a culture that has learned well how to imaginkeow to make

sense — of the world without reference to the Goith@® Bible, it is

the preacher’s primal responsibility to invite aachpower and

equip the community to reimagine the world as ttod@hweh

were a key and decisive play&r.
This narrative memory is embodied, not only in tizgratives of the Bible themselves,
but in the writings such as the prophets and Pstidatdraw from them.

Brueggemann adopts the “exilic” view of the chyrefnich is closely associated
with Hauerwas and Willimof® This is most clearly seen in his boBkdences of Home:
Preaching Among Exilg€ but this view is also implied in his other writingsThe

postmodern church finds itself in a situation notike that of the Israelite exiles in

Babylon — Christians find themselves with a “...seoB€l) loss of a structured, reliable

% Brueggemann and MilleDeep Memory, Exuberant Hop

%9 See Stanley Hauerwas and William H. Willimdtesident Aliens: Life in the Christian Colony
(Nashville: Abingdon press, 1989).

° BrueggemannCadencesl, 41.
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‘world’ where (2)treasured symbols of meaning are mocked and disthiss* The
church is surrounded by a foreign culture thatasohated by an imperial mindset much
like that of ancient Babylon — marked by colonialjgmilitarism, an associated military-
industrial economy, and (increasingly) a securitigitted domestic policy based on fear.
These developments are connected with the Enliglgahmindset or script that has until
recently been the accepted given in the WesterndWor The purpose of preaching in
such a world is to sustain and enlarge the exdimmunity by proposing an alternative
script to that of the dominant imperial culture.

...such people are at work seeking to maintaina#ternative

identity, an alternative visionof the world, and aralternative

vocationin a societal context where the main forces ofucalseek

to deny, discredit, or disregard that odd iderftty.

Rather than putting forth an apologetic for the i§tfan faith based on
foundational principles, Brueggemann suggests piheaching achieves transformation
by putting forth an alternative text into which téieers can imaginatively insert
themselves.

We now know (or think we know) that human transébion (the
way people change) does not happen through didseticor
through excessive certitude, but through the plagfuertainment
of another scripting of reality that may subveré tbld given text
and its interpretation and lead to the embrace okéternative text
and its redescription of realit}/
Despite the fact that one is dealing with entireldwews, Brueggemann maintains that

preaching is able to accomplish this transformageal because the pericopes that are

preached each subvert the dominant script in sweafk, the cumulative effect of which

"bid., 2.

2 |bid., 26-29.

3 Ibid., 41.

" Ibid., 29 (emphasis original).
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is the transformation of a larger worldview. Brgemann describes the “alternative
text” that is preached as aub-versiorf”® This expression is a play on the fact that,
within the larger imperial culture, the biblical rrative and worldview is never the
dominant construal or accepted version of realityalso expresses the subversive goal of
preaching to undermine that worldview by proposangalternative structure.

The postliberal emphasis on narrative finds itsresgion in the fact that narrative
is not only the way in which Jesus achieves charaettion in the Gospels, but it is also
the way in which Israel's God Yahweh is depictedha Hebrew Bible. The narrative
continuity of Yahweh’s action is the only way, imd@ggemann’s thinking, to make
sense of what he calls “darkened texXfs. These texts are problematic because they
imply Yahweh’s unfaithfulness to the covenant comityuor absence in time of need
(e.g., Psalm 22:1). Rather than subsuming thede teder a metaphysical scheme that
would explain them away, Brueggemann suggests uggwiem as real moments in the
narrated history of Yahweh and hence as part oamatic scripf.” This narrative focus
embodies Frei's “ascriptive logic,” only it is heapplied to the entire biblical text and
not just to the Gospels. The God who emerges fthism ascriptive approach is

“irascible”’®

and can only be faithfully proclaimed through itesiny that eschews the

foundationalism of describing God through metaptaiscategories such as the omni-
predicates. God cannot be accessed through n#terbgy or philosophy; instead, God
can only be accessed through these texts, or alseisks discovering some other god

than the biblical character Yahweh. “Focus on #ad tather than on a reference ‘out

> Brueggemann and MilleDeep Memory, Exuberant Hop
76 i
Ibid., 84.
" bid.
" 1pid., 4.
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there’ gives us no character other than this dhdri fact, Brueggemann is wary of even
any reference to experience of an ongoing presehdgod through the Holy Spirit.
Commenting on the work of Brevard Childs, he writes

Childs is interested in “the reality constitutivé these biblical

witnesses.” That ‘reality’ is not only “testified in the Bible.” It

is “That living reality known and experienced ae txalted Christ

through the Hoy Spirit within the present commurafyfaith.” In

such a Christological formulation as Childs makestal to his

perspective, the text as such is subordinatechier elaims®

Like Campbell, however, the narrative basis foiotbgy and preaching does not
necessarily result in a narrative sermonic forms i Campbell’'s homiletic, narrative
functions to provide schema within which to organthe world and describe Christian
life. “I suggest,” writes Brueggemann, “that thélB be understood as a set of models
(paradigms) of reality made up of images situaredrid contextualized by narratives.”
Brueggemann here makes explicit an interpretatiegerthat remained only implied in
Cambpell, namely the schematization of the bibliearative into an atemporal category.
The homiletic process involves, in part, discovgtihe patterns of life or “paradigms of
reality” that are presented through the biblicat @nd transferring them into the present
(through the logic of typology) as an alternativayof life.
As noted above, Brueggemann does not situate lprepm an apologetic role —

the task of the preacher is not to out-argue thmeidiant script, but to subvert it by simply
offering an alternative to be imagined. Howeveeaghing is certainly no less polemical

or confrontational for this approach. These amntested truths” (to borrow from the

subtitle ofDeep Memory, Exuberant Hogpend the very act of proposing an alternative

bid., 86.
bid., 87.
8 BrueggemannCadences12.
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script is an act of passing judgment on the fadumad shortcomings of the dominant
narrative. Christian preaching is engaged withtigsl and culture, so that “[t]here is
nothing in this faith model of ‘sectarian withdrdivaf the kind of which Stanley
Hauerwas and William H. Willimon are often accus&d.

At the same time, Brueggemann argues against a oigareaching as “speaking
truth to power.” Such an overt, dramatic confréiotais not thestandardway in which
preaching operates, and is a universalization gérg few moments in the prophetic
tradition, such as Nathan’s confrontation with @EVi Brueggemann is aware that most
preachers find themselves embedded in institutichatches, a very different position
from the Old Testament prophets who were certdodgl but not necessarily tied to the
community they addressed for their continued empkayt. Moreover, the vast majority
of preachers, Brueggemann suggests, will not firemiselves in a position to “speak
truth to power” in such a direct way. Insteadythedress more “ordinary” people who
are often not the powerful, and the nature of tnilelf is uncertain. Brueggemann
therefore suggests that the image of the “scritafte( Baruch the scribe) is an
appropriate description of the preacher: one wlesgmwes memory and the subversive,
alternative script so that it can be appropriatgdtie community. This image, he
maintains, emphasizes the fact that preacherswiddaltextsthat need to be preserved
and nurtured?

Brueggemann’s overall approach to preaching camlibeerned in his sermon

“Waiting in Central Casting® The sermon is based primarily on Luke 12:13-Bdugh

% 1pid., 13.
8 Brueggemann and Florendascribing the Text5-11.
84 1.
Ibid., 11.
#1pid., 21-24.
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it also references Colossians 3:1-6. As he ofteesdn his sermons, Brueggemann
adopts a central metaphor within which to situae liiblical story; in this case, he uses
the metaphor of casting for a drama to describetiagacters as they are presented in the
text. After introducing each character, he briefgscribes the role that character plays in
the drama. By doing this, he begins the procestvaircing the “paradigms of reality”
from their “narrative context” as he treats thettex the basis of characterization rather
than chronological sequencing. After describinghynaf the characters, Brueggemann
arrives finally at the disciples. Here we see Explreference to the rescripting or
reimagining work that the sermon sets out to acdsmp

The disciples are lucky because they are invitednt@lternative.

The disciples are the ones invited and empoweredelsys for a

different way in the world, outside the aggressiutside the fear,

outside the death trap, invited to be rich towawt Ghaving put

the treasure where it belongs, not called foolledatlittle flock,”

little beloved flock, invited differently, not toecith®®
These are the characters that the congregatianidsttiey want to b&” This sermon,
perhaps more than any other, illustrates Brueggaimdmomiletic style and aim. In some
ways, his choice of a casting call as the overiagcmetaphor makes the “rescripting”
goal of the sermon quite obvious.

As a biblical scholar, Brueggemannis most conagrinehis homiletic with the
relationship between the text and the listenery getdom does his work make an explicit
move to concrete practice. Here again we findvalaiity with Campbell’s work, in that
the paradigms given through the biblical narra@lew for a wide range of possible

incarnations in Christian life and praxis. For myde, in the sermon above, what it

means to live as “rich toward God” and to “put tineasure where it belongs” is left

8 |bid., 23-24.
8 bid., 23.
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open-ended. Brueggemann therefore allows for #mmeskind of improvisational
application that Campbell encourages. Formatiamamly happens at the level of
worldview which is then applied to the concreteuaitons in which believers find

themselves, and it is at that more abstract lefivalooldview that preaching operates.

3. An Analysis and Critique of the Postliberal Aggach to Formation

Postliberal homiletics is a very sophisticatederatit to achieve Christian
formation through the act of public proclamationtleé Gospel, and yet do so in a fairly
direct way. As we have seen, it achieves its ggdbcusing on biblical narrative as the
means by which the character Jesus (or Yahwehheénchse of Brueggemann) is
presented — Jesus is the sum of what he does a@®igaes in the narrative. The church
is the continuing indirect presence of Jesus inatbdd by its repetition of the pattern of
Jesus. The narrative itself, in other words, bexom set of practical schema or set of
paradigms in which people and communities are éavito participate. Postliberal
homiletics holds together proclamation and fornmatlmy grounding proclamation in
narrative which is actually a guiding set of prees for the church; in short, it collapses
the distinction between proclamation and formatioyp absorbing formation into
proclamation. Formation happens when listeneraxge one worldview or set of
paradigms for another to guide their practice &ied |

A number of concerns have been raised about thidilperal approach to theology
in general and preaching in particular. They maytouped into three general headings
based on particular dimensions of emphasis fopthiposes of examination, but in truth
they are very tightly connected and overlap in maaspects. The first is that postliberal

theology radically undercuts traditional notions fafith as personal trust in God,
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replacing trust with proficiency in a set of praes. A second critique focuses on the
way in which postliberal homiletics utilizes thélcal text, arguing that postliberalism’s
approach to the text as a set of practical schemgdverning praxis is a categorical error
and makes it difficult (if not impossible) to deibe the Bible as “the Word of God.”
Third, there are a number of issues that revohaurad the intratextual approach to
theology, such as the stability (or lack thereof)imguistic systems, the comparability of
said systems, and (a particular concern for horodetthe relationship between
experience and the text in terms of starting pdiotsermons. | will treat each of these
in order, showing how these all relate back to rare¢issue in the postliberal theology,

namely a severe pneumatolgocial deficit.

A. Faith versus Habitus

David Lose raises concerns regarding Campbelés/\of faith as a “set of skills
and practices within a distinctive, cultural-lingtic community.®® This amounts to a
critigue of Campbell’'s reliance on Lindbeck’s cu#lilinguistic construal of
ecclesiology through Frei. Lose remarks that, “igkar the sociological or postmodern
strengths of this move, it undercuts the biblicadlerstanding opistis as both personal
assentand trust... Faith, in this sense, is closer to théstatelian notion of virtue or
habitusthan it is to the biblical sense of trusting cdefice.?®

Lose’s critique parallels that of Nicholas Healyho argues that postliberal

theology generally has attributed too much conoeds to the notion of “Christian

8 Campbell Preaching Jesysl45.

8 | ose, 120-121. That postliberal theology wouldsteue faith along an Aristotelian line is not
surprising, given the significant influence of Adasér Macintyre on the movement. Maclintyre’'s mookl
tradition-based reasoning is eminently compatibléh ihe cultural-linguistic ecclesiology. Maclngyr
however, uses this framework to argue for a redtegnof Aristotelian virtues. Alasdair C. Maclntyre
After Virtue : A Study in Moral Thegr2nd ed. (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of NotrenBaPress, 1984).
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practices.?® Healy labels the recent ecclesiologies that lweloped along the lines of
Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistic model as the “newckssiology,” since this ecclesiology is
based on a turn toward Christian practice as ackpeavironment. He notes several
problems with this turn, one of the foremost bethgt there is, as yet, no settled
definition of “practice,” let alone “Christian priace.” These terms are so loosely
defined that, as Dorothy Bass and Craig Dykstra nottually anything can be construed
as a “practice® Healy argues that these and other definition{rdctice” at work in
postliberalism ignore the role of intention in humagency. An agent’s intention defines
the action, making it one thing rather than anothe®nly the most superficial analysis
along formal lines would conclude that two peopbénd an outwardly similar thing for
radically different reasons have, in fact, perfodnthe same act. Moreover, such
intentionality is difficult to infer even when thpractice under investigation is an
“ecclesial” practice performed by a professed QGiams since even such an individual
will no doubt inhabit multiple language games tpadvide possible motives. It is
guestionable whether any agent’s motive is evdicseifitly “pure” to support the highly
idealized vision of practices on which the postidgdenodel of the church depends. This
critique is in turn taken up by Theo Hobson, whouses the postliberals (as well as the

ecclesiology of Radical Orthodoxy) of a kind of &siological fundamentalism” that

% Nicholas M. Healy, "Practices and the New Ecclesjg: Misplaced Concreteness?,"
International Journal of Systematic Theoldgyno. 3 (2003): 287-308.

1 Miroslav Volf and Dorothy C. Bas®racticing Theology : Beliefs and Practices in Glien
Life (Grand Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans, 2002), 2heyido, however, maintain that the definition of
an “ecclesial practice” must be “sustained, cooperd and “big enough, right enough, and complex
enough to address some fundamental feature of hexiatence.” Ibid.

%2 Healy: 292.

% Ibid., 293. See also Kathryn Tanndheories of Culture Guides to Theological Inquiry
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1997), 107-119. Lpisks up Tanner’'s concern that postliberals have
overstated the integrity of linguistic networksnaging the ways in which languages and cultureslape
and change over time in light of negotiations veitjacent or overlapping fields. Lose, 47-48.
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idealizes the church and (in his view) reducesltdwoto a social science directed at the
“unique” polis of the church? What these thinkers argue for is a model in wiith
provides a context for practices and in which peastact as the embodiment of faith.

We may characterize these critiques as the resalh implicit Christology. The
Christological focus in Campbell’'s work is primgritharacter-driven, as opposed to
plot-driven.  While Campbell’'s hermeneutic focusea what Jesus “does and
undergoes,” this is in service to character devalem as opposed to an interest in the
events themselves as moments of changing contaxtther words, the emphasis is on
how Jesus acts and reacts in various situatiosgead of on the movement from one
state of affairs to another through event and agen©ne could characterize this
Christology as a ‘moral exemplar approach. Canljgo@omiletic has difficulty in
accounting for arobjectivedimension of faith in which something has changedhe
world, focusing instead on how people undesgbjectivechange by appropriating Jesus’
pattern for themselves.

There is also a pneumatological issue that isetyolated to the Christological
component. Without the ‘third term’ of a robustepmatology to connect Christ and the
church, Campbell’s postliberal homiletic must tréee work of Jesus Christ as able to be
immediately appropriated. The emphasis on the subjective exlenof atonement
becomes exaggerated because there is no avaikbléoptransition from the objective to

the subjective. Christ's work must already be vemsalized,” not simply objectively

% Hobson: 56.

% As | will argue following the lead of Reinhard Hit, this means that both binding doctrines
and core practices are needed and must be maidtaisealistinct entities. Binding doctrine is what
mediates the economy of salvation in such a wayithean be appropriated as an object of faith fgy t
church, while core practices provide normative gliites for the way in which faith is embodied ire th
world.
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available for universal appropriation. Thus Dalise criticizes postliberal homiletics
for failing to allow “critical distance” that is wessary for the new identity offered in
Christ to be appropriated. This lack of critical distance has the effectlefhistoricizing
Jesus Christ, abstracting him from history as &cbbn of practices and rendering him
an hypostasized universal — ironically in the naofiethe uniqueness of the textual
character! As James Kay notes, Frei equates thwlkdge of the textual Christ with the
presence of the risen Lord, but this assumes thaematal construct is the same as an
actual existent. This is a repetition of Anselmistological proof for the existence of

God, and is accompanied by all the problems thaltatge Anselm’s projec.

B. The Category and Use of Narrative

The relationship between faith ahdbitustouches on a number of themes that
are also related to the critique of postliberalsrmahderstanding of the way in which
narrative functions in relationship to formatioithis critique takes two primary forms.
The first is the based on the direct movement froanrative patterns to schema that
organize the world and Christian behavior. Thigxpressed in slightly different ways
by John Milbank and David Lose. A second formhis triticism that postliberalism has
made a category error in its understanding of teea James Kay argues that
postliberalism should not look to narrative for ecta, but to locate therein the “promises
of God.”

Both John Milbank and David Lose criticize the fibstal model for supposing

that narrative functionschematically Lose writes,

% | ose, 125-126.
Kay, 118.
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Not only do | believe that Campbell’'s understandfignarrative is

faulty — that is, | don’t think language or narvatwork the way

he describes, even if his understanding of naeatigre accurate, |

do not think it would realize his goal of trainiimg Christian faith

[because of the lack of critical distance refereragovel’®
Lose argues that Campbell and other postliberale haverestimated the ability of
narrative to “engender participation in the comrnof faith.®  Within his
interpretation of Frei, “Campbell trusts that thiélical narrative unfailingly renders a
stable semiotic ‘universe of discourse’ into whigkarers are invited® In theory, then,
any reader at any time should be able to abstn@csame practices or schema from the
text; however, postmodern understandings on whimbeldraws heavily view language
as polyvalent and connotative, rendering Campbeikse denotative view of language
and textual stability much less tenable. Paul &icpJacques Derrida, and others have
argued that texts lack the full presence of aughanitent and reference to support a
denotative view of languad®® Even those who maintain some degree of authorial
presence in the text, such as Kevin Vanhoozergreze that authorial intent can only be
discerned to such an extent that it limits the fdsgange of connotation; it cannot fix a
single denotative reference in the vast majoritginfations-*?

Lose’s concerns are related to those raised by Bblbank, who points out that

the cultural-linguistic approach to Christian fartims the risk of becoming irreparably

divorced from actual lived history and hence ovexdwystraining. “These ‘hypostasized’

narratives are not seen as belonging to the sequehabistory itself, but instead are

%1 ose, 125.

% bid., 120.

190 hid., 122.

101 See esp. Paul Ricoeunterpretation Theory: Discourse and the SurplusMeaning (Fort
Worth: Texas Christian University Press, 1976).

192 see Kevin J. Vanhoozels There a Meaning in This Text: The Reader, tHeeBiand the
Morality of Literary Knoweldg€Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1998).
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atemporal categories for Christian understandifiy.Not only is it difficult to see how a
stable set of practical schema could be derivenh faopolyvalent biblical text (whether
that polyvalence is limited or not), but this preseresults in a thoroughly idealized,
“textual” faith with little connection to an exttaxtual world. Once the biblical narrative
is idealized in this way and given the task of ctetgly regulating Christian praxis
without any further mediation, the result nsore constraining than when there is a
controlling mediator such as doctrine. Milbank gests that, althought it represents a
single speculative moment in the interpretationtled biblical text, doctrine is more
ambiguous and therefore more flexible asegula for praxis than narrative, which is
“more rigid, and less open to revisioff®

Again, what is suggested here is that the lacHlistince between narrative and
contemporary context is problematic, but in a ghghlifferent way from what was
specified above. In the relationship between faitihabitus the challenge was the loss
of Jesus Christ as avbjectof faith — a loss that is necessitated by the laiclistance
between Christ and the individual and results amithmediate universalizing of Christ’s
significance. Here, the distance needed is betwblenbiblical narratives and the
contemporary context in a more general sense. dMitany intermediary, postliberalism
seems to assume that the biblical narrative schesnabe directly overlaid onto the
contemporary context with a straightforward onet@ correspondence. But such an
approach would be, as Milbank points out, incrgddanstraining and rigid.

James Kay’s concerns are quite different from &hliss or Lose’s, but also focus

on the way in which narrative functions in postiddesm. He criticizes the postliberal

103 john Milbank, Theology and Social Theory: Beyond Secular Rea&ambridge, MA:
Blackwell, 1993), 386.
194 bid.
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model for its failure to recognize God’s active a®iin Scripture. His concerns are
paralleled by Paul Scott Wilson, who claims thatCampbell represents a postliberal
stance that tends to mute God’s voice in the piegchvent...*® While Wilson’s
concern is grounded in what he perceives as analthgeemphasis on ethics in
postmodern homiletics, Kay identifies an altermnatapproach that synthesizes elements
of the New Homiletic and postliberal preaching. tlea than treating the biblical
narrative as schema, he follows the work of Fretgdent Ronald F. Thiemann and
suggests that the narratives be understood as imply promise from Got?® This
approach is deeply indebted to the notion of “spesats” developed by J. L. Austin and
John Searl, which describes language as havingmigpta locutionary (or propositional)
aspect, but also aiflocutionary (or performative) dimensiotf! Every statement has
both locutionary and illocutionary dimensions, evstatements that appear purely
informative. Kay applies this model to biblicalrregive to discern a further illocution
that underlies the surface narrative structure;htibéical text does not simply describe
events, but does so in a way that implies a prommskbedded in them. Kay argues that
the model of preaching based on “the Gospel as igsmmy narration” is a corrective to
postliberalism that reintroduces the idea of Goda&mg to listeners through Scripture
and, hence, through the sermh. Kay does not addresmw preaching would move

from the promises of God implied in the narratieésScriptures to God (as opposed to

195 paul Scott WilsorPreaching and Homiletical Theared. Paul Scott Wilson, Preaching and Its
Partners (St. Louis: Chalice Press, 2004), 114.

1% Kay, 120ff. See Ronald F. ThiemarRevelation and Theology: The Gospel as Narrated
Promise(Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 1985).

1973, L. Austin,How to Do Things with Words2d ed., The William James Lectures 1955
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1975)ohid R. SearleSpeech Acts : An Essay in the
Philosophy of LanguagéCambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1969). A tlaspect of language is its
perlocutionarydimension, which is the effect that it has ontibarer.

1% Kay, 125.
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the speaker) addressing the congregation in theeptethough Nicholas Wolterstorff's
model of “divine discourse” as the divine appropoia of human discourse would be one
natural affinity*®®

Kay's concerns regarding narrative in postliberaliaddress a very different
aspect of that element than Milbank’s. While thedr is concerned with the way in
which typological application of narrative can le® tconstraining, the former is asking
how preaching can be said to function as a ‘meamggaze’ through whiclGod acts on
human beings. But both deal most fundamentally wie question, “What exactly does
the forming in preaching?” Campbell and other [fostal homileticians answer this
guestion by pointing to the act of preaching as @hactment of narrative patterns of
behavior discerned in Scripture. Milbank critiqgubs on the basis that this application
of narrative cannot account for the variety of Gtian praxis because it never adequately

intersects with actual history. Kay, meanwhildgtiques the lack of divine agency or

performativity in the postliberal use of narrata® schem&:°

C. Intratextuality

As noted above, the intratextual model of theoleggoused by postliberalism is
one of the most controversial elements of the @nogr One aspect of this criticism is

directed toward the use of intratextuality as arutauy to be policed between liberal and

199 Nicholas WolterstorffDivine Discourse: Philosophical Reflections on #&im That God
SpeakgNew York: Cambridge University Press, 1995).

110 Because of this lack of divine agency in preachianversion takes on a highly voluntaristic
tone. One simply chooses whether to imaginativagept the offered schema and narrative identity
proffered by preaching. Postliberal formation Egmwith it a somewhat bourgeois, middle-classdtav
As Cheryl Bridges-Johns has pointed out, “Middlasel persons prefer an evangelical infrastructutie wi
transformation being a slow, steady process otimyieach other into a counterstory about God."er@h
Bridges-Johns, "Epiphanies of Fire: Paramodernisaéhing in a Postmodern World," Fapers of the
Academy of Homiletic€l996), 17, quoted in John S. McClu@ther-Wise Preaching: A Postmodern Ethic
for Homiletics(St. Louis: Chalice Press, 2001), 130.
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postliberal theology. Frei's typology of theolopased on models of correlation is a
fundamental piece of the intratextual approach¢esad hoc correlation is considered
intrinsic to intratextual interpretation. But aselBart points out, one can call into
guestion Frei’s interpretation of key figures whbmlocates just on the other side of the
ad hocapproach, notably David Tra¢}t My intention in this section is not to address
the way in which intratextuality andd hoccorrelation have been used by postliberal
theology and homiletics in relationship to theitenrocutors’ projects; often these criteria
have been used to judge (unfairly) particular saitsdlfaithfulness to the Christian
message’s judgment of the world by criticizing aceeved cultural accommodation.
Instead, | want to focus on the way in which theatextual approach itself has been
critiqued as a model of the relationship betweahdad experience.

As noted above, Lose critiques Campbell on thesbaf the latter's assumption
that languages and cultures are stable and incatleawith one another. At this point
we should note that Lose seems to have somethiifgredit in mind by his use of
“incomparability” than is indicated in the use dietterm in this project thus far. For
Lose, “incomparability” means the inability to redaheological language analogically to
the language of other field¥ This is a misunderstanding of the meaningadfhoc
correlation, at least as Frei presents it. Aguad above, in Frei's work the meaning of
ad hoc correlation is simply that no systematic accowtgiven of the relationship
between two linguistic fields, not that they may be related or overlap.

Setting aside the question of whether Lose adelyuatelerstands the nature of

ad hoccorrelation, he and other homileticians have chismcerns about the intratextual

111 beHart, 230ff.
112 ose, 123-124.
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113 John McClure asks

approach’s claim that the biblical text “absorb® torld.
whether Campbell may have overstated “the poldogyween the biblical text and
experience®* He suggests that the Christian faith (and premptare based on the twin

aspects of “textualized experience” and “experieneext.”*®

What is particularly
noteworthy is that McClure grounds this criticisiimtratextuality inpneumatological
terms.

When the interrelatedness of text and experiendenged, aspects

of the illuminative work of the Holy Spirit in prehing are

potentially thwarted... The Holy Spirit borne witse® in the

biblical text however, is active and responsive, always chgilten

and transforming the textual narrative itseff.
Preaching without this pneumatological correctivld end, he argues, with preaching
only the textual Jesus and not the living ChrigicClure describes the relationship of the
Spirit to preaching as “revealing and protesting tlnsion” between text and present
experiencé?’

Paul DeHart similarly describes the challenge totratextuality in

pneumatological terms, asking whether the Spiritigty uses human interpretation to
contribute to the meaning of Christ, or does it@inreference an already completely

given meaning?® He cites the influence of H. Richard Niebuhr (eowith

Schleiermacher) on Frei, arguing that Niebuhr’'srapph allowed worldly meanings to

113 By making this distinction, | am treating intrateality as eliciting two questions: 1.) “Does the
text absorb the world?” and 2.) “By what methodthss possible?” The latter question deals more
specifically withad hoccorrelation, while the former with the general afintratextual interpretation.

114 John S. McClure, Review dfreaching Jesus: New Directions for Homiletics ianid Frei's
Postliberal Theology Journal for Preacher21, no. 2 (1998): 36.

12 pid.

18 pig.

17 |bid. McClure interestingly places this tension an eschatological context. The
eschatological orientation of theology and preaghiill become a critical element in the construetiv
section of this study.

18 DeHart, 256.
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be retained even as that culture is appropriatedhbychurch®® Thus, thead hoc
approach to correlation, DeHart argues, actually aagreater degree of respect for
cultural sites of interpretation than the intratettframework allows it to exercise. This
respect for the Spirit's work entails an elementisk in theology as it cannot assume
that its own meaning will not be transformed by theeraction with its unredeemed
environment. If DeHart's analysis of Frei and #e hoc approach to correlation is
correct, then theology looks less like a straightBrd intratextual absorption of the
world by the text and more like a dialogue throwghich meanings on both side are
transformed. He takes up the metaphor of theolagya *“trial,” echoing Rowan
Williams’ description of theology as an “experiment which the rhetoric of the
uncommitted environment is taken 8. DeHart’s description add hoccorrelation calls
into question Campbell’'s easy assimilation of thpproach to the work of intratextual
theology'** Instead of radically opposing the biblical teat ¢hurch) with culture, the
ad hocapproach implies a balance between Christologyaafmheumatology of culture”
in which the Spirit is seen to be already at warkhe larger world in and under human

activity.'#?

4. The Need for a Pneumatological Supplement

Each of these three concerns — the relationshiwdes faith andhabitus the

nature and use of narrative, and the intratextugjept — touches more or less explicitly

119 bid. DeHart describes this approach in contragtrei’s account of Barth’s model, in which
the non-Christian meaning of foreign language mbst stripped away before that language is
“reconstituted” for use within the Christian body.

120 |bid., 245. Rowan WilliamsQn Christian TheologyChallenges in Contemporary Theology
(Malden: Blackwell Publishers, 2000), xiv.

121 As | will argue later, | believe that a relatioisbetween the two is still possible, albeit within
an altered intratextual framework.

22 DeHart, 268, 265.
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on pneumatological issues within the postliberabdeym. These issues are not simply
issues in the philosophy of language or textuarpretation, but they are the effects of
the particular postliberal version of the Trinitarirelationships between Word and Spirit
and, by extension, the church. On the one handhauld be noted that postliberal
theology establishes a strong connection betweerHtily Spirit and the church. The
Holy Spirit is the indirect presence of Jesus Ghnsand through the church. But the
manner of this connection and the scope of theitSpwork outside the church are
problematic. Ultimately, postliberal theology sutlioates the Spirit to the Word and
encourages a narrow view of the former’s work. weshave seen, postliberal homiletics
places an extremely high importance on Christologlge person of Jesus Christ is at the
center of the postliberal hermeneutic and ecclegipl Meanwhile, the Holy Spirit is
described, not in its own terms, Bdlelyin terms of Jesus Christ — it is the “Spirit of
Christ” in a fairly exclusive sense. It is the lmhl narrative and the narrative description
of Jesus Christ therein that is the basis for @hnsformation in the postliberal
homiletic, and the Holy Spirit plays a supportimterin this economy.

Postliberal homiletics has done a great servicestoying to reintroduce the
formative role of preaching in the pulpit. Howevés underdeveloped connections
between pneumatology and ecclesiology are a hicdrémits efforts. What is required
iIs a more robust pneumatology that maintains pmestilism’'s emphasis on the
relationship between the Spirit and praxis, bueeds the work of the Spirit and more

clearly articulates its role in the economy of aéilon.
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CHAPTER I

HUTTER’S PNEUMATOLOGICAL CORRECTIVE TO POSTLIBERASGM

As we have seen, postliberal homiletics as expliaitticulated by Campbell (and
implicitly by other postliberal homileticians su@s Brueggemann) is dependent on a
particular way of merging the cultural-linguistibebry of the church and doctrine
developed by Lindbeck with Frei’s theory of the @els as “realistic narratives” that
depict the character of Jesus Christ by describingt he does and undergoes. The result
of this merger is a theory that is radically cloggntric, to the point that the Holy Spirit
is relegated to an almost superfluous status. Sgiet’'s primary task, in this picture, is
to actualize the practices that are given to therah through the narratives of Jesus
Christ and now interpreted as schema for goverr@gistian praxis. Homiletics
becomes catechesis by example - the job of thechee is to render the character of
Jesus so that the congregation can adopt for itlselfpattern of Christ as its rule for
living in the world.

The approach described above represents what rbgghdescribed as a “first
generation” postliberal homiletic. It draws almestclusively from the theories of Frei
and Lindbeck. Moreover, as we have seen, it isoprally shaped by the polemical
environment in which a “postliberal school” came lie viewed as an opponent of
theological (and eventually cultural) liberalisnT.o maintain such a “school,” Frei and
Lindbeck had to be read as sharers in a commorgirthat is “postliberal theology,”

and the differences between them had to be doweglaymaintain their unity.
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Even by the time thaPreaching Jesuswas published in 1997, postliberal
theology had arguably entered a second generatdnile students at Yale were already
pushing their work in new directions during theme there, Frei's death in 1988 and
Lindbeck’s retirement in 1993 marked the end ofrthemary contributions to theology,
and it fell to a new generation of theologians faprapriate their legacy. This
appropriation has led to new and sometimes sungridevelopments. One of these is a
renewed appreciation for the differences between &nd Lindbeck, such as George
Hunsinger’'s observation (noted in chapter one) Erat is perhaps closer to a Barthian
neo-orthodoxy, while Lindbeck is perhaps betterirsief as a post-liberal ecumenical
theorist*

Hunsinger claims that Lindbeck’s model of doctraserules has had, and will
likely continue to have, few adherefitagvertheless, the broader contours of the cultural
linguistic framework have continued to be adoptgdheologians who see the theory as a
useful tool for developing an ecclesiology thatemlseriously the aspects of the church
that make it distinct from other cultural forms amustitutions while continuing
Lindbeck’s ecumenical trajectory that does not #s®e doctrinal divisions between
denominations as irreparable schisms that creatéipheu“churches.” Moreover,
Lindbeck’s insights have contributed to the deveiept of an entire movement focused
on the role of “Christian practices” and their tedaship to belief. Nicholas Healy treats

these trends together under the title of the “Newl&siology.®

! Hunsinger, 44. Paul DeHart also notes the diffees between Frei and Lindbeck that were
glossed over in the (polemically-motivated) congtian of the “postliberal school.” See DeHart, xiv,
54.

2 Hunsinger, 50.

% Healy: 287.
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This is not to say, however, that there has besmple wholesale adoption of the
cultural-linguistic model into these new theologie¥arious theologians incorporate
Lindbeck’s insights piecemeal, and with varying &g of centrality to their own
projects. Over the course of this process, onet@bing of Lindbeck’s theory that has
been repeatedly noted is the lack of attention neumatology and théheological
dimensions of the church.

Of the theologians who have taken up Lindbeck'sitela Reinhard Hutter has
devoted considerable effort to repairing the pnedotogical deficit in Lindbeck’s
cultural-linguistic theory. Hutter’s central quiest is how the church may be understood
as a public distinct from other publics, specifigah that it is the public of the Holy
Spirit, and how theology may function as the unidiszourse of the church-as-public in
relationship to doctrine and practices. But HUdtevork involves more than simply
adding the Holy Spirit to the back end of the adtdinguistic model; that approach
would mirror the one taken thus far in postlibeh@miletics and would once again
relegate the Spirit to an actualizing functionstéad, Hitter draws on Eastern Orthodox
communio ecclesiology to develop a Trinitarian ontology areschatological
pneumatology that can ground the cultural-lingaistiodel.

In this chapter, | will examine Hutter's contribat to repairing the
pneumatological, and ultimately Trinitarian, foutidas of a “postliberal” homiletic.
First, | will briefly describe the current landseapf Trinitarian theology. Reflection on
the Trinity and the meaning of that doctrine haerba driving force in the renewal of
pneumatology; the two are interrelated, and onen@atreat pneumatology adequately

without some understanding of the entire Trinitafi@mework within which it develops.

43



Next, | will turn to Hutter’s relationship to Lingiek’s cultural-linguistic model. Hutter
sees this model as the basis for renewed undemstmndoth of the church as a distinct
public in which Christian formation occurs and leéblogy as the main discourse practice
of that public. 1 then turn John Zizioulas and &czount of Trinitarian personhood and
the relationship between pneumatology and ChrigioloHutter uses these components
to develop the theological foundations for a seegederation cultural-linguistic
framework grounded primarily in pneumatolofyThe fourth section develops Hiitter's
own ecclesiological synthesis of these threadshichvthe church is now understood as
the eschatological public of the Holy Spirit and riGtian practices are described
according to the enhypostatic relationship to thpaitS Finally, | examine Hutter’s
account of the role of theology within this pneuatagically-grounded church-as-public.
Theology is a discourse of this public, and hasdhtasks: re-presenting and re-
appropriating the object of faith (the economy alivation), evaluating contexts in which
the church finds itself to understand challenges they pose to communicating and

presenting particular doctrines, and (finally) fanmgncommunities through catechesis.

1. The Renewal of Pneumatology and Practical Ttemian Theology

“Up until the last few decades,” writes F. LeRonulsé, “most explorations of
pneumatology began with a complaint about the natpaucity and methodological

poverty of treatments of the third person of thimily in the history of theology since the

* Hiitter also draws on Zizioulas’ “eucharistic capicef truth,” bringing it into dialogue with
Lindbeck’s contextual model of truth, though | wilbt attempt to address that dimension of his aegum
in this paper. See Reinhard Hltt8yffering Divine Things: Theology as Church Pragtitans. Doug
Stott (Grand Rapids: W.B. Eerdmans Pub., 2000), 153
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enlightenment® He goes on to note, however, that this is nodorige case, and his
observation is most certainly correct. There hasnba proliferation of texts on issues
related to both the Trinity in general and the HB8lirit in particular. Several factors
have influenced this resurgence of interest in tlectrine of the Trinity and
pneumatology — so many, in fact, that even a cyregploration of them is far beyond
the scope of this project. A brief overview of wrajhemes, however, will serve to
situate this project within the broader trendsneymatology.

In 1986, Catherine Mowry LaCugna remarked on #seirgence of interest in the
doctrine of the Trinity, citing nine major textsathhad been published on the subject
since 1980. This trend of increasing interest has continuedthe point that David
Cunningham has been led to remark that though ¢pthreatened by its relative scarcity
in modern theology, the doctrine of the Trinity neeems more likely to be obscured by
an overabundance of theologians clustered aroutld ithese theologians represent a
diverse array of traditions, from Eastern Orthodéxyfeminist to liberation theologies.
Yet Cunningham notes that at least three commdor&aanite these seemingly disparate
approaches.

First, one must notice in these works a renew&hi@eness to the doctrine of
the Trinity as a function of the concrete biblicarratives themselves. Far from being
grounded in abstract speculation, the doctrineeafasn the unification of three distinct

encounters with God in history: first, as Yahwdte God of Israel who frees the people

® F. LeRon Shults, "Spirit and Spirituality: Philgsucal Trends in Late Modern Pneumatology,”
Pneuma30, no. 2 (2008): 271.

® Catherine Mowry LaCugna, "Philosophers and Thealmjon the Trinity, Modern Theology,
no. 3 (1986).

" David CunninghamThese Three Are One: The Practice of Trinitariaredlogy ed. Lewis
Ayers and Gareth Jones, Challenges in Contempditzeglogy (Malden: Blackwell, 1998), 19.
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from bondage and makes covenant with them; seamdhrist, who is claimed to be
God Incarnate; and third, as the Holy Spirit, whpeesence is described less concretely
but is seen as somehow connected to the new litaeofChristian community. Over
time, the church came to realize that a unifiedrptetation of these three moments in its
experience demanded some further account of Gau'sleing and God’s relationship
with creation. Steven R. Harmon describes thisgse as the movement from a “triadic
narrative” to “narrating the Triune God.”

This attentiveness to the biblical narrative ovatibn has shifted the emphasis in
Trinitiarian theology from the immanent to the egonc dimensions of the Trinity. This
does not mean, as LaCugna implies, that the gtuifh fstory to doctrine — a shift that
hinges, in her view, on the Nicene Creed — was wement away from a narrative faith.
Instead, “[a] more carefully nuanced account of degelopment of patristic Trinitarian
theology... would need to recognize the continuedrjyi of narrative in the liturgy and
catechesis of the church during and after the desfdhe hammering out of the church’s
doctrine of the Trinity.** In this context, the more “abstract” theologidialguistic
apparatus associated with reflection on the imm@af@mity, including conceptual
terminology such as consubstantiality, perichoresmm hypostasis (to name just a few

terms), functions as “...condensed narratives, sane-nutshell intended to summarize

8 |bid., 21. On the relatively amorphous charactethe Spirit's presence, Louis Marie Chauvet
remarks that this is a consequence of its desgnptiithin the biblical texts: the very word “Spiris not
anthropological in the same way that “Father” aBoni” indicate personhood by their very use. Atke,
role of the Spirit in Scripture takes on the forfnan “unrevealed revealer” who points to the ottven
persons of the Trinity while remaining obscureditgh own being. This constitutes a kind kénosis
parallel to that of the Son. See Louis-Marie Claunsymbol and Sacrament: A Sacramental
Reinterpretation of Christian Existen¢€ollegeville: Liturgical Press, 1995), 511-518.

° Steven R. Harmon, "From Triadic Narrative to Ntng the Triune God: The Development of
Patristicll'rinitarian TheologyPerspectives in Religious Stud&3, no. 3 (2006): 305-322.

Ibid., 305.
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and clarify rather than replace the story handeer ¢ catechumens and rehearsed in
worship.™!

Nor does this emphasis on the economic Trinityhi biblical narratives mean
that the economic and immanent Trinity are to Bwved as entirely disjunctive realms.
It doesmean, however, that a certain apophatic stancen®eg to be adopted toward the
immanent Trinity. Rowan Williams, who is in no dinmeasure influenced by the
Eastern theological emphasis on apophasis mediatadh by Vladimir Lossky, suggests
just such a stance. If the story of God with ualighat we have, Williams argues, then
we are left with an inherently apophatic theolothough not aadical apophasis that
would refuse to say anything at all about God ind'Gaelf.

We have, then, no concrete language for the uritgan but this

story of risk and consummation, of unity forgedotigh absence

and death between God as source (Father) and ¢atedrlife of

Jesus of Nazareth (as Son). We are left with trdymost austere

account of God’s life as such: that it must be wmatkes this

possible?
Williams thus stands asraedia viabetween an approach to the Trinity that would begi
with abstract speculation about the oneness of &od metaphysical principle and the
opposite extreme: a “social Trinity” like that esnined by Jirgen Moltmann in which
the language of the economic Trinity swallows up ldnguage of the interior life of God,
resulting in a model that borders on a form oh&ism. In such social Trinitarian models

(and especially in that described by MoltmanrThre Crucified Goy the result is what

Williams describes as a “mythological” view of imal conflict between deities,

1 bid.

2williams, 159-160.

13 |bid., 161. See also Jirgen Moltmanfhe Crucified God: The Cross of Christ as the
Foundation and Criticism of Christian Theolo@inneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993).
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In terms of the Holy Spirit in particular, thoughe Spirit does not take on a
“concrete” presence (as the Son does) in the biblext, it is clearly seen as the ground
for the Christian community’s new life. This isrpeularly apparent in the narrative of
Acts, but also in the Pauline corpids.The Spirit's agency is at work throughout these
texts, sending the apostles out into the worldirgetndividuals apart for minstry, aiding
in decisions/discernment, etc. Attentiveness ®litblical texts and the narrative that
they mediate necessitates a renewed attentioret&pirit. Without being able to give
some account for the work of the Spirit as an &ctad in unity with the events of the
Hebrew Bible and Jesus Christ, it becomes diffitolaccount for the inclusion of the
epistolary material in the canon. One must be #&bleffer atheological account for
Paul’'s moral instruction, for example. In ordern@ake sense of this material, a more
robust understanding of the Spirit and its relalop to the Christian community is
needed.

A second significant factor and positive developtmie@ the recent work on the
Trinity is a focus on relationality. This, in Cungham’s view, is the “...single issue on
which recent trinitarian theologians have achietrexigreatest degree of consensus’..”
The emphasis on relationality within the trinitysheeen perhapthe most significant
contribution from feminist and Eastern theologian$hese theologians have pushed
against the traditional definition of “person” infted from Boethius as an “individual

substance of a rational natur@.” For feminist theologians, the Holy Spirit is a

1% See, e.g., John Mclintyréhe Shape of Pneumatology: Studies in the Doctririee Holy Spirit
(Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1997), 53, 56-57, 60.

15 Cunningham, 25.

16 Boethius,The Theological Tractates and the Consolation dfd8bphy ed. G. P. Goold, trans.,
H. F. Stewart, E. K. Rand, and S. J. Tester, TheblL@lassical Library, vol. 74 (Cambridge, MA: Hada
University Press, 1973), 84ff. For an examinatainthe metaphysical problems inherent in Boethius’
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particularly attractive subject due to the numbiefeminine images associated with it in
both Scripture and tradition. Furthermore, in M&st the Holy Spirit has been
associated with the intra-Trinitarian relationality a result of Augustine’s description of
it as the bond of love between the Father and tme 8ecause of these factors, Elizabeth
Johnson utilizes the doctrine of the Spirit (whatte terms “Spirit-Sophia”) as the entry
point for her reflections on the Trinitarian persoh

In a vein similar to that of feminist theology,opess thought has taken up the
doctrine of the Holy Spirit as one way of overcogiwhat it sees as a dualistic
opposition between God and world in traditional, tapdysically-oriented theology.
Although Marjorie Suchocki focuses primarily on thest and second persons of the
Trinity in her work God, Christ, Churchthe entirety of the work may be read as a
pneumatologically-determined theology; the Holy rpreceives less attention here
because its activity forms the overarching framdwwithin which the other persons are
discussed® Karen Baker-Fletcher, like Suchocki, sees theyH®pirit as a primary
description that is almost equivalent to saying 4Gim relational terms?

The relationality of the Persons has also beennaphasis in Eastern theology.
While it has become something of a caricature,ethersome truth in the claim that
Western thinking on the Trinity has tended to stamn the unity of substance and then
move toward the multiplicity of the persons whilaskern theology has taken the

opposite approach — moving from the multiplicityard unity. In Moltmann’s view, the

definition, see Roy Alexander Tracy,Pérsona and Substantia Metaphysical Problems in the
Anthropological and Trinitarian Theology of Boetkiy(Emory University, 2001).

7 Elizabeth Johnsor§he Who Is: The Mystery of God in Feminist TheoligDiscourse(New
York: The Crossroad Publishing Company, 1992), fl24f

18 Marjorie Hewitt SuchockiGod, Christ, Church: A Practical Guide to Procedse®logy 2nd
ed. (New York: Crossroads, 1989).

19 Karen Baker-Fletchefancing with God: The Trinity from a Womanist Persjive (St. Louis:
Chalice Press, 2006), 62.
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Western approach has tended to be grounded inttdma@ to prove the existence of
God, and such proofs can only go so far as a sewgdstance or person. Because of this,
he claims, the doctrine of God in the West hasddnd a problematic direction: a kind
of practical monotheism in which the question of [Ww]hether God is one or triune
evidently makes as little difference to the dodriof faith as it does to ethic®”
Trinitarian models in the West have therefore tehntevard psychological analogies. By
contrast, Eastern theologians have tended to facushe persons in their concrete
interrelatedness. This has the distinct advanttagjethe relationships are not viewed as a
secondary quality, but are inherent to the debnitdf “person” in the Trinity. This has
far-reaching implications for the way in which omgews human anthropology; for
example, the Eastern theologian John Zizioulas desloped an entire ontology of
personhood based on the Eastern Trinitarian nfdd&imilarly, Miroslav Volf has used
Moltmann’s model of the social Trinity to developfrae-church ecclesiology. One
result of this approach for pneumatology is tha thll personhood of the Spirit is
affirmed at the outset, whereas the Western taditias sometimes struggled to move
from the Spirit as the bond between the Father &ad to an understanding of its
personal agency.

While this turn to relationality has been a pesitdevelopment in Trinitarian
theology, it does run the risk noted above of tugrthe Trinity in a kind of mythology;

that is, we must take seriously Rowan Williams' mag that we cannot “write a

2 Jurgen MoltmannThe Trinity and the Kingdom: The Doctrine of G@dinneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1993), 1.

% John D. ZizioulasBeing as Communion: Studies in Personhood and thedB, Contemporary
Greek Theologians No. 4 (Crestwood: St. Vladinfi&minary Press, 1985). We will examine Zizioulas’
thought in more detail shortly.

22 Miroslav Volf, After Our Likeness : The Church as the Image ofTttirity, Sacra Doctrina
(Grand Rapids.: William B. Eerdmans, 1998).
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biography of God” on the basis of the economic ityiwhose relationships we can point
to most readily> Again, what is called for is a certain kind ofoapaticism that is
particularly appropriate to Eastern theology armbgaizes that the immanent life of God
can only be described as what can make these etomderrelationships possible.

The third positive development that Cunninghamesoin recent Trinitarian
theology is a focus on the practical implicatiorfstiee doctrine. “Theologians seem
increasingly convinced that the doctrine is notehean abstract theological affirmation,
but that it should have real, concrete implicatibmshow Christians are called to live

their lives.?*

We have already seen some of the evidence of ithigizioulas’
“trinitarian ontology” and Volf's ecclesiology. Blo of these thinkers take the doctrine of
the Trinity and draw from it particular implicatisfior human life. In a similar vein, one
can easily point to Moltmann’s work ifhe Trinity and the Kingdormas a prime example
of this approach that tends toward liberation tbggl

All of these emphases brought from their variousrses — the focus on economy
of salvation in the biblical narrative as the foatidn of Trinitarian thought, relationality,
and the belief that the Trinity has a profound iotpan Christian life — can be
summarized in an expression that takes on partiguigortance in the work of Catherine
Mowry LaCugna: “God for us® The over-arching trend in contemporary Trinitaria
theology and pneumatology has been away from dsgmus of abstract metaphysics and

toward the relationship between the doctrine anttiie Christian life. These elements

make the recent work in Trintiarian thought a weleo- and natural — complement to the

2 williams, 160.

24 Cunningham, 29.

% Catherine Mowry LaCugnaGod for Us: The Trinity and Christian LiféNew York: Harper
One, 1973).
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postliberal model. Postliberal theology has ofteen termed “narrative theology” due to
its focus on the biblical text as the primary seuiar theological reflectio”® Moreover,
the very foundation of the cultural-linguistic médethe idea that doctrines such as that
of the Trinity function as rules that govern praetianalogously to the way in which
grammatical rules govern speech.

As theologians have turned their focus to the b#bland historical underpinnings
of the doctrine, they have focused on the econdmitty (as opposed, in some cases, to
the immanent Trinity) and drawn out practical inoplions of a kind of “Trinitarian
ontology” based on various forms of participatoggit. While many see these
developments as a welcome change in theologicalifes, the response has not been
unanimously favorable. Wayne J. Hankey and Matthewering have both expressed
strong reservations about this sAfftThey draw on the work of Thomas Aquinas to raise
a number of objections to what Hankey describea asn fromtheoria to poesis from
metaphysics and interiority to communitarian pragreunded in what he sees as a
revived Neoplatonism. Citing in particular Johnlbaink, Jean-Luc Marion, and John
Zizioulas (though others such as Hutter could adstahave been included in his
characterization), Hankey describes their tendelocgubordinate theory to praxis as

grounded in a post-Heideggerian “anti-philosopffy.” Levering traces this turn to

% Donald K. McKim, The Bible in Theology and Preachiti§ugene: Wipf and Stock Publishers,
1999), 125ff.

2"Wayne J. Hankey, "Theoria Versus Poesis: Neopisttoand Trinitarian Difference in Aquinas,
John Milbank, Jean-Luc Marion and John Zizioulaklbdern Theologyl5, no. 4 (1999): 387-415.
Matthew Levering,Scripture and Metaphysics: Aquinas and the Renefalrinitarian Theology ed.
Gareth Jones and Lewis Ayers, Challenges in Cortesnp Theology (Malden: Blackwell Publishing,
2004).

2 While Hankey lays the blame for this “anti-philpsical” position at the feet of Heidegger, it is
worth noting that the focus on the economic Tririty a foundation for Christian praxis has earlier
historical precedent. Certainly John Wesley is cage in point. See Kenneth J. Collifbe Theology of
John Wesley: Holy Love and the Shape of Gi@&zshville: Abingdon Press, 2007), 145-149. Them
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William James’ understanding of philosophy and désal of dogmatic theolody. This
trend continues, he argues, in the work of LaCudgbanningham, and others. His
analysis of their work is no less critical than Keyis:

When practical relevance replaces contemplatiothasprimary

goal of Trinitarian theology, the technical precis of

metaphysics come to be seen as meaningless, thtreas ways

of deepening our contemplative union with the Ividod revealed

in Scripture®
Both Hankey and Levering propose a metaphysicaledym It is telling that they
describe the goal of salvation in terms of contemg@h and interiority. Their focus
remains on the immanent Trinity and metaphysick.séems to me,” writes Levering,
“that what is required is grasping how human trarmmeftion occurs within the movement
whereby we rise from idolatry and, instead of prihgacontemplating creatures
(ourselves) contemplateGod for his own sake rather than for the sakereétares.®
Similarly, Hankey describes beatification in terofiwision and objective knowledge:

Theology remains with the thinking of being, withtology. The

self-related structure of subjectivity becomes mesak in the

henological modification of that ontology. The mait

modifications of the henology and ontology do noghto reduce

the perfection of the divine subjectivity or thetaldy of the

system. The negative theology is for the sake by@eressential

vision which is total presence and compléteoria Evenin hac

vita, theology theoretically encircles and orders maxi

One must be careful not to establish too greasjamition between the economic

and immanent Trinitiy. (Cunningham, for one, igical of what he sees as LaCugna’s

influence of the Eastern Fathers on Wesley mayritute to this leaning in his theology. See Ted A.
Campbell, John Wesley and Christian Antiquity: Religious dfisiand Cultural ChanggNashville:
Kingswood Books, 1991), 79. Also Randy L. Madd&®esponsible Grace: John Wesley's Practical
Theology(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1994), 23.

9| evering, 12-15.

¥ pid., 2.

3L |bid., 17. (Emphasis added.)

%2 Hankey: 407.
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rather extreme disjunction between th&jnNevertheless, the preference for one of these
emphases as a starting point for reflection ieo#ile of a general theological sensibility.
While it is a bit of an overgeneralization and cature, we might describe the tendency
to begin with the immanent Trinity as indicative aftheology that is comfortable
beginning from philosophical (rather than nece$gabiblical) concerns, aims for
complete presence and systematization, and seesetide of sanctification as
contemplation. Beginning with the economic Triniboyr the other hand, tends to lead to
a theology that is more practicalj hog, and clearly rooted in the biblical narrativés.

The historical development of the doctrine of thenity would seem to point to
the economic starting point as the more sound optis | have argued, the development
of Trinitarian theology began not with abstractlpsophical speculation, but with the
attempt to make sense of the Christ-event andatewithin the history of Israel and the
larger world (understood from a Jewish perspectivd¥yhether such a starting point
necessarilyresults in the kind of denial ¢ieoriathat Hankey and Levering describes is
a question that may be unanswerable; the tendemtiesntemporary and historical
works on the subject, however, suggest that thieascase more often than not. In the
end, one must decide how comfortable one is wighldlck of closure inherent in a
hoc approach to theology grounded poesis Ultimately, these are grounded in two

irreconcilable understandings of beatification.

33 Cunningham, 37.

3 Hankey shows little concern for biblical textshis argument, preferring to focus on Aquinas
and other extra-biblical sources. While Leverirggesl address the biblical text, his primary mettsodrie
of interpreting a text in light of a pre-given psbphical conviction. Cunningham, by contrast,nsise
significant time dealing with biblical texts in @axegetical manner at numerous points in his argtimen
giving them priority over metaphysical models.
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As we have seen, the recent work in Trinitarianokbgy has focused on the
biblical narrative, relationality, and practical phtation. Shults suggests analogous
emphases that should be at the heart of contenyppreaumatological reflection. He
proposes three critical tasks for pneumatology:raaming the problems of a dualistic
understanding of God and world without collapsingpimonism; finding anedia via
between psychological models of the Trinity (susiHankey’s) and tritheistic tendencies
associated with certain current models (such agrivéoin’s, though he is not mentioned
in particular); and describing the power of therBpn a way that does not succumb to
fatalism or voluntarism while maintaining that Gisdthe ground of all thing®. These
tasks for pneumatology link the Holy Spirit to ttpeestions of relationality and practice.
| would also suggest that the turn to the biblicarrative exemplified in current
Trinitarian thought should play a significant ratethe development of pneumatology (as
it does in the work of Zizioulas and Williams, fexample).

This complicated nexus of themes and influenceshés landscape in which
Reinhard Hutter formulates his own pneumatologstgiplement to postliberalism, and
many of the elements and influences cited abovem@sent in his constructive proposal.
As we shall see, the influence of Eastern theolegparticularly strong in his work. That
stream, however, also brings with it a focus on mamity and relationality (particularly
in the work of John Zizioulas). The result is tbugh Hutter himself does not himself
cite movements such as feminist theology, his wahtkres common resonances with
them. This is because all of these movements batlke drawn in various ways from
biblical images and descriptions of the Holy Spanitd have contributed these back to a

renewed Trinitarian theology.

35 Shults: 285-286.
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2. Hutter’'s Relationship to the Cultural-Linguisti Model

While the various concerns that have shaped tlsergence of Trinitarian
theology (and pneumatology in particularly) havetaialy had some effect on Hutter's
work, the primary impetus for his proposal comesotlgh Lindbeck’s postliberal
“cultural-linguistic” model of doctrine. Hutter eg in this model a starting point for
thinking about the relationship between doctrin@yi€ian practices, and the work of
theology as a Christian practice, but also seas lacking a significant pneumatological
component. He is certainly not alone in making #tonnection; Jane Barter Moulaison
has made a similar point and proposed her own rerigdugh the writings of Gregory
of Nyssa®® As we shall see, Hiitter proposes a pneumatologiupplement to
Lindbeck’'s work drawn from contemporary Orthodoxommunio ecclesiology,
particularly the work of John Zizioulas.

At the outset, we should note that while this ihés concerned with developing
homiletics along the line of what might be calletpeactical theology,” Hitter is not. In
Suffering Divine Thingshis primary concern is the perceived autonomgheblogy as a
discourse. Theology, he argues, has come to heedigrimarily as a discourse that
operates independently from the church — as it dlodbe academy — and is neither
accountable to the church’s doctrines nor seelarsypport its practices. As we shall see
in chapter 3, his view of the role of theology urgies some significant shifts between
Suffering Divine Thingand his later work which is collected in the vokiBound to Be

Free®’ But this shift is, | believe, a direct developrhefithe model of theology first

% Jane Barter Moulaisohord, Giver of Life: Toward a Pneumatolgoical Complent to George
Lindbeck's Theory of Doctring oronto: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 2007).

3" Reinhard HutterBound to Be Free: Evangelical Catholic Engageméntcclesiology, Ethics,
and EcumenisniGrand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Pub., 2004).
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developed inSuffering Divine Things His project, however, takes its genesis in the
critique of autonomous academic theology that hescriges as “metaphorical
constructivism.®

One of the first features of Hutter’'s theologyttbae notices in comparison with
the postliberal homileticians examined in the ficktapter is his relationship to the
founding fathers of postliberalism, Frei and Lindke Specifically, Hutter draws on
Lindbeck’s ecclesiology extensively; the cultunalguistic model of the church outlined
in The Nature of Doctrin@rovides the backbone for Hitter's own propodailit Hitter
cites Frei only briefly in two notes, neither of isih relates directly to Hutter’'s argument;
Frei's narrative Christology is noticeably absewini his work®® Yet as we saw, Frei's
work is the foundation for the Christological centef postliberal homiletics as
articulated by Campbell. Hutter's work is reflegtiof the recognition that has grown
among theologians that Frei and Lindbeck are naessarily working on the same
project, nor is a melding of their proposals a ssaey feature of a theology that would
nevertheless proceed in the “postliberal” vein. eTthoice to follow Lindbeck’s
ecclesiologyseparatelyfrom Frei's narrative Christology frees Hutterrfroeplicating in
his own work the subordination of the Spirit to Ghrthat one sees in postliberal
theology’s first generation.

Hutter finds Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistic propaisto be an appropriate starting
point for his ecclesial proposal (and its accompagnymethodology for theology)
because of its marriage of both cognitive and pgipractical aspects of Christian life.

In The Nature of DoctrineLindbeck sought to articulate a “third way” ofderstanding

38 Hutter, Suffering Divine Thing23.
% Ibid., 212n.5, 244n.107. The first of the citasids to Frei's comments regardifie Nature of
Doctring while the second situates Bruce Marshall’'s waorkelationship to Frei, who was his teacher.
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the role of doctrine beyond what he termed the Hubge-propositional” and
“experiential-expressive” models. Each of thesalitronal models emphasizes one
aspect of doctrine at the expense of the other.e @tgnitive-propositional model
emphasizes the dimension dfdes quae credittirby pointing to the metaphysical or
objective truth claims made by doctrine. Doctrinethis mode relates primarily to
objective realities. The cognitive model is maintyncerned with the “the cognitive or
informational meaningfulness of religious utteran®® The experiential-expressivist
model, meanwhile, stressefidés qua creditui’ pointing to the way in which doctrine
expresses the inner dispositions and attitudeglxduers. Doctrine in this model is not
related to an objective world, but rather symbdlyjcaexpresses beliefs, existential
orientations, eté! Lindbeck’s proposed cultural-linguistic approaeixternalizes
Christian faith, identifying it with neither cogmnié propositions nor experience but
seeing it as analogous to “...a kind of cultural andihguistic framework or medium
that shapes the entirety of life and thoudht.Doctrine is both objective, in the sense of
not constituted by the believing subject, as wallsabjectively important, in that it
affects inner experiences (rather than arising ftbem). In forming this definition,
Lindbeck draws heavily from the linguistic philosgpof Ludwig Wittgenstein and the

idea of the “language gamé&” Doctrine does not derive from a primal experienus

9 Lindbeck,Nature of Doctring16.

“Ipid.

“2 |bid., 33. Robert Greer characterizes Lindbecktsel as “post-foundational middle-distance
realism.” Robert GreerMapping Postmodernism: A Survey of Christian Optigbpowners Grove:
InterVarsity Press, 2003).

“3 Lindbeck, Nature of Doctrine 33. The association of doctrine with Wittgenstilanguage
game” is not without its own difficulties, not léasf which is the loss of referentiality. Whilerse see
this as an advantage, rather than a weaknessagbassment is not universal. See Hans Zorn, "Gaanm
Doctrines, and PracticeJburnal of Religiori75, no. 4 (1995): 509-520.

58



does it attempt to describe “reality.” Instead¢tiime functions as an over-arching rule

that itself governs Christian language and shappsreence.
[Religion/doctrine] functions somewhat like a Kamtia priori,
although in this case the priori is a set of acquired skills that
could be different. It is not primarily an arrafyleeliefs about the
true and the good (though it may involve these)a @ymbolism
expressive of basic attitudes, feelings, or semiséhough these
will be generated). Rather, it is similar to amord that makes
possible the description of realities, the formiolatof beliefs, and
the experiencing of inner attitudes, feelings, aadtiments. Like
a culture or language, it is a communal phenomehah shapes
the subjectivities of individuals rather than beipgmarily a
manifestation of those subjectiviti&s.

In Hatter's view, Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistic mdel provides a way past the
issue of the relevance of the church. FollowingeR®n, Hutter argues that the
Protestant church’s loss of relevance is closely to the loss of its public characterlt
is this eclipse of the church’s public characteatthas resulted in the autonomy of
theological discourse. There is actually a twatHelovement at work. On the one hand,
with the loss of the church as public, theologlefs without mooring and can justifiably
be treated as a primarily academic discourse thaelf-justifying. On the other hand,
with the loss of theology as its defining discoutse church “is susceptible to becoming
the bearer of national and other identities andepts, securing for itself thus as a
national or civil religion a measure of public nedace...”® Hiitter argues that, in order

to be reestablished as a public in its own rigihd(¢herefore to regain theology as its

public discourse), the church needs a binding for€hat binding force is “a particular

44 |indbeck,Nature of Doctrine33.
> Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl1.
% |bid.
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set of normative convictions, embodied in constieifpractices and directed toward a
distinctivetelos”*’

Lindbeck’s cultural linguistic model combines bath these elements — beliefs
and practices — into a single matrix while simu#tamsly locating Christian discourse
(i.e., theology) in a position that is dependent tbis matrix. *“...[T]his model is
characterized by theinseparable juxtaposition of faith actualization danfaith

content..”*®

The “comprehensive praxis” of faith, which incksd both believing
(doctrine) and acting (practices) models a kind“pbietic pathos as a situation of
unavoidably ‘undergoing’ or being subject to thdtielh we are, but one in which we
always participate poietically*® This poietic pathos provides a useful way to dbsc
saintliness as a pathos in which the saint alloins dr herself to be shaped by God’s
actions on them, all the while embodying saintlmdgough their actions and practices.
The cultural-linguistic model places an emphasistlua formation of saints who are
understood as competent speakers of the churcstimative “language,” as we saw in
chapter one. This formation occurs through catiedietheology in which a person is
shaped into a proficient practitioner of the fagtaxis as well as through an ongoing
intratextual theology in which this praxis is maimed in a variety of contexts
throughout life.

Because the church’s cultural-linguistic fieldnist only defined by doctrine, but

also by practices, Hutter turns to Martin Lutheretaamine the “marks of the church.”

*" Reinhard Hiitter, "The Knowledge of the Triune Gdtactices, Doctrine, Theology," in
Knowing the Triune God: The Work of the Spirithe Practices of the Churcled. James J. Buckley and
David S. Yeago (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 40.

8 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Things45.

**1pid., 47.
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These marks are the “core practices” that, alonth Wwinding doctrine, define the
cultural-linguistic field and therefore give theucbh its public character:

» proclamation of God's word and its reception intHai

confession, and deed

* baptism

* Eucharist

» office of the keys

» ordination/offices

» prayer/doxology/catechesis
« way of the cross/discipleshfp

Hutter describes these seven marks as an “inneletiof practices that are, in turn,
supported by an outer circle. This second lish@e varied, perhaps even exhaustive of
all the “...things Christian people do together otiare to address fundamental human
needs in response to and in the light of God’svagiiresence for the life of the world.”

It includes such activities as remembering saimid eartyrs, discernment between
justifiable and unjustifiable war, and reconcilati between denominations, to name a
few of those specifically mentioned by HiittérTo this list, one could add the practices
of hospitality, stewardship/economics, keeping &éband healing, among othérs.

The church can be defined according to these texments — doctrine and core
practices — that make up its cultural-linguisteldi. Togethey doctrine and core practices
serve to demarcate the church’s boundaries andlisstahe church as a unique public
with its own telos The significance of this step in Hutter's argumne&annot be
underestimated. Both doctrines and practiceseeined for the church to be a public.

Without practices, Hutter argues, Lindbeck’s moekusceptible to John Milbank’s

* Hitter,Bound to Be Free36.

*1Volf and BassPracticing Theology18.

*2 Hiitter,Bound to Be Free36.

%3 See Dorothy C. BasBracticing Our Faith: A Way of Life for a Searchifgople ed. Dorothy
C. Bass, The Practices of Faith (San FrancisceejeBass, 1997).
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critique that it is a kind of Biblicism and formsih>* While practices and ecclesiology
are subject to the primacy of Scripture, they ds® &nable the Bible to function as
“Scripture”:

One characteristic of church practices is that tlalpw the

canonical Scriptures to function as witness to Godbrd and

subject themselves to this primacy. This is, thelesiological

anchoring of the Bible within the framework of aucth doctrine

of Scripture is preciselgot an ecclesiological functionalization of

the Bible, but rather its implementation as “Saript™°
The incorporation of practices into the culturalgiuistic field shifts the understanding of
religion from being averbum externumin the formal sense to being substantive.
Lindbeck himself seems at times to allude to thlesassity, as in his 1987 essay (cited
above) in which he repeatedly insists that theresfieof theology must be “empirical
churches in all their crass concretené8sParticular and concrete congregations must be
given priority over any abstract titles. Yet evanmaking this clarification Lindbeck
does not indicate the significant role that pragienight have along with doctrine in
constituting the concrete congregation. Hutteghfty) argues that both are required if
Lindbeck’s model is to avoid the very formalism ¢r@iques and the kind of Biblicism
that he seeks to avoid.

Both doctrine and practices, then, are necessarmyohnstitute the church as a

unique public. Without the church understood gasilalic, Hutter's pneumatology (which

we shall examine shortly) has no specific contekh. Hutter's appropriation of the

cultural-linguistic model, the church-as-public bews the primary context for the

** Hutter, Suffering Divine Things62-66. See also MilbanKheology and Social Theqrg82-
388. As we saw in chapter 1, directly importing thiblical narratives as schema is actually more
restrictive than a doctrinal norm. While | willgare in chapter 4 for a typological hermeneutic toeayn
participation, it is doctrine that acts as the kirfigr this transition and enables the narrativefsitation in
a typological fashion.

> Hiitter, Suffering Divine Things$6.

%% Lindbeck, "The Story-Shaped Church," 173.
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formation of faith and discipleship. Doctrine acare practices together constitute the
cultural-linguistic field of the church. They alpoovide the twin poles that are necessary
to situate theology as a unique discursive praettiein the church public. “Theology as
ecclesial discourse practice... is the occasion ioigbrg doctrine and core practices into
that kind of interface that they constructively aadtically inform each other..?’
Theology, as a discourse practice of the churcdemendent on both the doctrines and
the practices that it moves between. It is thisitpm that establishes theology as a
catecheticahctivity.

Let us flesh out this point. Lindbeck makes é@aclthat doctrine and theology are
two distinct entities. To use the linguistic argglpdoctrine functions as the grammatical
rules that govern construction while theology is garticular discourse that is governed
by those rules. Yet clearly theology as a disa@issot identifiable with the core church
practices that Hutter adopts from Luther. It i$phd, perhaps, to consider doctrine as
the static element in this tension (though Hutemore nuanced on this point) while the
core practices are embedded in the flux of histofjreology stands between these two
poles. ‘Hence, if Lindbeck’s distinction between churchtdoe and theology really is
to function, it implies theological discourse as iadependent church practice between
church doctrine on the one hand and the (ongoirgjugsition or learning of faith on the
other”®® Theological discourse is therefore pathicallyedsined from both ends in
terms of its origin and ittelos Yet it is alsopoeisisin the sense that it must adapt to

ever-changing historical contexts in which the qunactices occur.

>" Htter, "Knowing the Triune God," 45.
%8 Hutter, Suffering Divine Thingss8. (Emphasis original.) Here, the “acquisitifrfaith” must
also be taken to include the practice of faith.
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There is one final distinction that must be maderder to fully grasp Hutter’s
use of Lindbeck’s model. Unlike Lindbeck, Hitteved seem to understand doctrine as
functioning in some referential — or at least mad@g — fashion. He is careful to
distinguish between church doctrirdo¢trina definitatd and thedoctrina evangelithat
is the Gospel itself, the very presence of Chart] the sanctification of the Christian as
life with and knowledge of Go¥. The doctrina evangeliiis mediated through the
doctrina definata but is not identical to it. Because the gospel doctrine are not
identical, Hutter reserves a separate space foClhrest event in the world. Recall that
one of the chief criticisms of the postliberal mbdesed in chapter one was the removal
of Jesus from the realm of “the real world” of bist and the consequent change in his
status to that of a “narrative character.” Thattsksulted in the claim that the narrated
Jesus is the real presence of Jesus, with its iagstcproblem that Jesus loses all
historical specificity and becomes a set of prattschema. By preserving the distinction
between the Gospel, understood as the actual pes#nJesus Christ, and doctrine,
Hutter makes doctrine a mediating entity distincinf Jesus Christ. Moreover, at no
point does Hutter equate the presence of Chridt thié narrated character of Jesus. In
Hutter's appropriation of the cultural-linguisticoatel, the Gospel as Jesus’ presence is
distinct from both Scripture and doctrine, evenutjio it is inescapably specified by
doctrine. There is no “naked” knowledge of Goderevhough God is not strictly
identifiable with any of the mediating entiti&s.

Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistic theory is, in Hitte argument, an important move

in the direction of re-establishing the church alstinct public, but it is not sufficient on

%9 Hitter, "Knowing the Triune God," 36-37.
% bid., 26-28.
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its own. As we have noted, there is a lack ofrditb@ to church practices that prevents
the cultural-lingusitic framework from achievingetimecessary specificity to demarcate
the church as a public. But Hutter also sees aufficiently describedtelos in
Lindbeck’s account. In the cultural-linguistic trg, the goal of the church was
described as forming people as competent usershefchurch’'s language, where
language is understood as the complete range ofingdal praxis, whether spoken or
enacted, e.g., through ritual. Yet, as has becorreasingly apparent to a number of
thinkers who operate within the postliberal legatlyis telos is not defined in any
theological fashion. As Willimon has stated it, the first-gest@®n postliberal
understanding of practice drew heavily from the kvof Alasdair Macintryre, but left
God out of the definitiofi® As Hiitter and Moulaison see it, the problem i af
pneumatology. The church is not meralgulture or public. These terms are at best
analogies that describe the relationship of theathto the world. The church is also a
work of the Holy Spirit and has a place within #g@nomy of salvation. In terms of its
institutional nature, the church is a culture angublic, but it is more than that because
of its constitution by the Holy Spirit, which alsiefines it as aevent The connection

between Christ and the church, in terms of itsitungbn, receives some discussion in

1 william H. Willimon, "Too Much Practice: Second @iights on a Theological Movemerithe
Christian Century127, no. 5 (2010). Available online at http://wwtwistiancentury.org/article/2010-
03/too-much-practice (accessed January 26, 201des K. A. Smith published a response to Willirson’
“retractione$ on Duke Divinity School’s “Call and Response” blocriticizing what he perceives to be
Willimon’s “Barthian” move to critique “human stiing” in favor of an “event-like God.” (James K. A.
Smith, "Practice Overload? A Response to Willitioim, Duke Divinity Call and Respons®uke
University (2010).) This, however, is a misundansting of Willimon’s essay. In his essay, Willimon
favorably cites L. Roger Owens’ recent botike Shape of Participation: A Theology of Churclhd®ices
(Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2010) as an example afbaigt theological grounding of Christian practices.
Both Willimon and Owens are pushing (parallel tatef) toward aeleologicalaccount of Christian praxis
that would be theologically rooted in a soteriotagivision, not for an end to all talk about praxiSee
James K. A. Smith, “Practice Overload? A Responge Willimon,” available at
http://www.faithandleadership.com/blog/03-25-20afigs-ka-smith-practice-overload-response-willimon
(accessed January 26, 2011).
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Frei's work® What is necessary, then, is a pneumatology thatgive an adequate
account of the church’s rooting both the work of Christ and the ongoing work of the

Holy Spirit.

3. Pneumatology an€€Communio Ecclesiology

As we saw in the analysis above, the Holy Spiritde in the postliberal
homiletic’s use of Frei's work is limited to thestaof actualizing what is already given in
Christology. The Spirit appears as the “indiredsence” of Christ through the church.
Because Lindbeck’'s cultural-lingusitic model doesot nhave a significant
pneumatological component, the relationship ariimd by Frei (particularly inrThe
Identity of Jesus Christhas been the implicit pneumatological startingnpdor
postliberal theology and homiletics. The relatlupsthat is described by the postliberal
homileticians like Campbell is one in which the waoif the Spirit is entirely conditioned
by the work of Christ. It is Jesus who is the mdgwce that constitutes the church — the
church is the continuation of Jesus’ presence énwbrld, a presence that is embodied
through practices that continue Jesus’ ministrjxe Holy Spirit empowers or actualizes
these practices, but it remains subservient taltiminant christocentric model.

In order to provide a more robust pneumatologfcaindation for the church,

Hiitter turns to a version afommunioecclesiology’® During the course o8uffering

%2 Frei, The Identity of Jesus Christ87ff.

83 “Communicecclesiology” is a very difficult term to defindNicholas Healy notes that the term
is used to designate what is “perhaps the mostladpmodel in contemporary ecclesiology. Neveréssl|
different theologians use the label in differentysido various ends, from Zizioulas and the Eastern
Orthodox tradition to Volf and the free church. rRbe purposes of this paper, | definec@mmunio
ecclesiology as one that takes its starting peormfthe idea that the intra-Trinitarian relatioqhprovide
a model for reflecting on the relationships of pas within the church and the relationship betwten
church and God. See Nicholas M. HeaBhurch, World and the Christian Life: Practical-Rybetic
Ecclesiology ed. Colin Gunton and Daniel W. Hardy, Cambridgaidi®s in Christian Doctrine
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 84-4
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Divine Thingshe draws especially on the work of John Zizioalad Nikos A. Nissiotis,
though in his other essays the former takes a stwaesominant role over the latt¥r.In
order to understand Hutter's proposal for the m@hship between the Holy Spirit,
Christian doctrine, practices, and theology, somarenation of this movement will be
helpful. In what follows, | draw primarily on Ziaulas’ writing, as his work is somewhat
more consistently utilized and referenced by Hutter

The starting point for John Zizioulas’ theology‘isthe realism of divine-human
communion...®® His entire theological project is structured ardthat theme, and all of
the various elements are intended to support th&ratecontention that the concept of
theosisor deification — understood as interpersonal comoruwith God — is both a real
possibility and the ultimate goal of human exiseen©f course, Zizioulas is not alone in
his emphasis omheosisas a uniquely Orthodox contribution to the underding of
sanctification; Vladimir Lossky similarly emphas&zé¢heosis as the foundation of
theology in his workThe Mystical Theology of the Eastern Chr€hBut as Aristotle
Papanikoaou argues, this common starting point doesesult in similar outcomes; in
fact, in many ways Lossky and Zizioulas presergcioncilably different visions of the

Trinity and human beiny. This results from the fact that they begin wittiedent views

® One must ask whether either Zizioulas or Nissiplsys a particularly significant role in
Hutter's project, as neither is cited with any regily outside ofSuffering Divine Things (Though in
Suffering Divine Thingslitter draws on several different elements ofdiias’ thought, as we shall see.)
It would perhaps be fair to say that their workuidized to develop a general theological sengipili
Again, Hitter's primary interest is not necessairilyhe relationship between the Holy Spirit andqtices,
but in the relationship between the church andltggowith doctrine and practices forming the franoekv
of the church.

8 Aristotle PapanikolaouBeing with God: Trinity, Apophaticism, and Divines#dan Communion
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 20Q6),

% Vladimir Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Chui@restwood: St. Vladimir's
Seminary Press, 2002).

°7 Aristotle Papanikolaou, "Divine Energies or Divifersonhood: Vladimir Lossky and John
Zizoulas on Conceiving the Transcendent and ImmiaGenl," Modern Theologyl9, no. 3 (2003): 357-
385.
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of Trinitarian personhood and the role of the HBlirit, though the differences in the
latter are more subtle.

Two primary pieces of Zizioulas’ theology groute tpossibility of divine-human
communion. The first is a Trinitarian ontology gnaled in primordial interrelatedness.
This ontology opens the possibility for human papttion in the life of the Triune God.
The second piece is a particular understandindn@frélationship between Christology
and pneumatology that provides the means by whiehdivine-human communion is
reestablished in and through the church, partibuiarthe celebration of the Eucharist.

We noted earlier that one of the hallmarks of méCErinitarian theology is an
emphasis on relationality that subverts the cladsfmition of personhood inherited from
Boethius. The Boethian definition, which has b#&aditional within Western thought, is
grounded in the idea of individual substance. dailas’ work fits within the new
relational understanding of personhood in that éessrelationship as inherent to the
definition of personhoo® The very being or essence of God is relatiorrere is no
“bare essence” that is separate from the integ@l@ersonaeof Father, Son, and Holy
Spirit?® Unlike human beings, who (under the conditiorsiaj firstare then are related,
relationship is intrinsic to God's very beify. Moreover, the re-establishment of this
kind of relationality within human existence (anarcular the relationship with God) is

at the heart of God’s atoning activity through 3eGhrist.

® This is the fundamental point for his workBeing and Communion

% John D. Zizioulaslectures in Christian Dogmaticed. Douglas H. Knight (New York: T & T
Clark, 2008), 52. Here we see one significantedéce between Zizioulas and Lossky. Lossky miaisita
a distinction between God’'s “energies” and God’seese that corresponds to the distinction between
God'’s transcendence and immanence. At the saneg tiossky maintains the antinomy between unity and
diversity by emphasizing the relations of origineteby emphasizing thmonarchiaof the Father as the
source of the other persons. The distinction betwessence and energies, which is so important for
Lossky, is one which Zizioulas denies. See Pajpéeniki, "Divine Energies or Divine Personhood:
Vladimir Lossky and John Zizoulas on Conceiving Thanscendent and Immanent God."

0 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Things : Theology as Church Pregtil54.
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From the outset, Zizioulas’ theology is what weghti describe as a “post-
subjective” model in that it does not begin wititnadern Cartesian ego as the model for

authentic subjectivity”

It is thus a “pathic” model, in that identityasmediated function
defined by relationship. This understanding pE{thos may help to clear up one
significant misconception about Hitter's projecnrely that he denies human freedom.
In his description opathos Hutter uses language that describes an almolgntiaction

of God as humanity is “rapt” by God, an image tisahighly problematic, as Jeff Pool
points out’> Hutter's use of this language is unfortunatetipalarly because it is not
necessary for him to accomplish his argument, m&sdt seem to be reflective of his
position that the Spirit does not annihilate hurfraedom. Theathosof Christian life
need not be understood as a denial of freedom anaxct of being taken prisoner. In
fact, such claims are actually contrary to Hulttealgument. Instead, thgathos of
Christian life is grounded in the relationality the at the heart of authentic (redeemed)
human being. The core of humpathosin Hitter's argument is the relationship to God,

a relationship that is not generated by the sp@uas ego but which is “external” to the

self, yet entirely constitutive of the séff. The nature of human freedom, therefore, is not

™ The term “post-subjective” is somewhat problematiEor instance, in his essay “Radical
Orthodoxy and the New Culture of Obscurantism,” IFauJanz uses the term to denote a philosophy
which does not place human subjectivity and meaairiipe heart of interpreting discourse. The tesiul
such a post-subjective account is what Janz descrids “slovenly reading.” My use of the term is
different, and is akin to the way in which we migiteak of Emmanuel Levinas or Jean-Luc Marion as
“post-subjective” philosophers in that their modats not dependent on a visioniodividual or isolated
subjectivity, but rather a subjectivity that is stmicted by relationship. This is a meaning of stpo
subjectivity” that falls outside of Janz’s defioiti and is not subject to his critique. (Both Lexsrand
Marion are cited by Janz as examples of rigoroulegdphical approaches to interpretation.) Sed Pau
Janz, "Radical Orthodoxy and the New Culture of édbantism,"Modern Theology0, no. 3 (2004): 363-
405.

"2 Jeff B. Pool, "Seizure by Divine Raptor: The Paffiheology of Reinhard HiitterPerspectives
in Religious Studie80, no. 1 (2003): 65.

3 In this sense, my disagreement with Pool overéationship betweepathosand freedom in
Hutter parallels my reading of the relationshipviEdn self and other in the work of Emmanuel Levinas
and Jean-Luc Marion. Both Levinas and Marion offérat | have described as “post-subjective” models
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absolute, but is freedom-in-relationship; it is elem that comes about by the
relationship with God, whose freedom is absolutid \nespect to creation.

This Trinitarian ontology, in which personal beirg understood as being-in-
relation, provides the foundation for Zizioulasettogy of divine-human communion.
Because of God’s very nature, there is “room” ia Trinity for human participation in
the life of God. Moreover, human beings, by virafeheir nature, are created to be in
communion with God. The most appropriate langufngethis relationship is one of
participation’* Human beings are created to share in the diifimé¢hrough theitheosis
Communiorbetween the Trinitarian persons is thusdime qua norof humantheosisin
that it establishes a space for human communiom @&dd, and communion with God is
thetelosof human being.

This communion is achieved through the work of 8@ and the Holy Spirit.
The relationship between the work of Christ and wwoek of the Spirit is the second
element of Zizioulas’ theology that makes divinertamn communion a reality. As | have
been arguing, one way (typical in postliberal thaugnd brought about through its
reading of Frei’'s work) of relating Christology apdeumatology is to see the Holy Spirit
as subordinated to Christ. Zizioulas describes dipproach as a “missionary-historical”
pneumatology, in which the Spirit is understoodaasagentof Christ who is senby
Christ to glorify Christ. The Kingdom of God isderstood as a future goal of humanity

(whether that goal is within the bounds of history‘after” history’s end) toward which

grounded in relationship, but Levinas’ model is keak by a hyperbolic language of violence and being
taken “hostage” by otherness. Pool’s reading dftétiunderstands him as promoting something close t
Levinas’ model of subjectivity, and not unjustlyiven his unfortunate language on this point. Maso
account, on the other hand, sees the constitufitirecself by the relationship to otherness adtamamely
the gift of the selfto the self. This understanding of subjectivity iesgr to my reading of Hutteristent,
if not his actual language. See Alex Tracy, "Thedd and (Post-)Subjectivity in Homileticapers of
the Academy of Homileti¢2007).

™| will argue for this point more fully in chapt8r
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the Holy Spirit leads the church. Christ goes kefand leads the Church into the
Kingdom by sending the Holy Spirit as the mediattro bridges the gap between the
Head (Christ) and the Body (the Church). The tasuh linear conception of history in
which the Church is a pilgrim people following Gdtrioward the destination that is the
Kingdom.® Zizioulas notes that this is the primary modeltué relationship between
pneumatology and Christology in the Western traditf

Zizioulas argues, however, that there is a secoodel for this relationship both
in the Bible and in the early chufdh which he terms the eucharistic-eschatological
model. In this model, the relationship betweeni€blogy and pneumatology is reversed
— the Spirit conditions Christ and is “...the one wtmnstituteshis very identity as
Christ, either at his baptism (Mark) or at his very bgtmal conception (Matthew and
Luke).””® Moreover, the Spirit is the agency through whioé Resurrection of Christ is
accomplished. The Holy Spirit is therefore a dedlgl apocalypticagency: it is the
agency through which the Son/Word becomes flesharincarnation and it is the agency
through which the New Creation is established tghothe Passion/Resurrection. The
presence of the Spirit is not part of a distinstdiical economy separate from that of the
Son, a distinction implied by the succesionist aotoof the missionary/historical
model’”® In denying a separate “economy of the Spiritaashistorical succession to the

economy of the Son, Zizioulas strives to maint&i@nity of the divine activity in the

> papanikolaouBeing with God34.

76 Zizioulas,Being as Communior.29.

" The model that Zizioulas develops closely parsitbit developed by Rowan Williams in his
essay “Word and Spirit.” For this reason, as wellsee, it is possible to use Williams as a “seppnt”
to Hutter’'s use of Zizioulas’ pneumatology.

'8 Zizioulas,Being as Communiori27-128. (Emphasis original.)

" The question of whether a unique “economy” camlaémed for the Spirit is at the heart of the
debate between Zizioulas and Lossky, with Losskyzuty the language of economy more readily than
Zizioulas. Nevertheless, it is difficult to ava@eaking altogether of an “economy of the Spirit.”
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world; there is onlyoneeconomy in which all three persons participatbeialeach with
their own characteristics. Any “economy of the r&pis therefore only a matter of
perspective and/or emphasis. The Spirit makeseptethe eschatological Kingdom
within the world, an eschatological Kingdom thataiscomplished through the atoning
work of the Son at the initiation of the Father.

This pneumatologically-conditioned Christology hasveral implications for
ecclesiology. For one, it suggests exitusreditus understanding of the church’s
mission. Certainly, from an historical standpoite Resurrection precedes Pentecost.
There is a sense in which the church “spreads fooiti the Christ event, beginning with
the disciples, moving through the conversions attét®st, and continuing beyond into
the proclamation to the Gentiles. In this senlse,missionary-historical approach with
its emphasis on thexitusof the church’s mission has a certain truth. Buatoulas also
emphasizes theeditus of soteriology and eschatology in that the chwcbutward
expansion in mission is coupled with a moment dhgang-in and return. The church
exists not primarily as the scattered communityt $enth by the Christ event, but as the
gathered community who are being incorporated @hoist wherever they may be; the
reditus of the church’s gathering takes priority and gitles reason for thexitusof its
missionary work’

A second ecclesiological implication is that theich is now identified with the
eschatological Christ. The church is the New Goeath Christ, the community that has

been made into the Body of Christ. It is the comityuthat now shares Christ's

8 patricia Fox,God as Communion: John Zizioulas, Elizabeth Johpaod the Retrieval of the
Symbol of the Triune Gdcollegeville: Liturgical Press, 2001), 199.

72



relationship with the Father, to use language sstggeby Rowan William& This
account emphasizes the priority of the holinesthefchurch as the presence of Christ in
history over and against the sinfulness of the @hurThis prioritization means that “[the
relationship of the Spirit to the person] conslets in inspiring and sanctification than in
making present the eschatological person in histryThe Spirit does not complete the
work of Christ (as in Lossky's approach, or that tife missionary-historical
pneumatology), but rather “translates” (again bemg a term from Williams) the
already completed work of Christ into the life dietperson. The Spirit is therefore
deeply involved in history, but is not a part astiory in the same way as Christ.

While Zizioulas distinguishes between the missigHastorical and the
eucharistic-eschatological dimensions of pneumgtglbe notes that the two seem to co-
exist in the biblical texts, particularly in Lukeefs®® There is, however, a priority given
to the Eucharistic-eschatological dimension overrthissionary-historical. This priority
“...does not abolish the missionary-historical applga but only gives it an
eschatological meaning. The early Christians symphderstood their missionary
endeavor as an extension of the eschatologicalt&¥enThis synthesis was lost in the
church’s later development, and the West embarkad tlee development of a
pneumatology almost wholly conditioned by Chrisgylo In the East, both models
continued to exist, but without the synthesis thas present in the New Testament. In

Zizioulas’ thinking, renewing that synthesis witlpaority on the eschatological role of

8 williams, 124.

8 papanikolaouBeing with Gog36.

8 zizioulas,Being as Communiori28. Thus, while both Williams and Zizioulas ridiéy two
streams of pneumatology, Zizioulas’ reading is mouanced. Williams identifies both “Lukan” and
“Johannine” trends in the New Testament, but nextresses the possibility of their coexistence iwith
any single text.

8 papanikolaouBeing with God35.
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the Spirit is necessary for both dimensions toivectheir proper emphasis. The Holy
Spirit’s primary task is the gathering of people into the Body bfi§, the establishment
of communion, to which the work of empowermentdsandary but indispensibfe. The
shift from a missionary model in which the Spinhgowers to an eschatological model
in which communion is the main task of the Spiribvas ecclesiology away from the
idea of the church as an institution fully giventhe Christ event, an institution which
would have a far more static character.

These two main elements of Zizioulas’ thought s-Hiinitarian ontology and his
pneumatologically-conditioned Christology — comegsdtier in his understanding of the
Eucharist as the locus of the Church. In the Eustidhe community is formed by the
work of the Holy Spirit whose activity is invoked the epiclesis. Full personhood is
achieved only in communion with others (includingd} and the church is understood
as such a communion of persons. The eschatologozamunity and personhood are
closely tied to the Eucharist. The Eucharist is o@e sacrament among many (or even
two), but is “an assembly (synaxis), a commuratpetwork of relations, in which a man

‘subsists.”®®

It is in Communion that the church is formed madividuals are brought
into relationship with one another and with Godotlgh the work of the Holy Spirit.
Thus the church “happens” around the Table: “Unideding the church as ‘communion’

with its center and origin in the Lord’s Suppeals one to overcome the ecclesiological

contradiction between ‘insitution’ and ‘event,’ tveen ‘being’ and ‘act.® In this

8 Fox, 199. Again, c.f. Rowan Williams. Williamgeintifies the Lukan model of pneumatology
as that which focuses on the Spirit as the “coumtion of Christ's work, filling a space left by Cét's
exaltation, manifest in the conviction of extraomly experiences.” By contrast, Williams suggésas on
the Johannine account the Spirit is understoodetacdnstitutive of the very life of the church. See
Williams, 118-119.

8 Zizioulas,Being as Communioi60

87 Hutter, Suffering Divine ThingsL19.
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moment, the church exists as the Body of Chrish¢hets concrete corporality as an
institution) and as the work of the Spirit (an eyen

Zizioulas’ conception of the relationship betwe@nristology and pneumatology
is complex and gives rise to several questionsgst,Rive may ask whether the any real
gain is achieved by simply inverting the relatiopsibetween Christology and
pneumatology so that the latter conditions the tarmDoes this not simply replace a
“Christo-monistic” emphasis with a “pneumato-moitistone?® Again, it is key to
recall that Zizioulas does not seeképlaceone pneumatology with the other; rather, he
only seeks to subordinate the historical to thehasdogical so that history receives
eschatological meaning. Both dimensions are redquiAs Chauvet points out, without a
sufficient Christological rooting (the Spiof Chris), pneumatology can “veer toward the
universalism of a kingdom which, lacking criteriai@entity, could not differentiate itself
from all people of good will..*® On the other hand, the lack of a sufficient
pneumatological foundation for the church can léadan extreme particularism and
strong institutional rules of orthodoxy and purity.

It is perhaps most helpful to see the two as nilyteanditioned, an interpretation
that Zizioulas does not pursue, but which seemieddbr by the unity of the divine
economy itself. The eschaton, and hence the Spiay represent the soteriologitalos
of humanity, but it is Christ who constitutes thasghalcondition under which the
realization of thatelosbecomes possible. As Randy Maddox has said of Wésley's

theology, we are “pardoned order to participate.®* Attention to both théelosand the

8 Chauvet, 545.
8 |bid.
9 |bid.
1 Maddox, 168.
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conditions under which thdtlos is achieved is necessary, and neither is suffigien
itself. Christ represents a “necessary conditimm”our salvation, even if that condition
is insufficient without the Holy Spirit that tramsés the significance of Christ into
believers’ lives.

As a closely related question, we may also asiiasslav Volf does, whether

Zizioulas’ ecclesiology does not represent a “fubplized eschatology.” Volf,
following Baillargeon, argues that Zizioulas “...ha® place systemically in the
experience of salvific grace for the theologicalgcessary presence of unredemption...
Hence, no dialectic of ‘already — not yet’ can @ltitéo the experience of salvific gracé.”
In other words, by shifting to an eschatologicalpbasis, has Zizioulas so closely
equated the Kingdom with the church that he no dorggmply emphasizes or prioritizes
the holiness of the church, but presents the chasctalready fully sanctified in the
present when gathered around the Table?

Zizioulas claims that this is not the case, buesdmot provide any detailed
explanation of why this is so. | want to suggdsittthere are two correctives or
clarifications that are necessary for Zizioulagdlogy to avoid slipping into the error of
a fully-realized eschatology. The first is to reneer that the church does not participate
in any straightforwardway in the eschaton. Instead, through the Eushahe church
participates in the paschal mystery of Christ, Whis centered on the Cross and
Resurrection. This is why thenamnesisand the epiclesis rightly belong together, as
their conjunction reflects the unity of God’'s woikd extra The Eucharist “[proclaims]
the Lord’s death until he comes” (1 Cor 11:26, NRSWd invokes the Spirit to create

the church as the eschatological community in @hiiie church’s participation is in the

92\/olf, After Our Likenessl01.
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paschal mystery, arfdom therein the eschatological Kingdom that is establisimethat
event. In the Cross and Resurrection, the eschataks into history through the work
of the Spirit. The Eucharist does establish thedhas the “eschatological community,”
but it does so by first making it the paschal comityu Again, both the Christological
and the pneumatological poles are necessary fohoeough understanding of the
sacrament. To the extent that Ziziouba®r emphasizebe eschatological component or
fails to derive the eschatological dimension frohe tpaschal participation, a more
thorough examination of the Christological emphamie sees in the liturgies of the
Western traditions provides a helpful correctiveit lone that does not undo his
fundamental insights.
At times, Zizioulas seems to move in such a diogctiHe describes the church in

terms of iconicity.

The Church is the image or ‘icon’ of the Kingdom@add. In the

Church all things are brought together, included eetapitulated

so they will continue in life forever. The Churdepicts the end

time in history. | choose the term ‘depict’ in erdo avoid some

of the problems that the word ‘identify’ would causs. The

Church in history is clearly not identical with tKengdom of God.

The trauma of history means that along with thé oéshe world,

Christians struggle with evil, and the way of th®ss is this

struggle. The Church is not the society of thodeovhave

overcome evil but those who are struggling agangt The holy

Church is full of sinners, being made holy. Theref we must say

that the kingdom of God iglepicted in the Church. This

iconcological ontology is the key.
Again, one can see here a synthesis of both hislaaind eschatological concerns. What
is not addressed in this passage is how they nightelated through the concept of

iconicity. Thus my second suggestion for modega#irzioulas’ eschatological bias is to

incorporate Jean-Luc Marion’s account of the phesromogy of the icon.

93 Zizioulas,Christian Dogmatics136.
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In Marion’s phenomenology, the icon is definedilsymediation of a presence-in-

absence. The icon follows something like the lagfiche “trace” in deconstruction, in

194

that it gives “a visible image of the invisibées invisible”™ What the icon mediates is

not a straightforward presence that could be cismribed by the gaze of a subject; that
presence would be an idol. Instead, it mediategrthisible by handing itself over to it
thoroughly. In Marion’s work, Christ on the Crasghe paradigmatic icon.

Thus the visible surface must, paradoxically, effatself, or at
least efface within it every opacity that would adtate the
crossing of gazedd croisée des regaritsthe icondulls the image
in it, in order to there prevent any self-suffiagn autonomy, or
self-affirmation... By completely effacing the gloof his own
image, to the point of obscuring even his humarthyg, Servant
allows nothing other than his actions to be sele@se result from
obedience to the will of God and thus allow it tecbme
manifest... In fact, it is precisely at the momedmtthe loses his
human appearancéiqure] that Christ becomes the figure of the
divine will... and shedding appearance, he gives shdpnne
figure] to a holiness that would have remained invisiwighout
the shrine crin] (not screendcrar) of his body?

This iconic logic suggests one possible way, utizthe concept of the trace, that the
church may be said to be the eschatological commuwithout necessarily identifying
itself with the Kingdom of God. Paradoxically,istwhen the church confesses that it is
not the Kingdom, when it invokes the work of the H@&8pirit that it mightbecomethe
Kingdom, that the Kingdom becomes most clearlyatisable in its midst’

Again, it is important to remember that Hitter slo®t use Zizioulas or any other

theologian’scommunioecclesiology in a thoroughly systematic way. Whereave

% Jean-Luc MarionThe Crossing of the Visihled. Mieke bal and Hent de Vries, trans., James K.
A. Smith, Cultural Memory in the Present (Stanfdstanford University Press, 2004), 58.

*|pid., 60-61.

% As | will argue in chapter 4, this paradox nedesss a particular form of hermeneutical
consciousness; there | will suggest that David ialkts hermeneutic of “being saved in the world"sbe
matches the needs of this paradox.
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suggested correctives or clarifications to Zizisuldneology, it is with an eye toward
Hutter's particular emphases. In some cases, & haad against Zizioulas’ explicit
statements toward what | think is an underlyingmibn based on a sense of his entire
project. In any case, it is clear that Zizioula®gwses a complex model for the
relationship between Christ, the Spirit, and therch — a model that is far more complex
than the linear one that is at the foundation efghstliberal homiletic. As we will see,
when Hutter takes up that model and combines it Wi interpretation of Lindbeck’s
cultural-linguistic framework, the result is a farore robust framework for thinking

about the space in which Christians live and anméal.

4. The Church as the Public of the Spirit

When Hiutter combines the insights adfmmunioecclesiology with the cultural-
linguistic model of doctrine developed by Lindbetke church acquires a far greater
theological depth. With this pneumatological seppént, it is no longer possible to
describe the church in purely sociological or aatuerms such as a Wittgenstinian
“language game.” Instead, the church must be deestrin pneumatological,
soteriological, and ultimately Trinitarian language

Hutter adopts two key insights from tbemmunioecclesiology to describe the
church’s rooting in the Holy Spirit. The first the ontological aspect in which the
church is understood as tpeiesisof the Holy Spirit. This aspect corresponds te th
pneumatological conditioning of Christology diseemsin the previous section. The
church is both institution and event as the ecaldsddy of Christ that is made by the
work of the Spirit. The second insight is the edological aspect of the church which

corresponds to the eschatological mission of thieitSpThrough the Holy Spirit, the
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church becomes the icon of the Kingdom of God &s dirawn into theeschatathrough
the anamnesis of God’'s promises mediated to it dypfire and doctrine, as well as
through its practices that enact the shape of thegdom itself. “In believing
affirmation, the congregation is taken up ‘even hmto God’s life, into the communion
of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit” Like Zizioulas, Hitter is careful to distinguishis
eschatological dimension of the church’s existerfoem a kind of historical
anticipation?®

Hitter recognizes in these two elements of tdmnmunio ecclesiology a
“pneumatologically conceived pathos” which is “theceptivity in the primary
relationality qualifying us as believer®” That pathic relationship toward God is the
shape of redemption, in that it is the relationsbipcommunion with the Triune God.
That communion, which has been broken by sin, estedlished by Christ so that God
“performs this pathos as economy of salvatitfi.”"Humans are no longer conceived of
as spontaneous agents acting from an unmediateesizar ego; instead, humans are the
“receiving party” in this relationship, undergoir@od’'s actions of redemption and
sanctification. In language highly reminiscentJafan-Luc Marion’s ontology of “the
Gifted,” Hutter remarks that “people become ‘pessbthat is, they receive their essence
— that which qualifies them — from communion wikte triune God*** Human agency

remains, but as we shall see in a moment it isgame@y that is thoroughly redefined,

" Hitter, Suffering Divine ThingsL20.

% Hutter is particularly critical of Pannenberg'slgavork in this area, though he notes a change
in Pannenberg’s later writing (especially volum®f3his Systematic Theoloyyhat moves closer to the
Eastern model. Ibid., 122-123. See Wolfhart Pahagy, Systematic Theologyrans., Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, 3 vols., vol. 3 (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. &eians Publishing Co., 1991f.).

ionUtter,Suffering Divine Things : Theology as Church Pregtl24.

Ibid.

101 |pid., 125. C.f. the concept of “the Gifted” iah-Luc Marion,Being Given: Toward a
Phenomenology of Givennessl. Mieke Bal and Hent de Vries, trans., Jeffrei(osky, Cultural Memory
in the Present (Stanford: Stanford University Pr2e§2), 268ff.
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even to the extent that it is no longer appropreaten to describe the relationship in
terms of a human response to the Spirit. Instddidkter uses the language of
“cooperation” to indicate the kind of mutual retatship that is at work?

When Hutter describes the church as “christoldlyicdinstituted’ and
pneumatologically ‘constituted,” he means thathwiite utmost degree of seriousn¥¥ss.
The church is the work of the Holy Spirit; it iset®pirit's creation. Moreover, the Spirit
is not simply a cause of the church, but is nowntified with the very shape of the
church’s life’® The church is the “public of the Spirit,” whergublic’ comes to mean
something akin to the embodiment of the Spirit withistory. There is an “inherent
relationship” between the work of the Spirit in ta@onomy of salvation and the church,
to the extent that the church becomes the prinmthigu@h not sole) locus of the Spirit's
salvific work!® As the primary locus, the church is theradigmaticwork of the Spirit,
in light of which the Spirit's work beyond the cletrris to be understood. Without this
priority, the Spirit is both “everywhere and nowdgérand the invocation of the Spirit
“becomes an empty expressidfi™ The relationship between the church and the tSpiri
gives the latter a degree @bncretenesthat is necessary if the Spirit is to be understood
in personal terms.

Again, this does not mean that the Spirit is @&cbwly within the Church. Hutter
is quite explicit on that point. “...[T]he Holy Sigis publicity goes beyond the church’s

limits, in that the Spirit creates new things aad act as a critic of the church from both

192 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl25.

1% |bid.

1% The Spirit therefore functions quasi-formally.f.CaCugnaGod for Us 297.
195 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl27.

1% |bid. See also Hiitter, "Knowing the Triune Go88-39.
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within and without.*®” To claim that the Spirit is at work beyond theuth is not to
imply that there is “naked knowledge of God” agastn the churcH®® In the world, we
can describe the work of the Spirit in terms ofatgivity in bringing people to faith.
This is the approach taken by William Placher, vdescribes the “epistemology of the
Spirit” as the work of the Spirit in bringing peepio Christ:®® Such an account is quite
different from that offered by Richard Crane, whmgests that the Spirit brings about
some knowledge of God beyond the life of the chuwammunity**® As we have seen,
Hutter's understanding of the Gospel is not propmsal in nature, but is “the very
presence of Christ in theromissiones or, as he develops it more fully, the gospehis
promise given by the Father through Christ of peatparticipation in the very life of the
Trinity in the Holy Spirit. Beyond the church, weay describe the work of the Spirit in
terms of itscall to this participation, though that call is notntieal with the imparting of
a “saving knowledge” of Gotl:! As Kevin Vanhoozer describes it, the Spirit’s wan
the act of conversion is an “effectual call” mohan it is an efficient cause in the act of
conversion*? Though Hiitter does not address this questioreiaildor describe exactly
how he envisions the work of the Spirit beyond ¢harch, a view of calling such as that
articulated by Vanhoozer is not incompatible withittdr's view of the Spirit's work in

the church. Moreover, it is at least conceivahbd this call might be experienced by the

197 Hijtter,Bound to Be Free39.

198 Hiitter, "Knowing the Triune God," 26-28.

199 placher, 84.

10 Richard Crane, "Postliberals, Truth, Ad Hoc Apatigs, and (Something Like) General
Revelation,"Perspectives in Religious Stud®3, no. 1 (2003): 29-53.

1 The expression “saving knowledge of God” has d@i@dar meaning in Hiitter's writing. As |
will argue more fully, this saving knowledge is tB®spel, the relationship with God and participatio
God's life. This reinforces the lack of a propmsial content, and moves it toward of a kind ofqpical
sapientiafor participation.

12 Kevin J. Vanhoozer, "Effectual Call or Causal Effe Summons, Sovereignty and
Supervenient GraceTyndale Bulletird9, no. 2 (1998).
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church from within, even mediated through the churtself, as the Spirit works to
convert it anew to greater faithfulness. Finatlyp other factors that we have already
mentioned prevent us from narrowing the work of 8erit to the bounds of the church.
The first is the priority given to pneumatology owvehristology, which prevents the
Spirit from being limited to the role of an agerit@hrist within the church that Christ
institutes. The second is that the Spirit’s bigdia the church is the result of God’s free
action, and this cannot imply that the Spirit ie fossession of the church or that the
relationship can be reified. The initiative alwagsnains with God who has chosen to
bind God'’s self to the church, and the church ihipally related to God’s activity in the
Spirit.

Nevertheless, the church remains the public ofHby Spirit, in that it is the
poiesisof the Spirit. As a public, the church is chaesizted by both it¢elosand is core
practices. As we have seen above, Hutter utillagther’s list of the “marks of the
church” as the core practices: proclamation, baptiBucharist, the office of the keys,
ordination/offices, prayer/doxology, catechesig] #me way of the cross as discipleship.
What makes the church not just one public amongrethout the public of the Spirit, is
that both doctrines and these practices are umaerstot simply as the “products” of the
Spirit, but as its very form in Christian life. thhe work of the Spirit is inseparable from
its being, then the only way to understand doctend the core practices, according to

Hiitter, is by viewing them as “enhypostatic” in tBpirit**

The Spirit's activity
becomes identical with the performance of the doetfin the sense of acts of memory or

belief in God’s promises) and practice. Hutterse wf the term “cooperation,” therefore,

3 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl32-133.
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must be understood in a very precise sense. Tii&'sSagency overtakes human agency
without obliterating it.

The relationship between the Holy Spirit, doctriaed the core practices that
Hutter delineates is remarkably complex, and musttéased out further for its
implications to become more apparent. On the @mel hdoctrine is clearly related to the
Christ event; as we saw above, the purpose of idects to clarify the Christ event
against heretical distortions. Doctrine is therefoed to the Christological dimension of
the church’s institution. At the same time, theyvact of anamnesis in and through
doctrine is the work of the Spirit. In other wordise act of formulating, recalling, and
believing doctrine is the work of the Spirit.

From these two points, we can make a general séateabout the work of the
Holy Spirit. In reference to the liturgy, Louis k& Chauvet elegantly describes the
Holy Spirit as “theagent of the Word'’s burial in the flestmore precisely, after Easter, as
the agent of thdisappearancef the Risen One into the flesh, which is thus saantal,
of humanity and the world** This image helpfully summarizes the pneumatokmigic
picture that Hutter draws for the core practices doctrines, as well as Zizioulas’ claims
regarding a pneumatologically-conditioned Chrisgglo We may describe this work of
“burial” — or, as Chauvet describes it elsewhe®pd’'s embodiment!® — at several
moments in the biblical narrative and the expemeat the church. First, as we have
argued above, the Spirit is constitutive of thenidg of Jesus as the Messiah, whether at
his baptism or at his conception (in the GospelsMairk and Luke, respectively).

Second, the Spirit is responsible for the “realspriee” of Christ in the elements of the

14 Chauvet, 526.
15 | ouis-Marie ChauvetThe Sacraments: The Word of God at the Mercy ofBibey, trans.,
Madeleine Beaumont (Collegeville: Liturgical Prez801), 166.
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Lord’s Supper. But ultimately, in Paul’s thougtitere is no other way to understand the
resurrected body than Spiritual, and the Spiritgoa is “...as a transforming agent of
what is deepest in human nature (the passage fiararg to filiation), in the Church,
and finally in the whole of humanity and the unaef''® But in its act of constituting
the church by enfleshing the Word within it, theirBmlso becomes the agent of the
deposit of the Word within the Scriptures, since @criptures are understood as the
products of the church.

Within the church, the Christological dimension $ institution remains
conditioned by pneumatology, even as the life stideas the Christ is pneumatologically
conditioned. The doctrines that re-present thétut®n of the church in the salvific
activity of Jesus are the work of the Holy Spinitthat same Christological reference, for
it is the Spirit that has “buried the Word” in tlegter of doctrine. In defining the church
as the public of the Holy Spirit constituted by ttoe and the core practices, Huitter
argues that these should not be understood pryresiboundaries that would demarcate
an “intratextual” field; that would be the approaittat DeHart criticizes in those who
take the cultural-linguistic model and use it tdegpoically define a pure postliberalism
opposed to liberal theology. Instead, Hutter dbssrthese as a kind of “center.”

As the public of the Holy Spirit, the church is stmiuted not

through “boundaries” but through a “center” that irthe core

practices creates “space” and “time” and is express

authoritatively in doctrina  This center is of an utterly
Christological nature, and as such also does indéeharcate the
one ‘boundary’ the church never transcerits.

In light of Hutter's description of the Holy Spist relationship to the church as

enhypostatic, Chauvet’s language of the Spirihasagency that buries the Word in flesh

118 ChauvetSymbol and Sacramer19.
17 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl65. (Emphasis original.)
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appears quite well-suited to Hutter's project. Bperit buries the Word in flesh both in
doctrines, which establish the horizon of the chusy mediating to it the economy of
salvation and defining itselos eschatologically in the promises of God; and theec
practices, through which the church embodies ith@&slogicaltelos within the world.
We may say then that the Spirit has a two-dimerdioharacter. First, the Spirit is the
Spirit of Christin that it recalls the work of Jesus. The Sgias aranamneticdunction,
recalling the promises of God that are implicithe Christ event and re-presenting them
in the present. Second, the Spirit hagsechatologicafunction in that it makes present
the Kingdom in history, an eschaton that is madssiide by the Christ event even as it is
thetelosof the atoning work of Jesus. This eschatologiaalension prevents the church
from succumbing to an overly strong institution&w that would potentially be too
rigid. Its eschatologicaklosand character mean that the church is a not-duithed
project of the Spirit, even as it iconically sulmgiates the eschaton in history as an

alternative community.

5. Theology

Within this complex nexus of doctrine and core pcas, Hutter understands
theologyto have a very specific role. Theology is nobastructivepoesisof its own, he
argues, but is pathically related to both the quaetices and doctrine. First, Hitter is
clear that theology and doctrine are not identidaist as doctrine is not identical with the
gospel as a reality within history, so also it & entical with any particular consensus

of theology'*® Doctrine makes present the economy of salvatioaneobject of faith for

M8 Hiitter, "Knowing the Triune God," 37.

86



the church. In relationship to the core practi¢tkeplogy exists to enable the church to
perform the practices, through which it particijgate the life of God.

Hutter describes theology as having three distaspiects. These aspects are the
effect of its pathos in relationship to both dawtriand the core practices. Hutter argues
that, through its pathos, theology overcomes thelistic view of the relationship
between theory and praxis that sees praxis asati@evor merely as “applied theory:?

It also does not fit into the model assumed by Hagevhich praxis itself forms the
horizon of theological reflection, so that praxigwas to theory and ultimately back to
praxis. Instead, theology both takes place fronthiwi praxis (in the sense of
participation in the core practices) and is oridnteward praxis. Nevertheless, Hutter
takes pains to distinguish this practical aspectheblogy from the kind of practical
theology that one finds in liberation theology. &as liberation theology is determined
by a political horizon, he argues, theology asshaescribing it has its ultimate horizon in
the economy of salvation, which relates to thetali and social horizons without being
identical with either of therif:”

The first aspect of theology is its discursive &spel'heology re-appropriates the
object of faith (that is, the economy of salvatitwy)interpreting the meaning of doctrine
in a variety of contexts. Theology does not geteeits own object; instead, theology
receives its object from beyond itself. It is depent on theegula fidei(doctrine and
Scripture) to mediate its object. In thegula fidej theology “...always encounters the
unity of the Christian faith... It must not establish it®* This means that theology is

thoroughly exegetical; it is interpretive ratheamhgenerative. If theology produced its

19 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl72.
2% pid., 173.
2! Ipid., 178.
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own object, it would no longer be pathic and degemdon Scripture and doctrine.
Instead, it would be responsible for its own grangd Theology would become a form
of ‘free-floating hermeneutics’ that would lack aethical relationship to its object. At
the same time, the pathic relationship unfoldshi ability of theology to “portray” or
“present” theregula fideiin different ways that are dependent on contextentheregula
fidei remains unchangéed?

At this point, we must ask a question that has tealithis analysis and will prove
important for homiletics: in Hutter's framework, rcaoctrine (or the core practices) be
revised? We have noted that Hitter establishesracplarly strong link between
doctrine and the core practices on the one handhendiork of the Spirit on the other —
So strong, in fact, that doctrine is considered ohne concrete ways in which the Holy
Spirit is embodied in history. Jeff B. Pool argust one of the results of this
identification is that doctrine is placed beyonaksfion or critique because it is identical
with the Holy Spirit's work, which is in turn ideoal with the person of the Spifit>
Hutter is unfortunately less than clear or consista this issue. At times, he indicates
that doctrine cannot chan{f@. At other points, he indicates that it may chabhgsed on
the decision of the church as a whole, a decisioiclhwvould not be easily negotiated.

...[Theology becoming dogma] requires a distinct ahsays new “the

Holy Spirit and we have decided” (Acts 15:28), ther words, a binding

confession of faith of the whole church throughafspropriate channels.

This always and only occurs as a reaffirmatiorhef ane gospedpctrina

evangeli) under the conditions of its serious challengestadtion, or
rejectioninsidethe church?®

22 |bid.
22 pool: 55-69.
124 E g., “...the content of faith is from the outsetefil in theregula fideiandalwaysremains the

same...” (HitterSuffering Divine Thingsl78. Emphasis added)
12 Hitter,Bound to Be Freeb2.
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Hutter recognizes the difficulties that this ergaibiven the state of disunity in the
church*®® In light of these difficultieschurch doctrineas it is used here is best defined
as the universal affirmations of the Christian Haisuch as one would find in the
ecumenical creeds and council decisions. The dpuent of denominations would fall
under the heading dheological doctrinewvhich is more revisable. Theological doctrine
might be binding on specific communities or denaations, but is not binding in the
same way that church doctrine is.

For our purposes, a definitive answer to this qaess not necessary. All thet
necessary for Hutter's argument regarding the charaof theology (as well as my
argument regarding the character of preaching apter 4) is thatheologycannot effect
a change in doctrine on its own. Although theolaapcording to Hutter, isoundby the
regula fideisuch that the latter gives the former its obj#ag pathic relationship makes
a different kind of freedom possible for theologBecause theegula fideiis fixed,
theology has the potential to be flexible in theywgresents its object in various places
and times?’

The pathos of theology in its discursive aspecttivassignificant implications for
the shape that theology takes. The first is thgyotoargumentativeform*?® Theology
takes place within a dialogical framework in theudh. As theology is practiced in
various times and places and gives rise to diftepgasentations/interpretations of the

regula fidej these various interpretations are brought inedodue with one another.

128 |pid., 236 n58.

27 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl78.

128 Hitter describes this argumentative element obldwy by drawing on the work of Thomas
Aquinas. For the purposes of this project, | atentionally circumventing his analysis of Aquinasd
the question of whether Aquinas actually doesifitdescription) and focusing on the conclusion$ kea
presents regarding the character of theology.
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The result is theological debate, in which the appateness of varying interpretations is
considered. This argumentative dialogue resultshm development of theological
“schools” of interpretation. In Htter's view, thdevelopment is not the undesirable
formation of theological “cliques,” but a necessagynponent of the dialogical structure
of theologicaldiscurrere® Theology does not continually return to a pristatigin for
its reflections, but takes into account the diatagiactivity that has preceded a given
moment of theological reflection, recognizing bathared premises and different
positions in relationship to other theological szlso

The second implication of the discursive aspectheblogy is the limited and
provisional nature of theological conclusidis. Theological reflection results in
statements that do not aim at the comprehensivenvid church doctrine or theegula
fidei. Instead, theology is discursive in the senseroteeding from topic to topic,
treating each with an additional degree of spatyfic Just as doctrine provides a
specification of the economy of salvation mediabgdScripture, so also theology as a
practice further specifies the meaning of doctumihin particular contexts. The validity
of theological statements is not a quality inheterthe statements themselves, but arises
from their relationship to the prior objects of tiawe and Scripture. Tha&iscurrereaims
at a degree of definiteness and concreteness es¢mirin doctrinal statements, and “[if]
the argumentativediscurrere has not yet attained such definiteness, it is as y

unconcluded, and cannot yet contribute anythinghewmlogical judgment because that

129 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl84.
%0 pid., 184ff.
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judgment itself cannot be accounted for responsiblyny theologically unequivocal
way."3!

The second aspect of theology which Hutter dessribéts task of judgment and
perception. In fulfilling itstelos of making present the eschatological Kingdom in
history, the church is confronted by a variety aifcial, political, economic, and
philosophical arrangements. In short, all the deinhat make up ‘culture,” broadly
speaking, have an effect on the way in which therah actualizes its eschatological
telos The church must deal with these situations gt ways, a task which calls for
theological perception and judgmentTheologicalperceptionhere refers to the precise
discernment of problems inhering in any given quehgcernment that always takes
place from the perspective of thectrina evangeliand within the context of the core
practices; that is, it is alwaysathic rather than abstract perception and discernntént.”
Theological perception gives rise to theologicalgment, which is “the application of
the doctrina evangeliin concurrence with church doctrine to a speabastellation of
problems such that the judgment itself ultimatelymes to bear preciselyn this
constellation.**® Theological perception and judgment is orientedard thetelosof the
church, and is carried out to support the teachmypreaching of the church.

That preaching and teaching takes place as p#nredhird aspect of theology, the
presentative-communicative aspect. This aspecesepts the culmination of theological
practice in the work of instruction (both initiah@ ongoing) in the faith. Hutter
explicates this aspect of theology in light of Liedk’s cultural-linguistic framework —

the instruction in faith is directed toward the eepment of cultural-linguistic

131 hid., 186.
1321hid., 187.
1331hid., 188.
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competency®®  This presentative-communicative work is conteeeific; Hiitter
describes it in terms of “catechesisaashocapologetics.*** The ultimate task of this
instruction is the formation that enables individuéo participate in the life of God
through praise for God’s actions on their beh&lf.

Catechesis occurs in two forms. The first is thigial introduction of faith in
which catechumens take on a new and unfamiliar fofianguage. In the catechetical
dimension theology takes on both pathic @oeetic dimensions. It remains pathic in its
dependence on the mediation of thectrina evangelithrough Scripture, doctrine, and
the regula fidei It regains apoietic element in that it must consider the context of
catechumens in terms of social, political, and ectic context, among other factdrS.
The “poietic pathos” of theology appears through“dreative exposition of the received
doctrina evangeliand of the core practices” on the one hand arftlatmard to a specific
cultural and social constellation” on the oth&.

Following the initial acquisition of faith, theolgghas a critical role in the
ongoing work of “peregrinational learning.” Thigakning is “immanent to faith” and
“begins daily anew and never end&” This work follows the intratextual approach to
theology described by Lindbeck, interpreting vasiaituations from within the context
of Christian praxis. The model of interpretatiatypological, in precisely the sense

described by Lindbeck: the absorption of the wartd the text.

134 1bid., 189.
135 hid.
138 |hid.
137 bid., 190.
138 hid., 191.
139 pid.
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In summary, Hutter describes the task of theolgynediating between doctrine

and the core practices as a specific discourseipeanf the church.

Theology as ecclesial discourse practice... is theasion of

bringing doctrine and core practices into that kiidnterface that

they constructively and critically inform each athsinceboth are

ways through which the saving knowledge of God idiated.

And they need each other, or to put it technicalg relationship

of “lex orandi, lex credendi” is a two way stréét.
But while theology brings doctrine and the core cfices together, Hutter (in a
characteristically postliberal move) argues thattdioe has the “right of way” in this
traffic, since it is immediately normed by and asem@ble to Scriptur&** Drawing from
Aquinas, Hutter points to the way in whishcra doctrinarelates tosacra scripturain
that doctrine “stands in [Scripture’s] service stitht [doctrine], in the mode of pathos, is
able to become the implementing subject of [Scraitt!*? In this way, Hiitter maintains
a kind of biblical control for theology that keeps it within a “tradnal” postliberal
frameworkala Lindbeck and Frei.

Reinhard Hitter's work represents an importan tiar postliberal theology that
recognizes both the advantages of Lindbeck’s aiHliimguistic model as well as its
deficiencies. Hiutter sees the cultural-linguistiodel as a powerful means of describing
the church as a unique public within which Christfarmation occurs. What is lacking
in Lindbeck’s account, however, is a central plaaepractices and a robust theological
understanding of formation. In Lindbeck’s view,rrf@ation is the acquisition and

increased proficiency in the use of the Christianguage. By drawing ocommunio

ecclesiology, Hutter provides a pneumatological oaot of formation. Christian

140 Hiitter,Bound to Be Freeb4.
141 pid.
142 H{itter, Suffering Divine Things : Theology as Church Pregtil82.
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formation is not simply the acquisition of a langaabut is a process of “suffering divine
things,” of being shaped by the person/work oftody Spirit. In other words, formation
in Hutter's work moves from being an act of poasikarning to a pathic receptivity.

But the pneumatological repair goes far beyonatifieng the cultural-linguistic
model with a pathos that is the work of the Holyrp Hutter also identifies the Spirit
with what might be called the “means of grace. ri@are (in its reading and hearing),
doctrine, and the core practices are not only éselt of an impulse given by the Spirit;
they are the very concrete shape of the Spiritiwiacand person in the world. Through
doctrine and the core practices, the Holy Spitialgisshes the church as a unique public
governed by its own institutional memory, eschajalal telos and practices.

In Hatter's model, what happens at the intersectod doctrine and the core
practices is theology. Theology is the particudescourse practice of the church that
brings doctrine and the core practices into diadogith one another, though a priority is
always given to doctrine. Theology cannot exigtasately from these two poles of
doctrine and core practices, which respectivelyaggnt the horizon of the church in the
economy of salvation that is shaped by the promi$&Sod (mediated by Scripture and
doctrine) and the concrete mediation of the Kingdoitihe church’s practices.

Yet while Hatter’s proposal for a pneumatogicajipunded ecclesia is powerful,
there are some elements which deserve further eediomn. The first is an implication
which Hutter recognizes, but does not elaborata sustained manner, namely that his
understanding of the core practices directly resimtan understanding of the Christian
life as participation in the life of God. As Hittguccinctly states the issue, “Creation is

redeemed insofar as the triune God draws it idacbmmunion. The eschatological goal
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is participation in the communion of the Fatherhatihe Son in the Holy Spirit:** On
this point Wayne Hankey is correct: in Zizioulagtexiology that Hutter adopts, the
nature of sanctified or eschatological existenca rever-ending praxis or poesis. This
praxis (which | will examine in terms of doxology the next chapter) is the concrete
form of the church’s participation in God'’s lifeagalelling the doxology given by the
Son to the Fathéf?

A second implication is that theology is no longerderstood asheory which
would then beappliedto practices. Theology moves between doctrinepaadtices in a
dialogical fashion. Hutter’'s account of the rofetleeology, therefore, opens up into the
realm of what has come to be described as “prdadtiemlogy.” In contemporary use,
practical theology is understood as a way of apgriog theology that overcomes the
division between theory and practice by seeingrhae subservient to practice. As was
noted in the discussion of Hankey earlier in thiapmter theoria ceases to be understood

as a totalizing vision and becomes a tool to prenaot infinite Christiapraxis

4% ibid., 124.

144" Any mention of “participation” in relationship theology immediately invites comparisons to
Radical Orthodoxy, which has done much to reintoedilis term to the contemporary theological lewico
however, Hutter (and Zizioulas) uses the idea ofigpation differently from Milbank, Pickstock, dn
others in the RO movement. The participatory lmgfp that RO proposes may be best described as a
creational ontology. As James Smith describesaggoach, “...nothings autonomously or in itself big
only insofar as it participates in the gift of arisce granted by God...” (James K. A. Smititroducing
Radical Orthodoxy : Mapping a Post-Secular Theol@¢@yand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Academic, 2004),
75.) In contrast to RO’s model of a universal tijmal or ontological participation, the particijmat
described by Hutter is soteriologicalparticipation; it is made possible by the atonvgyk of Christ and
the sanctifying work of the Spirit. It thereforenstitutes theeditusthat balances thexitusemphasized
by RO. Siobhan Nash-Marshall suggests that, intlBa® neoplatonic Chrisitianity (especially as
elucidated in th&@Quomodo Substantigethere is in fact @ouble participationthings are insofar as they
participate in the forms that are the ideas of God] things are madgood insofar as they partcipate in
God’s own being which is the Good itself. Whilesk two moments are distinguished within the Baethi
structure, they cannot be distinct (since things @erfected insofar as they actualize thelos which is
their essence or nature). Boethius’ metaphysiesetore emphasizdsoth the exitusandreditus within a
participatory scheme. Seen in this light, Hutteagproach is not contradictory to that of Radical
Orthodoxy, but it is an important corrective toasgible over-emphasis of the creational pole. niare on
this issue in Boethius, see Siobhan Nash-MarsPRaltticipation and the Good: A Study in Boethian
Metaphysic§New York: The Crossroad Publishing Company, 2000)
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The third issue implied in Hutter's work is theagbnship between theology and
the core practices, particularly preaching. Higtaccount of preaching remains within a
kerygmatic framework in that its primary goal i®plamation. The reason for this is that
it separates the core practices as enhypostasies 8bpirit from the discursive activity of
theology that is hermeneutical and dependent om.th&ut this division is virtually
impossible to maintain if one actually examines firactice of preaching. A more

nuanced understanding of the relationship is requir
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CHAPTER 1lI

PREACHING IN THE CONTEXT OF THE SPIRIT'S WORK IN THCHURCH

Hutter's work presents a far more complex accoointhe church than that
provided by Campbell’'s synthesis of Lindbeck’s ardl-linguistic model with Frei’s
narrative Christology. In Campbell’'s work, the oftuemerges as a continuation of the
Incarnation, a body that repeats the ministry @uden its mission to the world. That
mission is one of resistance to the principalitesl powers, and that resistance takes
place through the non-violent act of preachinghasrépetition of the story of Jesus. The
story of Jesus is not only an act of resistancgsaif in that it names and lampoons the
powers, revealing them for the fallen and weaktiestthat they truly are; it also provides
the resources for other acts of resistance bytidting other actions that, in non-violent
ways similar to preaching, confront the powers. edeéhother activities are the practices of
the church such as hospitality, healing, etc. uim,sCampbell’s ecclesiology is primarily
founded in Christology, and his homiletic reflettsat foundation in its focus on the
narrated pattern of Jesus.

Hutter’'s appropriation of the cultural-linguisticodel is radically different from
Campbell’'s. At the outset, Hutter relies solely landbeck’s work, rather than on a
synthesis of Lindbeck with Frei as in Campbell'sitmg. This has the effect of
distancing Hutter’'s work the postliberal homilesidocus on Frei’'s christological model
(especially as he develops it Time Identity of Jesus Chrjsta focus which leaves little
space for the Holy Spirit except as the continuatioChrist's work. Instead, Hutter

situates the cultural-linguistic model of eccles@/ within a pneumatological framework
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in which christology plays a secondary (yet stidlispensible) role. The Holy Spirit is
not simply the indirect presence of Christ, but Teitarian person who brings the
eschaton into the fallen world as the New Creatidhe church is no longer depicted as
the continuation of the Incarnation; rather, itthe icon or trace of the eschatological
Kingdom made present in history.

This act of resituating ecclesiology from a priftya€hristological foundation to
a pneumatological one has a number of implicationgreaching. These implications
apply not only to the postliberal homiletic, butliomiletic practice generally. Hutter’s
pneumatological ecclesiology establishes a far ngoraplex context for the preaching
event, relating it to Scripture and doctrine on dme hand and the core practices of the
church on the other, with all of these elementseustdod within an eschatological frame.

In this chapter, | turn from analyzing Hutter's slkdo examining this complex
space of preaching and the impact that it has anilebc practice. The eschatological
orientation of Hitter's ecclesiology is the firsgysificant factor that impacts preaching.
This new orientation, which shifts its emphasigrfrproclamation of a past-tense Christ
event to its eschatological implications, shifte #mphasis of preaching away from a
focus on the event of justification to a focus twe tsanctification of the church and,
ultimately, of all creation. Just as a pneumataiaiy-conditioned Christology does not
eliminate Christology but gives it an eschatolobamntext, so | argue that this shift does
not eliminate justification as a central concern poeaching the Gospel, but situates it
within a furthertelos namely eschatological sanctification. This esullogical telosis
the church’s participation in the life of the TreurGod, which | describe using the

category ofdoxologyas the over-arching description of Christian maxiwhen this
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doxological praxis is understood as the eschato#btglosof the church, we may define
the purpose of preaching as the work of shapingvithgals and communities for
doxological existence.

Within that eschatological orientation, the firstegtion regarding preaching itself
that must be addressed is how preaching is loagitbth the array of doctrine, theology,
and core practices. While Hitter locates preachangpng the core practices and
distinguishes it from the practice of theology, tthisstinction is difficult to maintain.
Hutter’'s separation of preaching from theologyasdd on an assumed academic context
for theology, or at least a setting outside thenaisuof any particular local congregation.
The work of practical theologians such as EdwardelyjaRay S. Anderson, and Don
Browning, however, calls this assumption into gieestand in many respects Hitter’s
work pushes in this direction almost in spite of bffort to maintain the separation. In
light of this, | argue that preaching fits into Iits account in the place occupied by
theology and that this theological preaching isessarily practical in orientation. The
task of preaching is the work of discerning how ¢therch may glorify and praise God
within the various historical contexts in whicHirtds itself. To that end, preaching takes
up the task that Hitter assigns to academic thgolognging Scripture and doctrine (the
regula fide) into dialogue with the core practices in a herewgital practice that is
oriented toward forming the community of faith tdfill its eschatological calling.

Within this telos of forming and empowering communities and indialuto
practice doxology, there are two constitutive festohat shape preaching. These
correspond to the poles of doctrine and core prestin Hutter's account. However, |

suggest that these are best understood as theaPascdhsacramental poles. The Paschal
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pole corresponds to Hutter's account of doctrinaces doctrine in Hutter's work is
primarily directed toward Christological concernsaking the promises of God that are
implied in the Christ event available to faith. stluas doctrine, because of its
accountability to Scripture, enjoys a primacy o&qa over the core practices, so this
Paschal dimension of the church, which is congtstuty Scripture mediated by doctrine,
constitutes the ultimate horizon of the church’axms in the economy of salvation. By
mediating the eschatological promises of God inisthit situates the church within a
space structured by the memory of the Christ egadtthe eschatological future that it
promises. Because the eschaton is only made podsibthe promises implied in the
cross and resurrection, the church’s doxologidaliiecessarily participates in a Paschal
space. The practical or sacramental element, erother hand, provides a normative
shape of doxology that governs the rest of the CHisrlife. The sacraments are the
work of the Spirit, and through them the churchtipgrates in the eschatological
Kingdom that is made available within history definby the Paschal horizon. Each of
these constitutive elements requires further eapbo. To examine the Pashcal horizon,
| draw upon the Christus Victor model of atonemexigments of which are already
present in Campbell’s homiletic. Campbell, howewanly briefly points toward an
eschatological and doxological (rather than missighnistorical) option for
understanding the significance of Christ and thevgys. In relationship to the core
practices, | focus on the contemporary sacramehtlogy of Louis Marie Chauvet,
who has undertaken the task of interpreting theredmt of Christian existence in
relationship to the sacraments as symbolic exclmamfeglory. Both of these poles

structure the task of preaching in particular walgctrine and the Christological element
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by grounding it in the anamnesis of God’s promiseShrist, as James Kay suggests; and
the sacraments/core practices by providing a pagmaatic shape for Christian praxis
within that horizon that can be used to understhedentirety of Christian liturgical and
ethical activity as participation in the Pasch ¢iri€t through which the eschaton is made

present within history.

1. Doxology and the Church’s Eschatological Telos

As noted in chapter 1, one of the main insights Gaimpbell’s postliberal
homiletic is that it places a greater emphasis bnsGan practice (as part of the cultural-
linguistic witness of the church) than has ofteerbéhe case in homiletics. Campbell,
however, continues to define this praxis in ovenwtiegly Christological terms.
Attention to praxis is situated within the kerygmaproclamation of Jesus’ saving
activity; that narrated activity becomes the organg schema for contemporary Christian
praxis in the world. To the extent that he franies encounter with the powers and
principalities in terms ofesistance Campbell continues to place praxis alongside the
doctrine of atonement or justification. Christjaraxis, as the typological continuation of
the Christ event, continues Christ’s saving or stgrvork.

By describing praxis in these terms, Campbellsaat differs from that of much
of contemporary homiletics. Paul Scott Wilson e aepresentative of a kerygmatic
tendency in homiletics that sees practice as arsspto the Gospel. He offers a strident
critique of recent turns to ethics and ethical mas a focus for preaching, contrasting
this with proclamation (his preferred model for hittics):

Ethics can be and often is preaching, but it is ostally

proclamation. It typically is not accompanied byreaching of
the gospel... The key homiletical problem is thatiet puts
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human behavior front and center, while, for whaanh calling

proclamation, God needs to be front and center.at@od has

done and is doing in Jesus Christ and through thg Bpirit is of

greatest significance, and what we do as humangbeis

necessarily seen in light of that... What we do laywf ethics is

an appropriateesponseto the gospel, an essential response, an

empowered response.
Wilson promotes this sharp divide between ethiesdisrand proclamation in order to
combat what he sees as dangerous tendencies iicdirggbstmodern” homiletics like
those developed by John McClure, Christine M. SptittSusan Bond, and Lucy RoSe.

Wilson’s model of gospel proclamation followed leyhical response is not
atypical in homiletics, though the particular antations of the relationship might vary
from one homiletician to the next. Campbell’'s mipd®wever, runs contrary to this
gospel/response model by situating praxis as atitainge part of the gospel. Praxis is
not simply a response to Jesus’ saving work; thes continuation of that work through
the church — the body of Christ — which continuesud’ ministry in his name. Yet, as
noted above, Campbell remains within an overridinGhristological framework for
understanding the practice of the church. To éx&tnt, his account continues to operate
within the horizon of the doctrine of justification
Hatter's pneumatological and eschatological actaifirthe church changes this

emphasis completely. While the doctrine of juséifion certainly continues to play a
role in this model, the focus shifts, and the doetiof sanctificationcomes to the fore.

The Church is theeschatologicalcommunity of the Kingdom. One might point to

Campbell’'s work as emphasizing the way in whichi§tfan practice remains incomplete

! Wilson, Preaching and Homiletical Thear#37-138. (Emphasis added.)

2 Ibid., 137. Interestingly, Wilson is quite exjilithat he does not include Campbell in this group
of “radical postmoderns” because he sees Camplmiisition as being “significantly different” despit
Campbell’'s emphasis on forming praxis through pnear (ibid.)
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and awaiting eschatological fulfillment; in this nse, he remains within the

missionary/historical model of pneumatology outtine the previous chapter. Huitter,

however, utilizes Zizioulas’ Eucharistic/eschatabad model of pneumatology. This

model does not deny the church’s sinfulness buteglats greater emphasis on the
church’s holiness.

To the extent that Hutter shifts the primary catggof the gospel from
justification to sanctification, he resonates sglgnwith elements of John Wesley’s
theology. Like Hitter and Campbell today, Weslegswparticularly concerned with
Christian practice and the way in which praxis ¢ibated and shaped people in holiness
(which he called “Christian perfection”). Weslaydd in a context (eighteenth century
England) in which the vast majority of people watdeast nominally Christian. They
could claim baptism and connection with the churgh short, the could call themselves
“‘justified.” In light of this, Wesley altered hi®cus to the question of ongoing growth
and sanctification toward Christian perfection. Randy Maddox’s analysis (following
that of Albert Outler), Wesley thereby subordinatieel doctrine of justification to that of
sanctification: “...Wesley’s characteristic emphasas that we are pardonedorder to
participate”® The eschatologicdklos of the restored image of God in humanity takes
priority in Wesley’s thought, and Wesley's sermamdicate a willingness to describe in
detail the practical shape of that restored imagem the outset, then, we can see that
Hutter's work, though certainly not intended insttway, offers the framework for a

particularly Wesleyan iteration of postliberal héetics.

% See the account of iconicity in Zizioulas’ theotapove.
4 Maddox, 168. (Emphasis original.)
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As the agency of the eschatological Kingdom, ek tof the Spirit is described
by Rowan Williams as the work of translating thiatienship between the Father and the
Son into the medium of human existeAc&he Spirit makes the atoning and justifying
work of Christ available to all of creation. Heaxecareful distinction must be made, lest
we shift back into the historical-missionary pnetmiagical model. What Williams
suggests is that the work of the Son is “complateitself, but itssignificancemust be
translated into human lives and appropriated irmyegentext. “The difference made by
Jesus Christ is a difference to the whole of cogatbut that difference doesn’'t simply
sweep over the world removing all distinctions,patticularities... It is real in and only
in the particular gifts of the Spirit and the commitu.”® The significance of the Christ
event is the restoration of the filial relationskgh God in humanity. This relationship
with the one whom he calls “Father” is constitutofelesus himself, and its restoration in
humanity is the soteriologic&losof the Christ-event.

The Holy Spirit, then, is a witness to the othemer difference of God, which is
expressed in Trinitarian terms as the differendevéen the Father and the Son. Drawing
on Moltmann’s theology of the cross, as well asg&linChauvet describes the Spirit as
the distance that opens up within the Trinity tlglowvhich the Son is both differentiated
from and yet in relationship with the FatHeBut that witness to the difference of God
occurs not through explanation but throughréqaication of the relationship itself.

Hence if we accept that the terms “father” and “Same,
according to ecclesial tradition, especially sugabfor

characterizing God’s and Jesus’ identities, thelatron demands
the introduction of a third term: it's name is “8pf This goes

®> Williams, 121.

® Rowan Williams,A Margin of Silence: The Holy Spirit in Russian iixiox ThoelogyQuebec:
Editions du Lys Vert, 2008), 39.

" ChauvetSymbol and Sacramer10, 516. Also see Chauv&he Sacramentd.63.
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equally, although at a different level of courss, the relations of

filiation established by Jesudetween believers and God

according to Galatians 4:6 and Romans 8:15-1G:nstj| after all,

the Spirit that allows them to cry “Abba! Fathealfid to recognize

that they are no longer “slaves, but frée?”
The work of the Holy Spirit can therefore be ddsed in the language @articipation
Through the Spirit we are brought into relationskifh the Father alongside (or through)
the Sor. We are made to participate in the Triune lifet iisaexhibited in the economy
of salvation. This is, as LaCugna points out, ohdhe sources of difficulty when
speaking of the Spirit: the Spirit is self-effacjritg task is to lead persons into union with
God?!°

That participation, expressed in Trinitarian anotesological terms, is the

relationship of filiation. But that relationship not without a practical content. Marion
describes this relationship in terms of doxology #me act of prais€ Christ’s glory as
the Son is secondary, derived from his self-effametnto reveal and glorify the Father.

Christ testifies to his righteoupiftd holiness only by testifying to

the unique holiness of the Father; it is by nevamung his own

holiness or his own glory; therefore it is only gwing back

absolutely to his Father that he takes up thanbkel that is given

back to him in order to be glorified™%.

As the practical shape of the filial relationshdpxology is eschatological in both

its nature and orientation. As the filial relatstip is the Holy Spirit's presence and work

in the church and individual believers, the actwafrship is, to follow our preceding

8 ChauvetSymbol and Sacramert10-511.

® Language here becomes difficult, as the relatipnshbelievers to Christ is expressed in various
ways in Scripture. On the one hand, Christ’s wigrkhe foundation and possibility of our relatioipsbf
filiation; in this sense, our relationship to thatler isthrough Christ. On the other hand, we are made
heirsalong withChrist, and Christ is often spoken of as our “Beot”

191 aCugnaGod for Us: The Trinity and Christian Lif862.

™ Marion, The Crossing of the Visihlé1.

2 Ibid., 77.
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logic, the very presence of the Kingdom in histbty“In a certain respect, then, ‘faith’
and ‘doxology’ thus mean ‘already’ ‘being in heavefihis is the eschatological work of
the Holy Spirit characterizing its hypostatic beimperson* Don Saliers, in his book
Worship as Theologyrgues that the entire range of Christian worshiguding rite and
prayer, is thoroughly eschatological.

The category of doxology holds together the Chlugfical and pneumatological
poles of the church, as well as the entire rangéhwistian practices. The possibility and
actuality of human participation in the triune lf@ “divine-human communion,” to use
the language of Zizioulas and Papanikolaou) istéhes of the economy of salvation.
When this ultimateelos of sanctification as participation comes to theefahe doctrine
of justification is not eliminated but contextu&@d Because it articulates a mode of
human life that isn the Spirit,throughthe Son, and directeadwardthe Father, doxology
is a Trinitarian praxis. Insofar as the churchcpcgs doxology as the eschatological
community within history, it parallels the intraifitarian life.

Doxology represents the soteriologidalos of the church and, ultimately, all
creation. This insight necessitates a change fiuoderstanding of the role of preaching.
If preaching is, as Campbell argues, a task ortetde/ard the edification of the church
to help it practice its unique way of life in theorkd, then that goal must be further
clarified in terms of forming persons and commustior lives permeated by doxological

practices. Because the church is the public withimch the Holy Spirit performs its

13 Hutter, Suffering Divine Things : Theology as Church Pregtil24.

“1bid., 120.

5 Don E. SalierswWorship as Theology: Foretaste of Glory Divifi¢ashville: Abingdon, 1994),
14.
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sanctifying work through doctrine and practicessinot improper to describe the work
of preaching within this context as a mode of “spal formation.”

Moreover, this doxologicdelos affects the way in which both Christ’'s atoning
work and Christian practices (particularly the satents as the paradigmatic practices)
are understood. If doxology as participation indGatriune life is the end for which
humanity is destined, then an account of sin andesmhent must be given that accounts
for how that doxological relationship is broken g and its possibility restored through
Christ. The core practices, and the entire rang€luistian practice, must also be

interpreted according to the pattern of doxology.

2. Preaching and Theology?

The relationship between preaching and theology Hitter's work is
unfortunately not developed in a systematic fashiés noted in the previous chapter,
Hutter adopts Luther’s list of the “marks of theuoth.” This decision situates preaching
within the “core practices.” But aside from thetféhat Luther understands preaching in
this way, there is no argument given ¥any preaching should be located among the core
practices and not elsewhere. In fact, there armemts when Hitter himself hints at a
different understanding of preaching that wouldiati¢ it within the realm of theology.
In particular, he hints that preaching may be idiedt with the presentative-
communicative aspect of theology.

In a personal communication, Hutter himself ackieolges that he has not
thought through the relationship between theologg preaching in an explicit way.

Instead, he writes, “my position [at the time oiftimg Suffering Divine Thindswas the

16 Reinhard Hiitter, Personal correspondence, Aug2@10.
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conventional Protestant one: theology as | desdribstands between on the one hand
‘receiving Divine Things’ through the Word, in the&urgy, by way of Scripture, and on
the other hand, the proclamation of the Word.”Theology is “...an interpretative,
hermeneutical, discursive, and speculative activibut preaching is “proclamatory,
rhetorical activity.*®

All of this is predicated, however, on a crucigsamption, namely that at its most
fundamental level theology is an activity that ispdndent on doctrine and the core
practices to receive its objegtet simultaneouslyaking place in a distinct setting apart
from any particular congregation’s life. In otheords, Hutter's distinction between
theology and preaching is predicated on the ideth@blogy as an academic activity,
even if it is in the service of the church. Thusttdr can say that the judgmental aspect
of theology “...is to support concretely both preachand ‘instruction’ in the broadest
sense, areas in which thectrina evangeliis proclaimed and taught in the context of a
specific constellation of problems..}?yet not connect the concrete act of preaching to
the communicative-presentative aspect of theoladych would seem to be the natural
culmination of this logic. Despite Hutter's recatypn that theology is dependent on the
church both for its data and purpose, his tacisteace that theology be considered as an
activity that occurs within a distinct sphere amd within the church itselblinds him to
the conclusion that the distinction between theplagd preaching may be neither
necessary nor desirable.

Certainly Hutter’s distinction does provide himthva particular benefit, namely

that theology need not be considered as an enhatpostork of the Spirit. The Spirit's

7 bid.
18 | bid.
9 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Things : Theology as Church Pregtil88.
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work in doctrine and the core practices therefopgears insulated from the
hermeneutical process that takes place in theabgeflection. Binding doctrine and the
core practices could be considered as completelticstgivens.” If preaching is
identified with theology, however, one opens therdto consider an ever-changing
hermeneutical process as the work of the Holy §@nd that slippery slope might lead
to issues related to doctrinal or sacramental i@vism.

In relationship to this question, we may make twseyvations. The first is that
there is no reason to assume that, simply becheséoggy and doctrine are both works of
the Spirit, that the Spirit necessarily utilizesrnhin the same way. In other words, | see
no reason why one could not assume that there @muldnding doctrine which would be
tied to the Spirit's work of preserving the anamsesf the Christ-event alongside a
hermeneutical theology/preaching that would beotigoing interpretation of that event'’s
significance. One could make a similar case ferrélationship between the Spirit and
the other core practices (sacraments, discipleaithe way of the cross, etc.). Again,
one can argue for a certain binding function inardgto these practices as the concrete
forms of the church’s eschatological embodimerthan Spirit and yet recognize that the
significance of these terms or actions must bepnéted hermeneutically, an act that is
also “in the Spirit.”

Though he attempts to maintain the distinction leetwhermeneutical theology
and static proclamation, Hutter's fundamental ihsigtrains against it. Theology is a
“church practice.” After Suffering Divine Thingshis work shows a tendency to

understand theology aspaactical discourse which might not primarily belong to the
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academy, but to concrete congregations and alls@ms as it relates to the knowledge

of God.

3. Preaching as Practical Theology

As we saw in chapter 1, one of the significanticifties in Campbell’s homiletic
is the movement from the narrative of Jesus to gfihn practice. Campbell moves
directly from the story of Jesus to the story af thurch by way of a direct typology —
the narratives that describe Jesus’ own uniquetipescare treated as practical schema
that organize the church’s action in the preséfdt as Milbank points out, without some
mediating body to facilitate this shift, two probie arise. First, the historical and
concrete specificity of Jesus himself is lost ia thterest of a narrative character who is
nothing more than the collection of these practizdiema’ Part of the rationale for a
pneumatological grounding for ecclesiology, | havgued, is that it solves this problem
by treating the Spirit as the “third term” betwedssus and the Church, which allows
Jesus to retain his individual concreteness antisdihie responsibility of universalizing
the salvific work to the Holy Spirit. Second, aagghtforward application of Jesus’
narrative to the church’s practice without an imégring doctrine is too constraining;
there is no way to account for variations in pietihat are sure to arise due to varying
contexts within which the practices take platen order to account for these variations
in practices, Campbell is forced to introduce thiaer vague notion of “improvisation.”

Hutter's model of the relationship between doeramd practices underscores the
fact that, whether or not it is even possible, sactlirect transition from the biblical

narrative to contemporary practice via typologynist the way in which the church

2 Get cit. from Theology and Social Theory
L Get cit. Theology and Social
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actually operates. At the same time, he offersag wf thinking about the relationship
between Scripture, doctrine, and practices thatdava critique that McClure levels at
Campbell, namely that even his direct applicatidntypology has implicit, though
unacknowledged, hermeneutical dimensions. By tsitgaheology as a hermeneutical
discourse between doctrine and the church’s coaetipes, Hitter provides a way to
bridge the gap while maintaining an ecclesial @atthan academic) control over
theology, even though he sees theology as occuwitign a setting separate from the
ecclesiaitself. The result of this arrangement is thatteiis description of the role of
theology not only retains the catechetical and &iive dimensions that Lindbeck
describes, but it also moves in the direction gfliekly practical theological approaches
such as those of Ray Anderson, Edward Farley, aod Browning, among others.
Theology, and specificallpractical theology, therefore forms the third component of
Hutter’'s ecclesiology that bears on the task oapheng.

Before he addresses the three main functionseolidigy (described in chapter 2),
Hutter discusses the need to overcome the dichatsnadternatives of moving from
theory to praxis on the one hand or from praxighemry and back to praxis on the other.
He remarks that thiheoria of theology is “utterly inaccessible without therizon of the
core practices constituting the churéh.”Because theology is always undertaken from
within the core practices and from their perspestivis impossible to situate theology
within a standard theory-application model. Asiscdurse that is both discursive yet
shaped pathically by the core practices, theolsgpeither theory in the classical sense
as the free perception of the divine and of thénéiwrder, nor in the early modern sense

of the Cartesian knowledge of reflection, nor i tamphaticallymodernsense of a

2 Hitter, Suffering Divine Things : Theology as Church Pregtl72.
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Hegelian mediation of the unity of theory and psasirough historical-philosophical
speculation in which the world becomes the locuthefrealization of reasof® Huitter
is clear that theology does not fit into a hermeigaucircle in such a way that it would
stand between praxis and praxis as a moment irefleetionon praxistoward praxis.

He goes on to remark that the “core notion of tmali theology,” namely that
praxis is the original data and the goal of theglazan only be partially accommodated
by theology. Theology takes as its original contant a politically conceived horizon of
praxis, but the horizon of God’s economy of salmatihat cannot be identified with any
particular political praxis and thus stands inicak or judgmental relationship to such
praxis®* Context is critical in the discourse of theolodpyt cannot be its defining
feature without it losing its pathic rooting in teeonomy of salvation between doctrine
and the core practices.

To overcome the division between theory and pratigter returns to the need to
understand human being as primarily receptive ¢oaittualization of God’s economy of
salvation. He then, however, makes the claimfttiiatis not be understood as a new and
better theory which would then be applied to therch’s life, but rather that this “angle
of vision emerges from having taken seriously itheologically explicit fashion God’s
economy of salvation as implied in the already taxiscore church practice$> By the
end ofSufferingDivine Things therefore, we see Hitter striving to articuldie work of
theology in a way that does not fall victim to thiktoo-common academic disjunction
between theory and practice, a disjunction that ldvaee the latter simply as the

application of the former to a specific contextecBuse theology is pathically (rather

2 bid.
2\bid., 173.
% bid., 174.
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than poetically) related to the core practicegaiinot be reduced to modern definitions
of theory.

These trajectories find their mark in Hitter'selaessay “The Knowledge of the
Triune God.” Here Hutter begins to take up morgyfthe understanding aheosisas
participation in the triune life that he receivésough Zizioulas. As its title suggests,
Hutter's theme in this essay is salvation as “krealgke of God,” but this knowledge is
not a kind ofratio. Instead, it has a decidedly concrete and piatitaracter: “...saving
knowledge of God means to be engaged and transfobigethe Spirit's sanctifying

26 |t is toward that

works and thereby to be increasingly drawn into '&adune life.
soteriological end of participation that theologydertakes its three tasks of re-
appropriation, communication-oriented evaluatiorg aatechesis.

In this sense, Hutter's understanding of the rdléheology moves in a direction
similar to that proposed by John Milbank, who swsggdhat the task of theology is
“[e]xplication of Christian practice? Yet Hutter is more nuanced than Milbank in this
respect, in that he understands theology as ngttbel explication of Christian practice
but as a critical dialogue between that practicah@none hand and the significance of
Christ presented in and through doctrine on therotrHitter's definition retains what
may be described as a ‘vertical element’ that presvdis approach to theology from

succumbing to Hobson’s accusation (directed at lhéo#t) that the cultural-linguistic

model reduces theology to a sociology of the chutbat would amount to

% Htter, "Knowing the Triune God," 39.

27 John Milbank, "Postmodern Critical AugustinianisnShort Summa in Forty-Two Responses
to Unasked Questions," ihe Postmodern God: A Theological Readsd. Graham Ward, Blackwell
Readings in Modern Theology (Malden, Mass.: Bladkwi®97), 268.
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“ecclesiological fundamentalismi® But it is the work of theology in relationship tioe
core practices that enables it to retain its pneolmgical dimension and concreteness.
In Hutter’s work, theology is always undertakenhagin eye toward both God’s action in
Christ and toward God’s ongoing action in the $piri
Hutter's approach to theology as a mediating dissmwetween doctrine and

practice with the goal of increasing participatiarthe triune life has strong resonances
with recent trends in practical theology, particlylahe work of Ray Anderson. In his
book The Shape of Practical Theology: Empowering Migidtith Theological Praxis
Anderson seeks to articulate a Trinitarian fouratafor practical theology. He suggests
that the Resurrection of Jesus Christ functiors lasrmeneutical criterion for practite.

...[T]he resurrection of Jesus to be the living Lafdthe church

constitutes a continuing hermeneutical criterion ttee church’s

understanding of itself as under the authority aif@ure. It is the

risen Lord himself who is the criterion, not theert or idea of

resurrection. For [this purpose] take the expogsSresurrection

of Jesus” to mean “the resurrected Jesbs.”
He points out that this criterion, which is presanfaul, introduces an “eschatological
tension” into pastoral hermeneutics, since it anghohristian life in the parousia, in
which that same risen Christ returns to consumntiage Kingdom of God! This
eschatological anchor is the work of the Holy Spirithe present, since the Spirit comes
to the church from the eschaton rather than the*pas

The purpose of practical theology, Anderson argise® help the church discern

its course of action with two criteria in mind: aschatological preferencéhat

% Hobson: 48-59.
2 Ray Sherman Andersorhe Shape of Practical Theology : Empowering Migisith
Theolog;gal PraxigDowners Grove, lli.: InterVarsity Press, 20019, 7
Ibid.
*! Ibid., 84-85.
%2 bid., 105. While Anderson is drawing here on Wk of Jiirgen Moltmann, his language here
parallels that of Zizioulas that we noted earlier.
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recognizes the limits imposed by history and contexthe church’s practice at any time
and thereby opens the church to new possibilites] anhistorical precedencehat
keeps the church true to the biblical text and €tsriown practice®® As the
incarnational, and hence eschatological, communityre world, the church’s nature is
sacramental, as “...the incarnational community aksesnto celebrate its life in Christ
in liturgical and kerygmatic service as the chumetih its own appropriate expression of
order and sacrament. But his liturgical and saerdai celebration must have vicarious
significance on behalf of the total incarnationahmunity, which in its very mission is
both evangelical and eschatologic¥l.”The task of practical theology is the praxis of
ministry through which the church “intercepts” smcstructures and individual persons
and relates them to the eschatological Kingdomad & In this way, practical theology
deals concretely with the church and its actiorthie world, connecting practice to the
resurrected Christ whose presence is made knowHi(iter's language) through doctrine
and Scripture.

Anderson’s approach has many resonances with Fiteork, namely the
emphasis on eschatology and the attempt to mairgaibetter balance between
Christology and pneumatology in the church’s caastn. Yet Anderson remains
within a more Kantian theory-to-practice modelwhich theory always has priority and
comes before practice. This means that “the diseipof practical theology extends

systematic theology into the life and praxis of @t@istian community>*

3 bid., 106-109.
3 bid., 121.

% bid., 128.

% bid., 23.
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In several of his writings, Edward Farley arguesdaefinition of theology that
moves the entire discipline toward concrete practitn Theologia: The Fragmentation
and Unity of Theological Educatioirarley traces the development of theology’s matur
from a habitus of the soul to a discrete discipline within theurfdold pattern of
theological educatio. Theology, he argues, is now one discipline amomany
(namely systematic theology, biblical studies, ethiand practical theology) within a
clerical approach to studies that focuses on trgisitudents in a number of particular
tasks that relate to the work of ministry. As aule of this shift, the unity of theological
education has been sacrificed. In particular,shie-disciplines of “practical theology”
(notably homiletics) have lost their connectionthe other disciplines, so that it is no
longer possible to articulate a rationale for tipdérce in theological educatidh.

This was not always the case, however. At onetpBarley argues, theology was
understood differently, and it is this more ancidefinition of theology that he seeks to
recover. He defines theology as “...a deliberateus$ed, and self-conscious thinking
that has its origin in faith’s need to interpreteif and its situation® It is therefore
related to “knowledge of God,” and, in its originake, denoted “...a cognitive
disposition or understanding of the self-disclostgd.”® This cognitive disposition,
however, was inherently practical in orientation..theology is apractical, not

theoretical, habit having the primary charactemigdom.”* This wisdom is directed

37 Edward FarleyTheologia : The Fragmentation and Unity of TheotadiEducation(Eugene,
OR: Wipf and Stock Publishers, 1994).

*®|pid., 143-144.

% Edward FarleyPracticing Gospel : Unconventional Thoughts on @feurch's Ministry 1st ed.
(Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox Press, 2))(8

“1pid., 15.

“! Farley, Theologia 35.
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toward a soteriological and salvific effd.As a result, theology in Farley’s view is best
understood not as an academic discipline, nor egea discourse primarily belonging to
the academy. Instead, his model assumes thatotheat an interpretative task that
belongs to all believers and is directed towardciecrete existence of Christians within
the world in light of a soteriologicaklos “In its most fundamental form, theology
names the interpretation or reflective thinkingtteabjects situations to the power and

illumining light of Gospel.*®

The importance of this practical and soteriolabic
disposition of theology in Farley’s work cannot deerstressed. Theology “...is for the
sake of God, but, specifically, for God’s appointlvific end of the human being.
Theology in this senseannot be anything but practic&l* Theology has to do with
situations and thus with history and the world.

Don Browning similarly situates the fundamentadktaf theology within lived
experience. He describes “fundamental practicabltgy” as “...critical reflection on
the church’s dialogue with Christian sources arfteotommunities of experience and
interpretation with the aim of guiding its actiomoward social and individual
transformation.* Like Farley, Browning proposes that theology befgbm questions of
how one ought to act within a given situation. dlogy therefore consists of four

“submovements” of descriptive theology, historitla¢ology, systematic theology, and

strategic (or fully practical) theolod¥.

*?1pid., 35-36.

*3 Farley,Practicing Gospel : Unconventional Thoughts on@teirch's Ministry 7.

**|bid., 19. (Emphasis added)

5 Don S. Browning,A Fundamental Practical Theology: Descriptive anmafgic Proposals
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), 36.

*® Ibid., 42.
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Both Farley and Browning suggest a model of thgplthat has significant
similarities to that proposed by Hutter. One samil that is immediately apparent is that
the role of theology described by Farley and Branwgnis pathic in precisely the way in
which Huitter describes. The primary locus of thgglis no longer the academy, where
it tends toward the kind of metaphorical constauttdenounced by Hutter. Rather,
theology is a practice of thehurch and the concrete life of congregations is itsnaiiy
home; academic theology is a secondary or deriva#sk.

Also, like Farley and Browning, Hiitter places tlogy in a mediating position
between doctrine (Farley’s “gospel”) and the coteliée of the congregation in the core
practices. Yet here a distinction must be madeH(fdter, unlike Browning, does not see
theology as simply a stage in the hermeneuticaiakgituated between moments of
praxis. As already noted, the core datum for tgplis not a given context but God’s
salvific economy; that economy is its ultimate @on. Any specific contextual analysis
must take place within the meta-context of God‘girgga activity. This is a necessary
corrective introduced by Hutter from the postlibarsodel that prevents his approach
from collapsing back into a political practical thegy. Theexitusreditus pattern of
God's salvific work is the horizon within which dagarticular context is subjected to
theological analysis and interpretation. The udienquestion is not, then, simply “What
shall we do in this situation?” but “How in thistuistion can we participate in God’s
saving activity?” Those two questions are quiféedent, as the latter retaindactrinal
and hence Christological element that is lackingh@ former. This doctrinal control
constitutes, at least in part, the “right of waliat Hutter grants to doctrine on the two-

way-street between it and core practices.
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When Hutter's approach to theology as the relatigm between doctrine and the
core practices is interpreted in light of contengpgmpractical theological models, several
implications for homiletics emerge. As theologydia¢es between doctrine and the core
practices, Hutter argues, it performs the thredstasf reappropriating the faith by
developing and testing doctrine, perceiving andyjog how specific doctrines inform
particular contexts and what challenges those gtstaise for communicating doctrine,
and presenting and communicating the gospel witthiose varying contexts in
catechesi§’ If we apply this model to the relationship betwatoctrine and the core
practices (as Hutter himself suggests), then wddvdescribe the role of theology as: 1.)
reappropriating the faith by developing and testiogtrines; 2.) perceiving and judging
how specific doctrinesand core practicesnform specific contexts and how those
contexts might present challenges for Christiarctpre; and 3.) articulating models for
faithful praxis?®

This hermeneutical component of interpreting situes (to use Farley’'s
language) means that homiletics must pay greatmtain to context than is admitted by

Campbell and those like Willimon who adhere styi¢t the idea of “the text absorbing

" Hutter, "Knowing the Triune God," 44.

“8 John McClure raises concerns about a similar fofrtheological judgment, asking whether
some corrective might be needed to prevent “ilatigasoning” of the sort practiced by Newman from
becoming insular and impervious to critique. Hi®eern is that a binding confessional horizon (sash
Hutter's doctrine) might not be open to new acyivof God in the world. “If God’s activity in the avld
can be discerned and communicated through theutareinagement of theologictpoi,” he asks, “what
is the exact nature of this God?” (John S. McClte Pursuit of Good Theological Judgment,“Liaving
God with Our Minds: The Pastor as Thelogiad. Michael Welker and Cynthia A. Jarvis(Grangids:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing, 2004), 216.) Mcf@lisuggests that one might avoid this temptation by
turning theological judgment away from “the tasksbbring up dogmatic, ecclesial, and personal ient
and toward larger public concerns of historical ahdological praxis”, by applying critical theorg t
discern systematic distortions of ideology, or Ising theological judgment in an iconoclastic mode t
overturn or transform traditional theology (ibi@18.). While Hutter clearly sees a need for bigdi
doctrine, his turn toward an interplay between doetand praxis situates him alongside McClurerst fi
suggestion. On the one hand, Hiitter does notifge3dripture and doctrine as a single entity, dodtrine
is always accountable to Scripture. On the otledhwhile doctrine may have a right-of-way, iilso in
constant dialogue with Christian practice thatdsaamplished through theology.
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the world” and/or straightforward typological amaltion of biblical narratives depicting

Jesus’ praxis. Preaching is theologically informedendeavor, and hence has an
ineradicable hermeneutical element. This integinet task includes not only the

external context surrounding a congregation, batithernal context of congregational

life for preaching as well.

While it may seem as though Hutter is proposimgwasionist model of theology
in which changing contexts could result in changesloctrine, this is not the case.
Doctrine, in Hutter’s view, i®inding by its very definition; it is this very fact thatakes
it distinct from theology which may (and does) vamynsiderably according to time,
place, and the disposition of the theologian. Butter’s denial of a revisionist paradigm
becomes most apparent in his identification of ¢atechetical aspect of theology with
“ad hoc apologetics?® As we saw in chapter 1, this is one of the fotiodal
components of the postliberal paradigm. Theology ahurch practice places doctrine
into dialogue with thecore practices and, from that dialogue, results in oasiother
Christian practices. The core practices (and #dwasnents of baptism and the Lord’s
Supper in particular as ecumenically agreed-up@ctmes) have a special privilege of
place and a binding function alongside doctrineith@dut core practices there can be no
public church. It is the “secondary” practicesttleaist within the realm of ad hoc
correlation and may change significantly over tirbat these do not relate directly to
doctrine. Instead, binding doctrine and the coeztices together form the soteriological
horizon of the Spirit's saving work; and theology pathically related to that horizon,
dependent upon it for its shape as the church’sodise. As Hutter states the issue,

“[theology] is pathic insofar as it stands withihet story described in the canonical

“9 Huitter, Suffering Divine Things : Theology as Church Pregtil89.
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Scripture and, from the perspective of this stdngn (poietically) interprets the world
within the context of discovery attaching to thept as a church practicé”” Hiitter
remains squarely within the intratextual hermereptoposed by Lindbeck, but not as it
is articulated by Campbell, who conflates intratkty with Frei’'s model of ascriptive
narrative and provides no mediation between thémother words, Hitter proposes a
way of maintaining theological control over praatidheology in homiletics that is
thoroughly postliberal. Theology has both a pathmension in relationship to doctrine
and the core practices and a poietic dimensiorelationship to a particular context;
Hutter describes it as a “poietic pathos,” the &nree exposition of the receivetbctrina
evangeliiand of the core church practices with regard &pecific cultural and social
constellation.®

Preaching that takes context and hermeneuticoustyi then, need not be
identified straightaway with revisionism or libasah. Instead, preaching is constantly
engaged in this kind of theological judgment, araimPbell’'s model of direct typology
supplemented by a concept of improvisation impjies such a judgment but cannot
account for it theologically. Hutter's fundamentaitique of Lindbeck — that his work
assumes a distinction between doctrine and thedbogexplicitly conflates them — and
his proposed solution apply equally well to CampbeAs Kay notes, no postliberal
preacher simply repeats the story of Jesus inaaghtforward way? Hutter's model

explains why this is the case from a theologicaspective.

0 bid., 192.
*11bid., 191.
*2Kay, 125.
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4. Doctrine, thePromissiones, and The Paschal Horizon

In Hutter's account of the relationship betweerctdoe, core practices, and
theology, doctrine maintains a priority, even otlee core practices. This is because
doctrine is directly accountable to Scripture, axists solely to serve the Scriptural
narrative. Together, Scripture and doctrine ctustitheregula fideithat binds theology
and gives it a stable object on which it may rdfleermeneutically. Doctrine is therefore
the first element in Hitter’'s theology/ecclesioldbgt shapes the task of preaching.

Unfortunately, Hutter does not offer a full accowftthe nature of doctrine;
however, he does make indications that point tovaantbdel of doctrine that is based on
the promises of God in doctrine’s mediation of gegson of Christ. At several points,
Hutter utilizes the idea of “Christ’s presencehe promissionesto describe theloctrina
evangelij gospel itself, which is specified lolpctrina definata® It is the christological
character of the doctrina evangelii that leads &ttt the conclusion that the focus of all
doctrine is ultimately christological; the purpasfedoctrine is to “...mediate in a distinct
and thus binding fashion God’s salvific action e tife, death, and resurrection of Jesus
of Nazareth...>® Because it is the specification of the preseric@hmist in thedoctrina
evangelij doctrina definatabecomes the mediation of Christ as the “form”atH, both
in terms of content and the act of believifg.

As noted in chapter 1, James Kay has drawn uporwtir& of Frei's student
Ronald Thiemann as well as the branch of linguipidosophy known as speech-act

theory to develop a model of preaching as “prommssarration.” His work picks up an

important thematic shift in Thiemann’s work from @&mphasis orrevelation that

>3 E.g., HiitterBound to Be Free51.
** Hiitter, Suffering Divine Things : Theology as Church Preti38.
% Hitter,Bound to Be Frees1.
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dominates Barth’s theology (and with it the posttdd emphasis on the narrative
rendering of Jesus’ character as a kind of rewmladif his character) to an emphasis on
God'’s speech-acts, particularly in covenantal psast® “If we attend to the Scriptures
and to the liturgical traditions of the church,”il@s Kay, “we discover that promises
about the future are embedded and enacted in therfitiese promises of God create a
temporal space in which the church exists defireetha interval between God’s promise
to reconcile all things and the final consummatéthat promise’s fulfillment®

A similar logic (though without the linear tempatgl appears to be at work in
Hutter's account of doctrine. In the life, deadind Resurrection of Christ, God makes a
promise to reconcile the world to Godself. Thisrise is nothing other than the Christ
event itself; it cannot be reduced to any particglpoken words from Christ, but is
coextensive with the entire narrative of Jesusluging his exaltation and return. The
doctrina evangeliiis the narrative of Jesus Christ understood asptbenise of God.
Doctrina definata however, conceptually specifies that narrativesuich a way that it
becomes possible to invoke the entire narrativen@aans of synecdoche through the

naming of one of its constitutive elemefits.

*5 One can see a similar shift from questions of lagi@n to questions of performative speech in
the work of Nicholas Wolterstorff. See Woltersforf

>’ Kay, 120.

*%1pid., 122.

%9 This approach to doctrine as specifying one aspieitte narrative and thus acting as a means of
encountering the whole is developed more fully ilsdh, God Sensel52-155. If this reading of doctrine
in Hatter's work is correct, then he is very claseSteven Harmon’s approach described in chaptérazn
wary of what may be a tendency to use doctrine r@placementor the biblical narrative in preaching in
Kay’'s approach. “In my judgment, while the sernshould always speak God’s word of promise, in
accordance with a theological frame of referendee harrative rendering of Jesus Christ in his
unsubstitutable particularity is not always reqdie the sermon.” (Kay, 125.) | agree that notrgve
sermon need recite the biblical narrative in otdgsroclaim the promise of God; however, if doatris to
remain in the service of that narrative as its ggation, then some connection between doctring te
biblical narrative on which it depends needs tartale regularly in preaching. Hutter's emphasishis
dependency is one safeguard for the principle ofrd®’s accountability to Scripture.
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Because doctrine is the mediation of God’s promimsé€hrist, it has both an
anamnestic and eschatological orientation, thougimaesis has a certain priority. By
referring the church back to the Christ event, dmgistological center of doctrine
prevents the church from slipping into an eschafickl universalism independent of the
particular narrative of Christ. As Chauvet poiatg, it is as a memorial diesus Christ
that the anamnesis of the cross and resurrectiensopp into an eschatological future
because “Christ” is tiself a paschal/eschatologit®.°° The space in which the church
exists is therefore paschalspace, since it is the pasch of Jesus Christ wdoastitutes
the “speaking” of the promise itself.

The elements of biblical narrative as anamnests eathatological embodiment
come together homiletically in Campbel@hristus victoraccount of Christ overcoming
the powers and principalities of the world, an\abich opens a space of freedom from
their domination for Christian praxis. While Campbell briefly hints at an eschatological
interpretation of the relationship between Christl ¢he powers, he does not situate that
eschatological orientation in terms of doxology amdise, nor does he describe it in
terms of participation in the very triune life ofo@ Instead, Campbell describes an
apocalyptic framework as one of several possiblgsvd articulating the saving work of
Christ in relationship to the powers. Of the fiygproaches that Campbell describes in
detail, two touch explicitly on eschatological thesn One approach draws on a future-

oriented eschatology and frames practicearai€ipationsof the Kingdom of God. Here

€0 ChauvetSymbol and Sacramerii46.

®1 Campbell is not alone in turning toChristus Victormodel of atonement. Since Gustaf Aulén
published his famous work by that title in 1930nwmber of theologians have been drawn to his work.
(Gustaf Aulén,Christus Victor: An Historical Study of the ThreeiM Types of the Idea of Atonement
trans., A. G. Hebert (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2P Homiletically, theChristus victormodel has
gained a popularity that transcends the liberakeorative or liberal/postliberal divide. In addiii to
Campbell’'s work cited below, see David ButtridRreaching Jesus Christ: An Exercise in Homiletic
Theology(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988), esp. 48ffClure, Other-Wise Preachingl37.
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“...the vision remains in the future but neverthelesginges on the present as the people
of God seek to live toward if* While eschatological in orientation, this apptodo
understanding practices still situates them withim missionary-historical framework of
pneumatology.

Campbell also describes a more apocalyptic eslkdyptoas an option for
preaching to frame Christian practices.

Within an apocalyptic framework, such practices rhaypresented

as means of participating in the new creation kzet broken into

the world in Jesus Christ. A ‘new space’ of freedand life has

been opened up in the midst of the powers throwagus] life,

death, and resurrection, and particular practi¢kes the means for

living into that new reality>
As an example of this mindset, Campbell cites Galat3:28, in which Paul announces
the overcoming of the binaries of Jew/Greek, maie#le, and free/slave in Christ.
Campbell suggests that, framed in these apocaltgities, “...the turn to practices is not
burdensome but redemptive — and possibly eveniegtit*

Again, Campbell does not frame this praxis in ®whdoxology or participation
in the triune life; he limits his remarks to thee@of a “participation in the Kingdom.”
He is also clear that he views the apocalyptic &éawrk as one option among many for
describing Christian practices. This apocalyptianfework, however, parallels the
pneumatological ecclesiology | have been develoghrgughout this project, and is
therefore a preferable option (especially compated the more future-oriented

eschatology Campbell describes that threatens fioitely postpone the eschaton,

overlooking the way in which the Kingdom @&ready made present in the world).

62 Campbell,;The Word before the Powerk51.
%% bid., 150.
® Ibid., 151.
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Moreover, the model of Christ saving humanity frpowers and principalities that have
enslaved it is quite amenable to the category gblibgy that was outlined above.

When Campbell describes the life redeemed from pgbheers, he does so
primarily in the language of further resistancehtem. This resistance is in turn depicted
in primarily ethical terms, “friendship” and “chatar ethics” being the dominant
choices®® Because one of the major tools employed by tiveep® and principalities to
enforce their power is isolation and the relatear fef otherness, friendship with one
another in the body of Christ is an ethical aatesistance to their rule.

When describing the powers themselves and thestivations, however,
Campbell employs the language of idolatry. The @aw...seek to claim the ultimate
and complete loyalty of human beings... They do yhang in their power to create the
illusion that they, not God, are the divine regantthe world. The beast in the book of
Revelation first and foremost seeks to receivevibeship of human beings. Idolatry is
the fundamental sin of the fallen powef8.”

Building on similar themes, Douglas Harink frantke saving work of Christ in
terms of the first commandment. The powers andacppalities hold the nations
(including, perhaps, lIsrael) in bondage, preventmgnans from properly serving
Yahweh, the God of Isral. It is this fact that calls for God’s justifyingr( “rectifying,”
to use Martyn’s term), action. In Jesus ChristdGo.conquers the powers which hold

the nations in bondage and reconciles the workirteself, in order that he might create

®*|pid., 164ff.

®®pid., 24.

®" Harink’s evaluation of Israel’s faithfulness ishver positive. He disagrees, for instance, with N.
T. Wright's evaluation, that Israel “falls into pagsm” (Harink 153ff). He further maintains thatirt's
action, rather than superseding Israel’s electiorfact sustains it (Harink, 160ff). It is diffitunot to
acknowledge, however, that Israel’s record of faitless to Yahweh is mixed in the biblical recort.
would be fairer, perhaps, to say that the solusaio be found in God’s free action. It is Godisation of
Israel, rather than Israel’s faithfulness to Gdat is upheld in Christ.
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in Christ a new people, indeed, finally a whole ngarld, in which loyalty, obedience,
and faithfulness to the one God of Israel is maaesiple among the nations in the power
of the Holy Spirit.®® While Harink does not use the term doxology iis ifst, he does
make explicit reference to the first commandmenth&sfoundation for his reading of
Paul®® Because the exclusivity of Yahweh as Israel's Gocludes worship as a
component of obedience, the idea of doxology isagdy not excluded and may even be
implied.

Harink also interprets Paul's apocalyptic thoughterms of participation. This
becomes particularly apparent in his treatmenhefTthessalonian correspondence. The
Thessalonians, Harink says, participate in the egrasd work of God through their
faithfulness in persecution, active pursuit of heis and love, efé.

John Milbank more explicitly connects the themgsictory over sin and worship
in Christ's work. What God truly desires, he clajnis not blood sacrifice, but the
offering of our free will in love. Ultimately, caedion must be reconciled to God in this
offering, but cannot accomplish that reconciliatitself on account of its bondage to sin.
“...[E]vil prevents it from doing so, therefore Godust offer creation back to God,
through the incarnation of the@goswho includes all things. Yet for early Christigniit
is clear that God suffers a contradiction untilmalike for themselves the offering already
made by Christ** Milbank combines elements of sacrificial modelsitonement with

themes from theChristus Victormodel of Aulén. In his explication, the church is

established in Christ as the space within whiclatowa is free to make this offering back

®8 Harink, 44.

%9 bid., 47.

©bid., 36-37.

" Milbank, "Postmodern Critical Augustinianism: A @&h Summa in Forty-Two Responses to
Unasked Questions," 272.
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to God’? Milbank’s language is almost exactly oppositet tifaHarink — whereas Harink
uses the language of powers but not that of doxpldgjlbank uses the language of
worship and sacrifice but not the language of tbegys. He prefers to refer simply to
“sin.”

Each of these authors point toward a convergeretevden the themes of
justification (or rectification) and doxology/woigh In each case, the work of Christ is
understood as instrumental (albeit thoroughly nesigg to a greater goal, namely the
obedience of the nations to Yahweh (Harink) or sbH-offering of the will in love to
God (Milbank). The necessity of Christ's work appein the fact that humanity is
unable to free itself from its bondage by its ovawpr. The right praise and obedience
to God is not possible because the powers/sin éasiaved humanity and demanded that
humans worshighemin the place of God. What is more, they enfotuartrule over
humanity by wielding the power of death.

The work of Christ in overcoming the powers anishq@palities creates a space of
freedom within which humanity can worship God inrde@nd action. In this space, as
Campbell argues, the powers’ primary weapon offdbas been disarmed by the power
of the Resurrection and the promise of eternal tbfédhose who are in Christ. When
described in terms of this space of freedom, Chrigassion constitutes the horizon
against which all Christian praxis takes place heeaof the promise of God mediated

through it’®

2 pid.

3 The Christus victormodel is just one theory of the atonement. Pété&Stevenson and Stephen
I. Wright describe ten primary textual metaphonstfte atonement. To the extent that any theorthef
atonement has implications for contemporary humastence or for an eschatological future, howeiter,
can be understood in light of the idea of promigswrrative we have described. See Peter K. Ssewven
and Stephen |. WrighBreaching the Atonemef(itouisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2009).
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As theological practice, preaching is dependenttloem mediation of God’s
promises through the anamnesis of Christ's pagsi@cripture and doctrine. Unless it
retains the memory of God’s promises in Jesus Casishe horizon of Christian practice,
“preaching for formation” slips into the act of mtining an ideology for a cultural-
linguistic community, not equipping the church foe eschatological praxis of doxology.
While the eschatologica¢losof the church conditions this anamnesis of Jesdsgaves
it an eschatological meaning as the memory of JEsuist, it remains an indispensible
part of the preaching task. Preaching proclaines glomises of God that are given
through the narration of Jesus’ life, death, resttron, and promised return. The use of
doctrine in preaching becomes a means of locatidgsaecifying those promises, first in
the narrative of Jesus Christ, and then in the aeScripture according to the unity of
God's actions in the economy of salvation. The namesis of Christ and his saving
work through doctrine is one aspect of the workhef Holy Spirit in preaching, namely
the missionary-historical aspect. The Spirit’s kvis rooted in the atoning work of Jesus
Christ and directetbwardthe eschaton which that work makes possible.

But doctrine alone does not suffice, because ohactran only speak the promises;
it does not make their fulfillment a present rgalitDoctrine operates at the level of the
promise as a concept. In order for the promisebetdived, there must be another
dimension of the Spirit's work that effects the emiment of that eschatological concept
in the present. For that, the church needs caetipes through which the promised life
with God is made concrete in the Spirit, if onlyan iconic fashion, within the church’s

life.
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5. The Core Practices, Sacramental Logic, and Embodiment of the Telos

The second element of Huitter's model of the chuashpneumatological public
that constitutes the space within which preachakg$ place is the Spirit’s activity in the
core practices of the church. Because the coretipea are, along with doctrine, the
concrete mediation of the person and work of theitSthey are a necessary element of
the public nature of the church. Through thesetpras, the horizon of the economy of
salvation defined by doctrine is acknowledged ewn the church embodies the
eschatological Kingdom of God within history througthical and ritual actions.

As noted above, the core practices have a pgwilef place over other practices
because it is in them that the shape of Christite ih the world is normatively
expressed. In other words, the core practicestr@econcrete form of the church’s
participation in the life of God. This is not taysthat these are tloaly activities in and
through which this participation takes place; hogrevthe various other practices that
constitute the doxological activity of the chumérivetheir character from the them. At
the outset, we must note that different ecclesaditions have different “lists” of what
can be called core practices. Hutter, drawing athér, names seven: proclamation of
the Word, baptism, Eucharist, the office of the kewrdination, prayer/doxology/
catechesis, and the way of the cross. This listooé practices, therefore, might include
the sacraments, but may also extend beyond thémeltale non-sacramental activity that
is nevertheless intrinsic to the church’s missias,does prayer in Hutter's estimation.
Because of this, it is not possible simply to idgnthe core practices with the
sacraments, whether one adopts an extensive viewhesf number (as in Roman

Catholicism) or a more restrictive view (as in Bstantism). It is entirely conceivable
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that there might be a list of sacramental practices tradition which nevertheless
implicitly adds other practices to constitute its core presti
For our purposes, however, | want to focus on #oeasnents athe paradigmatic

Christian practices. My reason for this is twddfo First, Hutter's definition of core
practices has much in common with Miroslav Vol&gionale for distinguishing between
practices and sacraments:

The distinction is especially important to maintartreatments of

the relation between beliefs and practices, becbebefs... relate

to sacraments differently than they do to “pradite Core

Christian beliefs [Volf's analogue to Hutter's ‘ddae’] are by

definition normatively inscribed in sacramentsut not in

“practices.” Hence sacraments ritually enact noeapatterns

for practices’”
Hutter's definition of core practices is based dwe tidea that these practices are
“constitutive for the mode of enactment of the H8lpirit's economic mission and thus
for the church itself” Therefore, Hitter treats worship, and particylahie Lord’s
Supper, as the paradigmatic embodiment of hodpitahirough which “...hospitality is
concretely remembered and tangibly receiv@d.The sacrament qualifies the shape of
the more general practice. A second (and closabted) reason for focusing on the
sacraments is that there has been far more exatteiition to the work of the Holy Spirit
in the sacraments (because of their explicit intionaof the Spirit) than to its activity in

practices generally. An account of the work of 8yirit in relationship to Christian

practices generally will therefore call for a “satrental” interpretation of history and

" volf and BassPracticing Theology : Beliefs and Practices in Ghidn Life 248. Volf follows
the contours of Craig Dykstra and Dorothy C. Badsfinition of “practices” as “cooperative and
meaningful human endeavors that seek to satisfganental human needs and conditions and that people
do together and over time.” (lbid.)

> Hiitter, Suffering Divine Things : Theology as Church Pregtil32.

® Hutter,Bound to Be Frees9.
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human existence in which “the world” can neverteglbecome the eschatological site of
doxology.

In this vein, the Roman Catholic homiletician M&wgtherine Hilkert argues for
what she calls “sacramental imagination” in preaghi Hilkert distinguishes between
two approaches to the relationship between the &aspd the world. The first, which
she associates with Karl Barth, Rudolf Bultmanrd atlements of the New Hermeneutic
is grounded in dialectical themes that emerge @ Rleformation such as law/gospel.
This dialectical approach has become the dominaanttafity in homiletics, she claims,
because of the rich theology of the word of Gothm“ruling neo-orthodoxy™ The
emphasis is on the radical otherness of God andatlen, sinful nature of the world.
The word of God enters into this fallen world toeak a word of redemption and
reconciliation. In contrast to this dialectic apgch, Hilkert describes a “sacramental
imagination” that emphasizes the Incarnation asm@gpgm for a kind of sacramental
hermeneutic. Following Rahner, she argues that,ga the world is able to receive and
contain God through the hypostatic union, so aled’'&grace is already availabiethin
the world. *“...Rahner, speaking from a sacramentispective, emphasized the
continuity between creation and redemption and dpenness of humanity to the
divine.”® Similarly, Edward Schilebeeckx locates revelatioot in the depths of human

consciousness, but in history. Although God’'sactis in history, only “the eyes of

" Mary Catherine HilkertNaming Grace : Preaching and the Sacramental Imaiigm (New
York: Continuum, 1997).

81t is interesting that Hilkert herself utilizestdnary approach to this issue, describing only
“Reformational” and “Catholic” approaches; howevitere are arguablgnedia viaapproaches to these
guestions, such as those embodied in Anglicantioadi

" Hilkert, 19.

¥ 1pid., 32-33.
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faith” are able to rightly interpret this activity. This sacramental view of creation
results in a homiletic of “naming grace,” articuhgf the activity of God that is already at
work in situations of brokenness and suffering.

Louis Marie Chauvet presents a more nuanced “saarahreinterpretation of
Christian existence®® Whereas Hilkert draws a fairly sharp distinctibetween
Reformation dialectial imagination and Catholic reatental imagination (only Tillich
earns extended praise on the Protestant side),ve€hemudeeply influenced by Protestant
theologians such as Eberhard Jingel and Jurgemmidioit. He appropriates the strong
emphasis on the cross in their theologies to siftfocus of sacramental theology from
an Incarnational to a Paschal logicThe result of a focus on the cross, taken irfuis
weight, he argues, necessitates a Trinitarian tlggd As Rowan Williams describes it,
“God’ vanishes on the cross: Father and Son remanthe shared, consubstantial
weakness of their compassion. And the Father maite the Son in the power of
Spirit.”® The cross, understood in Trinitarian terms, bemthe locus of an exchange,
as Marion describes, in which Christ hands himsedr so fully to the will of the Father
that he becomes the icon of the invisible God, thog glorifies the Father.

Chauvet argues that this disappearance of “Gotliercross and the revelation of
the distance between Father and Son requires titeeluction of a third term, namely the

Holy Spirit®® The Spirit is the very difference of God, eveonir God's self within the

' bid., 37.

82 ChauvetSymbol and Sacrament

8 ChauvetThe Sacramentd55-161.

8 “Moltmann is right: ‘A radical theology of the @® cannot give a theistic answer to the
question of the dying Christ. It would do away twthe cross.” Chauve§ymbol and Sacramer31.
The quote of Moltmann that he cites is from thengkeedition ofThe Crucified God

8 Williams, On Christian Theologyl21.

8 Chauvet, Symbol and Sacramen610. Chauvet therefore stands squarely withia th
Augustinian theology that describes the Spirittestiond between the Father and the Son.
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Trinity. Yet the Spirit is also the difference Wweien God and creation. The Spirit is the
holiness, or radical otherness, of Gdd.Here we see a key element of Chauvet's
pneumatology that bears on our consideration ofsd@aments and Christian praxis as
the enhypostasis of the Spirit: the Spirit doessnoiply withess or point to the otherness
of God,; itis that difference. The agency of the Spirit resihets task of inscribing the
holiness of God into the world and human beings Ehauvet’s terms, into corporality.

This, then, is the work of the Holy Spirit: to tedate the relationship between the
Father and the Son into humanity. That relatigmnshione of filiation, but filiation also
entails difference. The Son is not the same asFditber. The Spirits that very
difference between Father and Son; hence, whespirg “translates” that relationship
into humanity, what is given is actually the presepf the Spirit itself. This identity of
the Spirit with the filial relationship is why isicalled the “Spirit of adoption.” It is also
the grounds for describing the Spirit's work in gurmal, rather than efficient, causal
terms.

Because the sacraments inscribe the holiness ofiGotial word and action, it
is not improper to speak of them in terms of dogglo The acknowledgement and
confession of God’'s otherness and holiness is @gyol The sacraments inscribe the
holiness of God in ritual action by effecting a tpapation in the paschal mystery of
Christ's death and resurrection. The Spirit “malgEssible the expression of the
crucified Word by removing it to another space thhat of the concepf® The
sacraments ‘re-present’ the paschal space withgtotyi as a space in which the

congregation can participate in the death and restion of Christ and thereby situate

8 bid., 513.
8 bid., 528.
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themselves in the site in which the holiness of G&dmost clearly revealed and
acknowledged. For this reason, Chauvet insistsis iimpossible to separate the
pneumatological pole of the sacraments from thas@hogical pole that is expressed in
the anamnesi¥. The sacraments are memorials of Jesus Chrisemdéring both the
concrete act of the crucifixion as well as the esalogical reality that it opens up, yet it
is by participation in this event through the Spihat the eschatological new creation
becomes iconically present in history as the church

This paschal horizon of participation is perhapstatear in the case of baptism,
where the themes of death and resurrection are mpaitke explicit. Paul, for instance,
speaks of baptism as the symbolic act of dyingkadg raised with Christ (Romans 6:1-
14). This participation in Christ's death and mescation locates believers within the
paschal horizon of the economy of salvation, thecsepof freedom in which Paul says it
is possible to submit oneself not to wickedness toutsod (6:13). Similarly, the
Eucharistic anamnesis situates the epiclesis withé paschal mystery. Again, Paul
points to this vividly in 1 Corinthians 11:23-26.

Rowan Williams succinctly summarizes this theology sacramentality:
“...prayer and sacrament.name and interpret the deepest direction and growth of
human life as beingn Christ andtowards the Father® The sacraments, as the
eschatological doxology of the new creation indmgt point to history as the place in
which the proper worship of God must occur. Thacel of worship is “always and
everywhere.” “The spatio-temporal coordinatesgmper et ubigyesuggest a priority of

gift over both time and space... The place and tmehich it is right to offer praise are

¥ bid., 546.
% williams, On Christian Theologyl24. (Emphasis original.)
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transgressive and eschatological: all places antinas, a location which shatters the
priority of any particular place or time.?"

This doxology takes place not only in and througirdy, but through the entire
range of Christian ethical praxis. The sacraments simply mark this transition inclhi
the economic horizon of the pasch is moved intpa@lity and history; as such, they
remain normative yet not the exclusive site of dogg. Without this transition, which
the sacraments effect, Christian praxis remain@@u® concept. The sacraments, by
linking doxology to the paschal mystery, give cateness to what would otherwise
remain either a vague concept or an endless lispeificities. L. Roger Owens is right
to remark that the church’s participation in God lagpeculiar shape and visibility which
is the form of Jesu$. Yet this statement is not entirely accuratet &sincomplete. The
shape of the church’s participation in the life@dd is the cross of Jesus Christ. By
participating in the paschal event through theaaents and other praxis, Christians join
with their Lord in praise to the Father, acknowledgthe holiness of God through the
Spirit. In so doing, they become the Body of Chtise new creation.

The core practices or sacraments play a complamenble to doctrine in
relationship to preaching. Whereas doctrine definea conceptual way the horizon of
the economy of salvation, the core practices antair economy and the church’s life
within history. Homiletically, this prevents us from saying w@lampbell and others that
the purpose of preaching is to absorb the world the text That approach to

intratextuality remains rooted in the conceptuatizan of the economy, and does not

%1 Catherine PickstockAfter Writing: On the Liturgical Consumation of Risophy ed. Gareth
Jones and Lewis Ayers, Challenges in Contmporagoldgy (Malden: Blackwell Publishers, 1998), 235.

92 ChauvetSymbol and Sacrameri28.

% L. Roger Owens;The Shape of Participation: A Theology of Churchad®ices (Eugene:
Cascade Books, 2010), 186.
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take sufficient account of the church’s historieahbodiment. As theology, preaching
must navigate a more nuanced understanding oktaganship between text and context
if its telosis forming communities for this kind of existencAs | will argue in the next
chapter, we may still describe an approacta@fhoccorrelation that is performed by
preaching, but the intratextual goal of postliberamiletics must be significantly
modified if it is to take history as seriously &g pneumatological grounding of Christian

praxis demands.
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CHAPTER IV

PREACHING AND SPIRITUAL FORMATION: AGENCY, OBJECTAND FORM

We began by exploring Charles Campbell’s postlibkomiletic and the way in
which this approach to preaching seeks to form canities that engage in Christian
practices by presenting the pattern of Jesus asatbetype for the practices of the
church. In the postliberal homiletic, proclamatigncatechesis. Preaching re-presents
the story of Jesus and invites the congregatiandke it their own by continuing Jesus’
ministry. This continuation is achieved throughtypological model in which the
congregation repeats the pattern of Jesus, but doewith variation akin to jazz
improvisation. Nevertheless, the emphasis remamslesus The church finds its
rooting as a continuation of the Incarnation, amel practices of the church are defined
solely in the terms of Christology. The Holy Spis introduced after Christology to
serve an actualizing or empowering function. Hosvethis model, which treats Frei's
narrative Christology as foundational while weddihgo Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistic
model of religion, does justice neither to the gty of Christ nor to the work of the
Spirit, since Christ must be understood in terma obllection of universal practices and
the Spirit is largely superfluous.

Reinhard Hutter's approach to the problem is mticdifferent. By treating
Lindbeck’s cultural-linguistic model of the churcommunity and theology on its own
terms, he distinguishes this element from the @dgical premises that constitute
Frei’'s project. This gives Hutter the freedom émterpret the cultural-linguistic model,

not in terms of Christology, but of pneumatologyided from the rich Eastern Orthodox
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tradition, particularl)communicecclesiology as framed by John Zizioulas. Thedhis
the public of the Holy Spirit, and the church’sditeon — binding doctrine, sacraments,
and theology — are understood as the “enhypostabisie Spirit. These elements, which
constitute the church as a public in its own rigite the actual concrete embodiment of
the Holy Spirit’s work in the world. This enhypatit understanding prevents the church
from being defined simply as a Christologically-gnded institution which is then
empowered by the Holy Spirit. With this “pneumafgital supplement,” the church is
given an eschatological dimension: the church ésrtbw creation within history. The
Holy Spirit is primarily the formal, and not effemt, cause of this public.

| have suggested a further supplement to Huttgok by using the category of
doxologyto describe this life. As Louis Marie Chauvet gests, the Spirit is the holiness
of God the Father; in this way he captures thalfrielationship within the Trinity as well
as the adoptive filiation that Christians have wiiite Father in the Spirit that results from
Christ's redemptive work. Doxology, | have arguexdthe eschatologicdglos of the
church and all creation, and it is through praisd the act of glorifying the Father that
the church becomes the eschatological communityhigtory. Each of the three
components of the church-as-public can be undeatsioothese terms. Doctrine,
accountable to and in conjunction with Scripturesatibes the economy of salvation as a
whole and the conditions under which this doxolabimode of existence becomes
possible. The sacraments establish the normatieg@es of doxology for all of the
church’s practices as a patrticipation in the pasehant through which the church offers
itself as a living sacrifice of praise to the glooy God. Finally practical theology

provides the hermeneutical bridge between doctand practices by connecting the
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economy of salvation with the particular requiretseof the various contexts in which
the church finds itself.

As we begin this chapter, we return specificatljhbmiletics and the practice of
preaching. Above, | situated preaching within diigt tripartite model as a mode of
practical theology. As an act of practical theglothe work of preaching is expanded
beyond the bounds implied by an understanding e&gting as proclamation. At the
same time, by identifying preaching with practicdleology, we gain a deeper
understanding of the way in which preaching buildsand forms the church to engage in
mission in the world through its practices, therdhylding upon the key insight of
postliberal homiletics.

As an act of practical theology, preaching is erglg the three tasks that Hutter
assigns to the discourse of theology. First, griegcreacquires the object of faith — that
is, the economy of salvation — through interpretatf the foundational witness of the
church, an interpretative act that is itself therkvof the Spirit. Second, preaching
engages in theological judgment, a hermeneutidahashich the world is named as the
arena in which doxology is offered to God througimisterial praxis that participates in
the pasch of Christ. This requires both a “phenwrtegyy of the Spirit” that can name
the world in sacramental terms as well as the dspidgment that can identify the
opportunities for and challenges to performing tbsxology. Third, preaching as
practical theology will be involved in catechesis al hoc correlation in which the
congregation is given the tools needed to off@lfitss a living sacrifice of praise to God
through praxis in the world. To this end, | argpegaching will involve the work of

rhetorically paralleling the Spirit’'s work of gatieg creation into the church by not only
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translating the Gospel into worldly terms, but atgoconverting those terms toward the

eschatologicatelosof doxology.

1. Preaching as Spiritual Formation

Throughout Hutter's work, the task of theologyseen as a tool for preaching —
that is, the work of theology, while pathically agdd to and dependent on preaching, is
nevertheless somewhat independent of preachinigainits work is complete before the
preaching task begins. While theology is in thevise of preaching, it is not the same as
preaching. In each of its dimensions, theologysaioward preaching.

In the previous chapter, | called this divisiorvibeen preaching and theology into
guestion utilizing the work of Edward Farley. gk work raises serious doubts about
the tendency (which Hutter shares) to define thgppks a primarily academic discourse.
Rather than the academy, Farley argues that thyalogst properly belongs in the
congregationin this, his proposal is a more radical one tHaitter’s, which only situates
theology within the academy as pathically relatedhe church. In locating theology in
the church, Farley further blurs the boundariesvbenh theology as a discourse practice
of the church and the discourse of preaching. Dhusring is continued by the turn
toward practical theology as the primary mode of theological rd¢iteg a mode that is
harmonious with the primary ecclesial context. Whihis does not eliminate the
possibility of academic theology as described byi@dracy and others, it does make
that mode of theologgerivativeand, hence, secondary, to the primary ecclesigk wb

theology®

1 On the “three publics” of theology — church, adagie public square — see David Tradhe
Analogical Imagination: Christian Theology and ti@ulture of Pluralism(New York: The Crossroad
Publishing Company, 1981), ch. 1.
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Within Hutter's framework, theology is tasked wilhinging together doctrine
and the core practices in a way that enables tlettuminate each other — theology is
thus an essential component in the church’s tasulfifing its eschatologicatelos But
in this mode, theology is also closely connectethwhe work of the Spirit and the
Spirit’s role in the economy of salvation. It istrunfair to say, then, that within Hitter’s
model theology functions as a project of “spiritdafmation.” The task of theology
culminates in the work of catechesis: “Formulatadssantively from the perspective of
the economy of salvation, this [presentative-comicative] aspect of theology as a
church practice aims at enabling human beingsas@rGod for God’s salvific acts and
for their ownpergrinatio with God toward God, that is, for their ovife with God"?
Since that doxological act is the concrete embodined the eschatological Spirit,
theology takes on the work of shaping individuatgl @ongregations for the work of
participating in the eschatological Kingdom of ®yairit.

As we saw in the first chapter, Campbell and ottamileticians of a ‘postliberal’
bent make a significant contribution to homiletgsreclaiming the formative element of
preaching that one sees in homileticians such @ui#tine and (especially) Alan of Lille,
but their work lacks a significant and necessargupmatological componefit.Hutter's
pneumatologically-grounded ecclesiology goes farcanrecting that shortcoming and

deepens our understanding of formation in postib&omiletics by describing that

2 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl89.

% Augustine describes the purpose of preachinglatioaship to two audiences. For those who
are ignorant of the Gospel, the preacher aims tothém over and help them to understand whatstaae
in their ignorance. For those who are “friendljteative, [and] eager to learn,” however, the taigk
instruction and moving them to act on the truthee SAugustine,Teaching Christianity (De Doctrina
Christiana) ed. John E. Rotelle, trans., Edmund Hill, The Kgasf Saint Augustine: A Translation for the
21st Century, vol. /11 (New York: New City Pred4996), 203. Alan of Lille offers one of the eastie
popular definitions of preaching in the Hiss Praedicandi“Preaching is an open and public instruction in
faith and behavior, whose purpose is the formingm&n...” Alan of Lille, The Art of Preaching
(Kalamazoo: Cistercian Publications, 1981), 16-17.
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formation not only in terms of Christology, but @léand even primarily) in terms of

pneumatology. At the same time, this approachigesva more robust pneumatology
and ecclesiological foundation to undergird hongketthat aim toward this often

amorphously-defined goal of “spiritual formation.”

There has been increasing interest in the relgtipnbetween preaching and other
approaches to “spiritual formation.” Ronald J.eNllinks preaching to “spirituality” as
one of the ways in which preaching relates to praktninistry. He defines “spirituality”
as:

...ways in which human beings attempt to become attun the

presence and purposes of God and to live in thet laf that

presence. Spirituality involves Christian practicerough which

we become aware of the divine. Spirituality evategs in patterns

of thinking, feeling, and acting. Because spilitaaareness is

interpretive, spirituality includes methods andemia for reflecting

on the adequacy of its sources and the concluglmatswe draw

from them?
Preaching should be directed toward three aredm -nner life, the common life, and
action in life — with the goal that there should dgritual fruit that result3. Preaching
that aims to address these areas in light of thi wbthe Holy Spirit must, in Allen’s
words, “explain the nature and work of the Holy g This will involve describing
the manifestation of the Holy Spifit.Preaching will address the inner life that takps
contemplation and prayer, the common life thatastered around the sacraments and

communal life, and especially “action in life.” daching contributes especially to this

latter dimension of spirituality by helping the gwpegation to “form a theological

* Ronald J. AllenPreaching and Practical MinistryPreaching and Its Partners (St. Louis: Chalice
Press, 2001), 119.

® |bid., 127-137.

® Ibid., 134.

" | treat this requirement as the articulation ghenomenology of the Spirit (and of sin) below.
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consciousness that can function like a radar,”ihglghem to interpret their actions and
the world in theological terms, sensing God’s agtiand presence in their lives, and
joining with that activity?

More recently, Kay Northcutt (to whom | alluded the introduction to this
project) has focused on the example of the Deseath&ts and Fathers to develop a
model of preaching as “spiritual direction.This model shifts the emphasis of preaching
from issues of persuasion (“and its subsequentcprgmation withexplanationand
communicatiot) to an emphasis on guidance and spiritual foramefi In place of a
therapeutic model of formation (exemplified, in helew, by Fosdick), Northcutt
proposes that “.spiritual directionbe the paradigm (and wisdom tradition) upon which
formational preaching is built. Spiritual direatie fundamental concern is guidance,
specifically guiding individuals and congregatiotmvard noticing God, practicing
receptivity with God, and seeking God always andll ways.™*

The turn to the Desert Fathers and Mothers, howéwas both advantages and
disadvantages. One benefit of this approach istheaarenas of formation, spirituality,
and preaching are brought together in an expli@y.w Northcutt’s model provides a
hermeneutical orientation for the entire processasmon preparation and performance.
The hermeneutic of spiritual direction, which gawverthe preacher’'s approach to both
Scripture and the contemporary context, encourdigespreacher to look for ways in

which the Bible calls the church to holistic atteaehess to the work of the Holy Spirit,

provides images of Christian vocation, evokes arasaental understanding of all

8 Allen, Preaching and Practical Ministryl35.

° See also my review of this textktomiletic 34, no. 2 (2009): 58-59.
' Northcuitt, 33.

Y Ibid., 34.
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existence, and calls us to see others and the wasriGod sees theth. These themes
resonate with the emphases that have been lifted ting course of this study. A second
advantage of Northcutt's approach is that it ren@ngphasis on the person of the
preacher herself. Northcutt foregoes an emphasipevssuasive rhetoric in favor of a
model of “formation by attraction,” in which the gacher is put forth as a guide
knowledgeable in the ways of God and capable oflitepothers to discern God’s
activity.®® The person and rhetorical ethos of the preactattens as much as the words
that the person speaks. A third benefit of this approach is the subswinbiody of
literature that is opened up for homiletic refleati The Desert Fathers and Mothers have
not been a primary reference for preachers in tbeéem period, and Northcutt presents a
compelling case for reappraising their place — acklthereof — in contemporary
preaching.

While Northcutt’s approach has these significantdbiés, however, her approach
to spiritual direction has its own shortcomingsrs¥ her reliance on the Desert Fathers
and Mothers tends to push Northcutt to a view afitsiality as interiority that neglects
the dimensions of communal life and action in lifleat Allen describes. She
distinguishes betweearctive practices such as “visiting the sick and imprishretothing
the naked, feeding the hungry,” etc.) on the onedhandreceptivepractices such as
“lectio diving meditation, vocal and mental prayer, devotioredding,” etc. on the

other’® The latter set of practices is the one which hartt most highly commends,

' Ibid., 81-97.

Ibid., 9, 61-62.

1 For further reflection on the role @fthosand thepersonaof the preacher in the sermon,
especially as it relates to the sense of connediigtveen the listener and the preacher, see John S.
McClure and otherd,istening to Listeners: Homiletical Case Studi€hannels of Listening (St. Louis:
Chalice Press, 2004), 14-16, 49-70, 136-137.

'* Northcutt, 104-105.
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arguing that very often the active practices cam gvay to activity for the sake of busy-
ness and can actually obscure the vision and aesseof God in the practitioner. A
more balanced view of the role of both the actime passive dimensions of praxis is
needed to avoid slipping into a form of individsalinteriority. Second, Northcutt’s
emphasis on the idea of “formation by attractioedds her to reject the persuasive
dimension of preaching altogether. But one migikt\&@hether there is not some need to
‘make the case’ for a particular interpretationSufripture or the current context. By
giving up the persuasive dimension, Northcutt @s@s up the idea of an appeal to any
communal consciousness or sense of discernmentetoih is largely neglected or
reduced in Northcutt's estimation to the issue pérsonal voice-print” and styfé.
Preaching risks slipping from a communal work ofriggal discernment into an
unhealthy focus on the preacher’s charisma.

Hutter's contributions of a pneumatologically robasclesiology and the role of
theology within that ecclesiology help to furthéettask of understanding the work of
preaching in terms of spiritual formation. His Biseés of the three dimensions of
theology — discursive reacquisition of the objetctaith, perception and judgment, and
presentation-communication — provide a more corapletion of the elements that are
required for preaching to be in the work of preparpeople for lives and praxis that
participates in the life of the Trinity. This aatly takes place through the presentative-
communicative work of theology (i.epreachingitself) which is thetelos of theology
itself. But as part of that work preachers willdreggaged in discursive presentation of the

economy of salvation as well as perceptive/judgadentork through theological

18 1bid., 35ff.
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hermeneutics applied to the contemporary context,these aspects of theology will not

only shape the final sermonic outcome but alsorbegnt in it.

2. Reacquiring Faith through Discursive Interpreten of Scripture

The first dimension of preaching as formative tbgyp that will be examined is
the task that Hitter describes as “re-appropriatiorwhich particular interpretations of
doctrine are developed and tested through the dewednt of particular discourse
traditions. This dimension represents the disearaspect of theology. Although Hutter
understands this task primarily in terms of theglegelationship to doctrine, there is
ample reason to expand it to the interpretatiosaipture, as well. Theology, Hutter
says, is dependent on those things which it doesarstitute through its own workings,
namely theregula fideiand the core practices. From these, theologyistiuted by
discursive traditions that explicate the economy sdlvation in a particular,
argumentative fashion.

The understanding of preaching as a discursivk tess several important
implications when it is understood in terms of logy for spiritual formation. The first
is the direct result of the pathic constitutionpo&aching itself. Pace Farley, preaching
does not have direct access to “the Gospellf preaching had such an access, it would
not be pathic, but would instead be responsibleekiablishing the unity of Christian

faith and would therefore generate its own objeeéteaching would become a form of

" Farley argues that the “bridge paradigm” wherelpyemcher constructs a relationship between a
biblical text and the present day is a failed mod®&ather than preach passages, he says, preachers
proclaim the gospel. To the extent that the gogpelot available in an unmediated form, howevee, t
Bible would continue to play an indispensible rimlgoreaching. See Farlelgracticing Gospel71-82. For
a rebuttal, as well as alternative ways of undaditey the role of the Bible in preaching, see Rdnhl
Allen, "Why Preach Passages from the Bible?,"Pireaching as Theological Task: World, Gospel,
Scripture ed. Thomas G. Long and Edward Farley (Louisviiéestminster John Knox Pres, 1996), 176-
188.
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“free-floating hermeneutics” that would lack anyietl obligation toward its objett.
Instead, preaching remains @&xegeticaland interpretive enterprise that is directed
toward a fixed object, namely thregula fideithrough which the economy of salvation
becomes available for faith.

Because it is interpretive, preaching will therefde engaged in the discursive
work of developing and testing particular interptegtns and presentations of doctrine in
particular circumstances. This testing constitatetialogic that is the “argumentative”
aspect of preaching. Preaching becomes a paratiggeiiacourse of the church, an
ongoing dialogue about the meaning of its founaeidexts and the best way to present
that meaning. This dialogue results in the devalem of traditions both of
interpretation and of rhetoric. Just as Hutteuasgythat the development of theological
“schools” need not be looked upon negatively, Inadd be seen as the necessary shape
of the discurrere so preaching should embrace a number of intevereind rhetorical
traditions which may be radically local in charadbet may also be grouped together in
various configurations for heuristic purposes, sastAfrican-American preaching,” or
“Methodist preaching.” Such groupings, while fluehable significant interlocutors to
take shape as part of the dialogue process.

This understanding of preaching as a discursivetioe also recognizes the
concrete character of formation. Theologid&icurrereis, in Hutter’'s language, “finite,”
“provisional,” and “definite.** One of the key contributions of Lindbeck’s pdselial

cultural-linguistic model is the acknowledgemenattkhe acquisition of Christian faith

18 For an analysis of the problem of “free-floatingrimeneutics” in contemporary theology, see
Janz: 363-405. For the ethical implication of what calls “performance interpretation,” see Nickola
Wolterstorff, "Resuscitating the Author," lermeneutics at the Crossroaasl. Kevin Vanhoozer, James
K. A. Smith, and Bruce Ellis Benson (Bloomingtondiana University Press, 2006), 35-50.

9 Hiitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl84.
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occurs in a concrete fashion mediated by the paryicular cultural-linguistic field of a
given community. As we have seen, Lindbeck exg®4$lis in terms of the priority of
concrete congregations over any mystical identiicaof the church. The discursive
character of preaching means that preachers, altthgcongregations, will be involved
in an ongoing task of identifying the ‘classic’ texhat contribute to the shape of the
particular discursive tradition within which theyuste themselves.

Preaching’s discursive nature implies a positivewnbf “tradition,” such as can
be found, for instance, in the work of Hans-Geoafd@&@ner. Gadamer argues that, far
from preventing access to truth (as claimed by mber of enlightenment thinkers such
as Kant), “tradition” is a necessary componenthef $earch for trutff In a particularly
powerful essay, Vladimir Lossky expresses a viewilar to that of Gadamer, arguing
that “tradition” is not an impersonal deposit ospanaterial, but the “critical spirit of the
church.”* Through discursive traditions, interpretationdraes possible.

For this reason, Burton Z. Cooper and John McChdeocate that preachers
claim their theological traditions in the pulpft. To that end, they propose a theological
typology based not on principal figures, but onravehing themes and motifs. Their
“theological profile” covers eight broad areas: ibdbeological mode, view of authority
(including the authority of Scripture, of traditioand of experience), theistic worldview,
theodicy, theory of atonement, the relationshipwieen church and world, the

relationship between Christianity and other religidespecially Judaism), and “endings”

% Hans-Georg Gadamefruth and Methodtrans., Joel Weinsheimer and Donald G. Marshall,
2nd ed. (New York: Continuum, 2004), 14ff.

L vladimir Lossky,In the Image and Likeness of G@Erestwood: St. Vladimir's Seminary Press,
1974), 141-168.

2 Burton Z. Cooper and John S. McClur€laiming Theology in the PulpifLouisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 2003).
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(the relationship of the Kingdom of God to hist@md view of eternal life}®> While
Cooper and McClure advocate this typology primardg a means of achieving
consistency across individual sermons as well aaghiing careers, such an evaluation is
also a helpful beginning in the task of situatingeself within the discourse tradition.
This approach certainly is useful for locating &ipion within the contemporary range of
interlocutors, but it does not provide depth reaghbvack through history. That kind of
memory would require further work in identifyingyké&exts and figures within particular
strands of discourse.

The discursive character of preaching also empésadize concrete character of
formation. Theologicalliscurrereis, in Hutter's language, “finite,” “provisional,dnd

“definite.”?*

The particularity of the cultural-linguistic feid in given communities
necessitiates a concrete mediation and a certaioutmof archaeological work to
understand the location of the community within ¢eogic. The purpose of this work
IS not to constitute a reified or unmediated tiaditthat would completely bind the
present or fail to acknowledge the differences®interlocutors; instead, the purpose of
this archaeology is to understand the current sithtbe dialogical process of theology
and situate oneself within it. Such situation ee@ssary if the dialogue is to proceed to
its next step, whatever form that may be.

Given this concrete and particular quality of fotima, there is a real risk that

these traditions might reify and become impervitugritique. However, as we have

seen, one safeguard against this is Hitter's grsest that theology cannot establish its

% |bid., 135-139. A summary of the typology, as was a profile form, are presented in the
appendices. The entire typology is explained gnificant length in the body of the text. This dypgy,
which addresses more of the cognitive dimensiopre&ching, is complimentary to the rhetorical tggyl
which McClure develops ifthe Four Codes of Preaching.

2 Htter, Suffering Divine Thingsl84.
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own validity given its pathic relationship to daot that qualifies it. The regula fidei,
and ultimately Scripture, stands over any discoutssdition that would claim
absoluteness. The finite and definite qualitieshalogicaldiscurrere prevent it from
rising to an absolute status.

Theology, especially in the form of preaching iniethcommunication occurs in
highly contextualized oral modes, is always a Biovial enterprise. It seems entirely
reasonable, therefore, that one critical element sath tradition might be a
“deconstructive” moment, such as that outlined kmhnJ McClure in Other-wise
Preaching In such a moment, sondesruptiveelement would call into question a given
configuration of the tradition. McClure utilizelset work of the French phenomenologist
Emmanuel Levinas to argue that face-to-face eneosinith others provides a de-
centering element that calls into question the labsoess of any tradition. In light of
human others, we recognize not only our own ethitdigations to do justice to them,
but also the ways in which our own overlapping disse traditions (and McClure
emphasizes that the idea of one uniform traditisnitself a myth) are developed
differently, and sometimes oppositionaly.

The discursive quality of preaching also addresseecurring concern among
homileticians influenced by postmodern theory, nignike question of the status of
theological statements. Paul Scott Wilson has leegical of homileticians who stress
the provisional character of theological languagepieaching®> Wilson is concerned
that this “minimizes transcendence” by not callprgaching “truth,” opting instead for

terms such as “wager,” “testimonial affirmation,tce Certainly one reason for the

% Wilson, Preaching and Homiletical Thearyt40-141. Wilson names McClure, Lucy Rose, L.
Susan Bond, Campbell, and Anna Carter Florenceas@es of this tendency.
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current impasse on this issue is that these temctuding “truth”) are often used in
varying ways by different authors. But our apptodac preaching based on Hutter’s
model of theology illustrates that, while we may $aat preaching does achieve some
degree of truth, the truth of preaching is alwaysvsional and dependent on context.
This has less to do with any penchant for postmodeeory than with the quality of
preaching itself as a discursive enterpffse.

As a discursive practice, preaching participatesthie Spirit's work as the
anamnesis of God’s promises, but does so in a teelliaermeneutical fashion. Through
the discursive aspect, preaching “unfolds” the psas of God (the economy of
salvation) that is mediated through Scripture andtrthe through time in a dialogical
manner. Ray L. Hart suggests that the notion e¥élation” must therefore be taken
more broadly than simply the foundational event chhiis to be interpreted.
“...'[R]evelation” embraces (a) that which incitesethhermeneutical spiral and also (b)
this ‘that which’ taken into human understandinge movement of the hermeneutical

spiral itself.”’

Rowan Williams builds on this insight in his egsdrinity and
Revelation” to describe the work of the Holy Spa# the hermeneutical questioning of
the community in relationship to its foundationekts: “...my thesis is that any such

puzzlement over ‘what the Church is meant toibeéhe revelatory operation of God as

% A further avenue of inquiry in this vein (far beybthe scope of this paper) would be to develop
further the idea of “opening as truth” articulateg Habermas and Vattimo and embraced by McClure, bu
to do so according to a logic of Trinitarian Comrmm The rudiments of such a model exist already i
Zizioulas’ theology, and Hutter himself has madstgees in this direction. See his essay on “Hafipit
and Truth” in HutterBound to Be Freeb6-77.

%" Ray L. Hart,Unfinished Man and the Imagination: Ttoward an Gogy and a Rhetoric of
Revelation(New York: Herder and Herder, 1968), 99.
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‘Spirit’ insofar as it keeps the Church engagethim exploration of what its foundational
events signify.®

In relationship to the discursive aspect of praaghthen, we may describe the
relationship to the Holy Spirit in terms of the &8 agencyin the preaching event.
Through preaching, which interprets Scripture andtiihe across time and in various
contexts, the Holy Spirit speaks the promises ofl @oparticular contexts so that their
significance can be appropriated within a givenetiand place. In this regard, “...this
unending re-discovery of Christ or re-presentatdiChrist, the revelatory aspect of the
‘hermeneutical spiral’, is, in Trinitarian perspeet what we mean by the illuminative or
transforming operation of the Holy Spirft™” Through this activity, the significance of

Jesus Christ as the promise of God is rediscoviaradnyriad of contexts.

3. Interpreting Contexts: Theological Judgment

In order for preaching to fulfill its task of erdaly human beings to have
communion with God through the act of praising Gothe world, preaching must have
a phenomenology of the Holy Spirit. By a “phenowlegy of the Spirit,” | do not mean
to imply that theology must correlate itself to audderlian or Heideggerian
phenomenology in a strict sense; rather, | mearerbovadly that preaching must have
some rhetoric for naming and describing the Spififesence and activity in the world.
In short, preaching must be able to say somethiiogitahow the Spirit appears in any
given situation. Such a phenomenology is necessaoyder to name the world as the

place in which humans in the Spirit offer themsshas a living sacrifice of praise.

2 Wwilliams, On Christian Theologyl44. (Emphasis original.)
#bid., 143.
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Hutter refers to this need as the task of “theaalgiperception” oriented toward
“theological judgment,” but defines it only ‘negagly’ in relationship to challenges:

The goal of theological judgment within the framekwmf the

theologicaltaxis of theology as a church practice is to support

concretely both preaching and “instruction” in th@adest sense,

areas in which théoctrina evangeliis proclaimed and taught in

the context of a specific constellation of probleamsl challenges

so that human beings might be able to join in pra$ God’s

salvific work >
In light of this description, two issues become appt. The first is that a prior
assumption underlies it, namely that theology haseans of discerning God’s Spirit in
the world. The second is that, while Hutter istaaty correct in saying that theological
judgment evaluates challenges to doxology, it alsst be able to nanapportunitiesfor
acts of praise.

The task of theological judgment will therefore ugg a two-fold movement.
First, preaching, utilizing a phenomenology of 8@rit, names concrete opportunities in
the world as occasions for doxology through praXibe challenge to this task, however,
is that preaching must accomplish this withoutrehticollapsing the distinction between
God and creation. In other words, a phenomenobdglye Spirit in theological judgment
must incorporate both the kataphatic and apophabenents of theology. Second,
preaching must also examine the challenges prabdntethe context that must be
overcome in order for praxis to accomplish its dogeal task.
It is in this dimension that preaching comes clbsesthe model of “spiritual

formation” described by Northcutt and which is thest common understanding of that

term. “Spiritual direction,” writes Northcutt, “tiivates attentiveness, specifically the

% Hutter, Suffering Divine Things188. Again, here Hiitter treats the tasks of ghiesy and
theology as separate; | have already called tiséindtion into question. See above.
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ability to notice God’s presence and activity in one’s life andwweld.”*! In this sense,
the Holy Spirit appears as tlobject of preaching. It is part of preaching’'s contest a

preaching names the world in terms of the Spigt&sence.

A. The Phenomenology and Her meneutics of the Spirit

Much of the groundwork has already been laid fphanomenology of the Spirit
that would help to guide both theological judgmasitwell as shape preaching’s rhetoric.
Chapter 2 drew on the work of Jean-Luc Marion tectiée the church as the icon of the
eschaton, while chapter 3 utilized Louis Marie Gleis description of the Spirit as the
holiness of God - that is, the space establishédirmivhich praise can occur — in the
discussion of the sacraments. These two figures namtually complementing and
together can provide us with a phenomenology of3piit that is both sacramental and
rich in rhetorical promisé*

Several common themes link Marion’s work with Ohetis. First, both operate
within a post-Heideggerian philosophical framewark which ontotheology - the

identification of God with Being itself — has beabandoned® For both thinkers, God

3L Northcutt, 3. (Emphasis original.)

% 1t is not my intention here to address the cergtainent of Marion’s phenomenology, namely
the “saturated phenomenon.” “Saturation” is Maisoterm to describe a phenomenon that would appear
without horizon, a phenomenon that could only bgscdbed in terms of its pure “givenness.” Thergeha
been several excellent studies of Marion’s worke 8specially James K. A. Smitpeech and Theology:
Language and the Logic of IncarnatioRadical Orthodoxy Series (London: Routledge, 20@&hane
MacKinlay, Interpreting Excess: Jean-Luc Marion, Saturated mimeena, and Hermeneutjosd. John D.
Caputo, Perspectives in Continental Philosophy (N¥wovk: Fordham University Press, 2010). For
Marion’s own work on saturation and givenness, 3ean-Luc Marion,The Visible and the Revealed
Perspectives in Continental Philosophy (New Yorkrdham University Press, 2008), which contains a
number of Marion’s previously published essays ba subject, including his seminal article “The
Saturated Phenomenon.” Ultimately, however, thestjon of saturation is a separate one from the
guestion of the relationship between Marion’s ca# filiation and the appearance of God; the sded
phenomenon represents one possible mode or unugirgjaof that appearance within a general logic of
the “trace.”

¥ See Jean-Luc MarioGod without Being: Hors-Text&eligion and Postmodernism (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1991). Also see ChaBymbol and Sacramem4.
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cannot be equated with Being in any sense, eveortissed-out BeXng of Heidegger. A
second common theme is the centrality of the camsshe hermeneutical center for
theology. For Marion, the cross becomes the ipan excellencethe place in which
revelation is most completely achieved, while fdraGvet the cross is the place in which
a theistic description of God becomes impossibld ane is forced into Trinitarian
concepts. Finally — and most importantly for ourgmses — both thinkers turn to a
concept ofdistanceto express the relationship between the Son amdr#ther and find
that distance expressed in both the cross andf¢hef the Trinity itself. For Marion, this
takes the form of “filial distance,” while in Chaetvit is the distance between the
crucified Jesus and the Father; and though Chaigvatore explicit than Marion in
identifying this distance with the Holy Spirit, Man’s work is difficult not to read in
such Trinitiarian terms following Chauvet. It isig concept of distance that opens up a
theological hermeneutic and provides a phenomegnaddthe Holy Spirit along the lines
of the “trace.” It also dictates a theologicaltdree that incorporates both the kataphatic
and apophatic moments of theological reflection.

As we saw above, Marion’s concept of iconicitygsounded in the distance
between the icon itself and that which it mediat€hkis distance becomes apparent in the
icon par excellencethe cross of the crucified Christ. The cross esathe invisible God
visible as invisible there is a rupture between the “visible spectaatal the “invisible
sense.* Gxd, the invisible Holy One, appears in the ammi reference of the Son to
the Father; Gxd is only available as an “objecttha sense that God is the doewvhom

the Son hands himself ov&r. The Holy Spirit both constitutes the distancesssn the

34 Marion, The Crossing of the Visihl&3.
* bid., 75-76.
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Father and the Son and allows the observer to rttakespistemic transition from the
visible Crucified to the invisible Fath&?,

Louis Marie Chauvet picks up the motif of distanbait develops it in more
explicitly Trinitarian terms. While Marion is prianly concerned with the
phenomenology of God’s appearance, Chauvet is coedewith the way in which the
Pasch of Christ constitutes a symbolic exchanges assult, his approach has a more
dramatic element. The Cross is no longer simpdypdace in which God is revealed, but
the place in which Christ’'s Pasch is accomplishedraact of doxology directed toward
the one he calls Father. The Holy Spirit appeartha space in which that self-offering
becomes possible; it is the space of abeernessof the Father from the Son, and hence
theothernesof God from the world. Itis, in Chauvet’'s words,

God in the neuter. Blank space of God, anti-nam&ad, the

Spirit is this third term which, while fully of Gdsl very self,

works to subvert in us every idolatrous attemptmanipulating

God (whether at the conceptual, ethical, or riteskl...), and to

keep perpetually open, as “the question of quesfidhe question

of God’s identity: God crossed out, never so divasein God’s

erasure in the disfigured humanity of the Crucifiéd
The paradox of the Spirit is that, even as it repnés the otherness of God (which in
spatial terms might be described as Marion’s d#anit also represents the closest
proximity of God to creation and to human beintpg Holy Spirit, the otherness of God
which is also God’s holiness, comes to be “in” ard the holiness of the Father is
inscribed into our corporeality as we in turn wgaeo the Father’s holiness.

The identification of the Spirit withdistance in Marion or what we might

summarize aboly othernessn Chauvet situates us within what postmoderngsoiphy

% bid., 84.
37 ChauvetSymbol and Sacramerg17.
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has called the logic of the “trace.” While ‘'somathlike’ the logic of the trace has been
developed by several thinkers in phenomenology, dhecept has received its most
familiar explication in the work of Jacques Dertitfa The trace, according to Derrida, is
“...not a presence but is rather the simulacrum pfesence that dislocates, displaces,
and refers beyond itself. The trace has, propgplgaking, no place, for effacement
belongs to the very structure of the trate.The trace is that which is “other” — other
than language, other than experience — which caanaloes not itself appear within
language or experience. While some theologians asdRowan Williams raise cautions
about assimilating God completely to the idea efttlace, it is nevertheless difficult not
to find in this concept a usefahalogyto describe the experience of G8d.

The hermeneutical implications of this move argeftgped more fully by Luca
D’lsanto, who draws heavily on the work of Jindgegbert Scharlemann, and Gianni
Vattimo** D’Isanto recognizes that the identification ofd@onature or essence with the
person of Jesus Christ has far-reaching impactsh&wlogical hermeneutics. If God is
revealed most fully in that which @her thanGod, then it follows that “...God cannot
by definition be identified with anything or anybgdand yet that God can appear

anywhere as theymbolof God.*?* God's appearance takes the form of the trace, the

% See in particular Jacques Derridgpeech and Phenomena, and Other Essays on Husserl's
Theory of SigngEvanston: Northwestern University Press, 1978peeially the essay “Difference,” 129-
160.

*1pid., 150.

0 Rowan WilliamsWrestling with Angels: Conversations in Modern Tihgg, ed. Mike Higton
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007), 25.

*! Luca D'Isanto, "Gianni Vattimo's Hermeneutics ahe Trace of Divinity,"Modern Theology
10, no. 4 (1994). Recall that Jungel is also ad@tional thinker for Chauvet.

*%1bid., 373.
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recognition that God is “not-this” and “not-1" — @dappears in every occurrence as the
unmasterable negatiofi”

Let us return to Chauvet to develop this insightiore Trinitarian language. It is
the Holy Spirit which constitutes the bond betwé#®n Son and the invisible Father in the
Crucifixion. But it is also the Spirit which, aftehe Resurrection, translates that
relationship into the rest of creation. The Sghiis is “the agent of thdisappearancef
the Risen One into the flesh, which is thus sacraateof humanity and the world?
The Spirit takes the reference or handing over ftbenSon to the Father that occurs in
the Cross, as well as the subsequent glorificatibthe Son in the Resurrection, and
translates that reality into all of history by “rewing it from the realm of the concept”
and placing it in the body. This transference oaour anywhere in which doxology
occurs, but it occurs particularly in the formethical praxiswithin history®® “Where
human beings give flesh to their confession of Reen One by following him on the
way of the cross for the liberation of their brathand sisters (and thus for their own as
well), there the body of Christ comes forffi.”

The act of theological judgment in preaching whlerefore take on a character
that is similar to what John McClure describes athér-wise.*” McClure utilizes the
phenomenology of otherness developed by Emmanuahd® to push for an ethical

approach to preaching that recognizes “the glorhefinfinite” in “the face” as a site of

3 |bid. Vattimo himself remarks that it is the Imoation (as opposed to the Cross) which
provides the hermeneutical key: “...Christ legitinthtéhrough the event of incarnation, the many ratur
ciphers of the divine.” Gianni Vattiméfter Christianity trans., Luca D'lsanto, Italian Academy Lectures
(New York: Columbia University Press, 2002), 39.

*4 ChauvetSymbol and Sacrameri26.

**Ipid., 528.

*®Ipid., 529.

4" McClure,Other-Wise Preaching
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encounter with otherne&3. In the hermeneutic that | have been outliningaphing will
incorporate something of this “other-wise” ethiet will do so within an over-arching
framework of doxology. Preaching as theologicdigment, in its phenomenological and
hermeneutical moment, will name and describe thddwmo sacramental terms as the
arena in which the Kingdom appears when doxologyiven to the Father, not only in
worship, but particularly in ethical service to etb.

This sacramental naming of the world as the anenghich doxology is offered
honors both the kataphatic and apophatic momerttseofogy. God the Father is named
in relationship to the world, but not as an objeathin the world. More properly,
preaching names the world in relationship to théh&aas it describes the transfer or
exchange of glory that occurs through doxologythBathan describing the Father as an
object in the world, preaching will describe theasé of Christian existence toward the
Father. Preaching remains thoroughly theo-centnthy God the Father as that-toward-
which Christian life is directed, yet does so whikaintaining the divine holiness and
mystery. The kataphatic moment is maintained lgyitfsistence that God the Father
neverthelesappearsin the event of the Pasch as invisible, and ashaetoward-which
Christ lives his entire life and which defines higman existence.

The act of doxology itself, moreover, further inporates both theia positiva

andvia negativa'

The discourse of praise, by which we should wstded not only
spoken words but also praise that occurs througioraovhether ritual or ethical, is a
non-violent mode of predication that feeds on they pf both presence and absenfte.

Praise is a de-nominative mode of discourse thatseon the incompleteness of

*®bid., 8.
9 See, for instance, LaCugr@pd for Us 361.
*0 Smith, Speech and Theology33.
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signification. This insight is at the heart of Mar's understanding of apophatic theology
as it appears in Pseudo-Dionysilvine Names® As a hermeneutical practice, praise
is aninfinite act, recognizing that there is an inescapablyogiedl element to language;
this structure of likeness and difference calls &ocontinual string of signifiers that
iconically re-present the site of the initial Paacglorification of God. In other words,
doxological practice in the world functions on adkiof typological logic, participating in
and thereby re-creating the paradigmatic site afsprthat is the cross and life of Jesus

Christ.

B. Sin and Contextual Challenges

It is not sufficient for preaching simply to narttee opportunities available for
doxology in a given context; it must also honestdscribe the challenges that might be
present. In short, preaching will involve actiegiofconfessiorin which sin and evil are
named so that they may be confronted and overcoméhe praxis of doxology.
Alongside the activity of theological hermeneutibat describes the ‘positive’ aspect of
opportunity for doxology, preaching will activelyame the ways in which, to use
Milbank’s language, God's glory is “trapped” byiafsl world.>> The fulfillment of the
telos of humanity and the church in doxology can onlyashieved in its fullness once
the powers and principalities of the world that dewch human allegiance and praise are

overcome.

*1 pseudo-DionysiusThe Complete Worksgrans., Colm Luibheid, The Classics of Western
Spirituality (New York: Paulist Press, 1987). Orafibn’s use of Denys, see Jean-Luc Maridhe Idol
and Distance: Five Studiegd. John D. Caputo, trans., Thomas A. Carlsorspeetives in Continental
Philosophy (New York: Fordham University Press, 20@39-195.

2 Milbank, The Word Made Strang&89.
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If the phenomenology of the Spirit described abm@resents the possibility of
the doxological participation in God'’s life withimstory on the basis of relationship-in-
distance, then the challenge that sin poses tprihetice of doxology may be described
as the denial of relationship and an immanentiziegv of reality that reduces it to the
possession of the subject. Such a proposal isegnttoherent within the&eommunio
ecclesiology on which Hutter draws: “Under the dtind of sin, the world consists of
objects and individuals, that is, of substancessghioeing precedes their relationships
and whose substance is not determined by theitioe&ity.”>® This insight has been
developed phenomenologically by both Emmanuel laviand Jean-Luc Marion. In
both of their phenomenological analyses, the Idsglationship and the reduction to the
subject are connected — the reduction to the subgetstitutes a reduction smlipsism
or — in Levinas’ terms -otality, which prevents true relationship and eliminates
otherness? But Marion develops this thematic utilizing adlagical lens that is not part
of Levinas’ work, namely the conceptidblatry.

Marion describes idolatry in contrast to the phmanology of thacon alluded to
in chapter 2. While the icon points beyond itsaefid, in so doing, mediates a gaze,
address, or presence from that beyond, the idobnstituted by the gaze of the subject.
“The idol thus acts as a mirror, not a portraitnaror that reflects the gaze’s image, or
more exactly, the image of its aim and of the scop¢hat aim.®® The idol is the

construct of the subject’s gaze, a stopping panttie gaze. The idol “allows the divine

>3 Hitter, Suffering Divine Thingsl54.

** Emmanuel LevinasTotality and Infinity: An Essay on Exteriorityrans., Alphonso Lingis
(Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1969).

%> Marion, God without Being12.
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to occur only in man’s measure” and, as such, ixédain low-water mark of the
divine.”®

While Levinas retains a narrative priority for tago over relationality such that
relationality is something which sdded tothe subject, Marion situates relationality at
the very origin of subjectivity’ He describes a phenomenology of “the gifted” ik
subjectivity is constituted through relationshif..[T]he call givesmeto and asnyself

in short, individualizes me... The result of thighg birth of the gifted, a subjectivity or
subjectness entirely in conformity with givenenesene that is entirely received from
what it receives, given by the given, given to tfieen.””® While Marion develops the
phenomenology of the icon and the subjectivityhsf gifted in separate works, one can
find the common threads that link the two themé&sonicity is not a rare phenomenon,
but is in fact the standard mode of phenomenailitytatry is a deficient phenomenon.
As such, subjectivity is consistently constitutégdough the transcendence mediated
through iconic phenomena.

It is at the concept of the idol that Marion’s pbenenology and the postliberal
emphasis on the powers and principalities as thee$othat oppose the Kingdom of God
intersect. One of the characteristics of the peviretheir fallen state is that they have set
themselves up as idol8. The powers demand human loyalty and worship rigdtly
belongs to God. They therefore represent a phenological collapse of the world into

itself, a loss of distance and otherness thatagrinscendence of God. With the loss of

that transcendent element (what proponents of Ra@dchodoxy such as James K. A.

*®bid., 15, 14.

" For my analysis of this critical difference, semdy, "The Other and (Post-)Subjectivity in
Homiletics."

%8 Marion, Being Given270-271.

%9 Campbell.The Word before the Powe4.
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Smith refer to as the metaphysical “leveling” oe tivorld®), the powers are free to
perpetuate the myth of individual isolation andision that originally constitutes them
through the narrative of the non-relational egde Tdolatrous powers must therefore be
recognized as such — as the loss of relationalitly that which is other than the world —
in order for their power to be dismantled and humpeaise freed to be oriented properly
toward God.

Christine Smith has made great contributions éowvilork of theological judgment
in this area. IfPreaching as Weeping, Confession, and Resistaramic® Responses to
Radical Evi| she evaluates the methods through which preaatangconfront several
cultural “-isms” that perpetuate injustice: hanghpesm, ageism, heterosexism, sexism,
white racism, and classism. Preaching as Smithritbes it takes the form of weeping
for human suffering in a world filled with violen@ad injustice, confession of the reality
of sin and human culpability in suffering, and s¢@nce against radical evil through both
speech and action. In its movement of theologjoalgment, preaching as | am
describing it can take up Smith’s call to confr@ystematic injustices. When such
injustices constrain human flourishing so thasinot possible for persons to fulfill the
telos for which they were created, a tragedy is occgrtinat demands more than an
intellectual response. But this moment of weepaayld be reduced to mere fatalism
without the moment of confession, in which the ralégive praxis of doxology is held up
to the reality of human sinfulness and the chomedvil is named. Confession thus
involves a recognition that thingsiight be otherwise Finally, preaching enables
resistance through the announcement of a new sgat@xological praxis in the church

through its participation in the paschal mystery.

80 Smith, Introducing Radical Orthodoxyr4-75.
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To describe these realities, theological categosiech as sin and doxology are
necessary. As we have seen in Campbell’'s work,obribe critical components of the
theology of the “powers and principalities” is tidentification of these realities with
idolatry and, hence, questions of worship and prailt is this element that prevents a
theology of social evils from slipping into a pyredbjective mode. Systemic/social/
structural evil does not exist independently of Banmtention. There is still an element
of human culpability that must be named, as Smglues. As Marilyn McCord Adams
argues, it is possible to account for both theviiial and social dimensions of $i.
She proposes an understanding of sin which begitis personal intention and action;
however, through social relationships, the negagifects of actions (whether intentional
or not) are amplified and come to take oramostindependent existen&é. The powers
and principalities exist as idols that exercise owom over humanity in a fallen world,
but they are idols that humans themselves havercated.

The work of distinguishing the challenges thatfoamt the church is not always
clear-cut. Oftentimes the identification of thewmws and principalities will necessitate
work of intense moral discernment. David Schlafed Timothy Sedgwick argue that
preaching can and should play an important rokenprocess of communal discernment
that leads toward praxié. They point to the aftermath of 9/11 including tead-up to
the American invasion of Afghanistan and Hurric&arina as examples of situations in

which a crisis demanded some word from the pufpit,the proper course of action is not

1 Marilyn McCord Adams,Horrendous Evils and the Goodness of G@thaca: Cornell
University Press, 1999).

®2 Her argument in this regard bears a number oflaiities to John Milbank’s poetic account of
sin and salvation. See Milbarikhe Word Made Strangesp. 123-144.

% David J. Schlafer and Timothy F. Sedgwi€keaching What We Practice: Proclamation and
Moral Discernment{New York: Morehouse Publishing, 2007).
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clear-cut. “The 9/11 crisis and Hurricane Katrara graphic illustrations in the United
States of many different moral situations whereakess are high, issues are conflicted,
and pressures for resolution are interfée.Their approach to preaching as an act of
“moral discernment” calls for the kind of hermenesitthat | am suggesting. They
outline six characterisitics of preaching as maiiaternment: 1.) a nonpartisan and non-
polarizing analysis of the situation; 2.) theol@jiexploration of how God is present in
the situation and what God is calling people to daask which resonates with the
theological hermeneutics outlined above; 3.) listgrto Scripture and the patterns of
moral discernment it depicts; 4.) interpretatiorthed current situation in light of relevant
Christian practices such as prayer, hospitalitygif@eness, etc.; 5.) emphasis on
corporate accountability and response; and 6.)jrardrated unfolding” of these through
rhetoric guided by a “tensiaelos’ trajectory that understands the crisis in relagiop to
the promised Kingdom of GAd. Schlafer and Sedgwick envision preaching having a
long-term effect of communal formation through tkisd of moral discernment, shaping
congregations into responsible moral agents wheohactghtfully and transformatively in
complex situations.

As a work of theological judgment, preaching erggagn acts of theological
hermeneutics to nhame situations as opportunitiesldaological praxis. It does so first
by naming history as the arena of doxology anatfdn using a phenomenology of the
Spirit. It then identifies the challenges that ftont the church and seeks to understand

how even these situations can become opporturfdiethe community to embody the

5bid., 3.
% bid., 75.
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Kingdom of God within history. This work of judgmieis carried out in order to support

the presentative-communicative aspect which igtieeorical act of preaching itself.

4. The Presentative-Communicative Aspect: Preachas Ad Hoc Catechesis

The third dimension of theology described by Hutie what he terms its
“presentative-communicative aspect.” As we sawchiapter 2, it is at this point that
Hutter returns to Lindbeck’s cultural-linguisti@amework in order to describe the task of
theology in terms of “learning the faith® This learning takes two forms: the first being
the initial acquisition of faith, and the secondnigethe “perigrinational learning” that
accompanies the ongoing life of Christi&hsHaving reacquired the object of faith and

engaged in theological judgment, theology finalgages in communication of faith.

A. Ad Hoc Catechesisand the Turn tothe Listener

But Hitter, as we have seen, is acutely aware efatidely varying contexts in
which this communication takes place, as well a&sithpact that this might have on the
catechetical activity. Not only does changing eantaffect the way in which faith is
presented (and learned) in terms of linguistic tramss, but changing contexts directly
affects communication in that catechesis is alwdyected preciselytoward those
contexts with the goal of shaping faithful livingtlun them. While Hutter is clear that
the ultimatehorizon of theology, and hence of preaching, is’&edonomy of salvation,
he recognizes that theology must comport itse# aritical sense toward specific cultural
consciousnesses of truth, even while recogniziag tose are not normati%. In this

sense, there is a strong connection betweeradhboc correlational approach and the

% Htter, Suffering Divine Thingsl89.
*"Ipid., 190-191.
% Ibid., 191.
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“faith consciousness” that David Buttrick seeksfoéom through preaching. Buttrick
describes the Christian faith consciousness ampaai“double” quality, because it is
shaped by the two realities of “being saved” aneiirig in the world.®® These correlate
to the two poles of the eschatological horizon arsdorical embodiment. One caveat
that Hutter would no doubt raise in relationshighis claim is that the consciousness of
“being saved” must in some way qualify the conssimss of “being in the world” in
order to prevent a wholesale identification of Bespel with the cultural context in
which the church finds itself. In this sense ogéghing to the consciousness of being
saved in the world, catechesis is aoh hocactivity that does not simply communicate
eternal or non-contextual truths, but situates @Gheistian life and Gospel within quite
specific contexts and finds within them elementattiibutes which might be taken up by
theology and turned toward the purpose of doxologyhe way in which catechesis
occurs will vary significantly as theology “creatly considers” the political and social
context in which it occurs in an external sensé,diso the condition of the catechumens
in their personal situations, including their owonsciousness of truth.

When we view preaching in termsad hoccatechesis as described by Hiitter, we
find that it presents an important corrective talistortion that may potentially occur
within postliberal homiletics. In its more “Barim” moments, preaching can very easily
dismiss context as irrelevant for the proclamawbdrhe verbum externunat best or, at
worst, a corruption of thaverbum William Willimon expresses something of this
tension, agreeing on the one hand with Tom Long tha “turn to the listener” in

homiletics is “the most significant homiletical mig of the twentieth centur{ and

% Buttrick, Homiletic, 41.
O willimon, Conversations with Barth on Preachirgg.
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maintaining that he is not a “Barthian” becausedagiother things) he “[cares] more for
[his] listeners than Barth seemed to cdre.At the same time, Willimon is quite critical
of “this preoccupation with the listener and witte listening abilities of the audience that
contemporary homiletics has most concerned itsgff when it has concerned itself with
rhetoric.”? As a result, Willimon makes a shift from discassbf “rhetoric” that would
concern itself with such things to using the terstyle.” Preaching, like Barth’s
theology, will be passionate and evocative in stylet because of a concern with the
listener, but because of “pressure from the subjeet, God and the Gospelf®
Campbell shares a similar explicit disdain for dnetal concerns (as seen in chapter 1), a
concern which is arguably attributable to the iaflue of Barth that he receives through
Frei. If HGtter is correct, however, this may beiastance of discarding much that is
important in the name of avoiding an undesirablegesxe, namely the subordination of
the gospel entirely to a cultural horizon. Theywverodel ofad hoccorrelation is based
on providing amedia viabetween a full-blown systematic correlational aagh on the
one hand and a thoroughly decontextualizedbum externuron the other.

If rhetoric is defined in terms of manipulatinghar the emotions or rationality of
listeners in order to produce desired effects, tten concerns voiced by Willimon,
Campbell, and others of a postliberal bent areaodyt worthy of consideration and
attention. There are some guarantees that rhetannot make; to think that a desired

response or even conscious effect can be guaratitemdyh the use of skilled language

™ Ibid., 3. See Thomas G. Long, "And How Shall Thégar? The Listener in Contemporary
Preaching,” inListening to the Word: Studies in Honor of Fred ®&addock ed. Gail R. O'Day and
Thomas G. Long (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1998Y,-188.

2willimon, Conversations with Barth on Preachirgg.

" 1pid., 85.
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withoutthe use of manipulative techniques is to sevaredystate the case for rhetoffc.
Hutter's approach, however, is grounded in the rhoflad hocapologetics, and comes
closer to what postliberal homiletics describeshaswork of “absorbing the world” into
the Gospel — through rhetoric, “the truth consomss of a given age is drawn
poietically into and qualified by thdoctrina evangeliitself.””®> But it is preciselythe
world that is thus transformed by the Gospel. The comaoative aspect of preaching is
therefore closely linked with the work of theolaglicudgment, but functions as a
specification of the task of theological hermenesutdescribed above. If theological
hermeneutics is the work of naming the world as dhena in which our filiation is
“performed” (both in the sense that it is given®yd and received by human beings) in
and through doxology, then the work of ad hoc dasis is the “thick description” of
that possibility in concrete terms.

As part of the “turn to the listener,” homileticas paid increasing attention to this
work of thick description. Leonora Tubbs Tisddte,example, has presented a thorough
analysis of the task of “exegeting congregatiorsspart of the homiletic endeavBr.Just
as Hutter suggests, Tisdale takes the situatidistehers quite seriously. She recognizes
three errors that are often perpetuated by preacinethis regard: 1.) they “prepare

generic sermons for generic humanity” and avoid tkal-life situations of the

™ This critique has been made against Buttrick’s eisphenomenology and empirical research
methods to ground hidomileticin a particular rhetorical style that governs aoly the overarching logic
of the sermon, but also the precise constructioseotences. Buttrick at times seems to overdtaetedse
for rhetoric of a certain type, while simultaneguslenouncing alternatives as incapable of forming
congregational consciousness. As Ronald J. Allem Long, and others have argued, Buttrick’s apgiioa
tends to treat one form of “consciousness” as usally normative, then mold preaching entirely he t
needs of that consciousness. See Ronald J. Alldre Turn to the Listener: A Selective Review of a
Recent Trend in PreachindgZhcounter64, no. 2 (2003): 182. See also Lowjtness134.

5 Hutter, Suffering Divine Thingsl91.

® Leonora Tubbs TisdalePreaching as Local Theology and Folk ANlinneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1997).
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congregation; 2.) they “paint overly simplistic fies” of their listeners and attribute
stereotypical characteristics onto them that are tnee; and 3.) they “project onto
congregations — unconsciously and unintentionallneir own issues and concerr$.”
Preaching that falls prey to the first two of theseors, in particular, will have difficulty
in helping a congregation see how it can perfosnegchatologicatielos in the world,
because it will fail to “touch down” intactual history.

Tisdale suggests that preachers become “localatens” and that preaching
aim toward being a fully contextual theology. Sitdizes a “symbolic approach” to
exegeting the congregation based on the ethnograyitk of Clifford GeertZ® Pastors
are encouraged to analyze seven particular repesitof congregational symbols: stories
(and intentional interviews), archival materialpgegraphics, architecture and visual arts,
rituals, events and activities, and people whorespected figure§. These repositories
provide invaluable material to help the pastor usidéd the worldview and ethos of a
congregation. With these factors in mind, therengirocess of sermon preparation is
contextualized and shaped to fit the needs of d@icpé&r congregation. Preaching
becomes “local theology,” but Tisdale is quite éalrén her use of that term, and avoids
the pitfall that HUtter sees in local theologieattsimply acculturate the gospel into a
particular set of local categories. This interptiee work is directed toward the
proclamation of the faith “...in relevant anttansformative ways for particular

communities of faith® The work of preaching remains situated within thémate

" pid., 23.

"8 Tisdale’s approach is just one of several forrimteting congregations based on interpreting the
congregation’s deeply-held symbols. Another imaattcontribution in this area is James F. Hopewell,
Congregation: Stories and Structur@hiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1987).

" Tisdale, 65-76.

8 |bid., xi.
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horizon of God’s economy of salvation. Preachiogsinot simply repeat the cultural
language, but works to transform it by incorporgtininto the story of God’s redemptive
action and its eschatologidalos To that end, the kind of “thick description” theubbs

Tisdale suggests is necessary and thoroughly sitwaithin a postliberal framewofX.

B. Intratextuality and Homiletical Starting Points

As ad hoccatechesis and formation grounded in pneumatoleggching retains
a kind of “intratextual” approach grounded in typgical logic, but now with a greater
recognition of the complex relationship betweernxt't@and “experience.” This approach
begins to address concerns raised by McClure arse ladbout the radical dichotomy
between text and experience that Campbell arteslaUltimately, the shape of
intratextuality is maintained by the church’s edolaical telos The purpose of the
church is to be a space in and through which ahtoon can be gathered into the
Kingdom of God by offering itself as a sacrificeprhise. In this sense, it is still possible
to maintain that the textualization of experienseai critical element of preaching.
However, the agency of the Holy Spirit as | haveatied it calls into question the
simple one-directional movement that Lose critigme€ampbell’'s work. If the work of
the Holy Spirit is to “translate” the relationsHygtween the Father and the Son into the
lives of Christians or, as Chauvet describes itymove the word from the realm of
conceptuality into the space of the body, thenehgralso a moment @xitusthat is a
necessary element of the preaching tasior to the reditus of the eschatological

ingathering of creation. This corresponds to theHaristic-eschatological conditioning

81 See, e.g, Frei, Hunsinger, and Placfigpes of Christian Theolog§2-13.
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of the missionary-historical dimension of the chuns Zizioulas’ pneumatology — both
remain, but the eschatological dimension has tetgcdl priority.

This is a more “open-ended” type of intratextyalitat is qualified by an element
of risk. Paul DeHart argues that “Church witnessalways has the form of
experiment® He references Rowan Williams, who describes ohé¢he tasks of
theology as “experimenting with the rhetoric of itscommitted environment® This,
DeHart argues, is the nature afl hoc correlation: bringing Christian witness and
contemporary context together in experimental wegsthat the internally developed
language of the church’s witness can be testecaridhed®*

Perhaps a better metaphor for this activity — graddle to the language of
“translation” — is “assumption.” The metaphor ddrtslation implies that the end result is
the subordination of the Gospel to culture; but lHrguage of “assumption” is derived
from Christology and has transformative connotaidhe second person of the Trinity
assumes humanity in order to redeem it. The logi@ssumption, however, is not only
Christological; it also has pneumatological contiots. The Incarnation, the
assumption of humanity by the Word for the formeedemption and transformation, is
the work of the Spirit, as | argued above.

The eschatological conditioning of mission presetitis activity from slipping
into the opposite extreme of “liberal theology” tmized by Frei, Lindbeck, and
Campbell. When systematic theology is articulabedterms of the assumption of

contexts for their transformation oriented towané eschatologicaklos of the church

82 DeHart, 244.

8 |bid., 245. See also William&n Christian Theologyxiv.

8 DeHart’s preferred metaphor of theology as “triaiis resonances with Hiitter's description of
the discursive aspect of theology in which intetgtions are developed and tested within variousests.
See above.

173



(what Anderson terms the *“eschatological prefer@nca theological control is
maintained that keeps the correlatamhhocand does not allow the contemporary context
to become the ultimate horizon of practical theglodf the eschatological iconicity of
the church is, in part, defined by its constan¢rerfice to the eschatological reality which
even it does not yet fully instantiate, then thehason provides a criterion that maintains
a mode of intratextuality without the claim that]He ultimate cultural determinants of
Christian identity aretotally provided in advance®™ The eschaton is available in
fragmentary, yet nevertheless real, form throughitonic reference of the church. The
“experiment” stands under an eschatological visiat qualifies the provisionahd hoc
experimentation of preaching while at the same taibgating it within the sanctifying
economy of salvation. The text may yet absorbwteed, but that absorption is only
partial at this time; and its completion is postpdruntil the final consummation of the
Kingdom.

Utilizing this logic, we may say that postliberabpching cannot be content with
a straightforward one-directional process of tebtuay experience. No unidirectional
model can do justice to the more compéextus/reditusmovement of the Spirit. Instead,
we will turn below to McClure’s “four codes” modfdr guidance on ways in which the
church’s texts that mediate the economy of salmaséind the contemporary context can
be brought together within an eschatologically-atéel horizorf®

The more complex interplay between text and contdkirded by situating
preaching as practical theology creates a podsilithiat is an anathema to postliberal

homiletics along the lines devised by Campbell, @lgrpostliberal topical preachingIn

8 DeHart, 252. (Emphasis added.)
8 John S. McClureThe Four Codes of Preaching: Rhetorical Strateglasuisville: Westminster
John Knox Press, 2003).
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Campbell's homiletic, as we have seen, beginnirth wontextual concerns is a violation
of the most fundamental aim of postliberal preaghithe narrative rendering of the
character of Jesus Christ. While it is true thisdbeck’s original model of intratextual
theology also rules out the experiential startiognp the primary impetus for a biblical
text as the starting point for preaching in Camidbélomiletic actually derives from his
use of Frei’'s narrative Christology. In the motiet | have developed, two important
changes have occurred. First, Frei's Christoldgicaject has been separated from the
cultural-linguistic model developed by Lindbecks A result, homiletics has also shifted
from the task oharration to the task ofnterpretation in line with the discursive aspect
of theology. Second, the pneumatological supplénerLindbeck’s work alters the
shape of intratextual theology, shifting it onto @&schatological foundation and
complicating the relationship between text and exint In this model, it is not the textual
starting point that defines this homiletic as gbstlal, but the eschatologiclos of the
church and the pathic relationship of theology ¢atdne and the core practices which
establish the economy of salvation as the ultihatéezon of theological reflection.

The impetus for theological reflection can therefmome from two different
directions. On the one hand, the faithfulnesshefdhurch’s practices may be called into
guestion by the foundational texts and the disgarsiadition of theology. In this case,
the church experiences a callredormits practices in accordance with the eschatoldgica
vision. On the other hand, the adequacy of theatts practices may be questioned by
the context. In this situation, a lack of “fit” tweeen praxis and context calls for the

church to discern new ways in which it can fulft8 telos Again, the key postliberal
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quality of this reflection lies in its horizon; tipgvotal question is not simply, “What shall

we do?” but “How can we fulfill our doxologic&losin this situation?”

C. TheRhetoric of Formation in Four Codes

This chapter has been exploring the way in whiabheof the three aspects of
theology — the discursive, perceptive, and comnaiivie — relates to the task of
preaching and the work of the Holy Spirit. Thuse Spirit was located as the agency in
preaching within the discursive development of ittad and as the object of preaching
within the perceptive aspect. In the communicatispect, the Spirit's work provides a
model for the rhetorical form of the sermon. Ietlwork of preaching is, as | have
maintained throughout this projecioperativewith the work of the Spirit (in the way
that Hutter uses that term), then the logic of piheeg should, insofar as it is possible,
performthe work of the Spirit rhetorically. The com@eatevelopment of such a rhetoric
constitutes the “next step” in this project, butulkbrequire a full treatment at least equal
again to what has been presented thus far. Atpiiist, | wish to only provide some
indications of the shape such a rhetonighttake. In order to do this, | will employ John
McClure’s analysis of the “four codes” of preachamsga framework.

McClure provides a helpful tool for analyzing thHeetoric of sermons based on
the way in which they use four primary “codes” @elds of language. Aode in
McClure’s use, is “a system of signs, words, oheng that becomes a way of organizing
a particular level or aspect of human interactiyh.McClure’s framework provides a
useful tool for categorizing the way in which semagerform this organizing work in

relationship to four such systems: Scripture, sdim®ntheosymbolism, and culture.

87 |bid., 8. McClure’s definition is based on thdtRoland Barthes, whose influence McClure
readily recognizes on his own work.
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Within each of these four codes, McClure identifsesveral major types of organization
through which the sermon works to “sponsor” a patér “intertext,” which is a way of
“textualizing” particular concerns related to realas a whol&® Thus, the Scriptural
code, when organized in particular ways, sponsqgparéicular form of the intertext of
anamnesis; the semantic code sponsors an intetextith, the theosymbolic code an
intertext of theological worldview, and the cultlcade an intertext of experience.
McClure begins with the Scriptural code, which @y direct or indirect verbal
allusion to the words of the biblical text or toetlevents to which the biblical text
testifies.®™ This code sponsors an intertext of anamnesis;wisithe remembering that
moves the past into the present. As we have geehpof the work of the Spirit is the
recollection of God’s promises in Jesus Christ.roligh the Spirit, th@romissionesre
re-presented through the anamnesis of the eve@ho$t's passion. Of the patterns that
McClure describes for sponsoring the intertext naranesis — translation, transition
(traduction), transposition, and transformationahe transformational approach comes
closest to the pattern ohssumptiondescribed above. Through transformational
encoding, “...Scripture is encoded in preaching as aative agent transforming the
context into which it speaks® It does this through the promotion ofkarygmatic
intertext. This approach therefore diverges frdwa postliberal homiletic of Campbell,
which McClure situates within a “transpositionalddel in which Scripture provides the

rhetorical model for preachirfd. Through the doctrinal specification of Scriptutiee

% Ibid., 10.

% bid., 15-16.

% |bid., 36. McClure is here quoting Gabriel Fackre

L |bid., 29. McClure specifically points to the sianities between the transpositional style and
Lindbeck’s intratextuality. Ibid., 34 n27. Alorfpe lines that | argued in chapter 1, McClure vsice
concerns that the transpositional approach “...cathe danger of dissociating the church’s recalliog
the objects of its recall...” Ibid., 33.
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kerygma helps to mediate th@romissionesof God to speak to the church today.
McClure does raise concerns about the possibliay the transformational style, with its
emphasis on proclamation, may tend to address amgeen for history, specifically the
historicity of the foundational events of faith. uBone of the advantages of the the
eschatological pneumatological developed over these of this project is the way in
which the historical embodiment of the eschatorthia church is maintained, thereby
providing a kind of retroactive grounding that kegpe Christ event from slipping into
pure textuality. Part of McClure’s concern is addtvibutable to the fact that he considers
each of the codes in relative isolation from onetlaer, without considering, for instance,
how the cultural or semantic code may significantlydify the intertext of the Scriptural
code.

The second code that McClure describes iss#mmanticcode, which is “the
meaning of the sermon or, more profoundly, it ie theaning of the gospel as it is
encoded in the language of the serm&nKcClure describes two overarching styles of
semantic coding, the denotative and connotativéciwdach have a set of sub-styles that
create a kind of continuum along which the strergftithe various truth-claims can be
organized. On the far denotative end of the spettrdefensive” preaching declares
“the absolute universality and objectivity” of thgeached meaninf. In contrast,
“assertive” approaches to preaching remain demnetadind committed to particular
meanings, but makes more reserved claims for tipemtting them forward as important

paradigms for a given community that are justifogda “canon” or “paradigm tradition,”

% bid., 53.
% bid., 81.
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but not necessarily universal in scdfeThis continuum proceeds into the connotative
range, through conversational and artistic appreschto homiletic truth.
“Conversational” approaches situate truth within @argoing dialogue of meaning in
which reciprocity is vital, while the “artistic” @pooach eschews the conceptuality that the
conversationalist might employ to focus on trutbctbsed through metaphor and poetics.
The defensive and artistic approaches thereforeesept something of the “extreme
ends” of homiletic approaches to truth.

Because of its discursive character, a pneumataltbgdefined homiletic
incorporates elements of both the conversational assertive styles, though the
emphasis falls more on the connotative elemenbo¥ersation. The assertive character
of preaching’'sdiscurrere is found in its development of paradigmatic trihis or
theological/rhetorical “schools.” These traditiciumiction as a kind of “conversational
memory” that constitutes the participants in th&currere As noted above, it is not so
much the case that these traditions function ademad paradigms as that they situate
given participants at any given moment within theialayic of the
argumentative/discursive aspect of preaching asdbg.

The development of paradigmatic traditions wittliscursive theology, however,
is a secondary point; the primary motif that Hutises to describe theology within the
pneumatology groundeelcclesiais conversational or dialogical. Hutter raisesac=rns
similar to those voiced by McClure that there i$s& of traditions becoming “fossilized”
so that there would be no further theological depelent”® Both McClure and Hiitter

propose a similar solution to this problem, nantainterpretativeor predicativestatus

*bid., 74-75.
% Huitter, Suffering Divine ThingsL84.
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of theology. The defining feature of theology iritk¢r's articulation is itgathosin
relationship to the core doctrines and practiceéBis parallels the features that McClure
attributes to the conversational model of semaaticoding in preaching, namely the
predicative status of hypothetical forms. In casadional encoding, the dialogic is
continuedaboutvarious topics by continually re-introducing thémnough the course of
preaching. Such continual revisiting of topicswiewer, risks them “solidifying and
becoming cliché in the community’s expressive lif&.McClure suggests that a practical
safeguard against such reification:

...be sure that hypothetical forms of predication meeer sued as

assumptions or as subjects. Keep hypotheses...eimprdicate

role. As you work to ensure the repetition of ameegent truth in

the community, be sure that it recurs as part eflthck and forth

of conversation about other topics and never aelsi¢dapical status

itself.%’
The hermeneutical work of the Spirit in preachiwhjch is the pathos of the theological
discurrere in relationship to Scripture/doctrine (primarilyhda the core practices, is
maintained by its interpretative status. Preachsgbout things other than itself; it
receives its object (the Gospel) through that whishother than the paradigmatic
traditions of preaching itself.

Within this pathos, theological paradigms (the ieglent of “theological
doctrine” in Hitter’'s writing) take on an intermady status. They are more robust than
McClure’s notion of a conversational hypothesisedlogical doctrine has the benefit of
a weight of conversational memory and testingis lperhaps closer to what would be

called a “theory” in the sense in which that tegmused in the physical sciences. Unlike

a hypothesis, which isintested a theory in science has the benefit of expeaénti

% McClure,Four Codes71.
bid., 72.
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confirmation in at least a small number of caseSimilarly, theological paradigms
achieve paradigmatic status precisely by their faxgtory power” (to borrow a phrase
that Lindbeck attaches to doctrinég.)

The third code that McClure utilizes is the “thgmdolic” code. This code has
similarities to the semantic code and finds itsregpion therein, but remains distinct
from it. The theosymbolic code is a structure qiré€given symbols” that are
“nonnegotiable, except in their interpretatioR.” Because the theosymbolic code is
ultimately derived from Scripture, it takes on arative organization or shape, even
though its components are not necessarily narratinenselves. While McClure
organizes this narrative structure according td.AGremais’ structuralist model utilizing
“actants; or “basic spheres of narrative action,” there amy number of possible
interpretative or organizational schemes that might used in relationship to the
theosymbolic cod&”® The theosymbolic code provides the overarchiagnéwork that
sponsors an intertext of theological worldview.

The closest analogue to the theosymbolic codenis iomiletic framework is
church (as distinguished from theological) doctrineHutter’'s description of the
movement from doctrine to theology parallels theverment that McClure describes
from theosymbolism to semantic encoding. The preaases the theosymbolic code as

a “community narrator,” and the code provides tbhgutatory structure for the particular

% |indbeck,Nature of Doctring131.

9 McClure,Four Codes94-95.

190 pid., 96ff. McClure’s organization, for instandecates Jesus within the actant role of “the
subject” and the Holy Spirit as “the helper.” Hoxee as we have seen, this does not do justicheo t
mutually conditioning Christology and pneumatolapat has been foundational to this study. From an
eschatological or pneumatological perspective,ristance, it is the Holy Spirit that becomes thbjsct
and Jesus’ atoning work becomes the means thas kiedp subject achieve its narrative task. WHile t
perspective change affects only the location ofs§yrabols within the narrative structure, it is cevable
that an entirely different structural arrangemerghhbe more useful to the more complex relatiopshve
have described.

181



theological interpretation of the preach&r. The various actants in the theosymbolic
code function as nodes that connect the entirenag narrative (which goes beyond the
story of Jesuger seto include creation, the story of Israel, etc.)th® sermon by
focusing on a particular dimension of the whole.hid/a preacher may take sermonic
focus from a single periscope, the theosymbolicecoddoctrine situates that particular
textual moment within the entire economy of salwatieven as that text provides the
basis — along with the rest of the canon — for Woet Theosymbolic coding therefore
functions within preaching as Hitter describes ot functioning in relationship to
academic theology, encapsulating the economy arkingnat available to faith as a
cognizable object for appropriation and reflection.

Because church doctrine is not a universally afrapon object, it varies
somewhat across ecclesial traditions and denoroimati While it is true that the main
actants that McClure discerns (God, humanity, reatem/eschaton, Christ, Spirit, and
sin) are relatively universal in Christian doctritbe weight that is given to each and
their structural arrangement will vary according both theological tradition and
individual interpretation. A preacher operatinghin the Baptist doctrinal framework
will (at least potentially) develop a different dsymbolic structure than a Methodist,
who might likewise diverge from a Roman CatholidPoesbyterian.

Nevertheless, based on the premise that a pnelogiatdly grounded
ecclesiology will strive to make the Kingdom of Gamhe can trace the outlines for a
plausible style of theosymbolic coding. McCluresdgbes five styles of encoding the
theosymbolic code: low and high negative, low amghlpositive, and reversal. These

correspond to tensive, oppositional, equilibratipn@ermutational, and iconoclastic

101 hid., 96.
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worldviews, respectively. These styles exist alangpntinuum describing the degree to
which narrative tensions are resolved within theolymbolic framework. The tensive
(low negative) style, which is based on the lackan§ form of resolution within the
narrative, does not do justice to the way in whied Kingdom of God is made truly
present in the world through the work of the SpiritAt the other extreme, the
permutational (high positive) view represents theess of which Zizioulas is sometimes
accused — namely, the lack of any notion of linggrsin within a fully realized
eschatology.

The incredibly complex relationship between higtand the Kingdom of God
outlined thus far suggests that no single stylenrmioding may be sufficient. Through the
work of the Spirit, the Kingdom of God is made yrpiresent in history, but in a limited
fashion; the experience of the Kingdom is a mixfreresence and absence. Therefore,
a combination of high negative (oppositional) aod bositive (equilibrational) styles is
the most fitting for an eschatological pneumatolagypreaching, with elements of the
reversal (parabolic) style. The oppositional stigkes seriously the partial mediation
that is implicit in the fact that the Kingdom istnget ‘complete’ because the doxological
embodiment of the Kingdom is always temporary ortigia while the equilibrational
style emphasizes the reality of the presence oKthgdom and the possibilities that are
contained therein. As Rowan Williams describes thlationship,

...the Spirit makes real in us what is always anéaaly real in
Jesus... The difference made by Jesus Christ ifeaatice to the
whole of creation, but that difference doesn’t dyngpweep over
the world removing all distinctions, all particutaes, the realities

of relation, negotiation, conversation. It is realand only in the
particular gifts of the Spirit and the community.

192 williams, A Margin of Silence38-39.
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As Hatter argues, ‘hope’ or “anticipation” is nat adequate category for the Kingdom’s
relationship to history. An element of reversaiiaintained by the fact that the Kingdom
remains other-than-history even as it takes coadogtn within history. The Kingdom is
not identical with history, but enters into histotlyrough the agency of the Spirit,
destabilizing and transforming reified historicaditions.

For our purposes, the particular style that te®slymbolic encoding may adopt is
less important than itsole in preaching. Doctrine provides the mediation fbe
promissionef God that are narratively embodied in Scriptumaking them available
for appropriation in faith through theological esftion. The theosymbolic code
functions as the subject of the predication thauog through semantic encoding. It is
not an isolatable element of preaching, but rathatways presented or communicated in
relationship to other semantic or linguistic field&s the subject of the conversation that
is the semantic code and theologidacurrere the theosymbolic coding of doctrine,
along with the Scripture from which it is ultimateflerived and to which it stands in
service, establishes tipathosof preaching; it is the object which is given be t‘about
which” of theological/homiletical dialogic. Thisubject status, however, does not
constitute an unmediated identity. Instead, gh@missioneghat doctrine mediates are
always directed toward an historical context amdasion; the Gospel igro nobisin our
historical concreteness and specific contexts. thbesymbolic code is inseparable from
the semantic code that communicates its signifieaimc various contexts even as it
anchors the semantic code in the reality of thendipromises that it mediates.

The final code which we will examine in this study perhaps the most

controversial one in regard to this project, nanmbbycultural code. The cultural code

184



consists of “every reference within a sermon to breader culture in which the
congregation lives its daily life'®® The use of this code is particularly importanttie
postliberal homiletic, precisely because the plsthl homiletic understands the church
as a cultural-linguistic entity. Hutter's work doeot dissolve that central insight, but
rather gives it additional pneumatological forcehe cultural code, therefore, becomes a
defining issue for postliberal preaching becausewhy in which this code is used will
affect the church’s status as a unique public ¢tual-linguistic entity by regulating its
interactions with other cultural-linguistic fieldsMcClure describes four styles within
this code: identification, in which the culturean extension of the Gospel; dialectic, in
which there is gartial identification of culture and gospel, either thgbusynthesis or
through conversion; dualism, which stresses thérdifice between the gospel and
culture; and sectarianism which sees culture nbt as different from but aspposed to
the gospel. The logic of the Spirit's work doeg fibperfectly with any of these styles,
but comes closest to the dialectical conversioamiroach with a secondary sectarian
moment. In arad hoccorrelational model influenced by a rich pneumaggl one can
find similarities with Paul DeHart’s analysis of idehr’s influence on Frei:

So rather than choose between a theology exclysruétd either

by generalized meanings [e.g., McClure’s identifara style] or

by particularized (Christological) ones [e.g., tthealist style], a

thinker like Niebuhr combines them in a theologynsgsing to the

particular meanings of the Christ by means of trenegal

meanings which are availabi¥.

What this statement does not draw out, howevethésfundamental distinction that

DeHart draws between the salvific work of the Spand the particular semantic

103 McClure,Four Codes136.
104 DeHart, 266.
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rendering of that activity within the churcf. The eschatological/doxologictdlos of
the church, however, forces us to qualify thatineston. If the eschatologicaélos of
the churchs a particular “semantic” activity (doxology), there must say that while the
Spirit is certainly active outside that semantia@p it is active in order to bring what is
outside of it into the ecclesial/liturgical spacewhich that semantic activity takes place.
This follows the language of “assumption” utilizetdove. While preaching may use
“general meanings” to point to the particular megnof Christ, to do so is to change the
telos of the terms involved. There is, then, a cerBarthian element retained, albeit
within a pneumatological (rather than christolog)igeerspective®®

Also in line with this apocalyptic flavor of escbédgical theology, we must also
acknowledge that there is a element of lingeringag&anism in this approach, as well.
Postliberal theologians and homileticians have rofteen accused of sectarianism
because they define the church as a particulauraldlinguistic space that is distinct
from other such spaces. Our analysis of Hittemsupatological ecclesiology does not
undo that insight but moderates possible isolastotendencies. The Spirit works to
bring creation into the doxological space of theadflom, whose presence is mediated
within history by the church. There may, howevee, elements of the surrounding
culture that simplycannotbe converted toward this eschatologitedbs In that case,
part of the Christian embodiment of God’s Kingdom history will certainly be the
development of alternatives such aliernativeeconomies or communities that practice

alternative forms of justice from the broader crdtt?’ This sectarian effort, however, is

195 pid., 243,

1% pid., 255.

197 One might point, in this regard, to “base commiesitin Latin American liberation theology,
which become a sectarian witness even in the rofdsippressive regimes.
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secondary to the converting work that is at thethefathe Spirit's reconciliation of all
things within Christ and the Kingdom. That the wdhuis called to be in, but not of, the
world is not a license for a sectarian abandonrottite larger socio-political context.

As a work ofad hoc catechesis, preaching will take the situation istehers
seriously, yet retain a sense of the ultimate looriaf Christian praxis in the economy of
salvation and its eschatologidalos Preaching will follow the logic of the Holy Spir
in choosing the shape of its general rhetoric: ramjeinto particular contexts in order to
redeem them by making them sites for doxologicalxist Culture must be taken
seriously, because culture provides the tools wiay be used for this doxological
praxis, even though those concepts and materialdggomay be fundamentally

transformed by the change of thiglos
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CONCLUSION

To take the work of the Holy Spirit seriously inepching means far more than
treating it as an afterthought to the work of CtriSuch a reorientation requires, in the
first place, the development of a more robust pregatagy in which a greater parity is
established between the Holy Spirit and the SondNofThe postliberal homiletic
articulated by Campbell but also endorsed in variaays by Brueggemann, Willimon,
Pasquarello, et al, proceeds from the logic that Spirit's task is subordinated to the
work of Christ. The church is the community thaltdws the pattern of Jesus which is
given in the biblical narratives and applied aslaesna that organizes the church’s life
and ministry. The Spirit is the energizing forbattempowers the community to follow
that pattern. Preaching in this model is the regméation of Jesus’ narrative character so
that the congregation can “re-script” its identiand live according to the new
organizational scheme. In contrast to this (addist early) postliberal model, | have
suggested that the work of the Spirit is best ustded in terms of its eschatological
agency. The Spirit is the one who brings the dschato history. Christology and
pneumatology are mutually conditioning, with theirBmefining thetelos of salvation
and Christ’'s atoning work constituting the spacéhini which thattelosis achieved or
embodied.

This pneumatological shift means a shift in preagis focus from a narrative
christocentrism to an eschatology that gives theisChevent universal and eternal
significance. Preaching is an act of formatior, that formation is now understood not

as learning a new script that is divorced fromdrigtbut as the shaping of a community
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that will iconically mediate the Kingdom of God Wim history itself. A concomitant

shift takes place in the understanding of doctamel Christian practices, which are
described by analogy to the hypostatic union inisEhrin doctrine and practices, the
Spirit takes on concrete form and mediated withim life of the chruch. Doctrine is the
means by which the Spirit represents the eschatabgromises of God in Christ, while

practices, are now understood according to a lagicved from the sacraments as
doxological exchanges of glory.

Within this pneumatologically grounded ecclesiolpgyeaching functions as the
paradigmatic instance of theology, regulating thehange between doctrine and
practices. Preaching shapes communities for edldgatal/doxological practices by
unfolding the promises of God in the economy ofatibn discursively, performing acts
of theological hermeneutics and judgment, and engag ad hoccatechesis that relates
doctrine and practices rhetorically within historfhe Spirit is an additional agency at
work in preaching through its appropriation of ttiecurrere as the unfolding of the
economy of salvation. It is also the object ofgat@ng as theological judgment, through
which preaching engages in theological hermeneutasally, the Spirit's work provides
the model for preaching’s rhetoric as preachingatthe world into the doxology of the
Kingdom.

Preaching in the Spirit does not mean replacingxreme christocentrism with
an extreme pneumatocentrism; rather, it meansptieaiching takes seriously both Word
and Spirit, as well as the complex relationshipMeenn the Christ who becomes history
and the Kingdom that remains history’s “other.” tikdlately, preaching in the Spirit

means that the church takes Scriptarel history seriously. Scripture provides the
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horizon for Christian praxis by mediating God’s lestological promises: communion
with God is made possible through Jesus Christt itHa history that is invited to enter
into that communion through doxology and praiseéhese two elements — horizon and
history — meet in the church through its preachimgich brings together doctrine and
practices to make the kingdom present, even imtigkst of a fallen world, and to invite

all creation to fulfill its original purpose and adsitologicaltelos of glorifying God.
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