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[Abstract]

In the fourth chapter of his book, /nspiration and Incarnation
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 1st ed. 2005/ 2nd ed. 2015),
Peter Enns argues that NT authors, when quoting the OT, did not
strictly adhere to the canons of grammatical-historical exegesis.
Rather, as citizens of the Second Temple period, they adopted the
hermeneutics of their Jewish contemporaries (e.g., a midrashic or
pesher approach) that would quote the OT text without concern
for original context/intention and even add or rearrange words
to the cited text if it could help them establish their point (i.e.,
Christotelic reading of the OT). To prove the case, Enns provides
five examples of the NT use of the OT that illustrate the NT authors’
adherence to the Jewish hermeneutics of their day.

This paper, on the other hand, attempts to disprove Enns's
argument. First, various counter-evidences exist and they show that
the hermeneutics of NT writers was in fact quite distinctive from
that of Second Temple Jewish writers. Second, contrary to Enns’s
examples, numerous quoted OT texts by NT authors demonstrate
that NT authors strictly followed the rule of grammatical-historical
exegesis. Third, Matthew 2:15 (cites Hos 11:1) and Romans 11:26-27
(cites Isa 59:20-21), two major examples that Enns brings forth
to prove the case, can be interpreted otherwise. This paper concludes
that the NT writers were not bound by the hermeneutics of Second
Temple period, but maintained exegetical principles that respected

the context/intent of the OT.

Key Words: Peter Enns, NT Use of the OT, Biblical Hermeneutics, Typology,
Matthew 2:15, Romans 11:26-27
=EETY 2020.01.31. / MARZEY 2020.02.27. / AXH=PEY 2020.03.04.
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| . Introduction

The fourth chapter of Peter Enns's book Inspiration and
Incarnation' presents a stimulating argument concerning NT authors’
use of the OT. To Enns, the apostles did not strictly adhere to the
canons of grammatical-historical exegesis when interpreting the OT.
Rather, as citizens of the Second Temple period, they shared the
hermeneutics of their Jewish contemporaries (e.g., a midrashic or
pesher approach) that would add interpretive traditions to their
literature. Enns provides five major examples of the NT use of the
OT that illustrate how the apostles adopted the Jewish hermeneutics
of their day.2 Accordingly, the NT authors not only quoted the OT
text without concern for original context/intention, but also added
or rearranged words to the cited text if it could help them establish
their point, that is, a Christorelic reading of the text. Hence the NT
authors put Christ as the ultimate goal and end of the OT story,
and they read backward from Christ onto the OT passage, even if
the point would not agree with the original context/intent of the
OT passage.3

The aim of this paper is to critically engage with Enns’s proposal

that apostolic reading of the OT resembles Second Temple Jewish

1 Peter Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation. Evangelicals and the Problem of the Old
Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2005), 113-65. Peter Enns, Inspiration
and Incarnation: Evangelicals and the Problem of the Old Testament, 2nd ed. (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2015), 103-56. The chapter is a revised and expanded
version of his earlier article: Peter Enns, “Apostolic Hermeneutics and an Evangelical
Doctrine of Scripture: Moving Beyond a Modernist Impasse,” WZJ 65, no. 2 (2003),
263-87.

2 Hos 11:1 in Matt 2:15; Isa 49:8 in 2 Cor 6:2; Use of Abraham's “seed” in Gal 3:16,
29; Isa 59:20-21 in Rom 11:26-27; and Ps 95:7-11 in Heb 3:7-11.

3 Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, 113-65.
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interpretation of the OT. To do so, this paper deals with three major
questions: (1) Did the apostles share the same hermeneutics with
Second Temple Jewish writers? (2) Did the apostles abandon
grammatical-historical exegesis? (3) Is Enns's interpretation of
Matthew 2:15 and Romans 11:26-27 justifiable? This paper argues
that the NT writers were not bound by the hermeneutics of Second
Temple period, but maintained exegetical principles that respected

the context/intent of the OT.

[I. Did the Apostles Share the Same Hermeneutics with
Second Temple Jewish Writers?

Before addressing the first issue, Enns needs to be commended
for his thought-provoking proposal of understanding the NT use of
the OT in light of Second Temple hermeneutics. It is reasonable to
think that the NT authors would have been familiar with interpretive
tradition of their contemporary Jewish writers. Nevertheless, Enns
did not consider the degree to which such interpretive methods would
have been accepted and used by the NT writers.4 Did the apostles
fully follow the hermeneutics of the rabbis? Or did they adopt it
only in a partial or limited sense? There are three points to ponder

concerning this issue.

4 So Dennis L. Stamps, “The Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament as a
Rhetorical Device: A Methodological Proposal,” in Hearing the Old Testament in the
New Testament, ed. Stanley E. Porter (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2006), 14-16
(14). Douglas J. Moo, “The Problem of Sensus Plenior,” in Hermeneutics, Authority,
and Canon, ed. D. A. Carson and J. D. Woodbridge (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Academic, 1986), 192-95.
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First, the first century Jewish interpretative tradition was not
monolithic. There were various Jewish communities (Qumran,
Alexandrian, Antiochene, Syrian, Ethiopian), traditions of Judaism
(wisdom, apocalyptic, rabbinic, or pharisaic), and scopes of literature
(apocryphal, pseudepigraphal, Dead Sea Scroll, works of
Philo/Josephus/Origen, etc.) that probably exhibited diverse
exegetical traditions.® For instance, G. K. Beale provides a helpful
summary on recent scholarship that demonstrates different
exegetical methods within Judaism: (1) D. 1. Brewer’s work suggests
that pre-AD 70 pharisaic exegesis attempted to find the ‘literal’
meaning of the OT text, though they did not always succeed. (2)
There is a strong strain in early Jewish apocalyptic texts which reveals
a contextual awareness of the OT contexts from which they cite.
(3) Hillel's seven rules of (Jewish) interpretation do not show any
concern about twisting the meaning of the OT text, but could well
be compatible with a contextual interpretation of the OT (e.g., none
of the rules includes allegory or a necessary atomistic interpretation
of the OT). (4) S. Sandmel’s study on the relationship of Egyptian
Judaism to Palestinian Judaism suggests that “independent, parallel
developments seem the better explanation than that of major
dependency in either direction.”® Beale further points out that “Enns
makes no acknowledgement of the two kinds of exegesis
(biblical-theological and typological)” that “also is present in early

Judaism.”” The evidence, then, suggests that the Jewish interpretative

5 Stamps, “The Use of the Old Testament in the New Testament as a Rhetorical Device,”
14-16.

6 Gregory K. Beale, “Did Jesus and the Apostles Preach the Right Doctrine from the
Wrong Texts? Revisiting the Debate Seventeen Years Later in the Light of Peter Enns’s
Book, Inspiration and Incarnation,” 7hemelios 32, no. 1 (2006), 27-28.

7 Beale, “Did Jesus and the Apostles Preach the Right Doctrine from the Wrong Texts?,”
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world cannot be simply pinned down to a single tradition that largely
neglects the context of the OT.8

Second, Enns fails to consider some notable differences between
the NT and Second Temple literature. For example, D. ]. Moo
concludes after a comparative study of NT and Jewish approaches
to the OT text, that the level of influence of Jewish exegetical methods
on the NT has “often been considerably exaggerated.” He argues that
“a vast gulf” exists between ‘the often fantastic, purely verbal exegeses
of the rabbis” and “the generally sober and clearly contextually
oriented interpretations” observed in the NT.9 A similar point has
been made with regard to Qumran pesher (biblical exegeses found
in Dead Sea Scrolls such as 1QpHab). Unlike Enns and others who
contend that the NT use of the OT shares the same exegetical
principles as Qumran pesher,’0 a growing number of scholars
recognize that the NT authors' interpretive method cannot be
narrowed down to Qumran’s pesher. Despite “superficial similarities,”

scholars have noted more differences than commonalities between

26.

8 In this regards, D. L. Stamps rightly comments, “The sheer scope and diversity of
this [Jewish] literature suggests that one must be careful to avoid generalizations and
facile conclusions about the Jewish context out of which NT writers ‘borrowed’ their
interpretative practice with regard to the OT. One has to take care not to let the
scholarly analysis of NT use of the OT become an exercise in finding a match in
the vast array of Jewish practice without giving due attention to distinction and
differences between different Jewish groups.” Stamps, “The Use of the Old Testament
in the New Testament as a Rhetorical Device,” 15. Similarly, Beale, “Did Jesus and
the Apostles Preach the Right Doctrine from the Wrong Texts?,” 29.

9 Moo, “The Problem of Sensus Plenior,” 192-95 (193). Douglas J. Moo, The Old
Testament in the Gospel Passion Narratives (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1983), 388-92.

10 E.g., Krister Stendahl, School of St. Matthew & Its Use of the Old Testament

(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1954). E. E. Ellis, “How The New Testament Uses The
Old,” in New Testament Interpretation’ Essays on Principles and Methods, ed. 1.
Howard Marshall (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1977), 201-08.
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these two traditions. For example, (1) Qumran pesher has more
“arbitrary types of exegesis (allegory, altering texts, haggadah)’; these
types of exegesis are comparably rare in the NT.1 (2) Pesher has
“distinctive” structure (e.g., it is a scriptural commentary that exposits
on a biblical verse, while the NT has no such commentary form) and
content (e.g., pesher literature is eschatologically oriented and has
a contemporizing tendency) that may not be “homogenized” into an
“undifferentiated” Jewish-Christian biblical interpretation.12 (3)
Pesher assumes that the OT has a hidden meaning that must be
decoded, while the NT uses OT citations as “a process of selection
and adaptation of proof-texts.”13

Third, Enns does not inquire deeply enough into the issue of how
different presuppositions could have affected the hermeneutics of
the NT authors. Different theological convictions or axioms would
have separated the NT authors from the contemporary Jewish

writers.14 For example, D. L. Bock argues that six presuppositions—(1)

11 Steve Moyise, The OIld Testament in the New (London: Continuum, 2001), 132.

12 Timothy H. Lim, Pesharim, Companion to the Qumran Scrolls (London: Sheffield
Academic Press, 2002), 24-53, 81-85. See also I Howard Marshall,
“Counter-Response in Favor of C. H. Dodd's View,” in The Right Doctrine from
the Wrong Texts?, ed. Gregory K. Beale (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 1994),
200.

13 Barnabas Lindars, “The Place of the Old Testament in the Formation of New
Testament Theology,” in The Right Doctrine from the Wrong Texts?, ed. G. K. Beale
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 1994), 141.

14 Concerning NT authors™ presupposition, see Ellis, “How The New Testament Uses
The Old,” 199-219. Gregory K. Beale, “Positive Answer to the Question Did Jesus
and His Followers Preach the Right Doctrine from the Wrong Texts?,” in The Right
Doctrine from the Wrong Texts?, ed. Gregory K. Beale (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Academic, 1994), 387-404. Gregory K. Beale, Handbook on the New Testament Use
of the Old Testament. Exegesis and Interpretation (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker
Academic, 2012), 95-102. K. Snodgrass, “The Use of the Old Testament in the New,”
in The Right Doctrine from the Wrong Texts?. ed. Gregory K. Beale (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker Academic, 1994), 36-41. Similarly, Moo, “The Problem of Sensus Plenior,”

o [
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“the bible is God's word”, (2) “the one in the many (corporate
solidarity),” (3) “pattern in history (correspondence or typology),” (4)
“these are the days of fulfillment,” (5) “now and not yet (the
inaugurated fulfillment of Scripture),” and (6) “Jesus is the
Christ"—affected NT writers' understanding of the OT, out of which
only the first three were shared by the rabbis of their day.15 In this
regard, D. A. Carson rightly asks, “If Paul's way of reading the Hebrew
Bible, the OT, is methodologically indifferentiable from the way of
reading deployed by his unconverted Jewish colleagues, how are they
managing to come to such different conclusions while reading the
same texts? 16 This point, then, provides a more profound level of
explanation as to why the apostolic interpretation was different from
that of Judaism. Contrary to Enns’s assertion, the distinct theological
presumptions of the NT authors may have affected the way they
interpreted and used the OT.

lll. Did the Apostles Abandon Grammatical-Historical Exegesis?

The next issue is whether the apostles often dismissed
grammatical-historical exegesis in interpreting the OT. Did the NT
writers faithfully adhere to the original context of the OT or, as Enns
argues, did they arbitrarily appropriate the text to create artificial

proof-texts that suited their purpose? Three points deserve our

194.

15 Darrell L. Bock, “The New Testament’s Legitimate, Accurate, and Multifaceted Use
of the Old,” in Three Views on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament, ed.
Kenneth Berding (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2008), 111.

16 Donald A. Carson, “Three More Books on the Bible: A Critical Review,” TRINJ 27,
no. 1 (2006), 40-43.
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attention.

First, Enns’s supporting evidence is not comprehensive. Enns
provides five NT passages as crucial proof-texts for his argument
(see footnote 2). Arguing that these texts use of the OT strictly follows
the techniques of Second Temple hermeneutics (e.g., citing out of
context, adding or rearranging words), he avers with a generalizing
statement that “the odd uses” of the OT by NT writers are “a very
common dimension of the New Testament.”17 But could such a
statement be correct? Some have counted 401 OT quotations or
allusions in the NT based on the UBS's first (1966) edition of the
Greek NT.18 Since that is the case, could Enns’s five examples
accurately represent the other 396 citations that he does not
consider? In his seminal work, According to the Scriptures1® C. H.
Dodd argues that the NT authors often cited the OT text with a larger
OT context in mind. He particularly observes a number of cases in
which various quotations in the NT are derived from the same OT
context. For example, Isaiah 52:13-53:12, a self-contained passage
on the suffering Servant of the Lord, is numerously cited by different
NT authors (e.g., M. J. Wilkins contends that Isa 52:13-53:12 is quoted
or alluded to at least fifty times in the NT.20 For Wilkins' full list,

17 Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, 116.

18 K. Snodgrass, “The Use of the Old Testament in the New,” in The Right Doctrine
from the Wrong Texts?. ed. Gregory K. Beale (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic,
1994), 35.

19 C. H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures: The Sub-Structure of New Testament
Theology (London: Nisbet, 1952). A summary of this book can be found in C. H.
Dodd, “The Old Testament in the New,” in The Right Doctrine from the Wrong
Texts? ed. Gregory K. Beale (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 1994), 167-81.

20 Michael J. Wilkins, “Isaiah 53 and the Message of Salvation in the Foul Gospels,”
in The Gospel According to Isaiah 53 Encountering the Suffering Servant in Jewish
and Christian Theology, ed. Darrell L. Bock and Mitch Glaser (Grand Rapids, MI:
Kregel Academic, 2012), 112-14.

s I
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see Appendix 1). Dodd notices an interesting pattern here: (1) No
one author quotes the passage extensively (often it is a single
sentence, or even a single phrase), and (2) rarely do two or more
writers quote the same verse. After observing analogous citing
patterns with other passages as well,2! he concludes that the NT
authors “often quoted a single phrase or sentence not merely for
its own sake, but as a pointer to a whole context.”22 If Dodd’s
observation is correct, then Enns’s explanation does not explain the
fifty or more NT quotations and allusions to Isaiah 52:13-53:12 that
correspond to the original context. A crucial problem is that Enns’s
thesis hinges on some few NT passages. That number is far too small
compared to these numerous counter examples.23

Second, even Enns's five NT passages are debated. Admittedly Enns's
interpretation has its supporters, but this does not mean that Enns’s
interpretation is the representative view of the scholarship. For
example, D. Sloan reexamines Enns’'s passages and concludes that in
none of these has he found that the NT authors did not respect the
context of the OT texts they cited; rather the NT writers were so
“thoroughly immersed in the OT" that there were “contextual links
between each of the passages and their use in the NT.”24 D. A. Carson
and B. K. Waltke also criticize Enns for failing to see “typological’

and ‘redemptive historical” trajectories embedded in these quotations.25

21 E.g., Pss 8, 69; Dan 7. Joel 2-3; and Zech 9-14. For more examples, see “III. The
Bible of the Early Church” in Dodd, According to the Scriptures, 61-110.

22 Dodd, “The Right Doctrine from the Wrong Texts?,” 170-76.

23 So G. K. Beale, who comments that Enns needs a large number of proof-cases to
support his claim. Beale, “Did Jesus and the Apostles Preach the Right Doctrine
from the Wrong Texts?,” 23-24.

24 David Sloan, “Apostolic Hermeneutics Revisited: An Examination of Enns’s
Examples,” Paper Presented at the Annual Meeting of the Evangelical Theological
Society, New Orleans, 2009, 1-8.
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For instance, Carson disagrees with Enns on Hebrews 3:7-11 (quoting
Ps 95:7-11) by insisting that both trajectories—typological and
redemptive historical—have to be put into consideration to correctly
understand the Hebrew author's citation.26 These possible alternative
views, then, weaken Enns’s supporting evidence all the more.
Third, various examples attest that the apostles consciously studied
the historical dimension in their exegesis. For example, Carson notes
how Paul developed his argument based on the historical

sequence/context of the OT:

In Galatians 3, Abraham was justified by faith before the giving
of the law, and the promise to him and to his seed similarly came
before the giving of the law. That means that the law given by
Moses has been relativized; one must now think afresh exactly
why it was given, “added” to the promise. Again, in Romans 4
Paul analyzes the relation between faith and circumcision on the
basis of which came first. it is the historical sequence that is

determinative for his argument.27

Similarly, the Gospel of Matthew opens with a genealogy that
recapitulates OT history from Abraham to David, David to the
Babylonian exile, and the exile to the birth of Christ. Matthew is
using a real historical process here. Likewise, in Acts 7, Stephen
addresses the OT strictly based on a historical sequence that begins
with Abraham and ends with Solomon.28 Zechariah 9-14 is another

example. Zechariah 9-14, which provides imagery for Jesus’

25 Bruce K. Waltke, ‘Revisiting Inspiration and Incarnation,” WZJ 71, no. 1 (2009),
91-94. Carson, “Three More Books on the Bible,” 40-43.

26 Carson, “Three More Books on the Bible,” 40-43.

27 Carson, “Three More Books on the Bible,” 41-42.

28 Dodd, “The Right Doctrine from the Wrong Texts?,” 169.
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eschatological roles, is fulfilled in the NT as the apostles quote it
to describe real historical events: (1) “The king who enters Jerusalem
on a donkey (Zech 9:9 in Matt 21; Mark 11),” (2) “The one whose
blood re-establishes the covenant (Zech 9:11 in Matt 26:28; Mark
14:24),” (3) “The shepherd valued at 30 pieces of silver (Zech 11:12,
Matt 26:14-15),” (4) The 30 pieces of silver would be returned to
the potter’s field (Zech 11:13, Matt 27:3, 5, 6-7, 9-10), (5) “The one
is pierced and mourned (Zech 12:10 in Matt 24:30; Mark 14:62; John
19:37),” (6) “The rejected shepherd whose sheep scatter (Zech 13:7-9
in Matt 26:31; Mark 14:27),” (7) “The one who ushers in the
resurrection age (Zech 14:5 in Matt 25:31; 27:51-53),” and (8) “The
one who brings about the purified temple (Zech 14:21 in Matt
21:12-13; Mark 11:15-17).”29 As a result, these instances—contra to
Enns—further corroborate the fact that the NT authors were at home

with grammatical-historical exegesis in interpreting the OT.

IV. Enns’s Interpretation of Matthew 2:15 And Romans
11:26-27: Is It Justifiable?

The last discussion turns to specific passages that Enns provides
as example of the Second Temple midrash/pesher techniques.
Because of space constraints, this section will deal with only two
passages (out of Enns’s five passages), namely Matthew 2:15 (cites
Hos 11:1) and Romans 11:26-27 (cites Isa 59:20-21). Enns takes these

29 This list is my revised version based on Mark Black, “The Messianic Use of Zechariah
9-14 in Matthew, Mark, and the Pre-Markan Tradition,” in Scripture and Traditions:
Essays on Early Judaism and Christianity, ed. Patrick Gray and Gail R. O’'Day (Leiden:
Brill, 2008), 97-98.
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passages as instances in which the NT authors appropriated the OT
text out of the original context (e.g., Matt 2:15), and modified the
text in order to reflect a theological agenda (e.g., Rom 11:26-27).30
But against Enns, could different citation techniques have been used
in these verses?

First, Matthew 2:15’s quotation may be interpreted in light of
typology. Scholars debate Matthew 2:15’s use of Hosea 11:1,
propounding at least three different approaches—historical,
typological, or midrashical—to the text. For example, (1) W. C. Kaiser
and J. H. Sailhamer take Matthew 2:15 as in agreement with the
“historical” meaning of Hosea 11:1.31 (2) D. A. Garrett, D. A. Carson,
G. K. Beale, and J. H. Hamilton, on the other hand, read Matthew
2:15 “typologically” by holding forth Jesus as the one who
recapitulates Israel history.32 (3) Lastly, Peter Enns and others argue
that “midrashic/pesher’ exegesis is the rubric of Matthew's use of

Hosea 11:1.33 Among these, I think the typological reading has the

30 Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, 132-34, 139.

31 Walter C. Kaiser, 7The Uses of the Old Testament in the New (Chicago: Moody Press,
1985), 47-53; John Sailhamer, “Hosea 11:1 and Matthew 2:15,” W77 63, no. 1 (2001),
87-96.

32 Duane A. Garrett, Hosea, Joel, NAC (Nashville, TN: B&H Publishers, 1997), 250-55;
Donald A. Carson, Matthew, EBC (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1984), 91-93; Beale,
Handbook on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament, 60-64; Gregory K.
Beale, “The Use of Hosea 11:1 in Matthew 2:15: One More Time,” JETS 55, no. 4
(2012), 697-715; James M. Hamilton Jr., ““The Virgin Will Conceive’: Typological
Fulfillment in Matthew 1:18-23,” in Built Upon the Rock: Studies in the Gospel of
Matthew, ed. Daniel M. Gurtner and John Nolland (Eerdmans, 2008), 228-47.

33 Dan G. McCartney and Peter Enns, “Matthew and Hosea: A Response to John
Sailhamer,” WIJ 63, no. 1 (2001), 97-105; Martin Pickup, ‘New Testament
Interpretation of the Old Testament: The Theological Rationale of Midrashic
Exegesis,” JETS 51, no. 2 (2008), 353-81. Enns, however, slightly modifies his stance.
In his earlier work Enns connects Matthew 2:15 to Hosea 11:1 (McCartney and Enns,
“Matthew and Hosea,” 98. n.1.), but he later expands it to the lager context of Hosea
11 (Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation, 143).
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greatest merit. F. F. Bruce's helpful summary shows that the exodus

typology is particularly common in the NT.

Matthew seems to view the infancy of Jesus as a recapitulation
of the early experiences of Israel, which went down to Egypt and
came up again (Mt. 2:15). John, by the chronology of his Gospel
and otherwise, implies that Christ is the antitypical Passover lamb
(cf. Jn. 19:14, 36). Peter’s language points in the same direction
(1 Pet. 1:19), while Paul makes the thought explicit: since ‘Christ,
our paschal lamb, has been sacrificed’, the ensuing festival should
be celebrated by his people ‘with the unleavened bread of sincerity
and truth” (1 Cor. 5:7f.). As the lIsraelites passed through the Sea
of Reeds, so Christians have been baptized into Christ; as the
Israelites received bread from heaven and water from the rock,
so Christians have their distinctive ‘supernatural food and drink’
(1 Cor. 10:1-4). As, despite all those blessings, the Exodus
generation died in the wilderness because of unbelief and
disobedience and so failed to enter the promised land, Christians
for their part are exhorted to take warning lest they fall (1 Cor.
10:5-12; cf Heb. 3:7-4:13; Jude 5). For these things befell the
Israelites ‘as a warning (typikos), but they were written down for
our instruction, upon whom the end of the ages has come’ (1
Cor. 10:11).34

Moreover, the typological use of the OT is pervasive in Matthew's
Gospel. Commentators have noted that Matthew, from the beginning
of his composition, used Moses/Israel typology to present the life
of Christ (e.g., Herod slaughters children as Pharaoh killed children

34 F. F. Bruce, “Typology,” in NBD, 3rd ed. (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press,
1996), 1214-15.
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[Matt 1-2 / Exod 1:1-2:10]; Jesus crosses the water as Israel passed
through the water [Matt 3:13-17 / Exod 14:10-13]; Jesus is presented
as lawgiver on the Mount as Moses gave Torah at Sinai [Matt 5-7
/ Exod 19:1-23:33]; etc).35 Since the surrounding context of Matthew
2:15 (e.g., Herod slaughters children / Jesus flees from Herod and
then returns) is similar to that of Exodus 1-4 (e.g., Pharaoh kills
children / Moses flees from Pharaoh and then returns), it is highly
probable that Matthew also used a Moses/Israel typological
correspondence for Matthew 2:15.

Concerning Matthew 2:15’s use of Hosea 11:1, G. K. Beale notes
that what Matthew quoted is not merely Hosea 11:1 (“Out of Egypt
I called my son”), but the whole chapter of Hosea 11. Hosea 11 begins
with the past exodus (v.1) and ends with another exodus that will
recur in the future (v.11). So the main point of Hosea 11 is that the
pattern of the first exodus will be repeated in the end time, as
witnessed in Jesus early life (Matt 2).36 Chang Hoon Kim further
elaborates this view. Accordingly, Matthew 2:15 fulfills Hosea 11 in

foul levels: (1) “The historical level” in which “Hosea presupposes

35 Dale C. Allison, The New Moses: A Matthean Typology (Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, 1994), 268. P. J. Leithard Peter J. Leithard, “Jesus as Israel The Typological
Structure of Matthews Gospel,” Unpublished Article, 1-37. http://www.leithart.com
/pdf/jesus-as-israel-the-typological-structure-of-matthew-s-gospel.pdf (accessed
on September, 2014). Victor J. Eldridge, “Typology - the Key to Understanding
Matthew’s Formula Quotations,” Colloquium 15, no. 1 (1982), 43-51. George W.
Buchanan, Typology and the Gospel (Lanham, MD: University Press of America,

1987). Cf. John Lierman, 7he New Testament Moses.: Christian Perceptions of

Moses and Israel in the Setting of Jewish Religion, WUNT 173 (Tiibingen: Mohr
Siebeck, 2004). Wayne S. Baxter, “Mosaic Imagery in the Gospel of Matthew,”
77 20, no. 1 (1999), 69-83.

36 Beale, Handbook on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament, 60-64. G. K.
Beale, “The Use of Hosea 11:1 in Matthew 2:15: One More Time,” JETS 55/4 (2012),
697-715. See also Garrett, Hosea, Joel, 250-55; Carson, Matthew, 91-93; Hamilton
Jr., “The Virgin Will Conceive,”” 228-47.
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the historicity of the first exodus which took place in 1446 BC.” (2)
“The Israel-typological level” in which “Hosea looks forward to seeing
the new exodus through which Israel will experience the liberation
in the future.” (3) “The Moses-typological level” in which “Hosea
anticipates the new Moses who will lead the new exodus in the future.”
(4) “Jesus’s fulfillment level” in which “Jesus both as the representative
of the new Israel and as the new Moses fulfills Hosea's expectation
of the new exodus.” Hence Jesus is the “antitype” foreshadowed by
the “types” (i.e., Israel and Moses of the first exodus), and Matthew
2:15 depicts Jesus both as “the representative of the beneficiary of
the new exodus” (i.e., the new Israel) and as “the agent of the new
exodus” (i.e., the new Moses).37 Contra to Enns, then, Matthew 2:15
accurately reflects Hosea 11 as well as the broader biblical-theological
context and rightly portrays Jesus as recapitulating the history of
Israel.

Second, the citation technique used in Romans 11:26-27 does not
indicate Paul’s arbitrary manipulation of the text; rather, it may also
reflect his deep respect for a larger context. Enns critically argues
that Paul, when he quoted LXX Isaiah 59:20 (kai fi€er Evexev Ziov
o puouevog “The deliverer will come for Zion™ [cf. MT 5xi 1935 xa
“A Redeemer will come to Zion”]) in Romans 11:26 (fiEet ¢k _Ziav
6 pooduevog “The deliverer will come out of Zion”), deliberately
changed the preposition évekev to €k to reflect his tendentious
purpose. Enns's point, however, seems to be exaggerated,
considering that “conflation” (i.e., joining originally discrete verses

into a single quotation) is one of the common citation techniques

37 Chang Hoon Kim, “‘Out of Egypt I Called My Son'(Matthew 2:15): Matthew's
Christological-Typological Interpretation of Hosea 11:1,” Reform & Revival 24
(2019), 7-28.
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Paul employed in his writing. C. D. Stanley, in his extensive treatment
of Paul's citation technique, suggests that Paul sometimes freely
adjusted the OT text not to create artificial proof-texts, but to help
the audience grasp the point of the original text as Paul apprehended
and wanted to present it.38

In this regards, several proposals on how Paul might have
combined/conflated the text in Romans 11:26 require our attention:
(1) T. R. Schreiner argues that Paul conflated LXX Psalm 13:7 (English
14:7, 1i¢ Sdoel ¢k Zrwv 1O oothplov To0 lopanh “Who will bring
the salvation of Israel out of Zion?”) with Isaiah 59:20 (i€eL . . .
O puouevog).39 (2) C. D. Stanley adds more passages to this conflation.
He thinks that the theme of the Lord bringing salvation to Israel
and establishing his rule “out of Zion (¢k Ziwv)” is widely expressed
in various OT contexts (e.g., LXX Pss 13:7, 49:2, 52:7, 109:2; LXX
2 Kgs 19:31; LXX Isa 2:3, 37:32; LXX Joel 4:16 [cf. Amos 1:2], LXX
Obad 21, LXX Mic 4:2). Thus Paul took this notion of ¢x Ziwv together
with Isaiah 59:20 (iEev . . . 6 puduevog) and presented it in Romans
11:26.40 (3) C. R. Bruno, on the other hand, maintains that Paul
conflated within the Isaiah corpus, namely Isaiah 2:3 (¢k vap Ziov

¢Eehetvoetal vouoc kal Aoyoc kupiov €€ Iepovoainu “For out of Zion

38 Christopher D. Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture. Citation Technique
in the Pauline Epistles and Contemporary Literature, SNTSMS 74 (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2008), 338-60.

39 Thomas R. Schreiner, Romans, BECNT (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1998), 619.
Cf. John Murray, 7he Epistle to the Romans, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965),
98-99.

40 Stanley, Paul and the Language of Scripture, 167-68. Christopher D. Stanley, “The
Redeemer Will Come Ek Sion': Romans 11:26-27 Revisited,” in Pau/ and the
Scriptures of Israel, ed. Craig A. Evans and James A. Sanders, JSNTSup 83 (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 118-42. Stanley, however, does not attribute this
conflation to Paul, but to the Vor/age that Paul used as a reference.
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will go out the law, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem”) and
59:20 (Eev . . . 6 puduevog).4! Bruno particularly observes a thematic
coherence between Romans 9-11 and Isaiah 2:3, 27:9, 59:20-21 (e.g.,
“God’s faithfulness to his covenant people,” “the inclusion of the
nations,” and “the salvation of Israel”) and contextual similarity
among these three Isaiah passages (e.g., “The Lord returns to Zion/the
covenant is renewed” [2:2a, 27:6, 59:20-21]; “The Lord’s victory over
his enemies/removal of sin” [2:12-22, 27:1, 9, 59:16-17]
“‘Accompanying blessing for the Gentiles” [2:2b-4, 27:12-13,
59:18-19]). Based on the observation, he argues that Paul is drawing
together the similar theme found in Isaiah 2:3, 27:9, 59:20-21 into
Romans 11:26-27, and particularly as for Romans 11:26, Paul
combines Isaiah 2:3 (¢k Zwdv) and 59:20 (fiEeL . . . 6 pudUEVOQ).

G. K. Bealé’s analysis of Paul’s quotations in Romans 9:25-11:35
suggests that all three proposals above are quite plausible. Beale
counts at least 29 OT quotations within Romans 9:25-11:35 and
among them, 20 quotations (including Romans 11:26-27) share the
same theme, namely the “captivity-restoration theme” (See Appendix
2). Interestingly, these 20 quotations originate from diverse books
of the OT.42 Hence the original source of Romans 11:26 could come
from either direction, from within the Isaiah corpus (as Bruno argues)

or from a mixture of various books (as Stanley/Schreiner maintain).

41 Christopher R. Bruno, “The Deliverer from Zion: The Source(s) and Function of
Paul's Citation in Romans 11:26-27,” TynB 59, no. 1 (2008), 119-34. See also N.
T. Wright, The Climax of the Covenant (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1992), 250.

42 Isa (9 times), Deut (4 times), Jer (2 times), Hos (2 times), Joel (1 time), and
combination of several books (e.g., Isa + Hos / Isa + Ps). Concerning the quotation
in Rom 11:26, Beale agrees with Schreiner that it is conflation of both Isa 59:20
and Ps 14:7. Beale, Handbook on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament,
87-89.
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In any case, an important point is that they all come from texts
that share an identical theme (i.e., the restoration theme). If so, this
shared theme proves that Paul was very conscious of what he was
citing. Paul correctly knew the broader context and theme of the
Isaiah corpus/OT and he reflected the gist of it through conflation,

[ A

as attested in Romans 11:26’s quotation: figet ék 21V 6 puduUevog.

V. Conclusion

Despite Enns's effort to prove that the apostolic hermeneutics often
resemble the midrash/pesher tradition of Second Temple period, this
study has shown that his argument is unsubstantiated in many aspects.
In particular, his supporting evidence (e.g., the five major examples
of the NT use of the OT), perhaps the main thrust of his thesis, may
be read differently. Enns seems to be mistaken to generalize from
this limited observation that the NT writers often appropriated or
manipulated the OT text by dislodging it from its original
context/intent. Quite to the contrary, this paper demonstrates that
the NT writers’ use of the OT predominately arose from a serious
study of the OT context/intent, and upon this foundation, their
interpretations advanced to the typological or redemptive historical
trajectory that might undergird the OT context. While Enns should
be credited to coin the term “Christotelic’ to characterize the
apostolic reading of the OT, one should not, nevertheless, disregard
the organic connection that exists between NT citation and the

original OT text.

>
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Appendix 1
(1) Quotations of Isaiah 52:13-53:12 in the NT43
Isaiah New Testament
52:15 LXX Rom 15:21
53:1 LXX John 12:38, Rom 10:16
53:4 Matt 8:17
53:7-8 LXX Acts 8:32-33
53:9 1 Pet
53:12 Luke 22:37

(2) Allusions and Conceptual Influence

Isaiah

New Testament

52:13 (lifted up)

John 3:14; 8:28; 12:32

53 (Moses and all the Prophets)

Luke 24:27

53 (suffer and rise)

Luke 24:46

53 (delivered over/into)

Matt 17:22 (and parallels)

53 (delivered over/into)

Matt 20:18 (and parallels)

53 (delivered over/into; “it is written”)

Matt 26:24 (and parallels)

53 (delivered over/into)

Matt 26:45 (and parallels)

53:2 (like a root)

Matt 2:23

53:3 (suffer, contempt)

Matt 17:12b; Mark 9:12b

53:4 (derided and mocked) Matt 27:39-43 (and parallels)
53:5 (chastisement) Matt 26:67
53:6-7 (sin of all) John 1:29

53:7 (life of shepherd for sheep)

John 10:11, 15, 17

53:7 (remained silent)

Matt 26:63; Mark 14:61

53:7 (life of shepherd for sheep)

John 10:11, 15, 17

53:7 (remained silent) Matt 26:63; Mark 14:61

53:7 (remained silent) Matt 27:12

53:7 (remained silent) Matt 27:14; Mark 15:5; John 19:9
53:7 (remained silent) Luke 23:9

53:9 (grave with wicked) Matt 26:24

53:9 (rich man) Matt 27:57

43 Wilkins, ‘Tsaiah 53 and the Message of Salvation in the Foul Gospels,” 112-14.
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53:10-12 (bore the sin of many) Matt 20:28; Mark 10:45

53:11 (righteous one make righteous) | Matt 3:15

53:12b (divide the spoil) Luke 11:22

53:12b (divide the spoil) Luke 23:34

53:12d (numbered with transgressors) | Matt 27:38

53:12d (numbered with transgressors) | Luke 23:33

53:10, 12c (soul to death) Matt 26:28; Mark 12:24; Luke
22:20

Appendix 2
G. K. Beale’s study on Paul's OT quotations in Romans 9:25-11:35
shows that Paul cited various OT texts under ‘the prophesied
captivity-restoration theme."44

V = Captivity-restoration theme

C = Captivity-restoration theme in the context

O = No presence of a restoration theme

Theme oT Romans
\ Hos 2:23 (25 MT) 9:25
\Y% Hos 1:10 (2:1 MT; cf. LXX) 9:26
\Y% Isa 10:22; Hos 1:10 (2:1 MT) 9:27
Vv [sa 1:9 9:29
@) Isa 8:14 9:32
C Isa 28:16 9:33
(0] Lev 18:5 10:5
A% Deut 30:12 10:6
A% Deut 30:13 10:7
\Y% Deut 30:14 10:8
C Isa 28:16 10:11
\Y% Joel 2:32 (3:5 MT; cf. LXX) 10:13

44 Beale, Handbook on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament, 87-89.
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% Isa 52:7 (cf. Nah 1:15 [2:1 MT)) 10:15
\% Isa 53:1 (cf. LXX) 10:16
¢) Ps 19:4 (18:5 LXX; 19:5 MT) 10:18
C Deut 32:21 (cf. LXX) 10:19
C Isa 65:1 (cf. LXX) 10:20
C Isa 65:2 (cf. LXX) 10:21
(0] 1 Sam 12:22 11:2
V| Jer 31:37 11:2
0 1 Kgs 19:10, 14 (remnant) 11:3
O 1 Kgs 19:18 (remnant) 11:4
o] Deut 29:3; Isa 29:10; 6:9-10 11:8
(0] Ps 69:22-23 (68:23-24 LXX; 69:23-24 MT) 11:9-10
\% Isa 59:20-21; Ps 147 11:26
\Y% Jer 31:33-34 11:27
A Isa 27:9 11:27b
A% Isa 40:13 (cf. LXX) 11:34
(@) Job 31:11 (41:3 MT) 11:35
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[Abstract]

Some scholars contend that faith of Christ in Romans 3:22
and the faith of Abraham in Romans 4:3 are covenantal
faithfulness. Paul's focuses Abraham’'s covenantal relationship
in Romans 4:3.The flow of Paul's thought in Romans 3:21-4:25
is covenantal rather than forensic. Abraham’s faithfulness
following Christ’ faithfulness is based on God's covenantal
faithfulness, which is God’'s righteousness. The forensic
justification by faith is not pivotal in Paul's argument. This
thought, Abraham’s faithfulness, concerning justification by
faith is opposed to Reformers’ sola fide. Martin Luther asserts,
“Abraham believed God, and it, this very believing even without
works, was reckoned to him, by God, as righteousness, so that
through this he should be righteous before God. And thus it
is not a matter of him who works but of God who accepts his
faith as righteousness.” Paul's emphasis is believing in God,
while some contemporary scholars emphasize the faithfulness
of Abraham. In this article, I will first examine Abraham’s faith
in Romans 4:3 against contemporary scholars who assert that
this verse refers to Abraham's faithfulness. First, Abraham
represents justification of the ungodly who are justified by their
faith in Jesus Christ. Their faith does not correspond to
Abraham’s faithfulness in terms of the covenantal relationship,
since the ungodly are excluded from the Mosaic covenant.
Second, the nature of Abraham'’s faith in Genesis 15:6 which
is quoted in Romans 4:3 is believing in the Lord rather than
his covenantal faithfulness.

Key Words: Justification by Faith, Romans 4, Abraham’s Faith, Covenantal
Faithfulness, Faith of Christ, Faith and Faithfulness
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| . Introduction

Bavinck describes “justification by faith” as follows:

Accordingly, those who believe in Christ are justified through faith
(Rom 3:22, 25, 30; Gal 2:16; 3:26; Eph 2:8; Phil 3:9; 2 Tim 3:15),
on the ground of faith (Rom 1:17; 3:30; 5:1; 9:30, 32; 10:6; Gal
3:8, 24), by faith (Rom 3:28). This faith does include the acceptance
of the testimony of God (Rom 4:18ff.; 10:9, 17; 1 Cor 15:17; 1
Thess 2:13) but consists further in heartfelt trust in God’s grace
in Christ, a personal relationship and personal communion with
Christ (Rom 10:9; 1 Cor 6:17; 2 Cor 13:5; Gal 2:20; Eph 3:17).
It is a living, not a dead, faith that excludes all work, merit, and
boasting (Rom 3:28; 4:4; 11:6; Gal 2:16; Phil 3:9) but nevertheless
proves its power in love (Gal 5:6). This faith is reckoned to people
as righteousness (Rom 4:3, 5, 9, 11, 22; Gal 3:6).1

However, some scholars contend that faith of Christ in Romans
3:22 and the faith of Abraham in Romans 4:3 is covenantal
faithfulness.2 In this view, Paul's focus in Romans 4 is Abraham’s
fatherhood of covenantal relationship rather than Abraham’s faith.
The flow of Paul’'s thought in Romans 3:21-4:25 is covenantal rather
than forensic. Abraham’s faithfulness following Christ’ faithfulness

is based on God's covenantal faithfulness, which is God’'s

1 Herman Bavinck, Reformed Dogmatics, ed. John Bolt, trans. John Vriend (Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2003-2008), 4:186.

2 Richard B. Hays, “‘Have We Found Abraham to Be Our Forefather according to the
Flesh? A Reconsideration of Rom 4:1,” NovT 27, no. 1 (January 1985): 76-98; D.
A. Campbell, “False Presuppositions in the ITiorcc Xpcor09: A Response to Brian
Dodd,” JBL 116, no. 4 (1997): 718; N. T. Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2013), 848-51.
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righteousness, in Abraham’s family. The forensic justification by faith
is not pivotal in Paul’s argument.

This thought, Abraham’s faithfulness, concerning justification by
faith is opposed to Reformers' sola fide. Martin Luther says, “Abraham
believed God, and it, this very believing even without works, was
reckoned to him, by God, as righteousness, so that through this he
should be righteous before God. And thus it is not a matter of him
who works but of God who accepts his faith as righteousness.”™ Paul’s
emphasis is believing in God, while some contemporary scholars

emphasize the faithfulness of Abraham for God. John Calvin asserts,

Hence Abraham, by believing, embraced nothing but the favour
offered to him, being persuaded that it would not be void. Since
this was imputed to him for righteousness, it follows, that he
was not otherwise just, than as one trusting in God’s goodness,
and venturing to hope for all things from him. - It is necessary,
in order to form an opinion of righteousness, to understand this
relation between the promise and faith; for there is in this respect
the same connection between God and us, as there is, according
to the lawyers, between the giver and the person to whom any
thing is given, (datorem et donatarium—the donor and the donee:)
for we can no otherwise attain righteousness, than as it is brought
to us, as it were, by the promise of the gospel; and we realize
its possession by faith.

According to Calvin's argument, as Abraham’'s faith shows,

believers' faith can make them possess God’s forensic righteousness.

3 Martin Luther, Luther's Works, Vol. 25. Lectures on Romans, ed. Jaroslav Jan Pelikan,
Hilton C. Oswald, and Helmut T. Lehmann, vol. 25 (Saint Louis: Concordia Publishing
House, 1999), 35-36.
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Additionally, God’s righteousness is imputed to them by faith.

In this article, I will first examine Abraham’s faith in Romans 4:3
against contemporary scholars who assert that this verse refers to
Abraham’s faithfulness. I will support Abraham’s faith in Romans
4:3 with exegesis of some texts concerning justification by faith. In
addition, I will analyze Abraham’s faith in Genesis 15:6 which is

quoted in Romans 4:3.

[1. Justification by Faith in Romans 4:3

A parallel between the Messiah’'s faithfulness and Abraham’s
faithfulness is asserted in Romans 4, the central theme of the passage
is that the justification of sinners is accomplished through faith in
the Messiah rather than through the faithfulness. The justification
of Abraham by faith is presented as an example of believers' faith
in Christ to be justified in Romans 4, and it is not a model for the
Messiah's faithfulness in this chapter.

Romans chapter 4 opens with a question concerning Abraham’s
faith in a diatribe style, which is closely related to Romans 3:27-31.
From this diatribe style, it is presupposed that Romans 4 is closely
connected to the previous chapter. The continuity between Romans
4 and 3:21-31 is supported by most commentators based on textual
and terminological evidence. It is demonstrated that Romans 4
continues the themes of 3:27-31.4 As Paul does not understand that

the justification of Abraham is based on his faithfulness, justification

4 Ernst Kédsemann, Commentary on Romans, trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1980), 100; James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, WBC 38A (Nashville: Thomas
Nelson Publishers, 1988), 198.
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of the ungodly by faith is focused on in Romans 4. Abraham’s faith
was ‘reckoned to him as righteousness” (4:3, 5; Gen 15:6). This
concept is totally different from the Jewish understanding of the

eschatological verdict for the faithful.5

Abraham’s Faithfulness? Concerning faith in Romans chapter 4,
some scholars believe that “faith” refers to the faithfulness of
Abraham, which is a prefiguration of the faithfulness of the Messiah
(4:16).6 In the Second Temple literature, the justification of Abraham
is pronounced based on his faithful action in his trials (Sir 44:19-20;
1 Macc 2:52; Jub 19:8-9 cf. 23:9-10; CD 3:2-4; Jos. Ant. 1.233-4;
m. Kidd 4.14; m. Ned 3:11.).7 Campbell believes that the faith of
Abraham should be understood as his faithfulness, as taught Judaism.
And, he understands that the term m¢or ebw merely does not define
“confidence in or reliance to God but it is shown as one’s firmness
in faithfulness to God based on his reliability.”8 It is not just trusting
in God but is also faithfulness in covenantal relationship.?

Abraham'’s faithfulness is his obedience in Judaism. It is his
obedience in terms of devotion to the Torah and therefore he is
separated from the Gentiles. In Wright's understanding, Abraham
is not a model of faith. In Paul’s line of thought, the point of God's

promises to Abraham is that “God has in the Messiah unveiled his

5 S. J. Gathercole, “Justified by Faith, Justified by His Blood: The Evidence of Romans
3:21-4:25,” in Justification and Variegated Nomism, vol. 2, ed. D. A. Carson, Peter
T. O'Brien, and Mark A. Seifrid, WUNT 2.140 (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2004), 156.

6 Hays, “A Reconsideration of Rom 4:1,” 97-98.

7 See further G. Walter Hansen, Abraham in Galatians: Epistolary and Rhetorical
Contexts (JSNTSup 29; Sheffield: JSOT, 1989), 175-9.

8 Campbell, “False Presuppositions,” 718.

9 N. T. Wright, Pau/ and the Faithfulness of God (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2013),
848-51.
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covenant faithfulness.”10 Additionally, he says,

This highlights once more the theme we saw earlier: the
faithfulness of the Servant—-Messiah as the quality through which
all this has been accomplished. It is because of this faithful act
that the Abrahamic covenant is fulfilled, bringing the ‘ungodly’
into the single covenant family, as in chapter 4 and as is summed
up in 5:6-11.M

God accomplishes the covenant through the faithfulness of the
Messiah, “giving them the same badge that Abraham himself had,
namely pistis, and ‘faith’ of a particular sort: faith in the creator
God, the life-giving God (4:17-25).”"12 Thus, God's covenantal
faithfulness is revealed through the Messiah’s faithfulness, “which
led to and climaxed in his self-giving to death.”13

The framework of Paul in Romans 4 is apparent with the repetition
of “righteousness,” which is God's covenantal faithfulness: God has
accomplished his promises to Abraham, “namely that the world
described in 1.18-2.16 would be put right at last, would be rescued
- through the call of Israel (as in 2.17-20) to be the light that would
shine in the darkness.”14 In this view, God’s righteousness, which
is questioned by the failure of Israel, is effective through the

faithfulness of the Messiah in the covenantal relationship.1®

10 Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 848.

11 Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 999.

12 Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 849. Wright understands that faith is the
badge of covenantal membership, so that it is part of covenantal language.

13 Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 998.

14 Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 998.

15 Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 998.
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Abraham’s faith, in Paul’s thought, follows the faithfulness of the
Messiah,

Faith, in Paul's sense, is the Messiah—-badge, because it was his
faithfulness in the sense of his faithfulness to the covenant, his
obedience unto death, that accomplished the divine purpose; and
also because it is the belief that the one God raised him from
the dead. --- It then becomes, as with Abraham, the sign of truly
human life, giving glory to the powerful creator and believing that
he does what he promises. And it becomes, in particular, the sign

of the new covenant, the true ‘doing of the law. 16

He also argues,
The stress on Abraham’s faith/faithfulness also contrasts
powerfully with the faithless Israel described in 2:17-3:20, notably
at 3:3. Abraham was given grace to be in faithful covenant relation
with the true God and thereby to embody and exhibit, initially
in his faith and subsequently in his fruitfulness, the marks of

genuine humanity.17

In Wright's view, milor¢¢ is covenantal faithfulness, which is Israel
failed to exhibit in its covenantal relationship with the Lord, rather
than faith in Christ or Creator God. It is supposed to be understood
as covenantal language. Paul's argument in Romans 4 is that while
Israel was unfaithful to the covenantal relationship with God, the
Messiah is faithful to unveil God's faithfulness.

However, since the wording in Romans 4:2-3 is balanced and

16 Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, 952.
17 N. T. Wright, Romans, in vol. 10 of New Interpreter’s Bible, ed. Leaner E. Keck
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2002), 500.
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contrasting, it limits the sense of “faith” to belief.1® The contrast
is “between what the worker is due and what is given as a complete
favor.”1® Working and believing are described as contradictory. Paul’s
disputation, which is contrasted with the first-century Judaism, is
not with an idea of the divine recompense and reward for the
covenantal faithfulness in Romans 4.20 The faithfulness of Abraham
cannot exclude obedient works, which Paul contrasts with grace in
1:18-3:20. Gathercole argues, “Despite attempts to show the contrary,
the picture of reckoning according to obedient ‘works,” according
to what is ‘due,’ is an accurate picture of the understanding both
of Abraham’s justification as well as the soteriological patterns
applied more generally in Second Temple Jewish literature.”2! Paul’s
rejection is of all possibility of justification by works (cf. Rom 4:3-5),

and all boasting before God or people.22

lll. Christ's Death and Resurrection

Justification by faith is clearly shown in believing in Christ's death
and resurrection. Justification by faith can be explained by Christ’s
death and resurrection for our justification (Rom 4:25). Seifrid rightly

says,

18 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 204.

19 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 204.

20 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 204. The divine recompense and reward for covenant loyalty
are described in 4 Fzra 8:33, which was later characteristic of Pharisaic Judaism.
For rabbinic Judaism, see E. P. Sanders, Pau/ and Palestinian Judaism. A Comparison
of Patterns of Religion (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1977), 117-47.

21 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 157.

22 Douglas J. Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996),
261.
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As a prime example, it is instructive to recall Paul's description
of Abraham's faith in Romans 4:12-25. He speaks of faith as
‘Abraham’s footsteps’ in which we are to follow, characterizing
it from the outset of this passage as an act of obedience (verse
12). In sharp contrast with Jewish tradition, Paul focuses his
attention entirely upon God's word of promise to Abraham in
Genesis 15:1-6. --- Abraham is driven outside himself by the word
of promise to the God who raises the dead and who by his word

alone calls into existence that which is not (verse 17).23

Thus, Abraham never accomplished anything, but he is counted
righteous. The being of Abraham “is marked by nothingness and
requires an act of creation, and God's act of creation is his forgiveness
and his justifying judgment.”24 Paul’'s statement characterizes
creation and the establishing of a new being.25 This is in accord
with the concept that God is the Creator ‘who makes alive the dead,
and calls into being the things which are not’ (4:17). Justification
is a divine reckoning which makes us righteous, so it is necessarily
a creation ex nihilo.26 Tt is “not by transforming us, but by recreating
our persons in God's sight.”27

This corresponds to the preaching of the gospel, that God raised

Jesus from the dead. In the natural order, Abraham cannot

23 Mark A. Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness: Paul’s Theology of Justification, NSBT
9 (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 136-37.

24 Benjamin Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4: Paul’s Concept of Faith in Light
of the History of Reception of Genesis 15:6, WUNT 2.224 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck,
2007), 335.

25 Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4, 337.

26 Seifrid, Christ Our Righteousness, 68.

27 Seifrid, Christ Our Righteousness, 68.
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accomplish the promise, but “these had to be acknowledged for what
they were: respectively, too old to work (with Abraham
ékatovraernc mov Umdpxwy) and dead (rMv vékpwory tfic
Nt pag).”28 Abraham was giving God glory in believing (4:21-22),
and this is in contrast with sinners who do not give God his due
(1:21). His believing is wholehearted trust in God who has “the power
not just to promise but also to accomplish what he has promised

o

(Brc 6 émnyyedrac dvvardc éotey kal mochioar, 1:21).729 Gathercole
questions the new-perspective reading concerning Abraham’s faith

in Romans 4.30 Gathercole mentions,

Faith in Pauline terms perceives (as in the kaTevonoev of 4:19)
the reality of the status quo, and believes what God has said.
This strengthened faith of Abraham is constituted by (or at least,
accompanied by) worship of God as the true God, and by full
conviction of his power. We will see in more detail below the
correspondence between Paul's depiction of faith and his
God-language.31

Faith is a response to the gospel, which is the divine word of
promise and includes the death and resurrection of Christ (4:24-25).
The narrative of Christ's death and resurrection supports the
objective genitive of wior¢ Tpo00 Xocorod (Rom 4:23-25; Rom 10:9;
1 Cor 15:34, 11; 1 Thess 4:14.).32 Christ’s resurrection is the main

28 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 161.

29 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 161.

30 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 163.

31 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 161.

32 In this case, Paul uses the first and second person forms of mcoretecy to refer
to the miorec of Christians, not of Christ. The objective reading of wisrcg is
expressed “in dr¢-clauses (Rom 10:9, 1 Thess 4:14), a prepositional phrase (Rom
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point in these verses, so wlor¢¢ summarizes the narrative of the
Messiah’s resurrection. The faith that Paul writes in Romans is
accompanied by trusting in the divine promise, since God is capable
of bringing about what he has promised.

In addition, the language of faithfulness is unfamiliar in
justification by Christ’s death and resurrection. In Romans, the main
role of Christ in Romans, which is closely related to his death and
resurrection, is as the agent of God's judgment (Rom 2:16). In Romans
Christ's death and resurrection rather than Christ’'s faithful
obedience or believers faithfulness in Romans make believers
justified.33 In Romans 1:3-4, Christ’s death and resurrection are
described as his messianic role as the Davidic king promised in the
Old Testament. In Paul's gospel, the Davidic Messiah has the role
of the judge according to God’s judgment (Rom 2:16). His death
accomplishes God's forensic righteousness (Rom 3:21-26). Through
his death and resurrection, many can be justified without any works
of the law (Rom 4:25). After the resurrection, the main role of Christ
Jesus is that of intercessor for believers justification in the Heavenly
court (Rom 8:33-34). In relation to Christ's death and resurrection,
Abraham and believers’ faith is for God’s forensic righteousness
rather than their covenantal faithfulness following Christ’s faithful
obedience. There is no faithful obedience or faithfulness of Abraham

or believers in Romans 4 especially for their justification.

4:24), and a main clause that Paul gathers up and inserts into another statement
with obrwc (1 Cor 15:11).” Robert M. Calhoun, Paul’s Definitions of the Gospel
in Romans 1, WUNT 2.316 (Ttbingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2011), 212-3.

33 See M. Kim. “God's Judgment through the Davidic Messiah: the Role of the Davidic
Messiah In Romans 1:18-4:25,” (Ph.D. diss., The Southern Baptist Theological
Seminary, 1999).
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IV. Justification of the Ungodly

There is a strong strand of thought that Abraham represents the
whole people of God. All people “would be vindicated not only on
the basis of election by God, but also on the basis of obedience
to him.”34 It is legitimate that a “mirror-reading” of Romans 4:4 is
acceptable, since there is a description of the Jewish idea of salvation
described “as something ‘due’.”3% Paul's declaration is that God's
justification of the ungodly by grace through faith extends to Jews
and Gentiles.36 Bassler rightly says, “In Romans it dovetails nicely
with Paul’s insistence on the equality of these two groups and serves
as further evidence of a persistent interest in this aspect of the
message of justification.”37 God’s justifying righteousness is

acceptance of the ungodly, which brings about a new reality.38
Schreiner rightly mentions,

Paul does not intimate that Abraham was righteous by works in
the presence of human beings. He says, if Abraham were justified
by works, then boasting would be fitting. It is not implied or even
suggested that Abraham was in fact righteous in the sight of
human beings. Whether the if-clause is a reality is not

communicated by the if-then construction. Nor is it at all plausible

34 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 158.

35 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 158.

36 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 158.

37 M. Bassler, Divine Impartiality: Paul and a Theological Axiom, SBLDS 59 (Chico,
CA: Scholars Press, 1982), 159.

38 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 157.
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that the term was justified (edikaiothe) relates to Abraham’s status
before human beings. Paul invariably uses the term to refer one’s
status before God.39

Paul's statement concerning Abraham in the flow of his argument
in Romans supports the idea that Abraham was not righteous before
God.40 The flow of the argument corresponds to Paul's argument
in Romans 4. Abraham was justified by believing (Rom 4:3), and he
is categorized as one of the “ungodly” (Rom 4:5).

The Old Testament, especially Isaiah 40-55 is in accord with Paul's
idea of justification in Romans, since divine justification of the
ungodly is present in the Old Testament.4! Justification is the
fulfillment of the promise in Jesus Christ, which is shown in
Abraham'’s justification.42 The Messiah's death is presented for the
justification of the ungodly in Romans 4:25, which is an allusion
to Isaiah 53. Abraham’s faith corresponds to believers' faith in God
who raised the Messiah from the dead for justification of the ungodly.

In another example, David, who is a wicked man, is reckoned as

righteous without works before God.43 Gathercole rightly mentions,

The works here cannot refer merely to the badges that positively
mark out Israel as the people of God or the boundary markers
that negatively define Israel over against the other nations
(particularly Sabbath, circumcision and food-laws.). Rather the

39 Thomas R. Schreiner, Paul, Apostle of God'’s Glory in Christ: A Pauline Theology
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1991), 119.

40 Thomas R. Schreiner, Romans, BECNT (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1998), 119.

41 Otfried Hofius, Paulusstudien, WUNT 51 (Tiibingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1989), 79.

42 Seifrid, Christ Our Righteousness, 68.

43 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 158-59.
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reckoning of righteousness without works here refers to the divine
declaration of righteousness despite the fact that David has acted

unrighteously.44

Thus, all boasting is excluded as Paul mentioned in the previous
chapter (Rom 3:27-28). People, both Jews and Gentiles, boast since
they think that their works have satisfied the standard of
righteousness, although they fall short of God's glory.4® However,
Paul reminds the recipients of Romans that boasting has no
foundation, because all human beings are sinners.46 Thus, it is
seriously mistaken to believe that Paul follows the Jewish
understanding of obedience and justification.

The righteousness of God is a gift for the ungodly, which is through
faith in the Messiah, as shown in Paul's statements in Romans 3:21-26.
It is also a judgmental term rather than a covenantal term in Romans
4. Righteousness is not from human beings’ faithfulness, since it is
“an alien righteousness granted to us by God’s grace.”#7 It entirely
“accords with Paul's concern to portray justification as a free act
of God that has no basis in a person’s works.”# The reckoning of
righteousness represents the forgiveness of sins, which is requested
in David's declaration (verses 6-8; Ps 31:1-2).49 The verb “reckon”
or “count” (loyi¢opaec) has “law-court terminology in view (Rom
3:28; 4:3-6, 811, 22-24; 9:8; cf. Gal 3:6).”90 1t fits “terminology for

44 Gathercole, “Justified by Faith,” 158-59.
45 Schreiner, Paul, 120.

46 Schreiner, Paul, 120.

47 Schreiner, Romans, 215.

48 Moo, Romans, 266.

49 Seifrid, Christ Our Righteousness, 68.
50 Schreiner, Paul, 204.
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a judge who determines whether legal ‘accounts’ have been settled.”®1
The forensic meaning of righteousness is clearly presented in
designating believers’ new status, which is received as “the gift of
righteousness” (Rom 5:17).52 Schreiner also rightly states, “Indeed,
the message that the righteousness is obtained by believing rather
than doing demonstrates that righteousness is a gift given to the
ungodly (Rom 4:5).”53 David's saying is about ‘the blessing of
righteousness apart from works,” since he is a sinner who failed to
do the works of the law and he needed forgiveness from God.54 A.

A. Das argues,

Paul emphasizes Abraham’s believing apart from his
works/accomplisments. The verses that follow strongly imply that
Abraham was, in fact, “ungodly.” Abraham’s God is described in
v. b as one who “justifies the ungodly” (tov doeBT). This implies
that when he received the promise and believed, Abraham was
“ungodly.” The psalm Paul cites in Rom 4:7-8 speaks of the sinner
whose sins are covered and are not reckoned but forgiven. Paul
applies the psalmist’s language to “those who whom God reckons
righteousness apart from works” (v.6). In w.9-10 Paul applies
the language of the psalm to Abraham. The implication is that
Abraham is one who sins have been forgiven and not reckoned
to him. -+ If this understanding is correct, then even “faithful
Abraham” was not faithful enough (cf. Gal 3:10 and the
requirement of perfect obedience). God therefore justifies apart

from human activity or faithfulness.55

51 Schreiner, Paul, 204-5.

52 Schreiner, Paul, 205.

53 Schreiner, Paul, 120-121.

54 Schreiner, Paul, 120.

55 A. Andrew Das, Paul the Law, and the Covenant (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson
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The righteousness reckoned apart from “works” needs grace
through faith where retribution and punishment should be
executed.56 Consequently, in this view, righteousness by faith is
reiterated in Romans 4:5. It is a declaration that sinners are right
and receive forgiveness of sins (Rom 4:6-8).57 Thus, covenantal
faithfulness in Romans 4 is unfamiliar to justification of the ungodly.
Also, faithfulness is not able to explain the ungodly, since the ungodly,
who are people beyond the covenantal boundary, cannot be faithful
to God.

V. Abraham’s Faith in Genesis 15:6

Jewish tradition introduces Abraham’s faithfulness. He is “perfect
in all his deeds before the Lord” and “pleasing in righteousness all
the days of his life” (Jub 23:10). “None has been found like him in
glory; he has kept the law of the Most High” (Sir 44:19-20), and God
implanted ‘the unwritten law” in his heart (2 Apoc. Bar. 57:2). First
Maccabees relates Abraham’s faithfulness to his sacrifice of Issac
in Genesis 22, which is closely connected with Genesis 15:6 in 1
Maccabees (2:52). However, the nature of Abraham’s faith is
“believing in the Lord” in Genesis 15:6. Additionally, while Paul’s
idea contrasts with the idea of justification in Second Jewish Judaism,

it is not totally invented by Paul.58

Publishers, 2001), 209-11.
56 Mark A. Seifrid, “Romans,” in Commentary on the New Testament Use of the Old
Testament, ed. by G. K. Beale and D. A. Carson (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007), 623.
57 Schreiner, Paul, 204.
58 Hofius, Paulusstudien, 79.
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In Romans 4 Paul does not emphasize a theology of merit and
reward in Jewish tradition. While the Second Temple Jewish writings
shows God’s recompense for covenantal faithfulness (£ Ezra 8:33),
Paul's employment of Genesis 15:6 is not “payment due.”%® Dunn
argues, “Where (Abraham’s) faith is in view, the righteousness is
surely reckoned in terms of grace, not of payment due.”60 N. T. Wright
is too ready to equate Abraham’s faith with his covenant
faithfulness.81

The term “¢niorevoey” (believed, in LXX Gen 15:6) refers to trust
in God, who would give salvation for his people in the wilderness
and bring them into Canaan (Exod 14:31; Num 14:11; Deut 1:32;
Ps 78:22).62 While there is a previous relationship between God and
Abraham, reckoning Abraham’s believing as righteousness in Genesis
15:6 is not based on his previous covenantal relationship with God.63
The use of “meoretecy” corresponds to the Hebrew word m®, which
means trust in God (Gen 15:6; Deut 1:32 etc.) and God's words can
be believed (Ps. 106:12, 24).64

The Hebrew word & in Genesis 15:6 supports Abraham’s trusting
in God. The hiphil of m® with 2 makes God the object of the
preposition.65 When God’s acts, commands and promises appear,
the word m® is employed in the Pentateuch. Exodus 14:31 says, ‘Israel

saw the great power that the Lord used against the Egyptians, so

59 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 204.

60 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 204.

61 Dunn, Romans 1-8, 204.

62 Frank Thielman, Romans, ZECNT (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2018), 230.

63 Brian Vickers, Jesus' Blood and Righteousness: Paul’'s Theology of Imputation
(Wheaton, IL: Crossway Books, 2006), 78.

64 R. Bultmann, “IIcorebw,” in TDNT, 5:197.

65 Alfred Jepson, “m®,” in 7DOT, 1:292; J. J. Scullion, ‘Righteousness (OT),” in ABD,
5:742; RW. L. Moberly, “®8,” in NIDOTTE, 1:427.
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the people feared the Lord, and they believed in the Lord (mma 1wnx)
and in his servant Moses.” The word R shows the believing of
Israelites in God's action and power against the Egyptians rather
than their covenantal faithfulness to God.

God asks, “How long will this people despise me? And how long
will they not believe in me (2 ®2™1wnR), in spite of all the signs that
I have done among them?” (Num 14:11) Numbers 20:12 describes
Moses' disobedience as his unbelief. Moses points out that the
Israelites refused to believe God’'s word, although God saved them
from Egypt and promised to fight for them (Deut 1:32). In these cases,
this word % means “confidence in the reliability of God and his
word, i.e., trusting him to do as he says. In the other texts where
this construction appears, the idea is the same.”66 The word “rnxn’”
suggests, "acknowledgment of the promise and of God's power to
fulfill it, and it also denotes the implied worship of God as the
almighty Lord (Num 20:12).”67 The meaning of requirement and
promise are established in rnx (Exod 4:1, 8; Ps 106:24).68 The word
has the same meaning in Genesis 15:6.69 Abraham’s faith is his
believing in God—believing in the truth of God’s promise, because

he can do what he promised.”’0 Frank Thielman argues,

The term “believed” (¢micTevoev) translates a Hebrew verb
(he’emin) that often refers in the OT to trust that God would sustain
his people in the wilderness and bring them into the promised
land, a trust that God desired from his people but that they typically

66 Vickers, Jesus Blood and Righteousness, 77.
67 Bultmann, ‘IIcorebw,” 187.
68 Bultmann, ‘IIcorebw,” 187.
69 Bultmann, “ITcorevw,” 187.
70 Bultmann, “ITcorevw,” 187.
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lacked (Exod 14:31; Num 14:11; Deut 1:32; Ps 78:22). The
forefather of the Jewish people, however, displayed this type of

trust in God.71

Genesis 15:6 asserts Abraham’s believing in God's promise and
it is his response to the Lord’s word.72 The promise to Abraham
can be presented to believers in Romans 4.73 Abraham’s faith is an
act of holding fast to God’'s promise.74 The Jewish tradition, which
shows Abraham’s virtue and meritorious work, is unfamiliar with
Abraham’s faith in God's promise.”5

While some scholars assert Abraham’s faithfulness following the
Messiah'’s faithfulness in Romans 4:3, the wording “Exlorevoey 8¢
ABpady t® Oed designates Abraham’s believing in God. It is
supported by the employment of Erisrevoey in the LXX Genesis
15:6 and some texts in the LXX Pentateuch. Thielman says, “The
LXX translates these instances of the term with “believe” (rcot etw),
except in Deut 1:32 where they render it with the closely related
expression “trust in” (¢umcor edw; cf. LS] 545, s.v. éuniorevocg).”76
The Hebrew word m# also supports the idea of the faith of Abraham
rather than his covenantal faithfulness. It is mainly employed in
describing faith in God's action, promise, and power for salvation

of his people.

71 Frank Thielman, Romans, Zondervan Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament,
ed. Clinton E. Arnold (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2018), 230.

72 Thielman, Romans, 230.

73 G. Barth, “lltoredw,” in TDNT, 95.

74 Barth, “Hcoredw,” 95.

75 Barth, “IIcoredw,” 95.

76 Thielman, Romans, 240nl4.
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VI. Conclusion

As Luther mentions, “God, who justifies, through grace, the
ungodly, that is, one who of himself is nothing but wicked before
God, his faith, such trust, is reckoned, freely, by God, as righteousness
so that he is righteous before God, according to the purpose, that
is, according to the predetermination, of the grace of God, an
expression which is not in the Greek text.”77 Justification by faith
is unmerited grace of God. If Abraham’s faith is his faithfulness,
the ungodly cannot follow the footsteps of Abraham’s faithfulness.

Faith is the response to Christ's death and resurrection, which
is the narrative of Paul in Romans 4:25. Faith is trusting in the divine
promise that God will bring about what he has promised. So,
Abraham’s faith is shown in that he did not weaken in faith when
he considered his own body, which was as good as dead (since he
was about a hundred years old), or when he considered the barrenness
of Sarah’s womb (4:19). Like Abraham’s faith, the narrative of Christ's
death and resurrection supports the objective genitive of wiozcc.
This objective genitive is far from Abraham’'s faithfulness.
Justification for the ungodly does not fit with covenantal faithfulness
in Romans 4, since the ungodly are justified by their believing in
God rather than by their covenantal faithfulness. This corresponds
to the use of “mcorevecy,” which is the translation of the Hebrew
word 8. Thus, Abraham’s faith rather than faithfulness of Abraham
is Paul's main concern. Abraham’s faithfulness does not fit with the

thrust of Romans 4.

77 Luther, Lectures on Romans, 35-36.
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10 Eugene TeSelle, “Towards an Augustinian Politics,” in 7he Ethics of St. Augustine,

ed. William S. Babcock, JRE Studies in Religious Ethics 3 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press,
1991), 147.
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11 B. Hoon Woo, “Pilgrim’s Progress in Society: Augustine’s Political Thought in The
City of God.” Political Theology 16, no. 5 (2015), 421-41.

12 olEC gt 7|9} ATEES YT BobA FASE] AE Aol sHARE GojHolxl=
ol M7]E0] £835HA A3t Elizabeth Young-Bruehl, Hannah Arendt. For Love of
the World (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1982); Anne C. Heller, Hannah Arendt:
A Life in Dark Times (Amazon Publishing, 2015). @<7E]|Qlol| st JTE5% 2A] gt
EZ o7 = o9l =& ®SFo] Qltt. Debra Erickson and Michael Thomas Le
Chevallier, eds., Jean Bethke Elshtain. Politics, Ethics, and Society (Notre Dame:
University of Notre Dame Press, 2018).

13 Hannah Arendt, Der Liebesbegrift bei Augustin: Versuch einer philosophischen
Interpretation Berlin: J. Springer, 1929); Hannah Arendt, Der Liebesbegriff bei
Augustin: Versuch einer philosophischen Interpretation, ed. Frauke A. Kurbacher,
1st ed. (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag, 2018). & 97oll4= 7134 201849 SdojihS
FzstE, g9t shdo] 91 off AEE FE IERSIEH, 1 olf= oRIES] £741o]
wrdElo] Q7] wiEoltt. Hannah Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, ed. Joanna
Vecchiarelli Scott and Judith Chelius Stark (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1996). ©] wiA|e}t H2 ofFe} o] LR HAE|o] it} sht oHE, TARY gt A
ORTAEIRL, AR A(AE: HIAE, 2013).

14 o]of| tjole] ATES} AELT = “(OlHIES] TEH) OREAEFAS] Hek2 AAZRE 2=
= BAof AlAIL dAIE0] eF ekl A1 ok Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, x;
ORIE, Ttk AT 4 OMgTATIR L, 25(ATES ARIO) “AE). QTR ol Hel
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ORAE AL 2|7t 7HA]= ol2fdt 0|54 A& HASIA 1Azt vt Qlok. $H8E, V=
o (AL BEYEARE, 2019), 96-136.

15 Jean Bethke Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics (Notre Dame: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1995). AFE|19] o] ZE2 -2 M= o] 917 ort.

16 “FAHAFE Ayt A2 ofeiE Eek David H. Mcllroy, “Idols and Grace:
Re-Envisioning Political Liberalism as Political Limitism,” Political Theology 11, no.
2 (2010), 205-25.

17 olRIEQ] AR} 7ol izt =je] A&+« ofefje] A=io] vt A%, Vs 415k
ARRE B3 S oRIES] NAARZS] QJu: A of-7FAEIRAL AR A dat AlA olshE
FHOR” TAAME, 175 (2016), 205-39. SHA|TE O] =2 OR-FAERAL] ZEo Tt
2 S3l7 o]FHAA] QAL ofNES] AV TolA] o AEIEAE Bl SAVE ot
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Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, ix; OFRIE, AR} g} A ok AERL,, 23(AFE
9} AEF=E9] “AE). Michael J. Scanlon, “Arendt’s Augustine,” in Augustine and
Postmodernism: Confessions and Circumfession, ed. John D. Caputo (Bloomington:
Indiana Univ Press, 2005), 159914 o} E7} OpXEAEIR=AS] GRS Hui} HIQk=X]o]
ot sHA|9] o] EEFRE AHSHANE AR A4 T Fge] Ikl B ik ARl
GA| OFTAEREA AFES Wo| dF o, 2 =RojA thF= Fok7AE AL ]9
SHA| T Brjete ArH|Qlo] it oA ERRAS] GRFEo] dupt 24 & 4= Sk ¥
AEQI2 AH4AS] QMY HETT BE oRFEAERRAA Zite] t e RS 4 S Utk
3 st v} QIcKElshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, xi). 47E|R10] olHEZ}
ORSFAEI A GRS Pupit o] BIgk=2] X|Hsh= &2 ol SulET dE &
olglEx= “ot9] W/ (banality of evil)'olZH= 80lF AHilo] XAt A= 7ESHA|
Ao 5L GANE ArEHIQR T AHERAE AM2 oflET} of - AE R 0|A] (Foj
A oRer) WS A1 rkal 43 vrt Qlvk. Elshtain, & &, 76(CIRIE} A2
&3[Gershom Scholem]oA] Ell HA] Q1804 “ote] HHAJ ojzh= Bolg olEIE Ap4lo]
Ag ARSIt st B, 76-87(CHE SHAFEC] FE5HA] Hjt FRolA|qh “oko] HH A
7ido] ok AAERAOA] ofu] Uehdth= A4E|R19] 4. E3 off 4= 1028 Bt
)31 o} AAE AL ofFIE B kS HIAISISIAIFTHE Zsfjo]l a4 Rowan Williams,
On Augustine (London: Bloomsbury, 2016), 103; Charles T. Mathewes, £Evi/ and the
Augustinian Tradition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 2275 H&t

19 2 A7tolxl= 919 Z5 133} 150 A oIES] & Zojut Y2y} Jout, T12jar IrE|R1Y
Foltt YES Y= A8t floll AAE oRIE 7] S| HAL ofF £2 HAY
= 8o 1% A HYAE 31 A7t oA it HlwsiA glojoRt it
oRIEE= dsk2 EE0|1, X} ATEQ} 0 AEITV} A& s|= vl o] 4lglof| QlojAe
ARH R THE WSIHoRIE, AR 7d3} 4 ofAERRA,, 13-14[AFTESF ABLH9)
“Shtojgt A7) o] ofES] HAR=R-S glojiH i) & 47 Qlek. T FEo YERdt
37374 Q18 ¢ Ao}, o AEIEA S Follis Z2 AISHY Al7o] Hljojl. ofHES]
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ORP-TAE AL HAAMO tieh =252 FAMHO R AHE o 37
Al 7= =0} ot o] A= B YR A oA AE AT
(Political Augustinianism)’, “OFFAE|FEAZ X A8 Augustinian
political theology)”, “OF-TAE|SFAZ A X|o]2(Augustinian political
theory)’ 0.2 g3t} 20

HAA ofAAEFAT = A Wo] w39} IS Vs AlA
(Christendom)” & Fo] &= S5 <£oj|A AJAHE 3go|tt s1X|9t o] 80
(“augustinisme politique”y& EoJHIA A& THE0] AR 2] of2Ze]
o|2(Henri Xavier Arquilliere)ol] W2 o] IH-L ok QLAE|FAL] AMASS:
A% 8okl Y= shAs] WAl Zoiiet2! g2] E FH¥HHenri de Lubac)

e E A= FollA “HIEFRAIE (nontheological) 012kl & 4= YA, A18H4 2]4]0]
ZoEck= QujoA  “H|FHAISHA" el AL AT ofYtHArendt, Love and Saint
Augustine, 122; oFIE, AR} @3} A oRQTAERA,, 207 FRIATES}F AEIH O] “Gh}
olFIES] ALA"). A=, slold|AL] H|FPAIE, A MsE, Q7= thao] oA
Z Z 4= It} Martin Heidegger, The Phenomenology of Religious Life, trans. Matthias
Fritsch and Jennifer Anna Gosetti-Ferencei (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University
Press, 2004). HIEZAFER], 714, OFRIET} ofLAERAS SR Flojk, AlskAl9] A
o] V& ARYdE v FHE AME Tieltt. Nigel Biggar, “Staggering Onward,
Rejoicing: Jean Bethke Elshtain, Augustinian Realist,” in Jean Bethke Elshtain:
Politics, Ethics, and Society, ed. Debra Erickson and Michael Thomas Le Chevallier
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2018), 152.

20 oJ5}2] AA| +=2J= Miles Hollingworth, Pilgrim City: St. Augustine of Hippo and His
Innovation in Political Thought (London: T & T Clark, 2010), 79-146& #%3}e}

21 Henri Xavier Arquilliere, I augustinisme politique: Essai sur la formation des théories
politiques du moyen-age, 2nd ed. (Paris: J. Vrin, 1955), 19. E3} Pierre Mandonnet,
Siger de Brabant et ['averroisme latin au Xllime siécle, 2nd ed. (Louvain: Institut
supérieur de philosophie de 1'Université, 1908); Etienne Gilson, /ntroduction a
['étude de saint Augustin, 2nd ed. (Paris: J. Vrin, 1943)%= Z=s}et
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BHO| YEAR] FEE ol 9FAEEAS AGSANE A9 B0 mef
sl MPAATE FEL oReTAE AL ISR, Y8slo] “E Yt
ojF"2 YHAIZT.ZB 10 W=, shudoAs 2EE9 A9t 9&2
EX7} 9t} Shide T19] 9280 B oo ulet wilE EX|SHAIH, 1]
Q0@ o] wet Al YRE SAGHICE Lol Al AR B shpd
H SASAIA, T2|AERle Wolo} A4 Fio] m &slo] AhA, Bo
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< ueh, RHE FHE AF Fxo) 4E Ak ARSI, Al o]
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T2 AE0 AAPGeIHA FAO] A& HRo] JHo= AT HTt
OJAL (U0l AR A=A A= oA or F23d
ORPTAEIFARNE HE o, &4, FEl= AWl AR9] g5 ofe+A
ElfrAHTh B2 A2 08 AR 5] £E= 152080 SHERE AR
BR7E S0 F83% qTS T 4 U232 AXFAL, 15309 E=
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22 Henri de Lubac, Théologies d’occasion (Paris: Desclée de Brouwer, 1984), 255-308.

23 William J. Wright, Martin Luther’s Understanding of God's Two Kingdoms. A
Response to the Challenge of Skepticism (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2010),
109-1128 3=2Fct. FEQ] “F Y= o270 tigh 7Rkt Agat FE2] o #gle] Hisixl=
$HE AL W= FE (A= VP, 2017), 126-36% Ee
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A 1153 71995 K1 AT, ORFAEFAL] 4lgto] 7HR]|= 5T

4] IASS 99 Wt tEA AREEE Aolth24
ORQFAE AR HRO| 272 R FAY AV AT FAAMY
7F=o] A3t ot ZMY AF E(Joanna Vecchiarelli Scott)of w=H
ZR1EE YH(Reinhold Niebuhr), 3/HE Y(Herbert Deane), A& Y2
(Garry Wills), otgl 25 7] FUo{(Martin Luther King, Jr.), oF5 &d4o]
ZFUYol(Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.), @1 T (Elaine Pagels), 8819 I=
2](William Connolly), Z2Jo} 8] AHEKJulia Kristeva), & ZAIH{(Ron
Rosenbaum), 3 oRIE, X AHQl S0 HF AF4IRES] Er3t ¥
epA] OfRFAE AL PR EZ Ao FTt.25

o|Zgt A9 “OFPFAEFAA HX|0|E" =252 AA| Hol Y] 7HA
Ao R BEFS 4= Qlrh.26 “Augt AAFERIEE YH, ufd £ 7]
FUYol), “Fugl dAF (o &dl4do], Eulot I AHMD, “EF”
(Gl wHA, e Fsd), SR (Al E4, WY AFE, E 24
vk, $h ollE, X d4rE|Ql)oltt.

‘gt @A (hard realism)"= H7Ft AgE AL HE Shido] Q17
Stal Hosk= Ao)710), =7k AR Mt d82 AREste] 359 AAE
FAIoF ghhal g3t o] o229 FHAEE OMFAE AT Tohko|
AP E Fufisl] ol 71 sHAl S-dge] dasitial Hedth BlE
T Y7t o] Asfe] tjEFAAolch. ESF ubel FE 7] FUo] HA| Q1A
5= StHA 710 o] 84F 7|Higt &o] qltt

‘B dAF(soft realism)’s AL AAFO" 9} npR A2 =7}
of A9t ARl B SOl 1A Sk Aoletal . SHANE =7k =94
A FP5H= 9] QlojA S Qlorg "M o g thokel WEES 81l5)

AN

:

24 J. W. Allen, A History of Political Thought in the Sixteenth Century (London:
Methuen, 1957), 18-30.

25 Joanna V. Scott, “Political Thought, Contemporary Influence of Augustine’s,” in
Fitzgerald et al. eds., Augustine through the Ages, 659-61.

26 °J5}9] =9J= Scott, “Political Thought, Contemporary Influence of Augustine’s,”
659-60& 8°Fst Aot
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E. Mommsen)©] OF-7AEFAL] AMEE SiAsHHA] AAIGHE AIH|, Eot
o= oft] &dlido] FYo7t Ryt o =Q)=0] ARIFO)E oRTAER:
AFolEtal YHshHA WHAIFT 181l E7beobA ZEgkA 20| et
ARl 2o} A= AHM} o] #E A[A|jhe}27
“BYF9](authoritarianism)’+= 4% AR} FX] A E=AES sPHHO|
A419] =E SloflA] QIstal Hosk= A o= HAJTL o]2fet EHo] A4
Atgloll A AEE7] siA= FAAR] 35 o] "5 olgtal 43T
o] T ORFTAEFAE WA QIZE AR RS ol F&Eolal Qltk
o] I “Axgt AT} FARRE Ho| woy, EEHS 3RStk Ho
A Zpo7} Qlok. AAZ AQl abdAe} P} Isdl= A4 olE&E AL
2 FAFO" o] ZASI] BAHA L “HHFE A[FolHA FHskar St
‘0] (confessionalism)™ = QI7HY] BFEHdS FESHAIRE AR S
oflA] Al&FSEA] Qkar 7HRQl1e] WHoA 1 RE] SRt o] Y2 AT AlRIe =
stole =712] =84 /gl AH419] oA Sfx]9] Ejgto & wmiQto}
71 “FEd(monstrosity)’ & S&517] 9l ksital F-83Ith BilE 1Y
o] A5jAo 7 ZTFAL ol £ YA E Fo|tt. o] AR BEe
SR 11 HJEEL] T 7] AR 9k EA4ES HHshe AY #ol7] ol
ot Alg] A= ofFAE ALY FAEA REg R AUFE Ht
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27 Julia Kristeva, Strangers to Ourselves, trans. Leon S. Roudiez (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1991), 77-93(A| 4%, “Paul and Augustine: The Therapeutics of Exile
and Pilgrimage”)S X}

28 Garry Wills, Confessions of a Conservative (Garden City: Doubleday, 1979); Garry
Wills, Augustine’s Confessions: A Biography (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
2011).

29 Hannah Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, Joanna V. Scott and Judith C. Stark eds.
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A= 7o) AU Rl IR Bk 2ol Jd o] A%o] ol
o4 S ole] SolRo] QIFIck3t oRIEL 1929d0] o] Bpaks
£ @R )30 T 19339 WA 5UL FeA meprw gt
19410] 780 X}, T} T S0l B A0 MRS 7T
AR, RS ol WelskAL HlEo] 4718 71817} itk oRIE ApAlo]
19650 2] W7 (Mary McCarthy)olAl = B2o] sz T 72
2 #19] 40 7I7}o] BHRA] ok 196340] Of4IEE. B. Ashton)e]
A ol A s e, T vl oklES 1 WolRo] 97k}

(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1996)°] A& AFEQ} AEtA9] F-& 2x5}et
718]31 Ron Rosenbaum, “Staring into the Heart of Darkness,” in New York Times
Magazine (4 July 1995)% Xz}

30 o RS2 A7H|QlS X2 FAFIRE HARKYL. SIAEE TR A% FAFREI =
2}o]7} k= A& Q1A Erickson and Le Chevallier, eds., Jean Bethke Elshtain,
A 9%l A ol I (Eric Gregory)2| 2= Het A& 501, 180F0lA 1aliee
ArHR1] FAFY= B 2 dAFY(a better realism) 2l F7ITE

31 o]ggt fofxdo] AU ofNES] AMIZA wislo] thofiil= off ‘Bl oFElE(review article)
o] Z A& = o] Qltt. George McKenna, ‘Love and Saint Augustine,” First Things 72
(1997), 43-47. o|% ¥ @9 Y82 =X WALLY] o] Fof 9J&3itt.

32 McKenna, “Love and Saint Augustine,” 44.
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1958d0]] OR-FAE A= o IEQ] Ao thA] Yehdtl. FAA|F2]9]
71Qy(The Origins of Totalitarianism) A 23 Z0|o] ofHlEx o3 AE]
A9 MA=E, 12.210] U4e= HE, “Al&o] Q7] fiste] QIzto] ARE Ut
(initium ut esset homo creatus est).”8H= A2 £Q35}1A <l8-351c) 34
121 “o] gt AR A2 E480] Q= wiuith BT IR AR
HE AlolAl sigEh ek Attel shAlYE 2A] WAl George
McKenna)7t & AH3%0], oRIEL ofAEFAL] & Wy} gl
o] Ql-&star St} Hefl FASE, 12.21904 oF-FAE A= shbde] &
Fx 58S Aot WHoA A F= Ak SHA|TE ol E:= "I7He] 57

2 Azahs ekow 1 FAS Boloh AMSSIT Yk Fnlze AL
oFE 19604 Ho] AH419] BAR=ES AASHEA 1920w G
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33 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, viii; OFE, TARR} /g3 A ofQEAEI A, 22(AF
E9} ABFF Y] “AE).

34 Hannah Arendt, 7he Origins of Totalitarianism (New York: Harvest Book, 1973),
479. oRIEE= Zp4l9] AojA] I Ql-gFo] FA=E, 12.200] 2ol skATE, dfrH|Qlo]
A A5t vpe} o] FAIEE, 12.210] ¥tHElshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics,
127n7). 831 o} FAERAL] Bielo] A 9] B2 t23 ). “Hoc [=initium] ergo
ut esset, creatus est homo, ante quem nullus fuit” OF-T-AE1 2, TAZE(11-189);,,
4G G E=ETAL 2004), 13189014 Q185HARY B3 Qto] thoj= Al A). o]
204 TA=E,9] ML oRIEL AFEQlolv AE2] MFS 7|24 0= AT, =
7ofo] ARgRlt

35 o] Wtal FohA oA AEIFAS ARSSHE o|E3t 182 AUst HARAIEA=
2 S Q= Y Aok sHANE ATES} AETTE F AT AAY, oRE= Y 19299
o BRAH=E-S & YRE o AERAL RS AR HIASI ARESHA] gk, 2
AH419] A4 7Hafete] Mk sjAdslint o] 199 gtglo] A2lo] FE5A 7t otk
2] W77} FAokRoe] oRIE= oR-FAERAS] glglojo] HEFt. SHAT ol E=
AHA9] Fohd AES floto] S ARA 02 Aot} Frt. oRIE, A Zidt 4
OFTAE A, 14(ATES}L AEFY] “Ghatolit AlE).

36 McKenna, “Love and Saint Augustine,” 44: “The truth, however, is almost the reverse:
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Algo] Hafxl Fi2 &3t B FE2 Ul %Zﬂ.@i NEe FRroZ
A 7] olRIES] A2 sj4lE0] 7hu|E Fiolgtal & 4= QUrh37 oE:=
Mg AGS =59 Al 28, 1% FF 7R J%ﬁ Fict.38

oflE7} HPR=E Y RS A 259 14 FxtolA W olfof TN
s51Ee} AREE 19504 SHRE 1968W7K9] 71710] ofdlET} ofe] 3]
gho] Aol et 7| DRSS MR ofe AESE A&, 17 Asto]
A o] AL Hi 5 o] AASR Tulgol I up]
jEoleky SAETh30 ST 24 WAL liﬁ_ 75.611 of g}, 1
o7} A BAREE S AQlo BolA| ke AL Tzlo] B7Ks5

L e Usl 1 helek ek, 0] 9 HRssb HR 21

WAl w2, 19604 He] ofdlEt: 192010] olslEe} Am %842
2 Gl S WS 9] tEolchA0 WAL ojefdt Wbt ez
SUHITHS B 4= Qirk. S A1 719 B we} o= Mk
24 2712 Gt 2R S

WAL= oldfioly] HEE ofIES] wRAl=Fo| Sst= VHEA
(caritas; Aol [#=]) /MIES Al 7KK 2 E535kctE 8|1 1 2o gistke]
EAZ AZSH= “IH]ERA(Caritas) 17, “ZFIERA(Caritas) 17, “7F=EkA

her [=Arendt's] later work actually influenced it [=Arendt’s dissertation], or at least
a large piece of it.” (C1EZ A= WAL Aolw, AFAES Qte] FrMdR2 ATAR] Ao|
=9

37 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, xi; OFNE, AR} /Ng3} A okQLAElRA,, 26(AFE
oF AEFAS] “AE).

38 ¥ HeZEE “B:0332007°lt}. Arendt, Zove and Saint Augustine, 64; OFIE, TARRY
Mzt A oRAE L, 128-29.

39 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, xiv; °FIE, TARY 7@} A ofQLAEIRA,, 29-30(&
FEQ} AELF9] AR

40 McKenna, “Love and Saint Augustine,” 46.



OtRTAE|FAC| ZZ LIS St

=
=
St OFHIES} Tl AFH[QIO] LHEX HATMO| LIEH TURE, M SHo= / f¥s

(Caritas) [II"0|2taL o5& B tE4 ofIES W ol T AE P A AR
< “Z(craving; appetitus)’ 2 FoFth42 7|5 H A2 shdol
tigh Zoln JA “vhejeta ok, WA= o] Ve elA(Caritas) 70|
2t1l B2t} o]A2 Al&H Akl “Fr et (cupiditas)’ 9t FEETHS
O™ o] F 7HA] AR B Q170 58 el AS Aths A o2A dFo
“H|F)AHH(unfreedom)’ 9] FEHE 7H<Itt.

A7 Q7] 2YAR]] ARFE BallATE ol HI(IHAE S5t 34

o)

l= AZHe] Foldetd 7|dE M fott Fojdnt. o] 2EH A

R
WAL= “Z=]EFA(Caritas) [k B2t} “71EelA(Caritas) [I's 92
QI7ko & SloiF YZ9] “R7]-HZHself-forgetfulness)” 9] Aol 0|24 gt

. O|AL HA 7124 Q= 2T (serene objectivity)o|H, A4} OZEE 9]
Jgolct. I o]gfgt “FHEEtA(Caritas) ' 2|2 stold Y7 AF
2B “T¥(isolation)’0] oJHA LS ThETh & shbd Q] Wyt HHol
9 AE 71201l AVde] 7IEely IZEHA 52 27|steS vHE7] diEolt
weha] ol IIES] A0 W2, O AERA0A 217G o] ZAE = S
H32 U= AReARE 7RsSE ZQlH|, ol AR AIARE oo EHE ITHA|
A W U 29 e A7 YElsal 24 shbd ] W04 ol
HE}E 710 A= 1 2419 Ihilo] bS] AlbA w2]7] wiiZolo). “he{ErA
(Caritas) II'= $-2] AH419] Apots U F BIQ=S 75, 123k Ao A
YAl = ol ARG A7H R g AHASHA ThETh44 1879

[©)

41 LR 2GS T2 BAT ¢ gl7]o] BEEA FIEEAZ BAFCE oA Al 71A]
Feje] AR FESE A2 WAe] Zo]A|, oRIES] A2 ot

42 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 9; OFE, TAR} /N3 A4 ol QFAE]RL,, 48:
Arendt, Der Liebesbhegritf bei Augustin, 11.

43 ORTAEEAY] GEjEoA TR ERALE FHTEt o] tigE B4 William S. Babcock,
ed., “Cupiditas and Caritas: The Early Augustine on Love and Human Fulfillment,”
in The Ethics of St Augustine, JRE Studies in Religious Ethics 3 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars
Press, 1991), 39-66; $WE, 715n &2st,, 104-5, 107, 1345 Hzt

44 McKenna, “Love and Saint Augustine,” 45. S7A7} ®E7]of @iAILEe] o]t A2 o}l
o] A7tS 2 W get Aoltt.
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OflE ] HEAR=RO| A 25717 L9 ol AEIRAS] A Aol AL
QR oAl 9I7lo] Aok Ao mARECh
Tt o IES] HRAR=IE A 37= o ARGl tigh Shaltt ZAE oA
B0 APFOA FolRa Qi 1= Q19| 7]Holl Tt =204 A&
o}, Q7 HIF opge] Solel=s FEE 2l glom, ERt B Tolgk=
FEUE 7T 9llol 2o AT olSAkto] b5 eleha Tuhs F4ich
WAL= o]& “7lE|E}A(Caritas) [II"0]gtal FEc) ol EE= FsV|&
“QIZto] AHA19] 0] 25 ARFHoF SH= olf= o] Akl FEA 0= FYst
o, §& BT Ut FHotH HAE FRS] WiEelth gl F4Ri)45
o]ojR]= EA oA WA= oFNEZ}F 1950 o] & FRIZEe] 27,4(The
Human Condition)°llA 738 5HA 8133 A “AMAr-49](world-alienation)”
NEL oFPTFAEFATE AR “7F B (Caritas) 1I'9F WU FARE 7iE
ojtal FRT 1A ofMET AR HA=woldE THeEA
(Caritas) 1170 th3f] 71=m & o] ofyz}, “§A} 7% % (pseudo-Christian)”
oj2tal HASHA Fth= Ao|th46 SEA|TE ol ET} n]A] 7§ASHA] 23t Fio
Al Tt (Caritas) 1T AlESIA 751491 EJ"0& 543} A0
1 BEOA “TlE|EtA(Caritas) II'E FA] 71504 EF o2 Yepdct
831 19509 o]%9] oRIE:= "It 1A F FAH D53 HAl(the
ancient Greek spirit of political activism)’ 0] AFEE ZoA A AL3]<]
TAE 2=, Z12fRk ABAIRte] Hiwo] Aoj7t HERE 1929\0]| oFIEZ} HARY
9 ORFAE A AN WAEHTA WAL= 2ARH47 A7)0 EsiA] el
7H] A 014 vgkd S523F 7idQl e (natality)” Hg2 192940

45 McKenna, “Love and Saint Augustine,” 45. ©|Z-2 o}2fjof|A Q1-8<5t Zlo|t}. Arendt, Love
and Saint Augustine, 106(A:033358): “The reason one should love one’s neighbor
is that the neighbor is fundamentally one’s equal and both share the same sinful
past.” OFFIEE o] 49| TARA] ORQAAEI AT & Mg Zujriola] 24, 56("%-8
©| S 401 386 SIRE] B gom k9 ol 2 S A Ted
AR} E7 of ORFAERAT} & el 29 Wk olRIES] s & tEr

46 oHRIE+= “fAF 71504 olgke @S B:033155, B:033167, B:033172 SollA] AR&SITE

47 McKenna, “Love and Saint Augustine,” 46.
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St OFHIES} Tl AFH[QIO] LHEX HATMO| LIEH TURE, M SHo= / f¥s

ol E7} A FH O AE R AOAl = B WHE7] JAEQIT. webA] W
A= ofHEZ} ¢ oAt “ZElErA(Caritas) 11"} “7HIEFA(Caritas) 1117
Alo]9] G728 tiHBAIE ZA7IA] T3, T3 S84 idE 19299
Ap4lo] ARt ORAEAETA AV ool A= Eofl7] =710 Bl k=R
o] /§A AFLE HEHoz TP AE Y=ok

27} B7]o] Wate] B Ak & ARk £ A o Ut
ol EQ] HA=29] F4l S5Z Al 7HA FE9] =k (Caritas) & A2
St A2 WIS Argoltt. olA|qt ol FET} BiAl=E Ji AAE FHFHoz
2715 | A5 A8t WAUe] 42 T18A A= 7HA] etk vt
H AT EQ} AEATE AASHA F4510], ofFlES] 1929 HPAR=ol|A]
oju] &34 7Id 9] wHoKiiz)7t Uehtr] wiielch B8/ 7HE2 ofe-AE

A AMYOlA o IEZE A &9 S ARFOEA 119 ARy EollA

:

2 Solg'e Azt Y=ol BdeA Jeln 448 9% WA 2A0EA
7yEsHe Aol oRIER ‘% B WEA 2 B9l AHoR B soly
A0) el EAAS U 4 Qi ArtelS Bt e AnEe} vk
25 BB QIck48 TS oRIES] B S 9] HeE
A SolA] SYEIOB(UT A033290-033292), TAE SR Tl
A TR OlRR Alxo)E ThEolue A A ARES Hstel 1 Y
G2 WA F T R B:033187-033188; 033190). AFEL} A
B110] Fe L] Balnch Wl o A5 QP Seie] AAA SAS
2 7Rict, 18710] 192040 U =} 1060 Tho] 488 =52 vlwsh
of, WAl FEAI EHE BE YR ol FHIAL MR Re
Atz 2AsT gk ek ok AmEeh Avae] Wk Agstcta

48 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 146; OFAE, TAI} g3} A ok QLAERA,, 241(AF
Eo} AELF9] “gh olRIES] AEA”). ESE oF A, 210F0l4 ATES}L AEtTE= o|EA
A=t “OlAEL: ofTAERAE SlofH|ALt HAIAFHA QIZT A BUAT FAVIS
Fofok= A2 719017 (71 stoldlAY H WHAleIAA-E S0 thgh 3o =2A2) 7|
= oMtF(B:033192)2t . GA3itt.”

49 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 155: OFIE, Al 7N d3} A ORQFAERFL,, 254(AF
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24 AelgdAar dEAMA J-B2A(Elizabeth Young-Bruehl)9] sfj4o]]
7|tol A AT EQF ABLH R} BISSHA| BRI ER| Aol TEH, 1950t
9] oIIE= 192919] ofslEC] H]|g[A] F-FF ol Tzt “BIFHAIAZ
S5 A(non-worldly community)’©fl telAE B SHs1A v|Hslal A
9k, ORAAEEAL AlGEO] oAz A9 FUS AZhS FAISkaL JITE50

wehA] BlE ol EZ} BhAb=RY] 71 AdE SEolA HHSAZHE ‘B
FET A R Aolo]] =RA] AF X AV 7HAo] Sl AL ofyH,
QL A FET GA] olFIEQ] U&3t AV 23HE BAl= AE ofH
A=l P v N = AA7E oIES] AV AtHE HolFA
o= Ak oYt 28 WE 5= Stk 18710 ofslolxs AT EL} AR
7t HAR oRIE YAR=Z-Z she] Tt 220 2 B =015 A7t

)

2. olIlE Y=gl A

AFE

ol o] WA=Ee WISk Folz MolstaL SjAe A AnE
Fris AP O SRR 84o] v the BYSel & vehdrt

o METOIA Erelal Sl

(S

Lt MAZRES] D& 20| et SYS2 ST HE Ale

Eol AE79] “ght} ofgllES] A" T3 AFESL ARt = ofFIET} o]Fof HEHAIZ]
ABZFE0] B2 BRI g2 9] Hijofeg ofv| 1929H9] HA=EA ZHA L At
A2 ol E] thgt FF =o W40 sl AFEe] B7HYSH] g o2 S Aol
ot I F% 59 WAloAE olRIES FHiQl thghatol| tigh ¥he0 2 Ao e A&dt
o|&7}, old ZAEWHAR]] JE|A EFMpolis)g AL Wl 3 AR J8sgh 1ds
O, B2 A, IF, ATE FAIsHAA 3FHol el A3k T AR FATRE sk
ekl A1 oK HEQ] 9 126, T 213). 159 EAo] AMdolghH, 4] Wzte]
2% A oRKIEE T JAE Ay Wele & AR 183 1o B gt
19299 9] HAl=23} 1960 o]l 7H78E HAR=R Alol9] 7HAE Hejes= Aolet & ¢
QAT

50 Williams, On Augustine, 109. 2 De|JA7} Ql-8ol= A A F-BZA ] 5|4
olfol Yr2tt. Young-Bruehl, Hannah Arendt, 490-500. B&]F27} oEQ] tig] oA
SRt SiA] “shbd el =A(civitas De)™S 55 BG4 tBA7|TL A2 Y= sfj4lst
= oRIEY] &S IAok= A2 oflt}. 235]8] ofFfjollA Hxo] YA oRIET} ok
AEIEAL] RADE S A4S0 R ZE sfAFcty Eot
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St OFHIES} Tl AFH[QIQ LHEX ATMO| LIEH "U=RE, S &

0z
a
40
0%
Hol

NS HAS O|RE Hhd| SlOHHE|X|= S4=Lf. O|R2 11 S Z|AH
7L 269 HEIME T QA2 05| HOot UCk= AR THZEOICY,
WAHY| HEl= Mleel XE& EX 0| EEECH 29| HAXPIH BE
AIS0A| O|2XCH= AFM2 MIMOI| CHEISEXIZE 2O SHA X AIAO]
A0] JEA E R OfLCh “eHiiotH U Mao] J229| XHSS 014H
L J= MY 07|X] 28 Mo| & Z{0]7] HE0|CHREES Zdh
103.3].” XME=M(civitas terrena)2 1 A2 H|7[ZIQUX(2E SA|0f AKXt
= IR0 20 MREE 25 Bh=Ct 7= AXPH HNoz T-E|]f
HXz ZRofAE FEHES PAlolr Ut AXRtn si: JEEO
(separatus) #SE = 0 Y MRS & S22 MRS st

HE5}7| M20|CtS!

AP o] 24 Qlo] oRIES] uhip=g A7} aoklo] glrka S welo]
ohct. gholA] 92l uizALke] BAlef wre} ofRlEC] wAl=Fo] 3A A
740] 7teles Fidos AaEnks A AHusith 919 AgFo] ot
AAZEE] 1Y TR0 e SHES shpdel e Aehe ke
THelERA(Caritas) [T 12 2451 918 212 Elska st o))
SR 291 “FhelekA(Caritas) IT'0] Sgbch e Aljoh BAAE BR3)
T 9l I BYS Hoke I 2 NS BUL 2R Aophe WA
SOl gt HaoE yElo] AA" ek o5l AS WA Aok
A 25 Ak A 2 TtelEkA(Caritas) 1170 Slgate. o]
ASTEC AEEE oRIEY] 19209 A= Ro] KA g A olFolw
O3] 1L WAL AL A SolA] AREES THRlER A Afse Al
o) ek sjofatet. Sl oleitt AES QASHA oRIES} 4G ofgT
AEee] AE] g8, TSR 0] A8E FEE FHOR F o 2

AW E A} QI

51 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 7(AFES; AEFF9] “SH=ojgt A&, o] BEAEL
olgjol| A 9183t Aoltt. Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 106-7; O1E, TA 7dz}
’d ORTAEREA,, 185.
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3. OFQFAEPEAS} At WA, 13 T0] e 2

OFHEL AA10] HAR=ROlA oFpPAEIRAL] ISR, S 46M ok
3T} AFE, S MR AZRERE A0] 2H BT AgW
ofHEL el 4k GTHo|T PR3 4 oleks ofeFAERAL] FX
Lol2 AJZBIHIAIZE; 11.28, 14.25).52 HE AL JPE2 7]
et 7o) AP AR Aot Qe S, BRI aolth Rk F5e
SHAlel| Z5A] & ARAle] Hiet Heto] FSoitt. JEjA] oR et AEl R el

= Tt Aol 9] Akl £oHA] o= whEoll ol FEkal Apdlo]
Yohke oz 4 0174&7}?”3}“% AR Qe wIthSs

TG FEY ke Aks A BE2 ofFA dold AR ofdlE]
T=H, Oh;uléﬂ%é‘: 10f] oigt o shfde "Fifrul) ohe sl
HEStth54 e Aol 1= ok Ao, Eet 352 oke Aol
Ffr{enjoyment)?t E-{(desire)= 35401 U=t F5h= Hdel 4ol
EolA 1 it #AE Rttt 574010h55 11 Wit "ol 8(ut) Idl 1A
< OE F4Z AR AT B4 Be A KT8 ol AE A
= ohbd GA] Frek ol8olEhe A CR ARS ShAlthS?

(o]
f8

rSL_E
.JlEil

om.,a

52 ™t o] 9182 oRIE Hiil=F EUojit Yo Sl&= Ql8olgt HIAEL Heith
Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 10; OFHE, FARY 7Ng3} A ol FAEIRA,, 50.

53 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 12; oFE, FARY 7Ng3} A ofQLAElRA,, 52.

54 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 32; OFE, TARR}; 7g3} A ofQLAElRA,, 81
Arendt, Der Liebesbegriff bei Augustin, 28.

55 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 32; OFE, TARY 7fg3} A ok QL AERA,, 81.
SHollA] “mEbA et S the B82S FRTTE IASS A Yol AT BAIE
Bttt FAEY ol 29|t UJr':'fVﬂ R} 4= thE A4S IRttt RS2
ARBE A4S YellA AHEET BAE BETHANd so, enjoyment and desire have this
in common: they are concerned with things for their own sake).”2t1 Aok St

56 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 34; OFAE, TAR 7id3} A o} AEl A, 81-82.
O AE A AMYOlA “ifrui)"e}t “AR8{(ut))" 2] 7ol sl olge] =98 Het
Raymond Canning, “Uti/frui,” in Fitzgerald et al. eds., Augustine through the Ages,
859-861; 0}—;«—7—*‘5]—‘?/\ 71502 7123,(De doctrina Christiana), A 13, LHE, 7]
T g5, 104-8.

57 o}QFAEIRA, M7= A 7123 1.31.34. Arendt, Zove and Saint Augustine, 34; OFE,
TAlG 7t A o AL, 83-84.
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St OFHIES} Tl AFH[QIO] LHEX HATMO| LIEH TURE, M SHo= / f¥s

7104 TRl 7t SRt FHelEkAE ShdEE A Tt
£ AFdshs Aol 7Rl AE X 19| 3549 5EE Adshs 4ol
Th58 T3] 71R[ERAE 7 AR AR AR HiidE de7it RS
2851 Sl Zhejerart A o]t o] WAkl : ek 1o
TS G9AEA Bae o] sl A9 B4 sk FEeol ofds, AT
& gle A 7hed I EE O3 7S Aol ofe B TRt
(FAl=25 14.9.5).59 ofof HisfiA oRIE:= F 7IAE AAeitt. 34| F-u|tjEr
2FE)E TS FAU FHEEAE FEeE WOl £ete A%, A4
7HJERA0] A= G o1%2)) mFfio]l &3t AfEhs Z0|H60 of et AE
2o ez Axe 23 Aol A=A g v, o "ddd vl(the
anticipated future)’E 7|HshaA FAo|A 7HEEtAR Yok AbolH.

A=Y Al 17, Al 38014 oFIEE OF-F-AEFA7T AARE ARE]
AAo] s =3t SuEAE oFRIEE MAI=Es2 oRTAERA0] A
2] AeA(political work)"2tal F-2r+.61 A “njgo] tigt ZHEs1HA
= 2 Aol AR AAERE oRpTAERRAY S AT MIEE,
15.22). Arge] AA7F Aldz 41l A2 AlAE 1 AHAE A8l s
&L shbdS #1H ol 8ottt J13 ARl oRAE LA SjuloA tE S
ZEe ARoltt. oRIEE o]2fet A “RIZte] st sl EAlske A
g, AAle A= fs) SAEE 2L 8okRith62 Jnd o] 22 o
tisfof sh=71? ofES] W, oRAEFAE oo tiet 7P ]
J73TAE Ml olg Y Al o] ARFSIRE = Ale2 A HTHEF 22:39;
91231 & 13:9; 2 5114 35).68 J2dA oflEE ofpFAEFATL

58 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 33-34; OFAE, TARG 7fg3} A of QL AE| A, 83,

59 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 35; OFAE, TAR} /g3t A ok AEl A, 85.
@It o] thet= ofXAAE A Q182 U FAIRE, Q] Weto] FojIA] A & &
A AE=]o] ojA FIE a3t

60 o]2H, A7+ ‘=32 I3 EARKSein zum Tode) L EXE slold|A 2]e] ESto] AlAFH
=2

61 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 36; OFE, TAIR} 7/Wd3t A ok AEl A, 87.

62 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 37; OFAE, AR} /Nd3} A ok AEIFRS,, 88.

63 OFXTAE AT ARY S Tk Al FolE 8848 A AREEItkE AR Higl oRIEE
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A2 5ok 2HEo] @0 “amor’, ‘dilectio’, ‘caritas & “H 84 U=
B2 ANGSHAA A9 AES AT AAFH(A=E, 14.7).

ORI EE OFP7LEl 720 ARFEOA ol 2ARGo] o] et it A2
2ot HoA AEsie By A7 ARl FRIT o AE A
+ S ol wet Al AR L ol AR T7F AAIE E wheo]
UlRfBIA] ek Aol 7t RtelRke o= sl L AR E3e ARISHA

T QR o, I ARe] 52 m|RsAARE I ARFE2 ARG Zlelot”
2l FEPHARES 14.0). ©] T2 oRIEE o]Ro] ofd Aol A3t
A AL alskal EHRR el Agdle o= st e
HyY, o|RARGo] ‘84 &2 EWorA 42 4 oA "o Yok
ORFTLE 20 A| QoA o] ZAFG IRt Shd Algol upd# o B

2oltt. o]of Hisf oI EE OFPFAERRAL] AL SIS AR AE
W 20 2B 9lon, ARFo] oReFAEIEA AMS] SRS A
ks AP B Ao "Rl S84 ol EE =12 A 2570l

oo s JFH = L=t

4. A7F AZ9] o|FAQ ‘AvN(before; ante)

HRAR=RO] A| 255 oRIEE: Q179 7199] EAI9} 7199] BAIE W&ol
£ FA ATeiA tHREHA AJZRIT oR-EAE A Q17| 7] oA
B U7 A oAl 718 W A, Qo] Fohs RS ok W4
83 IRE AEHAY sk Aol HRReH A AAI R, 11.7.12).
ol Ed] W2, o}XLAE AL TE Q7to] B3} S 7okl IA0]
ofd AR ok= AL & wof, =3t 4ol gt x4l ws] yAd T
£ ofg}t 9j4lo] EAol= AR EA Y] 7| FAF LR A= o] lrkal

50| AsfE 9J&3ltt. Etienne Gilson, The Christian Philosophy of St. Augustine
(New York: Random House, 1960), 311n40. Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 38;
olNE, TARY AN} A ofRe-TFAEREA,, 90. oRIE: g’o] ©@of ‘amor’, ‘dilectio
‘caritas 7} 22t 18]240] ‘eros’, ‘storge’, ‘agape ©f sfFRITial R3St

64 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 43; OFAE, TARY 7N}t A ok AEl A, 97.



OIRTAE|-AQ] ZBASH [t £
BiLE ORIEQ X1 AAEIOIO] HER HTAO| LIEKE TABE, siMZ SAO2 / RUE

AR webA PEo] gt XA QIgHe] “TATE AR FEL ofldE
ool Sz AR SAlell ZAC sl ojn] EFH Zo|ches R Algo] =S

A71E vlgpy ojb =k ‘U AL A AYSE F gl A = glon
2 YEIE 4ol dol S8 wiuih FEZE 4o] 71 HoflA FopKith=
o] QIFHETKTIME, 10.21.31).766 o] AF FPEIE 4o] 7|9=)= T A2
AR o] Fagt AR =A EAet 2|9 St} wjFo| tigt 7|hE IFAX]
}.

OFIEE= FAISE, 12.15& 18sHHA “o]dAQl I F(#) o ‘s,
U F 22 oJgt Axd A Afol9] Aol AR Yals A doExN 719
BRohH, T2 ]Is) AH419] 719d AFH 0 R IAE AT 4 tke Ao
o} gkal Rt oA ”*‘H, I7tolks M2EL 55 AREUTE
AHA ] 21-R5HA &S] QL XHE}L AJAlo|t}, o}l EL “0l7kS OJAl5}Tl
7]045 r —"ZHE _o_]—Z Z] ;G o] 9AL g‘“(blrth) o
(natality) & 927t = 06H AIAZ Solgtthe APtk "ehal 7g%h
t} 67

Ao} Sl TR ST S5 Alelo] Qi oRIEE= S50l gk Fa&at
4ol Edo] QIzto] 7HA “E5k(desire)" 2] HHRI BHH, 4fo] F=0izl Ao
gt ZAE 71 (remembrance)” 2] @3o] EHokal Wkt 42 HIRG é.“—cﬂl
NEAE 25 AR 7] glizoltt. weba 3ol et F23Z
7heteksl= A2 3oy &7} ofye} 7|9} ZFAfo|t.68

AzE BE AL “x]oj7}9] FH(the mode of becoming)’ & AE3}c}.69
12E9] U9 T A (BeingH HIEA (non-Being)7} otet 11 F7F

XES o] 2R g o Ae] A oA

=‘é

lo r{r r{r

l‘l

65 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 46-47; OFIE, TARY 7d3} A oAl R~ 102.

66 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 47; OFE, ARG /Nd3t A ofbFAElFA,, 103.

67 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 51(B:033187); oFIE, AR} 7d3} 4 o} AE]+
2y, 109-10.

68 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 52; OFIE, TARG /Mgt A okTAElRA,, 110.
OFNEL OF-TLAERAS FARIRZ,; 3.6.645 Q183

69 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 52; OFIE, TARG /Mgt A okTAElRA,, 110.




P

Y 25 265
Reform & Revival 2020

A3 70 ¥hof| shubd2 EWchks EAo|th 71 fxEQ] QIR shdat
TAG &ollA AL shbd el @ FHs Ao JEE EA7
OFIE7} sfj4l5he of7AEl A0 mEH, BEY ERE0] EALY o]H|o}
o 7igelu EA19] ZAE FiL e AA"E
AUtk oA ofumjofjA KW QI7] 4h2 4fo] FAet M EAE ARSHA
EUTHEAL. TS, 9.4.10).72 ohFAElRATE UohRo]  CR(fE
nothingness)olA] TFEojH 0P g TR R 4= Qlom” ot T4 R4l
S UE 1 FE AT TR, 12.8). 18U ¥4 Te AR
W7 E7F5% £4(an immutable Being)' S ZAZW £AJg 4= 9long
AZFY] 42 “EA(Being) o] BA &of AERITT3

AZHY] 4+ TIAlo] It FESH HH FE HekE 4 Qick SAlof ik

Pt WA E7IssAY AASAQ EA4] 9A] E 4= Qi QRE A9
AzE 7193 AF4Q1 IAE FATeEA ALt 74 T o= QI
< shd 9] A E dEEH Q9] o] ARl 352 “Fof s
(approach nothingness; appropinquare nihilo)”0] o] ¥ZIt}.75 18
IS4 QIZto] "R S| FEteh=E A2 oyt ofllES] wEw, o]
oujoflA QZFE R EA"= ofyth. 17t Eoks A EAl= *17—‘}E 2
glo] EWol= EA40)7] wfiZolch.76 “EXsiAH, FE Ju|R EAsk= ol

o)

l‘

pas

F

01

[¢]

rE

70 Arendt, Zove and Saint Augustine, 52; °FE, TARR}F /Hg3} A okQEAEI R~ 111.
Ol EL= o AE AL A7) A4, 6.18.348 Q183Ith “BE mREo] IE0]
EAote Walog EAoHA] ko =H A YR R4 B wE A% %E}
(terminusyZ ZHA =7] wiiZolot.” &9 g0 wat 9|9 AFE Frhe A2 o
i 5e FA FuNE7I7HA] olofAl= Fa%t FEATh

71 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 52-53; OFRIE, TARY 73} A o}k QFAEIFRA, 110.

72 Scanlon, “Arendt’s Augustine,” 170°914% o] H& X A3ttt Arendt, Love and Saint
Augustine, 26, °HIE, A 7{dt A OP—?*:rLiE]Lég, 72.

73 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 53; OFRIE, TAR 7ida}t A 0}—?«—?&&—‘7—&4‘, 111.

74 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 53; OFIE, TARG /Nd3t A ofFAEFA,, 112,

75 oI EL ofQEAEIRA Ml W TE9] I5(De moribus Manichaeorum) 2.6.8& U85t
ok “QI7ke QA3 Tl HEE H|FXE YowAdL | EE thlyle AL upx|gich”
Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 54; OFE, TAI /g3t A ok AEIRA,, 113.

76 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 53, 55; OFIE, AR} /di}t A ofFAERA,

112, 115.
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o 33t %8 o] BAHoR EAR ATy 4 &
Hiote u7kR] Alorbet, %go] 2k 6& QRS SHe 2T WS Q=
A o] SANEAE £ 4 YEHCATE, 13.10).77 ko] B Al
8l ollEL o]2A 3 9l

Fl

ol

foll 7= O] &2 EXHSk= SAI0 EXHSHK| Y= sHHo= LSt
ZM(eternal Being)S AtrQ| RIMOZ JHX[11 ULt QUZH 49|
FOIM HAS M O EXti= 40| AIZE|7| 0|X0)| 0]0] EXHZHL, 40|
K|LiZt SO EXHE 0|0, T~ 7] 0]l Oj2 &2l A =0

olr|
M
AHE 9| S5t SO =2 X|HLt EXf= Q2 40| Rfot EE0rz
rul

I’_°.E mjo
0!

2 of MM
rio ojo

— EI:l
PHOZN QIZH} MAE Won, 1tQ} O|2i2t= 0|52 2|2 QIZte
“Ht(before; ante)’®il UACH AUZE2 S|AS SaliM 17t =0 0215t

O|==01 “Xub(this twofold “before” of human existence)S 2745t

o] k2 oRIEZ}F B QU= I7He] A& 7Fd & "ohlial Qivh 1A
“H(before; ante)’ol2h= 3 Tof Qo YFEo] Qitk. “%

A2E AL} o Add v &2 FAlol 7o A
Shubdol thigt o2 7HIXIH BAlo] A QL
ARk I BES FE ¢ Utk ARS AARE Q7R ROl EAfolt.
7R AL 71BE 7|t =N T1Ao] miof| Aekt A& SRttt o]
i3 ofEL: “Qi7to] ARFE AJ5H= A(redire ad creatorem)o] 1=
ZA4& 3l tHA Hl#7HE H(se referre ad finem)” 2.2 oldfE 4= Q=
o7t "tk F3tc} 79

77 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 55; OFE, TA 7@} A o} QFAEl 2y, 115.

78 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 55; OFE, TAR: 7@}t A o} QFAElRAy, 115.
E=AE A7A9 A) AgEr] A o] Z2 X dPE= Arendt, Der
Liebesbegrift bei Augustin, 48°I= A%< o15d(Doppeltheit des ante) ol thgt Aol
7R e} Qich

79 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 56; OFIE, TARG /Mgt A ofkLAElRA,, 115.
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H2 A Fz2E ARl digt 7193t oA E mjEe] 2% Ao
Sl Al A AoE AAel FFE o Aoz Fofl o
2 8] o] MEAE FENE = At AR AL vlHrt

ESh= FAOIA 7] A9 Ao digh BAE Fdtt). "Uhs U AR

71] EAAZ7} =t quaestio mihi factus sum; TS, 10.33.50) 2=

ORPTFAE A0 T oflEx: o]g A sfAfeict.80

SHARE QIZto] 95 ZAE & = Q71 Wheoll AT SR, o AEl

27F L9k A ol AeolM S FEs] SU Ao® Het 11
9] 7 H22 JA| 950 Soldts A=A QU ok AE LS

57t FLd] FLIIHE AV 28 AR Ie FEREY RS U

7] MiZolet. e shutdZAM 58 ©ilo] o o] A2Jrtal HTHA|
7] ANy 5.23.45).81 11 = AAE EH X915 o @ sARE IRk

5 JAE 7 Ho & 5 gloh O}T?Li‘ﬂ-“riﬂ' ko], "7 Al
9] Iy 9o [ EAol & F2o] gl H5)A| =, 9=lE

ALeBs FRS0] AME ol AH 01'3’— 0“”'711 =°] }% S5 Ao

FRITHAISE, 12.4).782 JL2 SAZQ Ao, e Zo] AR Lehd

o FYEE 79 2244 Fxo|nt. Hi= QIXto] Xﬁl AP EMHom
Y}, oRFAERAE THEZA 7:31-320014 ZRlsto] o] Ao 9
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80 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 57; OFIE, FARG /Nd3t A ofFAERA,, 117.
o] B4& ollELE TgAl9] 4 ol-= 5335 thEtt. Hannah Arendt, The Life of the
Mind: The Groundbreaking Investigation on How We Think (London: Harcourt,
1978), 2:85. © ?ﬂE‘; o] FAIE Hr} Zlo] oJgfslr] ofiA] ofRFAE AL MIAUAE,
10.37 10.8& & A& ARSIt

81 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 57: OFE, TAIR: 7@} A o} QFAER2y, 119.
St. Augustine, St. Augustine: The Literal Meaning of Genesis, ed. Johannes Quasten,
Walter J. Burghardt, and Thomas Comerford Lawler, trans. John Hammond Taylor,
vol. I, Ancient Christian Writers (New York; Mahwah, NJ: Paulist Press, 1982), 175:
“God made all things together.” 12t} O} EAEIRAL ThE ZoAE Y AZRE UWsH]

T B} O ‘A o\ A(rationes seminales)’ ] /WO 2 o] B2 Z3HAFIT) Xk X}/\ﬂd’
o ol Heh $HE, iellsle] PR Wie Ash Axe” AR AL, 6
(2018), 187-88.

82 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 59; °RIE, AR} W@} 4 oFALAEFRA,, 120.



OIRTAE|-AQ] ZBASH [t £
BiLE ORIEQ X1 AAEIOIO] HER HTAO| LIEKE TABE, siMZ SAO2 / RUE

Y(figura)> AW7iEete “2 [WWAZ] EA4(ts [intrinsic] nature)’2 Ak}
A A F=rtal FAITHA=E, 20.14).83

5. OFFAEFA0 o]FAl AA A

o]ojx]i= FofA ORIE: oF-FAERAL] “AlA(mundus)” 7Nd< &4
Qt} T1of| W2, oA AERAL AIA ZE2 olFAoltt. 4 oftA
HrAe E2A7F @E5F0lH BE Fis9] Xolehe T1E|AF AV -85
t}.84 T1oA] JHEE B i WA 2ol Holgtal ofllEL= AR
ojd EAE HollA FEZ A4 fIsiA7E ofd et 22 “HA|9] ofETthe
(pulchritudo universitatis)’= oA £A51c}.85 ol Ex o|# AMAQ]

2= EEolet et 18 EgEolAls 57 AR AT
it GHgt ojlofgt AlZEHo] gliet. SHA|RE ol AE”H A0 o] 2 95

AR AR ERE LA A 5= Yot AR QL 5
Roh= AHS 41386 E85] A E “AA|9] dA(taxis tou holow)'=

= MEd} Q7S o] EAS] FEOE Hi 7igo] oL AEFAL] HA|
Z3l 917Hhomo ordinatissimus) ©|2F= 7o 242 o7 =935} 87 | 01
717kX]7} ofRIEZ} 7§73t BiAR=E BER1 “B FE70]1l, ofslRE = A F&E
o sfiggtct]

TR of=3t MlA A AL oRFAEFAE E UE AA JiEE 2L
AL, T= IS AlIARKL E517] iZolt). TRIATE el (1. 12) 1A
OF-TAE A= “AA= shdo] REEAl sHe Wolghes A (fabric)d
Folzl o]FY £ o} AlAIY AFAE JA AL EFU. . AlAIE

Fll‘

v

83 Thglol:= theal Ztt}. “Figura ergo praeterit, non natura (WEbA 21g0] AlZR]= Zo]Z
EAo] A= AL o))" Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 59; OFAE, AL} Ada}
A ORQLTEAEIREA, 120. TAoME P (figure; figura)S “AE ol LIk

84 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 61; °FE, FAIR} /Hd3} A okQTAEIFEA,, 123.

85 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 62; °FE, TAIE} g3} A oRXTAEIEA,, 124.

86 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 62-65; OFIE, A 7ga} 4 ok AEN-
125-28.

87 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 65; OFIE, TARG /Mgt A ofkTAElRA,, 129.
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ARt A T3 I Aol Byt ekl 7121088 13 7)o of=l
E= of9FAEFAY AIA JNEE olFZolzt A& Wtk AA, AlA=
A9 FzE(GHe B)olH AAIE Aok AEET AlRFE R oFd 7iidol
th &4, AAe xF AAE Dok, 232 AF(habitation)2F A
(diligere) 0 & o]F01ZItt.89 AAlof A= AlgolAl= F 7HA] AEix]7} lokal
oI E= 4%ttt Shb= AlAIZRE "olAd e+ AolH, thE shi=
AAE B% SHAsHA Hfsks 2ot

AR AIA oA A7 ZH4lel tisl 2AKinquiry)E 33t 1 RAR=
YESA| 1A} Sh= vl 7123t Aolt}. 11 RAK= 7|92 FEAIA ARFE
A A}, o]gA] PESE 58S 7 HREL 24 QIR (TA=E,
12.1).91 ol EQ| ml2W TE mREL “o}Z] QL (nondum) oA @ “o]
Al Y(iam non)" 2= Uopgteh. TTEHA IR A4l ool B9l 32
AAE FESIHse refert ad finem; TAI=E; 19.10).92 o] ofofA QI7+S
A o] sfFshe shubdat o) sidske AlAIE Al ABZSHA et
shdo] A BREE off= QIte] A4S HAE s 7P s
= H&E7] gZolth. g mxEo] T ATZ Sh= olf=, ?l 3=
2 FZRE o|Fo” w0l As ¢7] WiZolth. I1RH AR
A2 diol i HA| QIZEE sk AZsHA et fufsid HRxE2
(nothing) oA = F=d(TA=E,; 12.8), AHY “SlRE0] @E5H7]9
Al Al (absolute nothingness)—‘& %%O]_L 3 2A QY77 o
l:]—‘93

TEEZ olAH "oF4 L olATE oAl flEol7IA] FolMEE W Eot

Ko, -15 m{o r

—_

88 Arendt, Zove and Saint Augustine, 66; OHIE, AR 7g3} A ok AEl RS, 129-30.
St A= Fo] “fabric” B2 O] “faprica & AL HAE R HISI] RIS Fo}
Holo N “fabrica = TEOIR A, F FFolu AEE 1tk

89 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 66; OFE, FAR: 7@t A o}l AEIR2 130.

90 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 66; OFE, TAR: 7@} A o}l QFAERAy 132,

91 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 68-69; OFIE, TAlG 73} A ORLAEINRA,,
133-34.

92 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 68-69; OFRIE, TA 73} 4] ok QAEIRA,, 135.

93 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 70-71; OFRIE, TAS 73} A ok QFAEIRA, 136.
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q B2 BORITHIAIRE, 6,129 £ BE IS o 2 Alidem)o2
YrSo] HATKPAIRE, 1.11).9 ofS-7AE a0l QUBES] Yo, Fele]
ofh go] 114 AHISHLA} S B 2lolth.9 T1g7]e] ol of9 A
i:Oﬂﬂl aFo) TR HAL o ol FR5HA etk FgI Tk
oF %:80] ] SeolA] AR Peele A 929] 29F Lolth
 pAtiEd el 1 2 B Aol AAHgT 2t Aol
3L AL W Fa5H ke Aolv] tio|th e rhe7 A
:LLﬂ—t— oRgpAE A0 QoA BE AR 1 A&Hel ofng AAlslthL
et 2uE ae) e B4 S8e P Y ol ol ol

mlo

I

P BARIAY e SEE RE S gloH E‘:7} vl A ZES. ana
81 AR WeHA] Y BE oy wojolt sl ATl A A Alo|E

g1 A5
o] 4 ARIOJE 45| S WURIE B0 ALt e TR,
13,108 QLS. T2IT B Hel/IE, P2} 4 B opg F32 ol o
2 27 93 £80) olFRER HE VUL AU A £ 4 AE

7V gtero A HESMAILL 2o ol LT RAS Tt

94 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 72: OFIE, AR} 73} A ofFAEI R~ 139.
9] PA=E, 6. 1201]/\1 ORAABIFAE F359] —ral"‘ APdETE GA¥o] Bl FEolg =
AV 7]'§5_‘:}. Eo| EglZ "o RS —or Y3t Agolgty FEth e =
sttt

95 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 73; OFIE, TAI /Mt A okQEAEIRA,, 139.

96 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 73; OFIE, TAIZ Mg} A okQEAEIRA,, 140.
‘9] Bfinis)"Z 9] shdA oL ofFAEIRAE ZIEZT TRSHUA e, X5
‘Folal IdEiak= FOdU? I=AEA M= sphdolAH, A 2 AR, shud
2 AloXEHs Yyt o (e} oksat AN E T £olA7] WEY]YT of7)7t iR
JdjolAl Bolx, o2 32 Ayt Aol FakslA] nigAl L. Eofl EekA] 52 AYUTHE:
quid est, finis Christus? Quia Christus Deus, et finis praecepti caritas, et Deus
caritas: quia Pater et Filius et Spiritus sanctus unum sunt. Ibi tibi finis est: alibi
via est. Noli haerere in via, et non pervenire ad finem).” 2fglo] HIAEL o} Alo]E9]
A 7ERSE  https://www.augustinus.it/latino/commento_lsg/omelia_10_testo.htm
(2019.11.22. FZHSH) oldIAl= YA Aolk

97 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 76; °FE, FAIR} /Hd3} A okXTAEIEA,, 143.

98 oHIIES] o]¥ oJsfi= ORAE AL Ao gt Qafjo|ot. J1of thgh whEk EE0] mixdt
FEo|A tEct
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6. B2FE ot Ak o 2N A

A= Al 27 A 27 "AJofiel HEoj|A ol Ew oRAAEFAL] Al
EoA] 34 AEE A THIEARl) o ‘FatEA(FE) o &
AE teth. Fugetae AIAE 1 AAE A8 AFshe Aol o]z
AIAE shhde el ARohe 7h2jekAagt di2E o] F= Zigeltt. 19
7He]EtAE shbdo] o8 “MlA dreg AE(electio ex mundo)’ = B2
AHETo] 7Fs3st Aot T ashe-3- 73sl; 107.1).99 13 A= AlACl tish
31, SPdY @7 Stk 1™ oA ofFAER A AR S2REEClY
Zsitta SRR THE-S 733l 65.1). ITAH 152 shtdd] s A=
= QAT o13] AlA &l 710l %= £ (pure Being)"0]4l shbdozs
B EEEH100 A 52 23 shbdy 5652 ol & Qlrh ot FA
o] shtdS Eobke 42 7HsSItKT =, 7.16.22).101 J=d] FojcjetA
(F8)= o] g2 ozt gE8-2 d3d Ao g A%lste Aotk thA
LA Qo] APA1S] TR AMEY ApAlof|A| oA vHE i, FFRES
x5 tiAl Aeke Aot 9AIR, 9.8.13).102 1310 QIke] “AdH]
Q1 H(real sin)"ol™, 1 & A= A= A AFdst= XHlover of the
world)"7} €t} 19 AR 2] AHlo] AAlo] &3tk = ARHolA &
AAE 1 A419] Bkpatria) ©2 BT J30] Alglolehis AMAS g3t
T} 103

oFeTLErAo] w2 oA AVgE ARJSHE A7t Bhe o] U2 /5
EE WEE 22 S consuetudo)’ ot “F o] W22 @] AlH A
o o8} Alo] AW Beiha Alxjoli HAI9] OJx(o] ¥IshA ZolAA Het.
SIS o] HEAE 212 11 oJX|o] w2 Zlo]7] whie] o] ©jx]of SJsiA]

99 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 77-78: OHIE, TARY 7@} A OoRTAERFA,,
145-46.
100 Arendt, Zove and Saint Augustine, 80; OFE, FARY /Nd3} A oRTAElRA,, 148.
101 Arendt, Zove and Saint Augustine, 80; OFE, AR} /Nd3} A oRTAElFA,, 149.
102 Arendt, Zove and Saint Augustine, 81; OFE, AR} /Nd3} A okTAElF2A,, 150.
103 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 81-82; OFAE, AR} /g3t A oL AE A,
151.



OtRTAE|FAC| ZZ LIS St

=
=
St OFHIES} Tl AFH[QIQ LHEX ATMO| LIEH "U=RE, S &
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40
0%
Hol

A HATL & ke IeHaE, 3.5.12).M104 oIl E+= Al&GSiA 53
oish o]2A| 7|edtth dot $3E S°|H FH2 QXICE shojg Axd
Aol wiE A Fo =N AL} v FAR} WAA gt S Jth
ojAlY £ 11 of# A 21X b=t 59 WYL 257 5Ys) 105
OFQ—AE AT} Wopko], 532 A 29] EAJo|ohFZ2tE,; 6.19).106 17t
o] H& £l Al= &< AAIE A5l T A AlAQ] Hdo] S&H
T+= H o]} AokE AdE wtsl = T A9E €4 ¥, R4 F
(aliena lingua)™oll AL 712Utk FAQ] SU2 d7te] shubdo] s oj&s
1 Atk=s SAE AXISHL 1 SAE ZE A4l Mol EAsHES: oAl
25 12.8; 14.28). AlAIRE A1) ek o] Fle] WE SA sdollA FUAH,
FHO=HE Y =rgolzt Q1 4= fith107 shubd el &R0 F5H FA2
AALE FHPZ1 A7) 4foll thsh dshH, 17to] AH4le] YH T} s S
£ Shbd o g Fojgd=r}.108

104 Arendt, Zove and Saint Augustine, 82; OFE, TAR} /N3 A oRTAE A, 152.
QAR TR, 0] S At 479 3it). SRRE A2 o]¥o] ofFET} M| 24d=19] ofo]
3|ahollA &gtk “ofo] B Ad(banality of evil)’ oA 7514 Bl@sH= AL “&3170) Zo]
AHA19] YE FFH R HiEsk W A7 Glo] AdPok= A, o704 13 AV
Wol7} dFAECk & 4= Qlt}. Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 80, 83,
128n34. 312 AL ‘G Al 29] 2ot gi= A oI E:= oFAERAL] FEot
£ 6.1991A4 Ql8sh=tl, EFHIQI TS, 12,4914 Q183litt. 181l I+ ollIET}
E39] EAIE SAE=RolA & A AgokA] il ot Fof|A519] otols|ihof thet=
‘A7) gl S8 thoughtless habituation) 3t ¢1g3H}. ofaf: oHIE 9] HhAR=Ro0] ojo]
2 E7E AL 199649 dolal, ArHIIQ] #lo] vk A2 199519] do|7]of el
T ¥RAE=RS BA] B 7540 Uttt Peter Dennis Bathory, “Augustine Through
a Modern Prism,” Society 34, no. 4 (1997), 7591-%= 184 43}

105 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 82-83; OFE, TARY /W g3} A ol AERA,,
153.

106 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 82; O} E, TAIG N3} 4] o}QFAElR2,, 152.

107 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 84-85; OFE, TARY /g3t A ol AE A,
154-55.

108 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 85; O} E, TAIG N3} 4] o}QFAEIR2, 156.
ojAo] FE7}F At &Y A 28% & HE MEA sh= 8kolt}. oRIEE slo|dAZRE
e digf v Aotk AAR 19 2ol FH| gt £4o] Uehr|& gt
Arendt, Zove and Saint Augustine, 5, 6, 123; oFAE, TAR} @3} A ofQLAEEA
43, 45, 208.
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PARE o1733] Exo]l <8514 Ssh=H], olERt QI e
o

oJx]9} Bo] o S (powen)9] 5 WEOITE 100 o] KA1} AR
B8] WE galo] B4 Qlgh, 2 ofn] AARRE Sobdl <lzto] X717
4% Bao] =2ekA DA ofi 123 AAR} A=l Fr0] HERA oiRE

=]

k]
shbdolAl @8 QIth 110 “shdd BAdE9] HRFAIH, HlE E A=HE9)
2R e AR L, HE 58 Fofotils oAt .. wEhA] 259
A EL slpdo] TEA T & YT F4A 5T 58S W3
HAolTAl=E, 5.9)."11 &30 BHoks did2 -2 FHolA BAl $-29
o|zjolt}, “L-2]9] ofjHE Qo= A7t Aot YEd AMY DRSS
A9 AFYY wEolthTA=E, 14.6).7112

wEbA] QI7to] “A=2 M FE(nova creatura) ©] =7| A= s
2%0] "asirt. shbde] 2Fo|s sfbdo] AAR TIEA]l HRES ThA|
AEA Joksol= Zoltt. o]gA s TR T AAE shte] Apto =z
olgfsiA Elejks o ol o] Aol A Lt sluiA] ok=rt. = AlAllA
Z A4 Stk O oA ZeErA QoA 119] VY 7HAA HA =
QIgl o]A89] 4] Qv ZHA| =]917] wiiEo|eragtdAl dlly 7.1).13 17t
2 oA “AFZE A (redamare)’d 4= YA Hrt. oFIE= o]2f3t AV
FA=E, 14.45 27 d8stdA Bgict.

{8,

QUZI0] Rp7| RpLlof| w2t MEHH, = SHES| 2JRI7t OfSt ARHO| ATHZ

=
5
LCHH = 2Hs| 5ifle] 4= Sfloks AOICt Q2 A2 =2 30|
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132 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 106; OFNE, FAI} 7j|@3} A ofQFAERA,, 184,

133 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 107, OFRIE, FARG 7@} A ofFAERA,, 186.
Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 92-93, 105; Woo, “Pilgrim’s Progress
in Society,” 431, 434% #Zs}e}.

134 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 110; OFRNE, FARG 7f|@3} A ok AEIFRA,, 190.

135 A<EIQIE o] FL 595 AAIT). EBlshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics,
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136 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 108-9; oFE, AR} /Ndx} A ofQFAE|RA,
188-89.

137 Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 107; OFNE, FAIR} 7Hg3} A ok QAEl A, 186-7.
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Volume II (83-130), trans. Wilfrid Parsons, Fathers of the Church 18 (Washington:
Catholic University of America Press, 2008), 387: “we truly love our neighbors as
ourselves, if, as far as we are able, we lead them to a similar love of God.”
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AYo] “IHiEOlH I oA 7|&H Zoltt. Al 63(113-118F)2 oH=Z T “Auj] £+
(libido dominand)’7} &29] P2 Hehts HA] sl ¥idisk= 2ol

141 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 19.
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Armstrong Kelly, Politics and Religious Consciousness in America (New Brunswick:
Transaction, 1984), 261°]c}.
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146 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 26.
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148 o]of| tJ5)A4%= Jean Bethke Elshtain, Public Man, Private Woman: Women in Social
and Political Thought (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1981), 645 X&}
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SAE, 7153E ofd qlole] ZA] M2 B AARIHAL ArH
TR U= 73S ARl Ao A 1317 Ee|ae g 3 A
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A, g3t A v Aol Afstal . 1y 44759l ot okeA

FA7F AT S AN W A9 288 £43] Yl AA" 1At
ofep|Eek= BHst dAdolo] 77kt OA2 A Sollr A8 W AR
Sk dofolt. %TEﬂO]& HEZ 023t Qloj7} Al wAEEAl(E el )
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20 AZES ofef MojA]| of|Alo] P40 F thEL}. Jean Bethke Elshtain, Sovereignty:
God, State, and Self Gifford Lectures (New York: Basic Books, 2008), 1-6(*"A DOG
REALLY IS MAN'S BEST FRIEND”).

160 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 28-29°14 A<rE]Rlo] 9183t o] HIS
OFAEIEA, TAFE(11-18H),, AF ¥, 21713% Huwste] 83Tt

161 Bkl A3Al= offiet 2t} Peter Brown, The Cult of the Saints (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1981). oF=X tho]Anko] Asfie} FARE Hale-o] o|zgh
HA= 1 o]Fo] W2 HES wigith E9] o= AA|9] Fo] o] Wk WHIlo Fa%t
71995 YKBdwin A. Judge, The Social Pattern of the christian Groups in the First
Century [London: The Tyndale Press, 1960], 49-60). o}&je] A2-& He} oS, F=7]
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wIoAE= I59 Qdoj7b S & e ARY A7I(iberatory
moment)"E - Ao7F AREE 4 ARTh BrEIlS HER oRSFAE A
9] QlojEo] o] AVdS T Tkl FARITE. ofALAE A= Qloj7} 1]‘4
‘<54 o|5fl(conventional understanding)” & F85H B3t thREE
9] A% SEE At Aot Al BEES HEHAIFE, 9.5).7192 —rﬂl%
I 7= AVE HoldolA uhr| “ot=7IHE| A3 A (Archimedean
point)’o]l A4 A5 WEFH O R S 4= glrh183 1 Wigtoflx] oA
ElFae MI=E, 10.1004 “Fal(religio)2he ©o7h 2haojolM= shtd
0t ofye}, QIZEIAE Sl AR = o7t BiE Qoj9] #5244
oZol2kal A APt

H|EZIGERRLS o)/ d3t 2 109 EAES A2tk 1t AerElle
ORPAERATE oln] ofF SHoA Aol W2 542 XA AL 435
ok 223 OYE ol AREA e A8t QIZES ofrk Ad o]2%t
EAE 2ol 7FsAHE 7R SHAVYE 71Kt 184 of7]of] Tisf| ok pFAE]
FA7F P oA ¥5]50] QIZRS “siM(interpretation)’s WA A
71 Qiet. ArE|lof] w2 H, QIte] o} 7HK]= o] Aol HFAH R
ORFFAEEAZE oA 7FEA F= 42 AolEE)A 149 4

(principle of charitable interpretation)’& #-8o5}H Al= 4lo]t}. 155

71508} 2rpALS] (A& SFC, 2016), 70: “o]¢} Zo] [o|=fl] AX] o]Fo] EEL ojw
Ae ool TGPt £ 4= l=Hl, & ofFX to| AR Hsirt ¥ o) =g AXE
HER] Ztth= ARAolt 0134\3_ Y2 Ax]9] F7go] Bt FRQIoH 1S Wl ISS
oulgitt. thA] el 27] 715l thee] HERIEo] AR SAlol e FFES
Pl o= AN, olE9] T ol w3 FEAH P AT Aolet” sHARE

ol2fgt AAHY W 17ttt stejehe ArH|19] HiAR: o As] |A1E 4= itk Avkeld
27 71520 s15Ho] t QiSitk= A Ao R dE|R1e] HAE 283 4= Q7]
tjZo|c}.

152 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 30. TAIZ-=; 9.500|A] Ok AE-AE
HARECIY shbdoAE A1EEE4 HEo] F8E= o]R-E o7t Ad o3t w53
Ao e

163 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 30.

154 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 31.

155 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 42. ©] 2o)|A “charity’= TIE[EIAE
53ttt
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7V8(domus)¥t =(civitas)®] EAILE o493} F439] EAl= ArHIlo]
ORQTAEI AL A2 oA IF6HA FAISAZ] F:838F Waolrt Iue
OFP-TFAEEATL o] Gol|4|9] o] JHS Td] 59 FhTt A go
2 FEsHA Aty 2ot @58 1 7 (household)’ol2hs 99
Z95M tEoEN A F99] 34 583 At o AER AR
FAS2, 19.16004] ofEfe}l o] Fal it

OIZto| 7PHE TA|=27t0| A|ZK(nitium) E= EXHparticula)o{0F 5122,
T 2E U2 AV| LIEQ Y ALY BE 2E2 A| LEH=
THe] SE ZRE 2=, J1Ee Hale EA=Ie| Hetz AAECH:
AMIO] 2202 EEICt ChA| 2ol &7H 7{35h= MRS ALOjo]] BHSI

2ESI= AN QY= FIE2 AIDIS AO|0f] HEGID X5 EM Q=
SISO AATCE J2A 71BN TAIZ7O| MENA HES HH0t0f

Ct.
OIS TtAe ZAR7IO| Hol0f Zoi=|=5 oHOF BHCt.156

AFHIRE o] [IBolA “shtolEhs AMI2 AIH HEF2(gender
egalitarianism)’& Fgot= AF=0] FofotA] &S = ARAR, 7Pt
Ao A 2018 OIFRE Bk ol FARAS) A 0512l B4 3
3} AbE o) STt el wisie oo 2T 9 2 4
91 ek ohjet, T50] Fgo] WEEo] B 4 qlrki FARICHIST £4
27te] Algo] 7pgoleka i ofe A Ash 7Hge] LT
TAE7Le] L9997} 7MY BEAS FEE F) &t 7L Q7 &R
203 Qolof Lt 79S8 Alsle] Ajztola} Ho) H WA} YKo,
2 s AZ2E198 o] SHoA AfEle 2o AL F4S
S5 A8t el mad, okt A FAE M= oM 55

Lﬁ:i

166 OFP-TFAEIRA, FASZ(19-227),, AY dE: E=ETAL 2004), 2207.
157 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 34-35.
168 FElshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 35.
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& 7ES Agegon, 1o g FAoln, 278/ A FAHolA] Zit
SR AP 7153 F-sAIZ0lA] 3t 4o & ofZlrh 1% 7o Eedaes
S4R1 A AFHQI A 9] thHu
W3]} AlFe] thulof UAA| a1, FX A mEa} H2| A ofy Ato]9] tjH]o]
U2 FSEGITE 159 W[ Q12 ORTAE AL HAIAMY GollA= &
Aot Al T1E]a1 AeAdo] TAS] tidel EH, 78 9 EAISTolA BakEA|
SESHE Zo] AAEHAL Bt ofeFAE A AU A FA A nlg
o] H|F A &ofl 371 sHAIRE oj- A= 7hssital Hodth 1¥7]9
ATEI I ORAAETAL] AFAAMT0] FAFAQ] vl X Y
SHA] dthal 7%tct.160

ATEIRNZ ORAAE A0 T R]EALL ST ERAC] TRt AMdo]l AR
o] WS QASA AVlgtet o] mEW, 7AYol STt AE
L-7Z(a powerful feeling of the fullness of life)’o|tt. ¥HHO| SLu|tjE}AQ]
Hs “SEE 45E 584, B, 89 vl HE" U2t 161 AL
1o WEH, oA AE| A 7HolAFE Bale} 7EAY} S ook
QA QI o|AS Tl 7] dollA HHAIFTH162 TASE, 19.3
o W29, Y (amicitiar T 7P39 715= SlFE 344 4 ot 18
JRE &= AREL A4 Alglel w71sd AA AAZ gdid 4 Sl
AR AE2 S TR 42 5 & Zol2fal o AE AL
2RI Bl oA 52 E3 o] It ARIE AAAIIHA 4
Sty 2gA Eob 7HY WollA ZHIEAAR] A& TAISTIRE ARl AlA|
o] 7]oioHA HK A=, 19.16).163 oL AE AT} | 71T B2

I
I

—

o

159 Rowan Williams, “Politics and the Soul: A Reading of 7he City of God.” Milltown
Studies 19, no. 20 (1987): 58. OF-TAEFRAL] HAXAIERS olsfjsh=t] & E30] H=
o] =82 Williams, On Augustine®] Al 24l A& Ut} ArgQlo] 183t FE2
Williams, On Augustine, 11119], 4 =/Agely 7150 35AIE “BIFPHAAIA ok
d oRIES] A vlgl FEo|t.

160 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 36.

161 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 36.

162 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 38.

163 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 40.
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“Zpof|(#EF)Q] T15(containers for charity)’0] E+= Zolgkal d<tE|
LRI} 164 O QAAE|E=A0] HRAPYo] H| |9} YA T 4= Qick
AL ol HoA e E5It &2 oF-TAE A 7P Aol T1¥A
H F U= AL shd o] 289k AHlof] AT wfefar 350165 fufsd
e QTR “AH 7o) |7 47] wjzo]th.166 1A ArH 1S
OFLAE A7 5 (compassion)d A9 (justice)oll 7125 & 7139 &
8L AZ2PoL 2o} o] & ApH|Qle] oA o] & yEhd
sfAolct. U= Hol2R 79 Al Tl RO Q1A <ol Sle AR
I A% Al Yo FAEE s SAaE ZAlFTloloh el gt
TR167 123 w3l nR7RRE G2tk B8 1 42 A=Al
A7H 2 Ve AT S A&A7]= Ethe life-sustaining honey
of caritas)’o] 7153t AL AT Aolgkal wetct. 168

ol THoA drEINE AT oY ZAIE tREHh Y= o TAH
2 Aol “oJ 4 E @ (misogyny) 2Hs HIERS B SHA|ut A3 ARdlo]
ofy il FARITt 169 RO HTHE oL AE|FAE H/dT of/do] YT
QI7F EA(nature)S 7HItH1 72Xt WE, 133). E3] 1 “IAlo]
71%% 7EE1(recorded monstrosities) ] el w=dk= FAI=E, 16.8004]
I3 552 Algolg| Bk A5 o8 wojof & 7 ZtH, of#fje} o]
23l .
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164 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 309.

165 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 38.

166 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 39-40.

167 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 40. OF-T-AElEAe TAIZE,) 19,1604
olFA H=tt. VWM pater familias) ©12k= BAKE 97|14 A=, AF2 k= E
HAA s Auioh= AETHA 7HEEe R EEal 4lo] sp]of o|l=2xt). Hrke 7
=2 A7] 7150 &k BE AREE ARAE diska, shhdS sHfiskal shde] FolE
=2 BAMY, I8 slo] % WA FRMol(ad caelestem domunmy) B=31718 7183]
Uotal vt} oReFAERRA, PAIEE(19-223),, Y 9, 2205.

168 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 41.

169 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 42.
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o] oJAgut Bldsh= AL A S 4 Yt ofFAEFAE AT
PAAAZ, 12.12.18).173

ol QA7te] FEH 2o IAst FAH o9 B ARS
QJof|&, oFPAAEIFRAE 9] QAo AA & ZZ T AT HES
Zlo] AR Fof Ztoll o8l st o459 Ao 150 =S UH
Zlo] ofE & ZAsAl= QF Hrkal 43t HEo|tHTAI=-2, 1.19).174 o]

~

170 OF-FAERRA, TASE(11-18),, AE 9, 1701914 viAer 249 A S+t

171 o] SHL oRIES] ¥A=R A| 3704 AFATF ZAxE W&ot

172 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 43-44. 13710 A<H|1-L ofRQFAEl=
27} Q17k9] =g o] disf 7153 W82 ofdEoAT HIE oF TErty FEIITHY &,
44).

173 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 45(Z%F 122n45). A1 2l1-8%
FEo] MIRIIAE, 129 1173012 ofx|Th A2 123 12%°]ch. g, 83%9] 2=
36014 Q-8 BE(ShPES Yrish Loll= Hohst dl&7te]AlgL, o]Ao] 2k Uof] &
o] @53 &S SokAle ettt WH)o] TA=E, 113 224108, Al 1148
23%olgtal &5 A9t

174 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 46.
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ORPFLE AT A &7 S=2 AR Aol I oAl 7R
BE, 7P, ARPgAIA aolA msfor & ekl Bt I3 |/ oA
A= oRE7EA] oIt

23l vpA[ e 2 AE|Rl2 oReFAEFAY} HE [HE2] ofHYozt
HoARI 59| 27 dis] T2 AFHA=E, 19.13). T=]aL 7
of Y= o4& 71 FHolAl ol shtd ] 23fof et 8= 47141
A=y 10.28). FolETE JAT FEAY sha9] dFddLe "o
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175 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 46.

176 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 47.

177 HAE 2E= FRIZE Ywel IEH QS 9] 7id(the notion of sin)& XIASH th&
Ag7FEolkal HARICE Richard Rorty, Achieving Our Country: Leftist Thought in
Twentieth-Century America (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998), 33; Eric
Gregory, “Taking Love Seriously: Elshtain's Augustinian Voice and Modern Politics,”
in Jean Bethke FElshtain: Politics, Ethics, and Society, ed. Debra Erickson and
Michael Thomas Le Chevallier (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2018),
1799714 A4Q1&-
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W E FELAT G2 AREA ARk AR AolH, AE2 Wt
Id 2oz foA & & firtal 7RIS, 9.5 FAI=E, 11.28
)79 SRRt ZEls A dEtt BEow oA 444, I=lste] 227t
ZIoA 7P7tel & &= A SHEE A2 o] Z2o] EFdhe BA 240l
T2y o] Yo g Woteele® doAEo wuet 52 d5ste ¢ dA
%2 Lotk (TA=E, 11.29)."2 AU A&shaA, SA= "ot
Agoly” m7RA kAL SIZQITh180 1= Aot A 12l AT
SHAA} 1 ApAlo] AESAIA shubd ol digt 2149 e o= ZAl
WoIA = OFPFLERFAS glojof qhal FARITE 181

IdR|ates I ARAIO] AESAAL E7HA] A8 o 18] A
< HIE WPt A2 S wEAT, Yol Sk I jbol| g
S 7 EERL eIl RS oot Bkl of AR RAE
FRAUHHALAIR, 13.17).182 Tz A4l HAIA A AlA ol Zdxtd
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179 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 65.

180 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 66.

181 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 66.

182 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 66.

183 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 66. St. Augustine, Select Letters,
trans. James Houston Baxter, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1993), 475 (NO. 55; ep. CCXXXII).

184 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 66.
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A= Aol gt 9219 SA| s2o] AlgkE o] Qth= Ql14]olth185 Exf=
A2 Ao, n|gdAolgh= QlAlo|th A= Al oY) =
ZogA FHEYL A4S QA Y= Fol QoA = steda HEY A
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H8Hprideful philosophy)’ 19 “?17Fe] ZA(the human condition)”
AAE v|HsHA F Aoletal ArElE SRIt oIIES] fRIZke] £7,0]
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5. @AlA o]FA= AAEAC] HXFA

ArE|Q1e] A, FORQPAE| A} A %] THA|, 9] upAd; ZHE)QI “oft
AEIEACL FHAI9] HA"= o] Ao FAE 7P AHstA Bl Sle FEol.
7)o A AEIRNS FATE S T2 1-80FAA ORPFAE AL FAAMS
< ol HXx A HEh 9= £ 17]2A(ohn Neville Figgis), ZHE
a7 A(Robert Markus), & W9 T (John Milbank)?] ORF-FAEIRA HRE
HEA 0 5 grIjict. 97| As o AEFAOA Shbd e B2 wale}

[0)

185 ArERlo] WEH, ofAE AR ololgt BXEo] shbdE wubA A7) AR Ffoh=
Aoy, 1 ZEA(creatureliness)& 4lo15k= A XA7t 7} Ecky 490} Elshtain,
Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 83-84(“Augustine’s Evil, Arendt's Eichmann”).

186 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 67. W4H|QS o} EQ] “ofo] HHAY
MdS I Folzl 2 A= 4olghs 0= olgfshH, mid9] 4ollA A7t glo] A=
Zo] vi2 ofo] WHAJo] Fo] Hcta ErkSr &, 72, 87). dulE URHHOZ AlFES
‘Agt 2Ha grandeur of evil)'> A AABPEAE “BRS HHA(dreadful
ordinariness)-& ‘4ot Zok= E40] Utka AFFHSE 4, 74). k& A7+ §lo] A=
A FolopH, ARAJE 4ofdith THg, 3¢ 774 12804 of-AE AT O “49
ZB¥(privatio boni; privation of good)’ 2 & o] WHFH, AHQS ok “Azteo] Ay
(thoughtlessness)’ .2 H11A} 5l= 72 ZtHE A, 81).
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2l HOIRINE187 upA AR} SHA ApE|Ql 17| A0 o] Bk =
o} Q3|8 IY& ofQFAE| AT} V=N Al (imperium Christianum)’
o] 7/Hd< Bt AAE shidel =43 wolE stHE AlofHE = A IA
ARGk nA AL 730 F-2lgitt. 188 T3l U= o AE AT} JIT
A9 A Ahs TAlFE oA PP Bz A9 g0 &It
L0 2H, oReFAE A A AT HE IFA qlon §3] A7
A7t A7) ZA7E Atk HiR T HE o AR AL A0 H|ES)
q—_189

55| Bl 2ot A= AlSfo|ARE ERjus =8 & oRTAE AT
ARG W 3.9] A3 &It o] 2w, oA RAE FAA
£ AAISk= = AlSkE widgict. 2oke] At AlglelA 2EF2A(Romulus)
= FAE Adfstal, A9 UehE 24 9] A dolA ofidl= A= HARES
(FAI=E, 3.0).190 o] &gt Ip7goflA ZHL2 HI3} Hrh |l A
alofA] o] FARE AMEE AASE 0|2 FASF ZRo|EE Ert, §AE BHSH
FAA0NA AR F2F Yol oA =7 STl ot ZEo]
T= 7|0l gt AlslE siAsHHA, FAE oFHAIE SolAL HolHE
EX A7t g55He e FARAGH R HARI T2y 97t
H7]of| olggt WHEHEEE Z2of gt 82 JIS7|H, BAE &9

187 ArHIIL ml7|A0] o] gelst &5 AASHA] &AL, thit John Neville Figgis, The
Political Aspects of S. Augustine’s ‘City of God” (London: Longmans, 1921)°|4] FAl=*
2) A 188 oE HiEolgka 235 I9ttKElshtain, Augustine and the Limits of
Politics, 129n5). AAZ oFFAERRAE ShbE 9] o] w3let Fdsirtal WekeH(TAl=;
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188 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 92.

189 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 93.

190 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 94, 106-7. OF-TAElRAE QIR
AR} vrAS WA= YHEHO 398 HASI} Woo, ‘Pilgrim’s Progress in
Society,” 435.



OtRTAE|FAC| ZZ LIS St

SiL} ORHIEQ} X1 AAEIOIS] IEX HTMO| LIERS "A3E, sjMS

HolZ0]HA] O QLAEFATL "Xl £4"F AR FS A5 AAgh192
ShEY] 582 2358 A SAYAE FAIE EE2E UL ojAS
79 g A E45 YHH R Xtz A olrt.193
AR TA=E; S5 oA oF-FAE A0 HA|4AIEHY] F.
A2 AHdet) AR, deHRle MI=E, 0] bes F 449 44
Bttt FASE, 9O ofR AR FAE T E49 7|d TS UE
7t ef2 “Ao g RE HdH(poverty-stricken kind of power)” 2]
ASES EHAF oA B A TASE, 12¢H4] Shid o 2R E
e oldsl= ITMES BHES HARIT MAISE, 14904, 19 &2

A,

o)

’n
noo ok

o
rO

0

4] QoA T12]7 A1k Bl AololA, Ll 2SI E51S AlolA
Foe Agdtta AsEt M2, 1478 1FoINE “SAS whe AR

A homo secundum carnem)’ I “9GS w2t A= Al#Nhomo secundum
spiritum)’& HHIAIZIT), FASE, 15704 ofFAEFAs A dt
A4S PR 419 4= gkl 4RIt 18|31 AL shide] =
2R, LGS Q7] 7ES mETL FARITHIAISE, 15.27). T4
=2, 1970 =W, A7 ARl 4+ ojF7]ol Aue] Aol HoHA
%Z = Q= Al EE gls Zlo|th194

AR, drEdS MASE 0 vehd JAEAgl &3 A= |+
CREL}. OF-PAE A AT AAEAZE A2k UeSAek,

el

191 A<rH|Qlo] o8] 3£ 91-85K= John Milbank, 7heology and Social Theory: Beyond
Secular Reason (London: Basil Blackwell, 1990), Al 12732 Kz} o] L tf33} Zo|
A 2go] Yttt John Milbank, Theology and Social Theory: Beyond Secular Reason,
2nd ed. (Oxford, UK: Wiley-Blackwell, 2006).

192 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 94.

193 g Telaele 2ot Althe] Age(liberal arts)o] 1 WRISE JZ 0= Qlste] Al=5-914
ot 223 2ok o] S oF AR AV 2Ty A3t Gregory,
“Taking Love Seriously,” 177. @77+ 8251710, 0|2 wiA] gR[uArt At9] ol
3} E5] EA1E0] AW ZYE =23 A HuT 4 vt $HE, Vs &g,

212-145 H=f

194 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 95.




116 diap 25 265
Reform & Revival 2020

AIA altemporal life)o] BeHE F-85H AT 7124R1 B3PE 3lofor
Aol Aobd 4= Q7] WRelth™AI=E, 19.13). 23710] BA £ollA dolrt
= AL ARE2 B S0k At 1817 fjsiM L oAl
SIS 1A= < =, 7hett o FEA] elEolof (A= E, 19.14).”
A2 BFE o] Ao] “&AF9] &2(the ethic of the pilgrim)™2kal W3t
195 Y59 4l ARl o]7]ol 21434 BeE ol-8atHAl 4 el §
T}.196 W)= x)/dofA1e] 42 BFgo] 9le el AR ARE2 shtd e
A71e 7hedl 2Vde] Belol 7Ha3 71ofshaA Adotok dit. 1710l Axs
2 22 Dol 5 FAE 720k At 7HYo] EAIETI Z]ofske AR,
22 Ak Aol 7]efslr] wio] w197

AAR, ArE|Rl FAI=E,0] Yehd @73 (realisy)” FAES Tz
FAARIG v TALE meh AAES] F5A oAk o & glo]
3 (coercion)°] BASHA| Hrfal F7gRteh 198 o] Hoj = opyA|t, A
HIRk2 B 2 HsiE 9] s HRAES JE(orture)sioF Sh= 9=
TRl 47k Zo] A}, Kot FotstAl waA, A2 AEe Wdhe
o] #|a19] &2 o7} obd L rkal F5IRILE 199 T of™

Sl

Q0] QoiE wE gzt Hiel 77 B 4 glrka sheirk.200

ol L %9
[

195 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 96.

196 4127t =]t} sie ofds] AlA] SollA] Aokrrofl AlRb GA] o] glo] Aok 4= &2
olMER 7}t Arendt, Love and Saint Augustine, 108-9; oFE, TAlE} g3} A
OFQLAEI A, 188-89.

197 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 96. B]=- 0] G7Lo||A] F4lo] Ej= o} EL
AFEIRIS] F AAoll= QEEA] AUA|TE, OFPEAE A= thga) Zo] Welgirt T1Ee
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Politics, 99914 A&

204 Milbank, Theology and Social Theory, 417-18, 20; Elshtain, Augustine and the
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217 Elshtain, Augustine and the Limits of Politics, 109.
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[Abstract]

An Analysis of Two Modern Theories of
Augustine’s Political Theology:
Hannah Arendt and Jean Elshtain on
The City of God of Augustine

Byung Hoon Woo
(Kosin University, Assistant Professor, Systematic Theology)

Hannah Arendt and Jean Elshtain developed political theories
based on Augustine’s works in many ways. Arendt’s and Elshtain’s
interpretation of Augustine’s political theology can be called
“confessionalism.” This point of view focuses on the limit of hu-
manity without reducing or entrusting it to politics alone and
emphasizes the existential structure and internal virtues of
individuals. Unlike Heidegger, Arendt pays attention not only to
death but also to the “natality” of human beings. These two factors
are what she calls the “twofold before” of human existence.
Elshtain places stress on the sinfulness of humanity. The political
limitism of Elshtain is also based on her view of sin. The language
that is unique to humans often makes things worse—especially
in the public relations of men and women. Elshtain, however,
finds a “liberatory moment” in Augustine’s theory of language.
She also argues that the family as the particula of society can
contribute to the justice and peace of a larger community. What
is vital in Arendt’s and Elshtain’s understanding of 7he City of
God is their explanation of caritas. Arendt insists that the common

history shared by all human beings secures a unique place for
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the love of neighbors. According to Elshtain’s theory, friendship

serves to connect humans more closely among family, friends,

fellow citizens, and the state. Like Arendt, Elshtain derives a uni-

versal political ethic from Augustine’s doctrine of Adam. Elshtain

proposes the “real ontology of peace” based on the fact that all
human beings are descended from Adam. Overall, it is concluded
that Elshtain better understands and applies Augustine’s City of
God than Arendt does.

Key Words: Hannah Arendt, Jean Elshtain, Augustine, The City of God,

Political Theology, Political Limitism



142 it 22 265
Reform & Revival 2020



R&R 25(2020) 143-174 https://doi.org/10.36365/kukirs.2020..25.143

1. AZ: FaAhE A Zule] 2 A ojse] £4
1. Zwe] & A7 ol

. o % Ao mHo| %

V. ZEAElY 4 F Ao Eo

V. A2 2ol 2 A4 olsje] 414 ool




e

Y 25 265
Reform & Revival 2020

e FHAAEA B4 T 2t /HE0] Fa AAS B4
1 wjgska 7o) AR 71Sae] F A 325 9l =
£ =go) Bae gulo] F A7 ofsfet 1 ARL 9% A
2L FEAR ZueA AAEIgon Lol P 7S net
2751919 FH5He Zolek. o2 918 Lule] 7} AR Aol
o 4RHe) 2 A3SES] et o= R FH A4 Ade
4R § ohich 849 7Y I 72O 4ot Faol 35
& =BT 01 I8 fek 71 W T4

O

=

Ao A7e] Tt Al TeIAmele] FEAA 4o] Al ol
ol 4315 AIRHE AWBEA AT Holc), AL 29| A7

ofsieh 4| 1fo] o WolS Sfof 7k 4 Gl A oloje
Zreks7] ARk Aol e mul 74EElo] BhEo] L o)A
A2 AAL) 252 ek F AAL sl Akl thet 7igkeo
ofgt el mstel A AlstElolof gcha et et Ze
70| FEAA AH0R Uehiok sl o] tiESK: 479 712
ol et A1 0% FAElolok Tk FEA. 2147] 8 51e]
A5t SO 219 A7 olshe 1 AR 93t AESL on]
AN S WA 53] T BE F A FEAE A,

4

A7) T AR Sl ) 7IZE A O Y2 i
=53 Aliet A2 Holg old 749 e £35e BE /1%
5 BEA BuAold §aT A 279 BEE AT

FI9E: £ 2, ¥ A4, 2 ABEE, o, B, TeAEle) 4

EETY 2020.01.22. / MAIAEY 2020.02.26. / AIXH2PEY 2020.03.04.



£ Z7o it ZRio| ofshet M / 22y 145 -

. NE: SIS M) Zee] & 3 ofsHe| S

16471 SIS At 3 A20] ek =0k 7k s 2 41719
o). 20} 7kEo] 1 AAVL B o TS WHT 4 STk AR ARF
SAET SRANAES FFA0 20} /g WAL 2421 7|5
HhE AL A%t W 152449 B ofehiRA0) g olAo] Tt
sk ol 2 el of5ol 20 ol ol et Lichi = Al
RS S gL ARFoleL FalE Aolo] TusHA WA F A4
of et =e] 3 welolgih1 15204 mhExEa Sgolx AYd Em
Zejo] Aol & o] oA HLE olujE Fo) 3 AAL Udste Y
ERES) A% T e FEoleln & 4 k2 2% Sl
9ol A 20t 7HEele] S AAS Bolek vk Ao
71%w0) 3 AAS ] 99l 2 u} T AL FAL 15
$2, AR o] Ao ot H 7h 7|22 eig s1este] Sl
4 Sl AlRiEo] B8 4419] 42 Aol bl RS oSSR et A0
Wk 5w 7R, 15594 ehelofuel] 37bel “SxtelA i 20
A= AA19] Ale] MAPE e A7) Wl nEslel WEE AEsis Aol
tfeta 744 W4

[©)

K @ 24 l}é’
J oL,
N EETLN

oY

ne

_vg

R

—_

Rummel:> OSARAL] “OAL HF g HA510] ogtARAE 2t 7hEE9] BulE 74

S Alsel elo] Tl 7129] vl Sep 2o el Lele} AEo] WslE 27T

7138t} Erika Rummel, “The Theology of Erasmus,” in The Cambridge Companion

to Reformation Theology, eds. Diavd Bagchi and David C. Steinmetz (Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 2004), 37.

2 Stephenst= FE9F 2H22)71 A719] AHo] glo] Aolgt olsg 7HAaL JIglom o= 24
o7 T A=) AAs|Aa} 71529 o] wiizo|ittal FA43tc). W. Peter Stephens, “The
Theology of Zwingli,” in The Cambridge Companion to Reformation Theology, eds.
David Bagchi and David C. Steinmetz (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004),
98.

3 Inst. Preface, OS3,9. °|% 7= 71'94 (1559)9] 3= WY John Calvin, Institutes
of the Cfmsnan Religion (1559), 4&% 9 &, V5L 248, (H tngw 1988)=

71Z2 Ao} 185} o]% oo [nst. ﬂi7] el 4, &, 42 Q&Y EXJ 81511l Joannis
Calvini Opem Selectas OS= #713t & Ht Hol|z& ‘é’hh’/}
4 “ShpdAA Ue] uhgo] ALRE 715 A2 YXA stMA YellA shbde] vehg g6k



146 it 22 265
Reform & Revival 2020

Aol digk Zule] B} A2 ol e Aol i FEES
ofgltt. 2|1 o] A7HA] of2] AF-EE o] ZxYf lFo] L WH A
Argde]l FEFG I tEHoR FAEE “ZiE 7 (Devotio
Moderna)'3} 21| 7331 49| ZHAAES vlwdt &, Zwlo] oz B3
o] Y TholE Bt FA] Lol 5] e “dAl"(devotio)d]
g4 242 Adstal B (pietas)?] WA 5718 2L 24
o5 wiE2= ZwlolAl i) 24 oulo tiek #o] gl &t
I FR “944% SR Be Pohe H*dx g7l Sl A wst

6 v|7lE EHIo AL TR oR A0 v
Hoie vhEe Ao, vl dylo] ‘maiet Ul*—ol A Lsfor st et
RGN Estar oAl Theol BA H FRF SRl BRI S
NEADE AR 2rlo] B 2ot 7HE9) 9142 a3 g4 S
AAS ZEsiA vdela A0 Wea EXo] FE5 A Byslc) Iy
o] % 3 439 BlEe FEANAM FREE Y AP 4P
AR AES siAE o 9

2 =29 B2 2N F 39 ojsiet 1 AEE 93t Al B}
TEAAL SR AR SH 1A 7S et FENE
=2l © Sl 53] ZRlo] &9 A3&eol izt A=52<l ol 59
e A9 MEE AL oI5 YHH V€S R Aot A FEAA
TEE FTUE =50 A8 olE ffsto] 7P A V= e,

A

2O FAAPIE 2, TRIT Ut Lol mAle) ARG TS olF et A0 Telg

HEslo] wIilE Ocimﬂ] k= A 2o ofH TE or & glirk= AR tisA, U= Ao
2 guioly, shbdi & AAE o] AR F9lo] Eof 4 AYUTE” /nst. “John Calvin
to the Reader,” OS 3, 5-6.

5 Joseph Richard, P2419] 4, T=ZRFA1d HY (K2 7150w3143], 1986), 182.

6 Ford Lewis Battles, Interpreting John Calvin (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996), 292.

7 Joel R. Beeke, “Calvin on Piety,” in The Cambridge Companion to John Calvin, ed.
Donald K. McKim (Cambridge: Cambridge Ur11ver51ty Press, 2004), 125. & H|7|&=
o] A4 7H%§°] Zh1 Q= walEHon ZHEH Qolg A F3It). Iy AHE o= 7Rl
A AR dHof| &3k 7=, 7N, AR QZP]*— A 4, WAl tigt &%, % 5ol
gt ZR1o] AxA Xﬂc’k’ﬂ H 2 TS £

8 W7 Z¥lo] A A, 7k, U5 F o8] AHES HESHA 7t AAEY =4



B 7000 Chst o] OsHe} M / 22k 147 -

l‘ﬂ.
l-r

I‘E
—ul‘

o} HEFW1559] T
¥ 2L vesEA
ek 1 el A
e 3 o] £
48 ALE AN .
251 el ot 7hgele] die SV Hpsls) S0l 3 449 74
olo] BEA B}Rol%eS S 1
7o) it AR Aol ofzolAle 73‘591 EL HEI: ok V1S
2 FEAS G e A ol 23

-’]‘gﬁ% ZA 02 Zlo| FA| 2u} 71EEo] ZA
ol dhelsto] AAME 1S Alofe] 3 A7
ot} I8l F AAQ UxtA ;mIO] IAQI
?l JE]AERle] T=A|A &tof ths] Zwlo] oj|
=

rlr L mol‘

r>“
_IEﬁ
o,
¢
2,
1)4
rir
w
2
i
1o
[¢]
it

e AAL theat Zo] Hofsiet. Lk AAL shbdo] Lalo] e
A AJo] B A7) Aot shbdo] Aat AE Aoleky H2ch"0 of
7reR 142 Zlo] AR 479) A 47t A4, A9, 9T SRl
At Al A9 R 10 o] weke L] A a4E A|4lolt,

TS A9 dABLEoINY T HRHAFTL JHY Elsie A. McKee, (ed. and
trans.), ] /m Calvin: Writings on Pastora/ Piety New York: Paulist, 2001), 249. &
=2 Avlo] E9E 719 AL AEE HolxA TEAZel HEA 710 s AEF
< =5T Zoltt
9 /nst. 1.2.1, “Pietatem voco coniunctam cum amore Dei reverentiam quam
beneficiorum eius notitia conciliat.” OS 4, 35.
10 oj=g2 V=En 70}349} T FHES SHOE AV A g B4 F “shdo
et T2, shbdE ek AL, ShidA gt 57, “spdol thgt ofHy, 71, 1]
1 “R|A]7 o} oAl 7};(]7} 773 #Ag 583 /dEolztal AZFrk Sou-Young Lee,
“Calvin’s Understanding of Pietas,” in Calvinus Sincerioris Religiones Vindex: Calvin
as Protector of the Purer Religion, eds., Wilhelm H. Neuser and Brian G. Armstrong
(Kirksville: Sixteenth Century Essays & Studies, 1997), 225-239. o] &{Al 7}A] A=
HAP, AR, AL 9 Al THRIR NEE 84ET} V=S ‘i e] £ 7R AHE Hgos



ZH2 = AAT HIE A2 A2 E7FEHolgta Waith WA shpdo]
ek BRE X412 o] Qlofolst 7hssitt AR BEE WA Sl
o2 73710] Ql= 3ol shdol et A|4o] Qltkal= w4 glick.™1 e

73702 shbdol thgh v R]4Jo] Slojolgt 7Rssict. 92
o] LE AL AN 7|thsty IofAA For E3t oju] B2 AES
AR a0 ® TIoA| 2715 BliloF gt efukehd ol shide] 5
< FUE A s A= oA SHEA TIEA 7]
OHH ZHlo] Wol= I S f1gt B4Rl A2 shide

Alo]m OMLU 23] I‘JM WHE“’OM

=)

T

_ﬂ
—r‘NrIr
o.&).i

ol
5%

“75‘94 (everentla) 5 L}“Oﬂ "H_ ‘T (timor)& A5 A
o] 2 3}31101 A AFsH= T2 71 Qto] xpdA ol

oy, oH R

Nomn o ol

1 9o, 19 HEol ol 38 AT 2L T
ToJujs” Zole} 14 Zwlo] 3+ Azt Pelsto] 49ie} el T A5
A AL 1} 320 A4AL BN YU A3 2B P
28 Hojrt. Fo] AR 2L A7 Qo] shde] £ e
o}wmw wWahal e AEsHe A Aelo] wEA] EabEolof 3
sEAoR g

n::ré
:Oé_l
N

AV 2 Qe

11 Inst. 1.2.1, OS 3, 34. /3732 v} olsf HA| Z7do] QlojoRt 7hssitt. “TIER 739
SHalido] =] WA g4l Qlofl Al ot B4 72 shbd] oks AXE 354
o= JdoZ 4 A Hrt.. IBEE ojAAFO] 7851@ Hf, Aol JIgA & ZAIE olslish]
AsiM= HaTt vko Beto] Adie]ojof gt gt A2 ZHRE Zlolth” /nst. 1.8.13, OS
3, 81.

12 Inst. 1.2.1, OS 3, 34.

13 “oj7]o] AR &4t JE Furt Aok T2 oA shde] et A&t Fae:
A3 A1 Aot} Inst. 1.2.1-2, 1.4.4, 11,8.51, 1V.20.15%} AF=34 10:2, 17:4, 1’45'_111]
WA 4:8 ol tfat Zlo] 42 QLgsA o]do] X|Hst Azt o] ZHLe “H7" 3}
‘FW, I83 g2 AGE AF FYT U= AREFTE Sou-Young Lee, “Calvin’s
Understanding of Pietas,” 238-239.

14 [nst. 1.2.2, “En quid sit pura germanaque religio, nempe fides cum serio Dei timore
conincta: ut timor et voluntariam reverentiam in se contineat, et secum trahat
legitimum cultum qualis in Lege praescribitur.” OS 3, 37.



£ ZZo ot Zio| ofshet MH / 22 149 -

A7) AR ade Aoltt. Jald] 479 aARAe] A izl
ARSI SR Aol oflet shbdAN FAE BA4E Aol

PHLFBIE ARISS X717} Sl B 212 WAID QK= 2, Biieol
SAEOI AIZOE YR WD YUCH= 2, AP} F2iD s BE F=0)
7.

20| B2 SHAHOA 2= A
2= A, Ol8et 2 A

—

otLig =ZotH SAK

, SLHES MU= OFF HE ROt = ¢t
Q1A HMol= Z2HE I50| ALES

o
=
4 97| WHRO|CH15

5

Il

Zhlo] Wi 3 AA9) a4 A0] Aoloh Felgo] Fael Wgow Fub
A Qe AL Bk o] Al dhgolth, WE ARES shide] 91917 A
ool Feiee L 4] gick. et o] Selee AxrEelA: x*n}o]
ofd 9IS @A Sl A= Aot} o] FHES AAFSo| slide] Al

Age o Bas] BEA ol 94§72 A%t wolche

e AR B e 3 A0 7o 042A B B T
2 2 e BEAA A4ls] B AN
Sk, Zlo] Woks  AAS] PYALRNY B FL UFT Foe S
S¥s] ojolt erasich Ze S| U ol FUsH e SO

T IES R Folek BATE17 TR shidel Y ol

o=
N
ok
l
fru
E 4
=
r o
12
o
filo
oL

15 Inst. 1.2.1, OS 3, 35. RichardE= shH9] BAF AlRRS 9 ylgoz 3t Z4le] #A
a2 AL CRRE vFEH ZHolztal 43Tt Richard, ™2W19] 44, 122-23.
16 “I2B2 APt FAeks BAl0l Fagt kS A= A2 A FHIgh ol 1= Fele
I ggo] A7) AL shide] 7|84l & wiFolgial WelH, shbdAA= IAE ol8sie
119] Wigol|A] SHIE &3} 83tokA Aok 582 FAIYAL 3t} /nse 111.2.23, OS
4, 33.

17 “I12E2 shpdAA 2719 U=hE AEAIZI7|R okl AREES SA SHA71A] g woll
= J50A ot wizkA] FxAld S99 PAE BN 152 PHsHA HESHKIT
( A 2:12) o|A2 shd e ApdE0] 7}74"? o =A% Folgo] ofet 159 58l wet
AT BAE 7IEXE o {83t 3EACIL” /st 11.7.11, OS 3, 337.




150 diap 25 265
Reform & Revival 2020

A #2 7iEA sHe g3o] e SPHR ol% AE0] BTt 4 SN
Prolck, &0 IEF BHS AASL shpdel Ak 712 SolA A7
oz Zoglel YET Feiee L7 w57 ol

22 2US 250K HARLY LS YSaAL shtde) Alu
ool olgA A 4 gitk. ojo] Ame] ek 449 oz ABe
Tejamo] o] ojsiat FojAk et e AR50 Aste] 518 Ao}
M B ASHoR A £50] G Lotk “2HE Kol A
nhx] 7H e AoE Ui JH she MMt 2ok 9Hel Adelete
99] 7& A FIL ke FIHS &3] oI5| Rkt 40| Ho] AN
3 Aol A 9l 3P ek 8 olzlo] Zlo] W o] A3 SOl
AN &30 Q75 BE BEAZ A o] 4ol AxEolAs
oAl of® oLt FHE Wavt oS EahA etk Bue IelrEe
Q54 8¥9) LEL o s W 4 Qi Ao] HTF L Takh E LS
AAES T2 Anshn dgehe Agdonn Lot BE AHS &
2 =S 9o thlshy Fu|AT e Wit 19

et 2ol Qlof &3] e SuE A RS slolF A
g WAES B Aolth20 T} Wk S AAEe] S ok
Auk AAES HiE A9 £9S Y U A2 YA £
S 257 7o) RIS 7H2AR o @A AT 4 Aolok & A
2 Rk g WA U ool e A5 Ul QU S AR ek

i

W

_4

18 /nst. 11.7.11, OS 3, 337.
19 /nst. 11.7.14, OS 3, 339. AA=Y] A3 482 3t 839 A3 g F73ith= oA
N2 59 AFFoks 829 AWd SEhe F4YE FEe 2 O 2 gt
L. John Hesslink, Cafvin’s C'oncept of the Law (Allison Park, Pickwick, 1992), 251-62.
Lillback2 FE9] &4 of B3 ol2R ti]|== 849 A3&== W29 ARiIgolA
Z915t Aolgka FAsich Peter A. Lillback, TZ419] AkAbt,, ¥5d 9 (A& CLC,
2009), 474.
20 /nst. 11.8.51. OS 3, 391.
1 Ue E¥olgtes T Adsta 928 A Y2E 71EA= AAETo] ofug} slbdol
2AE So4 HsHAl S P Qulsh= Aog sttt nst. 11.7.1, OS 3, 327.
22 “mEpA A gollA shtaANE BT SHE Fud ARES VIEXAY A7| kA shid
9] 5A3E Frleleta sHIt S S5 shbdY] 0|52 FEIfIotHA] oA Izt ARglo]



F Zol st 2o ofsHet A /

i

AAHe] A1AHo] AAFEelA AL ol

Qe

il

It A710| 7K 0l MAf, 22|12 OFS0| Aot A4l SHLIES &kotA
DFESO0{0F SHCt. J2HA SILIES 20| €1, 1 S2MS HAGIH ZI5HH
ZtiictH, 12| Z=0f FoSIH &4 10| =23 TotH, 12| 9Ae] i
£ oM ZIYOE Zdlok= A 0] MMM Sl ZE 52| RUst
SHEA ZYsloF oirt.23

2 gask o otk B4R shide ok 1

=l

TR IRE A A A9 S 3 FRE A=A A

mo] S WioH oale Wotel Holw 1 B £8) shidel B wyet
o B o] SRR A9 E3S ok Holgir"2
Sat0] 7129 EEUEE A7t Shid OWM e 7 6}
Seigo] tsl 7tEA BT 4
= B9 Boleln o] SelolA B BAE 9 %aq
Sfuted S AT FAgel SHolt it AL =D ST W
2 Z75H 292 S A stele HRolth 2

QBRI CfelARL oA BT A H Sl FLHE At
T} oferan At J15 A0 71RA R mea He] AR ofZih
webA] ofehafiolA glo] SWE ohet JeAe 2 BUES
7} 2elawole] 4 AHsHA AMSHL 419 BRI EEA 45 A
71710] Ego] Bl 84 LE AL §-83 ARISoIGIEE26 ofgkarad)

A A7) e HAE 3 AWME =AY [nss 11.8.11. OS 3, 352.

23 Inst. 11.8.16, OS 3, 358.

24 Inst. 11.8.28, OS 3, 371.

25 /nst. 11.8.53, OS 3, 392.

26 Hilmar M. Pabel, “The Peaceful People of Christ,” in Erasmus’ Vision of the Church
(Kirksville: Sixteenth Century Journal Publishers, 1995), 84-85. ‘AL slLydol
gt AR 98] o]kl gt ARFE EFTE vk B2 A9 Aefolty.” Adversus
febricitantis cuiusdam libellum responsio, LB 10: 1675B. Erika Rummel,
“Monachatus non est pietas: Interpretation and Misinterpretations of a Dictum,”
in Erasmus’ Vision of the Church, ed. Hilmar M. Rabel (Kirksville: Sixteenth Century




152 diap 25 265
Reform & Revival 2020

olale} At} Zle] A ol8) Qo e¥e SehAl TPAEe] i
oloje} mHio] tgt 7z} Uhepedeh.27 T} Zlo] wel 2 AriolAE
ol Wl e¥o] 45F Wl vt A4S0 A4 24 0w}
o 7z} o] glold 2l B4 4] e BHow e el
ofhstict T2 olaig sl 5 SHAEARA Bule 3 A 42
7128 AskIsk 1 oA Tejawele] 43t w9 BEAE AEA A9
et 2RA 1ES AN w2

Zule o] FUA SEek Bstel F A719] ARe] Y PN
4% " o|F oMo} T FEh2 TolnrkE AABY R AYL
B2 AR AT N FAAAES A2A A A
SHP AufsieRs Al THue o] mES] AFE 13T A &
SRFRe] Aol that ZukE Shbde Zmetale] 23718 vstAIcks
ZOIEE"30 1L 8] FRT SEE 7her] ShHEA TeAESe
AT BAAS BESle] BANS ARSI UG 7P 573}
t gue 4890

O] ABS SX2 FHA= A7ITH0| Xt7| g AMOOA £[119] XIE

Journal Publishers, 1995), 41.

27 H)71= ZH1MA lo] “Shbde] deo] thgt %72 I8 AES] Wl gk X4l3} Ak
£ 2= 2] 5919 4lo|etal EA43%1tt Beeke, “Calvin on Piety,” 127.

28 Hoffmann2 clgtARAE FWAFAES 933 IAERIY 4o JF5H A4
(soleism) A7 oldfut AlEFoEC] A4 HZ(natural piety) ©I8] Atole] AZRS A5
Pkl 7Rk, Manfred Hoffmann, “Faith and Piety in Erasmus’ Thought,” Sixteenth
Century Journal 20/2 (1989), 241-258. Gwin< oflgtAFA0] A olsE= ARFETH]
HIEERGE A9} TR 2 Ao IS 2R shibdate] 32 A« Bk =3
Z Ao A5t W7 Timothy J. Gwin, “The Theological Foundation and
Goal of Piety in Calvin and Brasmus,” Puritan Reformed Journal 2/1 (2010), 143-165.

29 “o] A9 FAL L7t 7 A1) 7|5 el sl S shde] Ut disiA Bidet
o shbgo] Astil o s 11 HARS Adslels Aotk /nst. 11.8.28, OS 3, 370.

30 /nst. 11.8.8, OS 3, 350.



7HRIAH S0 oA 210t HRAS WASIIA} SRMTHE Z0|CE. O] &

Aoiol7| floll 19| Hg2l F&S ML S2iA| of= =&t Ol

Laoltal 220 oD, Z2 0lf2 TAsk] S F7ie=z
=5

A7|1E Aot 2oty HEHGHICES

A2 Algo] shubd QollA] 2k Fele] 4 whet 3 Ada AR
BAE EET 5 oiar Tttt 15379 AdHtollA Eol2 2HgE Lyl
‘W] W24 (Catechism)Q] E4] 232 & AAL thea} o] Aolgi}.

e A2 Sp Y] S APEA o= motHA 1 W 4= ¢S FE st

£ 19 FERole gty 2058 FH B2 19 & Ak 1004

= = AET T FeQlols 4okl 27ge G4 kel Qirt."32

2] E4702 HiE A)4jo] Aojx]o] shbdS SHIEA| Fei9lolA] &

gtk Axd FelRoldt A Hret =H4d9] A3 ofFo wet
Z

F7F AAETal 2shs S2olnt. E3d FROA viEE 242

il
#?
>i

L= 232012t 2 20 Y2 S0 259 SYSHISE Ot Al
Of ZI2{oi| CHet XIMe2 ZHE WK 11 AN 2SS KIHHok= SHAEO
Lol 2Zct ZB= IHARIL HIE IS0] Su0 Oigt O 1S 7X|1
UL StHEtE OS2 dlalotil TIHoHH sttEs FeiHotl B2IoH|
=L ORk= BIZ OS2 FE5HM oft=S 0IEs| 740 & oM
e HLHE! RS2 420 2146101 H6f 80| Ble aTtE 71X

Ut 33

Inr

31 “TI3EE 79| AgEolAA BT ARG BE ORE Fon] WHshs s4o] ZRlH”
Inst. 11.8.16, OS 4, 357.

32 Catechisn{1537), “Or la vraye piete ne gist par en la crainte, laquelle bien voluntiers
fuyroit le iugement de Dieu, mais pourtant quelle ne le peult fayre en a horreur:
mais elle consiste plustost en un pur et vray zele qui ayme Dieu tout ainsi comme
Pere et le reverte tou ainsi comme Seigneur, embrasse sa iustice, aye horreur de
loffenser plus que de mourir.” OS 1, 397.

33 Comm. Titus 2:12, CO 52, 423. ZH 49| gfElo] U8 Joannis Calvini opera quae
supersunt omnizlA 3251 R} Commpel| o]o1A] g 2522 4749 J& <kAtet &4




154 diap 25 265
Reform & Revival 2020

Jng Zylo] Iols AL AY9E ZFH 9 oyt &ds] AFsHA]
53 A1AH9] 4iRto] ofUty, ot} o FHigt B4 72 shudo] sk
2ol HHL 9ulsl= z}o]F ZujolT).

ne

2l RIS X[ Zok=t| 0l= 250| et SiLigS ZHKoHK|
240 SiLig O S Dk22| sttt S4S FHidks 71E0IC.. 0] EalE
7R MEE2 10| &80l Mt 2=0| Hoks O3 oftES US0UE

ITE 51X| 9471, Q5]2) AAR FE SHLILO) TfE KAl ZT5H0
HIAE|T MEEls Trj2o| ST CHE Siide AzHsHR]

Rorr
|
uin
=)
sl

b do
N

BE= LE 99l YIS oIk T2t of B9iSol BAAL
ofo17] W2 ope el 1%%—1 Pl ot

r o
19
2L

L
ol
o

_{
o
oX

R T I A
Seed B0 eA B9 B2 4L Jo AR, "9 A A
S W AT P S PSS ol Al F4 B
AWE go] EFFEICH HE 71018k Tk o)t thA] W ofw AtgtoletE
o] Rgold P90 T2Z AL WA 3] elolek s Zle zn} b
o] 99] B FguREolLt A4S wuh A AN vl A oA A

N
-

i

do ¢
L=

A A #7)5h HFL Arlo] Aotk

34 Catechisn1537), OS 1, 397. #&wﬂﬁﬁl ﬂi’{ «l I8l dishd= ol4dlg, 2Rl
S ) o], TATEE, 16 (2016), 7-34

35 Comm. 1 Tim. 4.7, CO 52, 299.

36 ‘o212 tf9- W Aolch. AL A} ARl HHEEA Shpde H7lee o
Jolr7|E vlgly] wjEolt}. o]AL AUAA st ZAoltt.” Comm. 1 Tim. 4:7, CO
52, 299.

37 Comm. 1 Tim. 4:8, CO 52, 300.



o RE e HIsHs" Feroletn vl

A5E oA e Aeld el 24T wEs 2 Aae Qe
25007 o] 2ojA| Shbge et A o ols] “Alxte] ah] Az}
745} Zole] “1 gho] o BYAFE gl wE Holth."39 S AA

S €
FA WS A A9 Fuiet 24702 £E8 FH, o] S F9
X

WA Shbde Aoteks FHe ofEet shidel e Foke £33

1. 7% dufe] Az

Zlo)A dufe] ML 2 FA9 22 gt A HA A4 =
A 7 SAloflA B ‘w3 o] WRA oA shdS It AHlE BiEA|
Al$= Aol 27t 4ot Q4 Ewis ] AF A=k ghgch4 O=

38 “Ti5o] 43S HHAE shEAR 4 4= Qe 4ol 2 vkl AZshs AlgEe] =Tl
ol Q| Hth: 23] Fl ARFE Qe ACE AZEolof qth.. vt
4749 wElE o] AASkL W Aol A v 152 w2 AR .24 &
I Folzt ZoiA| ojd JU7t W= B Aot /nst 1.9.1, OS 3, 81-82.

39 Comm. 1 Tim. 4:8, CO 52, 299.

40 McKeee 16A17] /i8S Algtat A9 o7 Hk= o] /fFo|irtal g3kt
Elsie Anne McKee, ‘Reformed Worship in the Sixteenth Century,” in Christian
Worship in Reformed Churches Past and Present, ed. Lukas Vischer (Grand Rapids:
Berdmans, 2003), 3.

41 “shhdAA AH0 R LjoA 876l P2 119 o5 AR AFSH sk dYyth
o|ZRo] 77t Ajt=lo] d=H} o] AHHE L-2li= 119 At ghdelol et FYE Hol=
Aol AEE HHA] F= Holu =AY o] AuiE = AYYTE” Necessity, 650,
CO.6: 459. John Calvin, De Necessitate Reformandae Ecclesiae: Supplex Exhortatio
ad Invictiss Caesarem Carolum Quintum, CO.G: 453-534. 3+ HIEL 2} 7 “w 3]
Mg "Q/d”, "AAREY 10 1532-1544,, 8Fde] HY (811 IAA2YAEA, 2016),
647-7358 AHE3ITE. o1F Necessity= H715kL sk AHEY] Ho| & 3l & COA9]




156 diap 25 265
Reform & Revival 2020

)

EE 40,004 FE S0E Gt oot FAARE. O ofAgle]
38 SIS Al ARl eboegels) S BT S XD
thra2 e o) S BAS) ‘A4 Fele T ‘@ 0l 2k
2048 AeI, "ol A2 desloh HE B ek AL o
Shbdol dhet Qi Feieat 2 41991 Fojck. o714 Weks Fetgol
o ApREel A fmstn glom &3] FIE A TS Y oS
SUHE A ek

ZH1e Bl2 oo F YeEA Shbde] F) thek HE Q147 st
A F41 TPl T A8 A A (SR AM] AR 2]
A 4414 AHAlo] 159 FUTE LW Solxt 5 Al ola, B
Apa1e] ool ket IRt JHS oA 4 YL S AN o]k
744 g3 SrofRjolAl Shbde] Fo] that HFE Q142 Shtbde ofEfel §2
3 o= Qlgelol T2 ojulaict. ol Rt ol 3 A T
A A Holn] A% “Shide] $BL BES- AW'E 7pHerkas
2] 2710 YAl 2ok kS ole] SJASL “ShidA Sef Zo] ohlet
AP1E nhgolA ThSe] W 5170t WARS Gl SR SAgHle] akick4e
Lo W1 e1e] He 3 4710l £ et o Ake) 7 Ba
A7 T 2ot 7}E o] ol Y YT AT Assn Jejaw

ot

v o

EXE el

42 Inst 1.12.1, OS 3, 105.

43 Inst. 1.2.2, OS 3, 37.

44 nst. 1.12.1, 0S4, 105. FASE 2RI o7[of|4 offUAE vIESE A AT} AISk1E0]
ﬁoﬁ% “FAHloloF et QXA Aol T AZEITRES] ‘A7 NES AshAdot

3 okl FA3IE Richard, P24 94, 123.

45 A2 9= X3 QI7to] ol E Wh= dof| tisiA BA "ot e 27 P9 ok
Al&AR] el Exfotirt... St A aju 919k Ao=d shbde JEs BEse
ANE 7HAoA FH= 740]E}.” Inst. 1.12.3, OS 4, 108.

46 Inst. 1.4.1, OS 3, 41. “o] Aldolle XIS F7olzhs AL 3% "ot JA Pt offe
s e = SARE St S IR shbd HA7[o] o} 7K & gl Zo]
o

47 = 29 9 98-S WY 7] A shbdAA S-2oA it T19] AskAl &
k& -2]9] oFilol IAAIE B AR H;olA, 2] HolA= I Eof oA St 9
ANET AFRRE o)A 27 st 92]9] AL FRIsk= Aot} /nst 1V.14.19, OS5,



F Zol st 2o ofsHet A /

A ASH A= shide] GBe Se] 9iet e AEE Algsiok
stk e

L= 320l tict 20| 202t U= ARSI 01 ¢ § L=t
52 0[0] FL0| OHIE AlESel 22 -’—'.‘-%' %OIII‘F_r ’S’F_WHE

HO| 0| =0 2 o RSH| WY

L0|22 Y I0M0| Lri= U 2B

F ARL A el B4 el wE ool Bt shide) ol met

ol5ojAjof Stk ek, “Uolr} 44t st ool Sleighal ol Alo]=
At el Walo] glizel, IS SelolA] folsA Roli A1 I

grSoluA] 9k 9.4 ARAE 7T AL o]/ 5k Aol Foi91A)
HlekRs QUL ShbdAA ASHL i 1S4 A7l Ze] 7
ofefe] #alolr o] FAE Hofiks AL vlAlolch. “Tejt Aol
shargt 7] Qo] A7) el AT A Qo] Anng §XSHe A£G
t}... ol¢} mRHR mlAlojeks W oA AR T WAo] BEsHA
OF Folg Sure TRt ASS 2s)| who] 127 Berky AzkEn
e o] YA} BAE BE FHEL 5 7h ARG wEA] Ao
stk Zogach A, a0 RE 1H9) 248 AT YA AR
o Qe SUISIAE o Hik. o] TUS SISIA Wagk Ao, ue
] 2 7 o ek E 1S
Shb7) het Auler AA7 R webd 74 A7l Aol Aroletk 437t

277.

48 Inst. 1V.17.43, OS 5, 408-409.

49 Necessity, 650-651, CO 6, 459. shdQ] FUst AA9] EAl= ZHlo] 2rt 7FEg 9]
73818 Adsl= 7P 2 olgelth mEhA S-E= follA R =22 EIgt A & AdH
AZHEL shdoAT Atk AL 75k F4sloksltt. o R Ak shbde] F4lst
ok&o] QoA A1AH] FAloll 8719 kS Folof Jit}.” [nst 1V.19.2, OS5, 436.

50 /nst. 1.12.1, OS 4, 105.




158 diap 25 265
Reform & Revival 2020

S QF FIc'S1 9JAle A7 A7} ofe] A st M ek ol
o582 ool ol ShbeAA ] WAlel Be AL SHEo] il Sutst

£ 20 715 dEEe HEe ARy Bolrh s

S7), A3H0RE o] RE 40| ‘928 A4 TeAroE Qs
of §T}."54 ZWIL uhe-S QL8 A TelAst 1 71291 ojalgo] g
A % Stk Fgah ke Teawe} BAglo] ojAlRto R Hio]
R 712 AR AEES Ao =AshA, 150] 74 W]
Sl OA1E AHAIo] ofw FHHI7 SU=AIS AR Ao SRS ozt
755 T2 AA A7) 7 APEE Toke] ofd] QASE of Pl oot
ORI}, A, BAIS] o] Q= RE SRt oL deAng AP
A e ¥ SEI FANG Zolh. B4, 1 o5 IeARE vl
Aol7] o] 7} Erjo] §4108 UERtAS o] oJAl5S HElr s

2. AA% o] Y
e 2reekaRac|q Ak S5t Aojslo] A& oL’
oA AT ool AR 8L AT o ol mﬁa A 714

51 /nst. 1V.1.27, OS 5, 29.

52 “AEIL A=l thet ARt S 245H7] fldl 94 AT of o]f HE el ofsfiA
819 B2t vlgo] IFEEE sl= Zlo] oldo] g HHok” [nst 1V.10.28, OS5, 190.

53 ‘T o] B2 SAEE T Zo] ATl Tk A HEOE Alot 11 7HE AAIR HoRd
ARFEEZ A, 1 e Folshr] wiiZol] Ydsithe Axt, &4, 3lEgh sj40E B
AFEEY] £2 &o|u& 7gtolgl=s A QI Inst 1V.10.12, OS 5, 174.

54 [nst. 1V.10.29, “Porro ut pietatis exercitia sint ceremoniae, ad Christum recta nos
deducant necesse est.” OS 5, 191.

55 [nst. 1V.14.19, OS5, 277.

56 Inst. 1V.14.25, OS 5, 283.

57 Adb} AR EE9l La forme des prieres et chantz ecclesiastuques avec la maniere
d'administrer les sacremens et consacrer le mariage selon la coustume de I'Fglise
ancienne, 1542& CO 6, 165-210°] =5=o] it} ZwIo] 1542 Ao A A|QHEE o]
ARy AESARE aujEn} A0 FYste}. 2R ol i) sk et 9
o2 “AEE iR E(1542)"Y ZF =AE Yulol sl A8A, “AlHEE duiz
Ukt w19 ofuf A Algkat AHA o] A, Fe=7iE 418, 33 (2012), 72-10100A4]
o AAeHA B4



£ ZZo ot Zio| ofshet MF / 224 159 -

FEoA /R3] ezt e A9 4 e 3ot Jict.58
AR, Adur e T FH9 AEE 3ot A o
A &A% el FE0 25 E ojojX|i= AMF9] AUS AX v} =A<
ST A7 EES AR ZE PR ol duizt oj| AiQle] At
oid 47 5] E9] oA AREES slet= Qo] At 5] Hiu=
ALY AP AXY 355 TS A3 FAPL obd shubd U] 4%t
Axojof itk A AH £AR - EHY 2L ke Ve e
o] A& Es| HojErt “3lFE0l AlES ST T BAl: A 7IEE
AZsfioF ot shubdAA ] 2524 shtde] ol59 F8S S,
T3 upgRt He 5508 WS Wol w7t oA 7EAE e
5 =S o Q] ko] AlAsHA AE 4= QA o ekl FHofiof girt."s9
Y]] o7} wgAgolut Fu 3|7t A5gt ol wE Mt ofd
&7 3l(lectio continua) AX HHAE A5 AE JHS 7|€2E 4ot
7S BEst e B49] A Aletal Holok 360 S A BAE
| ZHAS] AR FHES Aldlsk= Zlo] ohdet 7ol 7155 shide oS

7

R S

(¢]

2 B304 WekshA Adtshs SAgTeT

S, At oS B BRE o G412 279 olg Bl
2o AAEe] AABE Beesti Fast o @4l e Poletn
shaigict. o] A BAe shbdolA gust Aut Azl ojsow
BEHE AS USIA etk Aot et 9elo] vsist theo] shbd

2

| g 9Xg ko 2Ael] 41 sk S2el WSS UA] Hejet
31 3hI} 62 Auut ofujmse] ARl ApAQl T W] ol whAle

58 ‘At o H(1542)"0] AQtol= Al Ale that 2tk AEle] B& (A 124:8) - F9
I - £H7 e - & AHE - ABY 2P AT 7k - A 85 - A - ARE
- FI=E o - [BESHIAEAES) - 8% AAR A - AR Ve - AR
B B - ] (374, Al - BAPIES} %) (5 29-32) - oF29] S (7] 6:24-26).

59 [a forme des prieres et chantz ecclesiastuques, CO 6, 174.

60 Horace, T. Allen Jr. A Handbook for the Lectionary (Philadelphia: Geneva Press,
1980), 34.

61 La formes des prieres et chantz ecclesiastique, CO 6, 202.

62 [nst. 11.8.17, OS 3, 359.



160 it 22 265
Reform & Revival 2020

w2y = o] ool GA] =up 7hEE 9] ARl YAEE U BES
oufe] FA o & fEste S & ToWrhes oul HH2 AJRke] el
WAl oSl ok} o] AJAISHAl R E"]’— gzt A2l Al AAET
22 et o5E A "otof i e I = ¢ 4 fle vked
Z59 d5lx] Qolof 3t} BE wolEL thAsly AL npgos g
FH|sfoF 5t shubdS E*rl Shi= TR SPPE Q] U ol HES HiER
3% ol Ut Wi} x5 viojof git}. ol It 2ot 7hEE A
st FAESZ AAsL 4 AAHe] B30 A5 4= AULS ookl
Tesfof gir.64
"ﬂz‘ﬂ Al o= 2 o] ARREY HollAk L= AHlE
S 7P ARl AR g%t ofuljof] 32k 1A AFolqirhes Al
/1‘}74]‘:3-4 A|8AEZ AAF] A9} BAS] RS PR sHE wilol2tal siAlRt
=8

c 229 o2t =HO= SlRfet=
HIZHX| 2E MEO| A7| A5 7KL UES TS| 5= XOIH... °EI=
S YOI SiLfEE 0 g&l2 22|9| & & OfL|2t OS2
PG MEFoHIeH, 11 o= CIE Al =it 0122 B
ot BLIoI=E 3olet= Zd%!Z 77H':’0f0F oiCt.66

>
o
mjn
2

63 Bard Thompson, Liturgies of the Western Church (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1961), 194.
A Alolls 9] Rhbg ol zhekiA A7t AR 2%e] ARIEL o AlMle] fiele
o] g8 B9 Ao TAS vl Awo] Aol ohfgiet. et vlwiet mAE
o] AR} Hof el st 4 Siolcht TIE @A) mlAlold B AR Ao
A3 B39} 7 "Fe] Fojst 11'11 AAE 3t WLt Inst. 1V.10.19, OS 5, 182.

64 “1EATAN 929 WS AFE tAlste] HAZMICIA FoA11 2719 SA41E 346t
29 HE S 2719 Edi SEE 7Rl Ao FAIH 2t 22E A% shiid
BFESH st 2 S86] Ee JASH] HiSitial ohH i F<& S0 8 R &3t
=, 222 J8A v AR MEE 23] X0t AR st 1.11.7, OS 3, 95.

65 ‘1AL B Aok HE ol 11 Ao Hold guitt LEle A2 ARYske el
T 2E RE tohlttal &sfof Jte /st 1V.17.44, OS 5, 410.

66 /nst. 11.8.46, OS 3, 385-386.



vl SR 49,0l AR 22482 A83tuA e Ao 44
M3} o) Qi ol ZRErkY Fgdt o) A 715
b AS] mejold ASo] A= HEHS ol AR mAs]
£ Qe Aol Bgolgiek. oY wole) WalolA v
1o F1EA T /|ES Sen A3] Fofstn 24k o] o]

&k 2
o rg f my
S

i)
i)
N,
“?
- X

>,
d

5ol AA."67 Aef|ut e FAAFO] Het R obdz2h Rt
AT 9] Aol RS 93t AR 5% A% o] FHES AAElA
O|FojA= ARl Us7tA] A ofuie] W el xekAlzIH o Z2Rle]
37 olsfE & HolErt.68

V. J2|ALQlof & & Fe =3 ¥

1. AA% 282599 4] g

2ol glo] ot 2 AAe Adst Eehis 70 olgrkd e
QEOJQI Ak 2 A7o] ARSI B0 Rolglh. “9elo] B Alg %
4uth 224 YobA Ero] A AFo] Egsie Aol o)
g oA 3790 sk e A2 vis otolek o8 ol 41 2 2
| T2ARS Eelils o) Q] uiEe] 2 AAL B Aol FAN S
S 4104 9] 2L Shiolale) = 9ele] o A felol
THARS $2le] RN tehiEks Aol 70

Zhlo] ojstel A4S TelAwsle] AAet so] o] His) 5 71X
S5k i “elel @l ol e Aol 49 g lo

vl 