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Edward Gosselın: - H- ) Kın e Progress Jerusalem:ome INteErDretäations of Davıd d’urın® the Retormatıon
Perıod and Their Patrıstic and Medieval Backsround

Humana Civilitas Vol 2) Malibu, Calıif (Undena Publications) 1976 VIIL;
131 55 16.00 (paper
The maın interest of the author of this study in medieval an Reformation

exegesı1s 15 S explore the sixteenth-century Protestant understandıng of David,
It WAas expressed 1n Protestant Psalms commentarıes“ 2) In of the

and disposition of the book, thıs primary interest 15 understated. Only the
AST LW chapters (V—-V. deal with ot Davıd which AT developed byMelanchthon, Calvin and Theodore Beza 1n theır exeges1s of the Psalms. Chapters1—111, ver half of the body ot the book, AT devoted respectively the exegetical

Lreatiment of Davıd by Augustine, Nıcholas of Lyra aın Letevre d’Etaples. Althoughthe author intends tor their VIeEWS of Davıd provıde only cl usetul historical
background an setting tor the Protestant ımages of the prophet“ (p 23 Gosselin’s
analyses of these pre-Reformation VIeWws merit attention 1n their ( W: rıginstructıve samples of Varıo0us medieval hermeneutical approaches the Psalms.

In of the thesis ot the book, however, Gosselin 15 COTTECTt in describingthese first three chapters A background., The eftorts of the medieval AT
downplayed 1n order Set the tor what the author the Protestant
rehabilitation of Davıd D/5) Al three pre-Reformation Psalms omMMeNnNtTAatOrs
ATC censured by Gosselin for their aıilure apprecıate the faith and integrity ot
Davıd 1n hıs OW' Old Testament setting. Augustine allegorizes Davıd 1n New
Testament dress; An even when Augustine shows CONCEeEernN tor the historical David,h1ıs 15 „hollow faıth, wıthout real substance“ (p 173 Gosselin praı1ses Lyra AS
PFECUrSOr ot the Reformation V1IEeCW of Davıd, but A{ Lyra’s Davıd bears primarilyethical AaN: pastoral rather than theological significance tor the urch Lefevre’s
David 15 „puppet“ (p 55), who tunctions only 4S mouthpiece otf the Spirıit ıN:
thus remaıns iımself „religi0us pıgmy“ (p 58) Although Gosselin provideselpful, it somet1imes hypothetical, insıght 1nto the historical TEC4SONS tor these
distinctive treatments ot Davıd, hıs negatıve evaluation of their achievement v1it12-
tes hıs otherwise iılluminating analysıis of their exeges1s. Gosselin might have tem-
pered his Aassessmment of pre-Reformation exeges1s if he had tested 1t agaınst other
strands otf the tradition such Aa Jerome an the Vıctorines.

In these pre-Reformation CXECHELES, Gosselin finds 1n the COININECN-
tarıes of his selecte Protestant reformer. „the full ot Davıd real INa  ;
of taıch and A theological spokesman, the S4a1inle plane, both his O W peoplean Christians“ (p. 67) This full 15 based Gosselin’s VICW that the
Reformers perce1ved identity between the faıth and promise of the Old Testa-
mMent an the faıth and promise ot the New 'Testament. As result of this per-ceived identity, Daviıd became immediately theologically relevant the church,AaAn the Old and New Testaments longer had be forced 1Nto agrecemen bythe LE ot allegory, moral exhortation, pınpoint prophecy. The author 15 1N-
debted Preus, From Shadow LO Promise, tor thıs insıght into Reformation
exeges1s and Gosselin admits that his treatment of Luther 1n Chapter 15 only
SUMMAar y of Preus. Gosselin oes COMPDarCc the Psalms exeges1s ot the early Luther
wıth his preface the German Psalter of 1528 and finds 1n the MmMafiure Luther
the Same ıdentity between the faıch of the Old an New Testament people which
Preus discovers 1n the second half of the Dictata. Nevertheless, Gosselin’s er1ıticısm
of Ebeling and Rupp, based derivatively Preus instead otf his OW. eXam1-
natıon ot the early X  , oes NOT advance the scholarly discussion otf Preus’ thesis.

When the author finally arrıves his OW:': analysis ot the Reformation VIeWS
ot Davıd 1n Chapters and VI, it remaıns for him only demonstrate that
Melanchthon, Calvin an Beza have the SaImne CONCEDL of Davıd theologianhich he had postulated the basıs ot Preus’ analysis ot Luther. Unsurprisingly,Gosselin Aargues that these Retformers SsCcCC basıc identity between Davıdthemselves because they ATre all members of faithful reINNANT otf .od’s people
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which DOSSCSCH forward-looking CONCEDL ot promıise, hope and eventual deli-
VeranCcCe,. Gosselin does cshow persuasıvely that Melanchthon, Calvin and Beza sCC
1n Davıd example of Lrue faıth 1n Od’s promıises wh: s N  - 2A5 model
tor believers in the Protestant churches. He Iso demonstrates how Davıd, while
stil] persecuted by Saul, served the Reformers model of the PrODCI political
sStance of Protestants 1n tıme of War and persecutıon. On thıs poınt Gosselin finds
sıgnıfıcant differences ın the Retormers’ use of Davıd Melanchthon 15 INOTE

ambiguous than Calvin about the necessity of following Daviıd’s example ot
restraınt 1n the tace of persecutıion. 'his insight accords well wıth the results of
rTrecCent research into Lutheran resistance theory. Beza NOLT only iınvokes Davıd 45
mode]l ot political behavior tor the Huguenot eaders during the French Wars ot
Religi0n, but he Iso employs Davıd’s kıngship 4A5 the Justification tor the Huguenot
revolt an the promıise of Huguenot SUCCESS 1n establishing divinely ordaıned
Overnment.

Gosselin 15 ILNOTE convıncıng when he CADOSCS the difterences 1n the Reformers’
political use otf Davıd than when he Aarguces tor the theological identity whiıch they
SCE between Davıd and Protestants. For example, Gosselin Aargucs that „because
Daviıd’s W AasSs placed NOLT merely 1n the expectatıon of the promised Messıiah,
but Iso 1n the promıise of eternal salvatıon, hıs taıth W as that of the Restored
Church“ (9) The cıted from Melanchthon’s Commentar'y the Psalms do
NOLT SUppOrTt thiıs assertion and, furthermore, such assertion actually detracts from
the author’s maın thesis that the Reformers heologically rehabilitated Davıd
because they took seriously the Old Testament setting otf hıs taıth rather than
makıng Davıd member ot the urch Gosselin’s thesis suffers from thıs 1N-
consıstency because he apply Preus’ thesis, which deals only with the

Luther, the Psalms exegesI1s of the later Reformers. In spıte of well-
placed Caveat (p 77), Gosselin does NOL take ser10usly enough the WaYy 1n which,
tor example, Melanchthon pplied Lutheran theologıca hermeneutic hıs exeges1s
of the Psalms: Au unıversa doctrina Ecclesiae 1n uas artes distrıbuitur, videlicet
legem Evangelıum, ita discernantur Psalmi“ (Corpus Reformatorum, vol 13,
col

There ATIC other difticulties well whıich, when recogniızed, mitıgate the sharp
between medieval AN: Reformation eXegeS1S drawn by the author. In spiteof Lefevre’s uüuse ot the tradıtional exegetical fidelis, which S1INCe

Cassıodorus denoted those Jews who believed that Jesus W as the Messıah, Gosselin
maıntaıns that „Lefevre, unlike Luther and, especially, Melanchthon an Calvın

VCcSs NOL distinguıish Davıd and the faıthful Jews from the unfaithful Jews” (p 6 $
TI 42) In explaining why the CONCECDL ot the remnant urch W 4S adopted by the
Reformers, Gosselin makes the observation: A 15 Iso Lrue that seldom, ıf ECVCI
before, had there een OCccasıon perceıve such historical parallel between the
s1ıtuation ot the post-Advent Christian Church and the pre-Advent ‚faıthful remnant
(p 90) The popular use of cthıs CONCEPT 1n the ecclesiological debates of the later
Middle Ages deserves least be mentioned and, preferably, studied tor the lıght
It might hed the WaYy 1n which the Retormers employed iIt.

The MOST disconcerting aSPECLT of Gosselin’s study lies, however, 1n 1ts maın
thesis: the tradıtional eXeges1s otf Davıd an the Psalms suftered from „glarıngdeficiency“ (p 80) which W as by the Protestant rehabilitation ot Davıd
hıs value judgment both medieval and Reformation exeges1s 15 UuNNECESSACYIt 15 inappropriate. Gosselin confesses, but oes NOL ACCOUNT for his bias, when he
explains the title of hıs book „After observing the welcome extended the Jewishking and prophet by each of OUur Prereformation SIC COMMENTATLOFKS, erienced
sOmMe relief when, least metaphorically, the Protestant (espec1a 1y heo-
ore Beza) escorted the ancıent king 1into hıs holy CIty  L (p 6 Even when ON
acknowledges the ımpossıbility ot absolute historical objectivity, ıt 15 NOL evıdent
why Beza’s political use of Davıd should be evaluated super10r Lyra’s LO-ral and ethical use of Davıd For the pre-Reformation CXECZETES, Davıd W as Iso 1n
Jerusalem and spoke instructively trom his holy CIty the urch of their day
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in clear LONES hıch the author has helped modern readers hear an C-
clate. Unfortunately, these AT almost drowned OUuUtL Dy Gosselin’s insıstence
uDON imprisonıng Davıd in Protestant Jerusalem.

Columbia Scott Hendrix

Christoph Demke Hran Thomas MI CT Anfragen
i des Bundes der Evangelischen Kirchen

1n der DDR, Berlin (Evangelıische Verlagsanstalt) 1977 S55 s‚ geb., 6,—.
Christoph Demke legt eın ebenso schmales W 1e€e inhaltsschweres Bändchen VOT,

das A4US Studienseminaren des Bundes der Evangelischen Kirchen 1n der DDR
1975 4UuSs Anla{fß des 450 Todestages Thomas Müuüntzers hervorgegangen viele
beachtenswerte Denkanstöße ZUur Beschäftigung MIt Müntzer jefert. Da{fß für die
Endfassung Elligers oroße Müntzer-Biographie ıcht 1m erforderlichen Mafße her-
AaNSCZOSCH werden konnte, kann LUr bedauert werden.

Joachım Rogge behandelt (7—-19 „Müntzers un: Luthers Verständnıiıs VO  e} der
Reformation der Kirche“, meldet den Difterenzierungsbedarf für beide „Reforma-
toren“ (7), wendet sıch das schablonenhafte Chiffrenbild, das beiden zuteil
wurde, scheint echt bei Müntzers „Theorie der Handlungslehre?“ (10) den
Schwerpunkt autf diese lenken, da nachweist, da{fß Muüntzer keine ausführlichen
exegetischen Einzelstudien anstellte (1 betont den Stellenwert der Apokalyptik
bei Müntzer (13) un meınt abschließend, beide „Reformatoren“ unterschıieden „sich
hauptsächlich durch iıhr differenziertes Wortverständnis“ (17)

Rudol}f Mayu wendet sıch (21—44) „Müntzers Verständnıiıs VO  } der Bibel“ un
konstatiert „das erstaunliche Ausmaß der faktischen Präsenz [ ım Text gesperrt |
der Bibel 1n nahezu allen Außerungen un Gedankengängen Müntzers“ 24 auch
WECLnN echt zögert, Müntzer als „Schrifttheologen“ (22) anzusprechen SOWI1e
die Bedeutung des „innerlichen Wortes“ für Müntzer zureichen: würdıgt (24
Letztlich 1STt zumındest 1mMm Extremftalle die Schrift für Müntzer urchaus entbehr-
lich“ (28), WEn auch andererseıits 1LLUTLr die VO unmittelbaren Reden Gottes 1m
Herzen Ergriffenen 1mM Gegensatz den niıcht-müntzerischen „Schriftstehlern“
das Ganze der Bibel, die Bıbel in ihrem Ontext adäquat verstehen können 1 f
Daher wiıird für Müntzer die Bibel einem „Lehrbuch VO:  a Zeugnissen geistlıcher
Erfahrung“, einer Vorbildersammlung un letztlich ZU „Gesetz“ (33 E wobel
ıhr Wert als Kontrollinstanz für dıe inhaltlichen Erfahrungen der Auserwählten
gewahrt bleibt (36 f.);, W CIn auch nıcht ihr, „sondern dem aktuellen Geistgeschehen
ın den Auserwählten“ „Wirklich Zzentrale Bedeutung“ zukommt 36

Hochinteressant 1St ferner der Beıitrag VO:  3 Wolfgang Ullmann (44-—63) ADas
Geschichtsverständnis Thomas Müntzers”, der alle methodischen Schwierigkeiten
dieser Fragestellung klar 1M Auge behält Der Hınweıs, da Müntzer 1n besonde-
rem Ma{ißse den vornizänischen Vätern verpflichtet 1St (49 u:0.); 1St. durchaus BCc-
lungen. Wıchtig 1St zudem eın 1n Wwe1ls auf die antıhumanıistische Haltung Münt-
ZCYS, die AD noch ungedruckte Materialien C545 Lıt.) beinhalten. In der
„welterfassenden Offenbarung Christi“ sıeht Müntzer die Möglichkeit ZUr Schei-
dung des Christentums un des | soz10-Ökonomisch interpretierten| Heıdentums (55)
Das totale Scheitern des offenbarungstheologischen Geschichtsverständnisses Münt-
ers W 1€e der vollkommenen Reformation 1St miıt Müntzer echt dem seıit der
Zeıt des Humanısmus festzustellenden universellen Versagen der Unıiversitäten W ıe
der theologischen Fakultäten durch Ullmann zugeordnet worden (56) Überspitzun-
SCH sind dem Autor freilich nıcht fremd, die zumındest dem gesamteuropäischen
Konnex ıcht gerecht werden, 7B 58 — meıne dies, dafß die entscheidende
theologische Kontroverse des Jahrhunderts nıcht zwischen Katholiken un Pro-
testanten, sondern zwischen Sozinlıanern un: der Universitätstheologie aller ager
ausgefochten worden ist.“

Abschließend beschäftigt sıch Sıegfried Bräuer (65—85) mMı1t „IThomas Müntzers
Weg in den Bauernkrieg“. Auch Brauer entlarvt die Vorstellung VO „Bauern-
tührer Müntzer“ als „zählebige Legende“ (65) Dıie Behutsamkeıt, miıt der Bräuer


