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ruth and Literature in Exodus
VON EAN MCEVENUE

Hıstorical CONSCIOUSNESS had led scholars iın the Past centurıes
interpret Verses of scriıpture, nNnOtT iımmedıately 1in the CORNLEXT. of the inter-
pyetgr’s theological questlons, but rather 1ın the extual CONLEXLT of the Or1-
gınal perıcope SOUFTCE, an also In the wıder CONIEeXT of history, 1.e the

of meanıng and sıgnıfıcance which shaped the culture (language
in the roader sense) of the wrıter an first readers AL the tıme of wrIit-
ıng Tramıng scholars thıs method has consısted of introducing them

the languages an lıterary procedures ot biblical authors, but also
the archeology, the polıtical history, an the hıstory of thought of
cıent Israel and Its neıghbours. hıs traınıng W as enable them read
biblical AHiCAHCE, an assoclate IT wıth the images and logıcal CONNEC-
t10NS which orıgınally SaVC 1t meanıng, and ın thıs WaY understand the
orıgınally ıntended meanıng of the teXt. 16 achieve thıs
selt-denial] 15 requıred, because the scholars MUSLT learn free themselves,
45 tar 45 possıble, trom theır OW world-visions an Spo  us
thought- an image-assoclations, an al theır prejudıces an desires, 1n
order take alıen psyche and truly discover foreign world hıs
15 the dıscıpline of objectivity, whıch became the cardınal vırtue of scho-
larshıp. And objectivity about the Bıble 15 relig10us virtue 1ın far 4S It 15

selftranscending search for the hıstorical Word-ot-God made FIeXTt.
hıs achievement MUSLT NOL be underestimated, an thıs dıscıpline INUSLTL

be maıntaıned, ıf theology 15 continue define iıtself 45 „tıdes QUaAC-
ens iıntellectum.“ One Can only regret that Ven TGn Church docu-

LOO otften undermine theıir credıbility an authorıty by faıling
mMeet whart aVve become general standards of intellectual probity2.

However, problem arlses. hıs formation tends deal wıth CVer
INOTeEe subtle and precıse conceptualızation, iın which ONe PUrSucs the
thought ot another. One PUrSUuCS „meanıng" rather than ;truth. : an iın
tact Oone does NOLT easıly introduce the question of truth, a thıs would

Hıstorical CONSCIOUSNESS, wıth 41l the complıcations an! dıitficulties It ımplıes 1n the hu-
INa  >3 tor credible truth, be advance 1n human intellıgence which 1S 45 ırre-versıible the discovery of systematıc thinking In nclient Greece. Its role In the study ofSacred Scrıpture W as recognızed officially and authoritatively 1n the Catholic Church bythe Pıus 4S encyclıcal Dıyıno Afflante Spiırıtu (1943), an! by Second atıcan Councıl’sdecree DeI Verbum (1965) Its iımplıcation ave een extensively a1ıd OUut ıIn the reCeNT de-claratiıon ot the Pontifical Bıblical Commissıon. The Interpretation of the Bıble In theChurch (4993); especıially 1n E A! ENm and

CS the Ommıssıon declaration (cıted In ote 1 9 section E A epOoque,l’actualisation OIl1t tenır COmMpteE de L’evolution des mentalıtes et du progres des methodesd’interpretation.“ &3 also 1V, „Bıen qu«c ecture de la Bıble so1t torcement selec-tıve, les lectures tendencieuses SONTL ecarter, C’est ıre celles qu1, lıeu IA  etre docıles
e tont qu’utilıser celu1-cı des fıns Etroilutes
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break OUuUtL of the dıscıplıne of interpretatıon. For example, ıf ONC 15 u  AA-
ıng the study of Macchıiavelli, ONC becomes famıliar wıth the milıtary an
polıtıcal milıeu of Florence 1ın the 15th CENLUCY iın order NOW what hıs
work W as directive about, an on works VC hard al dıscerning Mac-
c1avelli’s relatıon medieval thought 1in order cshow how hıs introduc-
t1on of empirıcal methodology revolutionızed ırreversıbly estern
polıtical theory 18 ask whether hıs princıples ATC Lrue€e talse 15 1N-

gyenıal the scholar, 1ın tar iIt tends introduce crıtique the
basıs of twentieth CENLUFCY and beliefs, breakıng AWAY entirely
trom historical modes of objectivity. Questions about truth an talse-
hood In polıtical theory ATC nOL asked by scholars whose traınıng 15 histo-
rıcal, but rather by those whose traınıng 15 in philosophy. Sımilarly, those
raıned 1n historical scholarshıp about the Biıble do NOL easıly turn

theology, an the products of their scholarshıp ATC dırectly usetul
other hıstorians of the ancıent Near Fast, but often NnOLT directly usetul
theologıians, C pastoral work.

urther problem arıses In the Ka of Old TLestament from the
fact that the historical data have 15 often uncertaın, aAM seldom COIMN-

prehensıve. As result, scholars CANNOL about hıstorical
for interpretation. We do NOL have historical certaınty about the datıng oft
MOSL CX  9 tor example, aäll ın tact NOW V lıttle about the history
of Israel before Davıd duriıng the tiıme of the exıle an restoratıion. Hı-
storıcal interpretation 1ın thıs Case MUSLT often be characterized doubtful

AL least A ODCN CONLFOVEISY. Such results of research W NOLT easıly
made Aat OoOme in discourse whiıch, by definıtion, begıins wıth faıth

The following 15 attempt recommend alternatıve Aa
proach. It draws upDON SOME of CONtLEMPOTCA: debates oNns academıcs
dealing wiıth lıterary theory, In order ftormulate appliıcations the
Bıble 45 read for theology?. It recCognızes the absolute necessity that scho-
Jats; an al honest readers, begın wiıth the attempt gel beyond their
personal worlds through discıplines of objectivity. But 1It looks the dis-
cıplines of lıterary Cr1t1C1SM, rather than those of hıstory, for MOSL ot
Its guldıng princıples. Both AT academically sound. To the nıneteenth
CENTLUFY, hıstory seemed closer clence perhaps, but 1n OUTr BL lıterature

closer relig10uUs truch *

The wrıter has tollowed these debates INOTC In English-language publıcatıon than 1N
(German.

C+ Wright, Theology an Lıterature, Oxtord 198% The word literature 15 sed
VC generally ere include al] wrıting which 15 NOL specıfically 1ın ‚scıentific” mode,
(1.e WaYys of wrıiting intend xclude the perspective of the writer 1ın order pOrtray ACCU-

rately the relatıons between objects rather than the relatıons otf objects the wriıter
reader). It MUSL be noted that CVCMN fiction, which begıns being truthtul by presenting ıtselt
45 purely fıctıon, continues 1ın truth by unmiıstakably ımplyıng ımportant atfirmatıons an
value Judgements which either ACCEDL repudıate. For urther d1scuss10n, c$. McEve-
NUEC, Interpretation and the Bıble Essays about Truch 1n Literature, Collegeville 994
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LTRUTH AN. LITERATURE EXxODUS 16

L1 would iıke read E x 16 In the lıght of princıples, which ave tor-
mulated the basıs of selection of elements currently debated about
interpretatiıon theory

Lıterary meanıngz 15 controlled by the lıterary Nıt read 45 Oorganıc
whole

reader 111 understand BE XT in far he correctly identities the
„thing“ about which the LEXTt speaks, and successtully negotlates
illumınatiıon of the „thing“ by the LE Xt and of the texXt by the „thing”.
The meanıngz of lıterary LEXT Cannot be expressed by an y abstract
paraphrase.
The meanıngz of FEEXt CAannOTL be expressed by historically ıimıted
kerygma.
The meanıngz of texXt ll transcend Its hıstorical frame 1ın tar
1It ımplıes reader who transcends that lımıt.

The fiırst princıple then reads 45 ollows: Literary meanıng 15 controlled
Dy the literary unıt read a$ OTZANLC zuhole

hıs princıple W as the maın doctrine what has been called the „NEW
Criticısm“ Ssince 930 I has, In fact, been overlooked an constantly V1IO-
lated by countless excellent bıblical scholars who worked brilliantly
isolate A identify „orıgınal” phrases an SCHTENCES They dıd thıs OutL of

CONCeErnN for authenticıty an peculıarly Protestant desire gEeL behind
the human contamınatıon aAN: Communıty Corruption of wrıtten
FreEeCOVeEr INOTEC PUrCc OoOment of oral tradıtion, better stil] orıgınal
experience of direct revelatıon. Oorm CritiCcs such Westermann, tor
ample, sought the orıgınal ral forms whiıch had progressively been COM-

plicated an corrupted they became wrıtten in lıterature. Hıstorical
research looked for the earlıest ftorm of law, the LDS1SSIMAa merba of
Jeremiah, partıcularly of Jesus. hus bıblical scholars continued ftol-
low crıitical historical method which led VE greater precısıon in thıs
direction, al tiıme when the academıc discıplıne of interpretation W as

tollowing VE different path
For the Dast EdNO peri0d which would define stretchıng

trom the late Leavıs Ar Oxford Universıty the late Northrop Frye
T: Toronto Universıity, academıc lıterary scholars ave condemned inter-
pretatiıon which W asSs based „centrifugal meanıng", 1LL.E. the hıstorical
referent of single word, phrase, >5 paragraph, an AaVe INS1-
sted „centripetal meanıng“ which begıns wıth the sıngle 26 of INCcan-

ıng expressed by the lıterary unıt whole The meanıng of each word
15 z1ven precıise definıtion by Its relatıon all the other words in the 1te-
ra unıt. Interpretation 15 spıral aCt1VItYy, MOVINg trom element

For clear Statement oft thıs princıple ct Northrop Frye, The Great ode the Bible an
Liıterature, Oronto 1982, 5964
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whole and from whole element, but mMmOVvıng historical realıty
outsıde the lıterary work itself.

Such princıple becomes absurd iın the hands of fanatıcs an tools;, but
clearly iIt recommends important dıscıplıne which should al

the discıplıne of carefully consıdering all the data of complete
text 1ın order TECOVET Its meanıng. Anyone who has wrıtten POCIN
knows how wrıter agon1zes about the choice of word, OTr the order of

CNCE, the use of metaphor, often without knowıng explicıtly
why It makes such dıfference, but always sure that each smallest change
modities the meanıngz of the whole, makıng It better (or wOorse) disco-
vVC an expression of the unıtied insıght ONn  'q)) 15 tryıng formulate ftor
oneselt an for others.

It ollows that the first Sstep iın lıterary readıng 15 establish the
extent of TEXT. In readıng Exodus 1 1t 15 CasS y recognıze epılogue
in 6:35 an xl0ss In 6:36 There 1S, INOTCOVECT, vCc visıble frame in
1671 and P  — These lıterary markers SPL OUuL narratıve unıty, which
(3  — tentatıvely Namme the Manna Story Of COUTSE It 15 lıterary unıt
which 15 part of the larger unıt of the book of Exodus, which 15 part of the
Pentateuch, which 15 part of the Bible The Pentateuch 15 unıtied lıte-
va unıt, an Man y theologians also consıder the bıble 45 whole be,
NnOT anthology, but lıterary unıty. Canonical ecriticısm 111 demand
that the spıral of interpretation MOVE from these larger unıts OWN the
smaller an then back the larger. hıs 11l attempt break Into
the spıral v cautiously, by readıng Exodus 16 4S small lıterary Uunıt,
an 11l add SOME observatıons which 1l provıde critical first Step
ward larger challenge of canonıcal crıticısm.

The second princıple a1ms Aat Savıng the first from anı Y phılosophical
posıtion of iıdealısm within which It might find Oome As result ır runs

COUNLer SOMME implıcatiıons of the first princıple, an certamly 15 inten-
ded to OPPOSC AaNnYy distorted appliıcatıon of the first princıple. The second
princıple 15 4S ollows: reader 1Ll understand text ın so Jar AaA$ he correctly
identifıes the „thing “about zohich the text speaks, an successfully negotiates
recıprocal ılluminatıion of the N& 5y the LeXT, an of the FPXE 5y the
„thing d

The ‚thing“ 15 used here, rather than ‚subject matter“ ‚object”, 1ın
order emphasıze the realıty of what MaYy be non-materı1al objects of
INany eX  5 such 4S OVve Or divine Person, ın order affırm that
ATC NOL about dea word only, an tinally ın order recall the

hıs princıple Can be traced back Martın Luther, an! It Can be found clearly aıd OUut
1n Bernard Lonergan’'s analysıs of the the AaACT of interpretation 1ın „Method In Theology”,
London, I9 156—158, C also Ben eyer, „The Primacy ot the Intended Sense of
Texts“, In eyer an! McEvenue Lonergan’s Hermeneutics, Its Development
an Applıcation. Washington, 1989 K eSp 85
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LRUTH AN. | ITERATURE FXODUS 16

„locus classıcus“ 1n Thomas Aquınas, where he points OUuUtL that „ VOCE S1-
gnificant “  res“, but ICS ıpsae alıas res signıfıcant" (words iInecan things, but
the things themselves 1I1Can other things) 'The word thing miılıtates
agalnst that notion of typology ıIn which the Old Testament provıdes
serles of S18NS which termınate in the realıty of tultillment 1n Christ,
(whıch ONEC might take be the perspective ot the Fathers an of the
Councıl of Trent), in favour of INOTEC complex perspective, based the
cognıtional theory an hermeneutical theory otf the late methodologist
Bernard Lonergan, and also ItSs direct applıcatıon biblical interpreta-
t10n by the New Testament scholar Benyr The Old Testament LOO
W Aas speakıng of thıngs, NOL Just S1gNS, and of things which AT eternal.
Where there W as fultillment in Christ, the fultfillment W 3as somet1mes
fulfillment of the thing through NEW realıty, but otten IT W as only 1N-
CreG4se ın OUTr understandıng of realıty.

The poılnt 15 that lıterary ATEC NOLT ESCAaPCS from realıty, alternatiı-
VeEeS realıty. Rather they A about realıties, about real things, and that 15
why they AL ımportant. ven the MOSLT fictional CNrEes, an the wiıldest
fantasıes, ımply affırmations about socı1al SCFUCUHEFOS, tor examples, 4S

MAarxI1ıst interpreters an feminist interpreters rightly demonstrate.
And, ven though lıterary AT wrıtten by oifted cCommunıcators, It 15
astonıshingly CasS y m1Ss the author’s IMOST general fOCUS, an comple-
tely MI1SS what the texXt 15 talkıng about. would contend that the labour
of eXeges1Ss CONSISts princıpally in getting the readıng started the right
tOOt, by identifying correctly what „thing“ the TtEXT. 15 about.

It 15 surprisingly difficult identify that thing The authors themsel-
VeS need call al the TEeESOUTCES of theır intelliıgence, an all of theıir
ZeNIUS wiıth language, in order tınally NOW an tormulate the CXDC-
rience which they wiısh CXPICSS. leadıng Amerıcan crıitic PULtS iIt vVC
sımply: „Am Says ONE thıng an another“?. And he develops
useful distincetion between „meanıng“ an „significance” He restricts the
word „meanıng" the mımetIic function of language 1n which words and
sentences sequentıially refer ditferent detaıils of the complex realıties
they intend repreSsent. TOom the poıint of VIeEW of meanıng, TEeXTt 15 d
strıng of SUCCESSIVE iıntormation unıts.“ But POCIN 15 essentially unıty,
NOL SuccCess10n. And XYy uses language draw AWAY fromN-
ted realıty agaın and agaıln, by substituting meanıngs through metaphore,
by distorting meanıng through ambigulty contradıction, by creatiıng
„semantıc indıirection“ by al of tropes. The SUu of 411 these
wıithdrawals from „meanıng" constitute what Rıffterre calls „Sıgnifi-
cance“ The unıt of meanıng 15 word an The unıt of signif1-
( the Summa, Quaestio 18; Articulus 10
C Bernard Lonergan, Insıght, An Study of Human Understandıng, New York, 1956,

especıially Chapter an Meyer, Op CIt ın OTlte
C+ Michael Rıffaterre, Semi1otics of Poetry, Bloomington 1984,
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NC| 15 the lıterary nıt 4S whole19. In thıs analysıs, the „ICS alıas“ of
Thomas has become ‚sıgnıfıcance“; but Rıtftaterre has made the whole
POCIM (sum of lıterary tools) sıgnıfy It; whereas Thomas has the Ares” S1-
onıfy IT At work here 15 ditference in cognıtional theory, NOL dıtte-
NC ıIn lıterary theory SUggESL that both Thomas an Rıfftaterre would

that the words an sentenCces CarrYy iıne of meanıng, but that
the poem Aad$ zuhole includıng borth ]] references realıty and a ]]
wıthdrawals trom sımple reference, 15 about SOMEC „thing“ which MaYy NOLT
be directly referred named by ANY ONC word 1n the
POCIM. The unıty of the POCM corresponds the Unıty of the „thıng“
whiıch the POCM „sıgnıfies.”

It INaYy be helpful begın wıth example of cshort POCH, „The For*,  Z
by the Amerıcan POECL Carl Sandburg:

The og
lıttle CAaL feet

It SItS lookıng
VvVer harbour an CIty

Its haunches
an then

We MUST ask what the POCM 4A5 whole 15 about. Is It about fog? And
does 1It Say sımply that the og 15 ıke Ccat” Or does It „SaVvy thıs an INnecan

something else“? It It doesn’t INCan something else, would have
wonder why these sımple words ATC publiıshed an republıshed? Why 15
thıs PDOCM ıIn CVCLY anthology? VWhy 15 1t taught ın schools? Why does It
make Oone’s blood chıver when OI reads it?

Certamly It 15 about fog, because that 15 the res whıiıch, Aquınas SaVS,
the word sıgniıfies, but clearly the res sıgnıf1es res alıas, SOMC other
thıngs. The og 15 both realıty an metaphor tor other realıties which
AT compared Cat What then 15 the POCM about? In what realm of
meanıng does iıt move ” Sandburg has another POCIM called ”  he Grass“”
which the image of bodies pıled u Varıous battlefields in the
first world WAar, an has the boasting that 1t alone 15 victor because It
gradually „COVECIS all.= Sımılarly the {0g ere 15 SOTFL of force of nature,
which In, soundless an SUPTEME, ıke Cat, an which invades
VAaSsLı complex of human strıving an cıvılızatıon, namely the harbour an
CIty of Chicago, an then leaves. In sayıng thıs, have poılnted realm
of meanıng, an poıinted OUuUL something about the of the iımages.
ave introduced the term „force of nature , but would NOT 5Sayvy the POCM
15 about the torce of ature attempt SaVy iın ANY sıngle word secnN-

what 15 the ature of that „thıng“ the POCM speaks of, 5Savy what
the POCIN SaYy>. only the poem A$ zuhole Ca  an define the thıng, an a ]] the
words of the whole POCHI ATC needed Say what the POCIM says *. The

10 C Idem S S
11 Rifaterre [01 attempt make the POCM sıgnıfy words Or ıdeas rather than realıties,
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only WaYy NOW that thıng 15 read the POCIHN agaın an agaın, lıstenıng
attentively, untiıl ON  'a knows what Sandburg NEeEW

Sımılarly ıf ask what 15 the Gospel of Mark about, ONC miıght quickly
answer that IT 15 about Jesus Christ. It urther ask ıf that Jesus
He W as back ın C: Jesus He 15 NO Jesus He 111 be al the
last Judgement, ONE Ca  u SCEC right AWAY that ll ave read that (30=
spel agaın, wıth CaICl,;, 1n order really identify the cthıng And readıng the
Gospel ONCEC agaln 111 reveal that those questlions AT relevant, but that

sıngle-sentence 415WET Can be z1ven them. Or ıf ask what Ex 15
about,; 0)81  CD might quickly 4a1NSWeEer A Manna:; but riıght AWAY the res 15 scCCMH

S1gnıfy another thıng 45 well, an eed read the chapter agaın
fıiınd OUuL what It 15 So <hall do Just that, an OUr question 11l be what

;‘eal thing 15 spoken ot

Verse
95  he whole congregation” (kol hae‘dah) thıs 15 relıg10us ACLT of the

whole congregatıon. hıs phrase 15 characteristic of the Priestly Docu-
meEeNT, aN: the SLOTY before aAappCars be ate exılıc creation of the
Priestly Wrıiter. The Priestly Document tends present the hıstory of Is-
rael ın serl1es of almost lıturgical CameOs, iın which the people ıke ONEC

CrSON events The Priestly Document has been accurately cha-
racterized „Bıldersammlung. Sıe kommt VO der Geschichte her,
doch S1e tendiert autf Paradıgmata  m2 In thıs „paradıgma‘ , the people of
Israel AdTIC represented 45 turnıng tormally agalnst Moses and Aaron, d
parently indulgıing INn paranoıd distrust of theır divinely appointed
eaders. (One miıght ask ıf thıs 15 SLOTFY about sın ? !>

Verse tells what they sa1ld:
They would prefer 2ve died In the hands of the Lord Everyone

would prefer die in the hands of the Lord Apparently they thınk they
ATe longer In Hıs Hands, an CVETIVONC experiences times of sımılar de-
solatıon. But 1t 15 interesting NnOtLE what they aSsSOC1ate wıth the hands of
the Lord It 15 the and of Zypt, wıth mMeaL AB8% bread the Lord 15 ftound
ın Parıs; chez Maxım!'TRUTH AND LITERATURE IN ExoDUs 16  only way to know that thing is to read the poem again and again, listening  attentively, until one knows what Sandburg knew.  Similarly if I ask what is the Gospel of Mark about, one might quickly  answer that itis about Jesus Christ. If I further ask if that means Jesus as  He was back in B. C., or Jesus as He is now, or Jesus as He will be at the  last judgement, one can see right away that we will have to read that Go-  spel again, with care, in order to really identify the thing. And reading the  Gospel once again will reveal that those questions are relevant, but that  no single-sentence answer can be given to them. Or if I ask what Ex 16 is  about, one might quickly answer „Manna“, but right away the zes is seen  to signify another thing as well, and we need to read the chapter again to  find out what it is. So we shall do just that, and our question will be what  ;‘eal thing is spoken of.  Verse 2  „The whole congregation“ (kol hae‘dah) — this is a religious act of the  whole congregation. This phrase is characteristic of the Priestly Docu-  ment, and the story before us appears to be a late exilic creation of the  Priestly Writer. The Priestly Document tends to present the history of Is-  rael in a series of almost liturgical cameos, in which the people like one  person react to events. The Priestly Document has been accurately cha-  racterized as a „Bildersammlung. Sie kommt von der Geschichte her,  doch sie tendiert auf Paradigmata“ !?. In this „paradıgma“, the people of  Israel are represented as turning formally against Moses and Aaron, ap-  parently indulging in a paranoid distrust of their divinely appointed  leaders. One might ask ıf this is a story about sin? *  Verse 3 tells us what they said:  They would prefer to have died in the hands of the Lord. Everyone  would prefer to die in the hands of the Lord. Apparently they think they  are no longer in His Hands, and everyone experiences times of similar de-  solation. But it is interesting to note what they associate with the hands of  the Lord: it is the land of Egypt, with meat and bread — the Lord is found  in Paris, chez Maxim! ... But now in the desert they believe Moses and  Aaron want to kill them through starvation.  presumably because he follows Wittgenstein in imagining that understanding is born of lan-  guage rather than language being created and modified in order to capture and communi-  cate understanding, Cf., for example, M. Riffaterre, Fictional Truth, Baltimore 1990, 3-4,  or 23-28.  12 Cf. Norbert Lohfink, „Die Priesterschrift und _ die Geschichte“, VT.S 29, 1978,  189=225;*esp - 215.  3 The Priestly Writer suppresses most of the sinful aspects in Israel’s history, but it does  retain some specific paradigms of sin. Cf. Norbert Lohfink, „Die Ursünden in der priesterli-  chen Geschichtserzählung“, in G. Bornkamm and K. Rahner (eds.) Die Zeit Jesu: Festschrift  für H. Schlier, Freiburg 1970, 38-57.  499But NO In the desert they elieve Moses and
Aaron Wwant kıll them through starvatıon.

presumably because he ollows Wıttgenstein in imagınıng that understandıng 18 Orn otf lan-
rather than language being created an modıtied 1ın order Capture and COomMmMUunNI-

Cate understandıng, Cia tor example, Rıffaterre, Fictional Truth, Baltımore 1L990; 3—4,
2A2

12 C Norbert Lohfink, 99-  1€ Priesterschrift un: diıe Geschichte“, E: 1978,
189—225, CeSpP 2315

13 The Priestly Wrıiter SUPPTIECSSCS MOSL of the siıntul aAaSPECLS 1n Israel’s hıstory, but It Ooe€es
retaın SUOTINC specific paradıgms of S1IN. C Norbert Lohfink, „Dıie Ursünden ın der priesterli-
chen Geschichtserzählung”, 1n Bornkamm an Rahner (eds.) Dıe Zeıt Jesu Festschrift
für Schlıer, Freiburg 1970; ET
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Verses 6— 7
hıs complaınt 15 dırectly answered iın W e 111 return 4—5

in OMENT, but In G Moses and Aaron reply directly the people.
„Evenıng an Morning“ here sımply In CONTEXTL, the
dea 15 that thıs 15 gomg happen right AWaY. In subsequent VEISC3, the
paır „evening" an „morning” 111 be divided 1ın order accomodate the
quaıl tradıtion NtoO the evenıng, an the annn tradıtıon nNtoO the INOT-

nıng, and thıs vocabulary, along wiıth the phrases of „seeıng the glory of
the Lord”, an also the Hebrew word ‚jada‘ CCUrs OoOWnNn the en of
k: serving unify thıs phase of the narratıve.

The ANSWeEer whıch Moses and Aaron z1ve the people iın 6—7/ 15 NnOT

protest agalnst these insults. Nor 15 It proclaım the innOocence of
theır intentilons. Nor 15 It promıse that they 11 NOL die of hunger. Ra-
ther It 15 Say that the people have mıssed the whole polnt, iın thinking
theır complaınt W3AsS agalnst Moses an Aaron, when 1n fact iIt W as agalnst
God They ave thought of the exodus 45 of SOMeE mınor adventure. They
haven’t recognızed that they AT part of „The Exodus”, that God 15 ead-
ıng it, that the kıngdom ot God 15 ON them.

Surprisingly, Moses an Aaron do NOLT blame them al all On the CON-

Lrary they off by reasurıng them, ONEC might TCASUTE aNX1I0US
child, sayıng that everything 15 alrıght: „thıs VCc evenıng YOU 11 realıze
that it 15 the Lord“. Rather than refute them, blame them, Moses an
Aaron reasure them that taıth 111 SOOoON be gy1ven them. They 11 SC
the olory. hıs answer 15 astonıshıng. It IU  — CONLrary
readers instincts, ne’s  . SpONLANEOUS attıtude oneselt and 6568 (Thıs
15 subjectiıve reaction, but subjectivity 15 important SOUTCE of under-
standıng. conftess that tind thıs LEXt be ıntolerably sweet). And, INOTC

astoundıng stıll, tells them that they 11 see the glory because the
Lord has heard theır complaınts agaınst Himself! It 15 45 remedy for
theır parano1a that they ll recelve revelatıon. hıs 15 od’s reactıon
theır negatıvıty. The Lord 15 savıngz them in thiıs Exodus, but because of
their negatıvıty they ATC going SOUT The Lord’s reactiıon 15 that he 111
NOL only SaVC, but 111 ad revelatıon of hıs olory, provıdıng SOTL of SPC-
cıal out-of-body experience, that they might NOW the glory.
Verses d

Preceding thıs direct ANSWer of Moses an Aaron in VeIrSCS 6—/, ‘
present divine intervention. It oes NOL quıte fıt into the CONLEXTL, and
ommentators have argued that 15 belongs earlier SOUTFCE, earlıer
tradıtion In which thıs whole incıdent 15 teSst of Israel whıch Israel faıls
But whatever the earlıer tradıtions, the Redactor, Rabbenu, who 1ÜO
Exodus has placed It in the Text here, creatıng the STtOTY which Can

1910)] read.
It doesn’t quıte fit, because wıth the complaınt WAas directed Aat
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Moses and Aaron, NOL AL God; secondly, because ere God 15 shown
speakıng Moses alone, apparently NOL noticıng Aaron; cthırdly, because
the mentıon of „test” PFrOVECS be ırrelevant the rest of the StOTY; and
fourthly, because all the talk of „day by day  CC and the mentıon of ‚sıxth
day  C6 ATC NOL lınked the complaınt God 15 supposed be reacting
On the other hand, by putting these VerSsSC5S5 here, the Redactor/Author
has prepared the reader for the whole LtEXLT 45 he has constructed i} by
outlınıng ere the following three sect10ns, wıth „tood trom heaven“ COI -

respondıng 9—15, the „day by day  C6 correspondıng 16—21, and
the „Sixth day  66 correspondıng 2 AT

SO much tor diachroniıc But how does the STOTY read 1n Its
present form? We SsCE God breakıng In ere unasked. God 15 presented
u ere 4S though He WerTr«ec OUut of control. He does nNnOL answer the people.
He breaks in, 45 ıf he Were speakıng in Moses’ Ca  b And He 15 aNX10US

please, almost ıke indulgent mother. She interjects 1in panıc be-
<he 15 afraıd that the father, Moses, might re negatıvely these

insults. „Look there 15 go1lng be meal, 42N yOou AT al Zz01Ng
ave tiıme, because takıng aiIc of you hıs LOO 15 intoler-
ably But ONC 15 drawn understand that the „thing“ the STOFY 15
about 15 NOLT the sintulness of Israel (which NOLT be 1Ssue at all),

CVCN the anxıety, paranol1a of Israel; rather It 15 about the pro-actıve
OVve ot God It 15 about the gift ot God Verse appCars be repetitıve
an ungrammatıcal yloss which focuses the insıght that thıs 15 gift of
God, NOL conflict between Israel an Its eaders.

Verses 957
Is the STOTCY about manna” Is that the gift? Well annn has NOLT been

mentioned 45 yerl And EVCN in VÜBTSOS G1 tind that the gıft of God 15
stıill NOL NNn  9 but rather glory.
Verses

Of COUTSEC It 111 eventually be gift of quaıl an MaNnNa, but ıt begıins
by being oıft of faıth Israel MUSLT first NOW that IT 15 about od’s oift,
anı then iIt Ca  - recelve materı1al eXpress1ONs of thıs gift. hen God SOoCS

poıint OUuL that even when they behold the glory they won't elıeve.
Belief 11l CO through eatıng.
Verses E Ta  bn

Their eatıng brings them faıth, an leads them puzzle about I: an
ask theological question (fıdes intellectum). The ANSWeEerTr 15

gy1ven by Moses, who NO exercIses hıs „magısterıum ordinmarıum“!

As s<hall SCC 1n the eXt of the TEXT,; they stıil] did NOLT tully
NOW the gift of God In the gyospel of John, chapter 6, Jesus interprets
thıs TexTt dırectly, and He uses slightly ditfterent vocabulary 5Say that
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they bel1ieved because their bellies Were tull, but NOL because they had
sSPCCNMN S12NS. The Fathers ın the desert al died because they failed SPCEC the
annn sıgn of glory: they faıled S the res 45 sıgnıfyıng „other
things“ As Jesus PUL it; they thought It W3as Moses o1ving them bread,
whereas It W AasSs God And somehow they faıled NOW (yada‘) that. Or

uUuse Paul’s expressi0on, they had eaten the heavenly bread unworthily,
Just Ca  aD eIT the Eucharıiıst unworthily Cor Jesus has g1ven
hıs disciples another chance also recelive bread from heaven, an

also ave the chance elıeve iın the gift of God and 1Vve for CVCTI,
else e21 unworthily an die

But the LEXT of Ex 16 doesn’t mentıon ANY of al thart. It 15 nOLt about SIn,
Israel, ourselves. It 15 about the gift of God 45 known In the d

of glory, In nourıshment, In the wonder of Nn

Verses LG 27
The NEeEXT three sections of this STOTY ATre lıttle torah vignettes. Each be-

ZINS wıth Moses reporting divine instruction about how Israel should
deal wıth thıs In  > an continues wıth ACCOUNLTL of how the INStrUuC-
t1on 15 carrıed OUuL In tact. We 111 EXPDECL Israel NOL follow orders VeC
well;, an they don  © We 111 also EXPECL Israel be punıshed for domg
S but they AL nO  e hat 15 NOL what happens.

Of COUTSEC ONe tends be happy SCEC Moses furious In 2 But then,
reDOrL subjective reaction, dısappointed find punıshment

in hıs 15 the reactıon of Jonah al Nıineveh: ANSTY when God 15
g00d. In far 45 ONC teels that WAaVY, ONe MUSL recognıze that ONEC does
nNnOLT yeLr NOW the gift of God In far ONE teels that WaY, ONe EAaAts the
heavenly bread unworthily.
Verses P

There ollows the instruction about ınn the abbath In BD
o0d in 28, tınally, God DZELS annoyed. But then the people sımply CON-
form the rule in 50, an they ave wondertul time ıke children wıth
their candıes iınSEAN MCEVENUE  they believed because their bellies were full, but not because they had  seen signs. The Fathers in the desert all died because they failed to see the  manna as a sign of glory: they failed to see the res as signifying „other  things“. As Jesus put it, they thought it was Moses giving them bread,  whereas it was God. And somehow they failed to know (yada‘) that. Or,  to use Paul’s expression, they had eaten the heavenly bread unworthily,  Just as we can eat the Eucharist unworthily (1 Cor 11:27). Jesus has given  his disciples another chance — we also receive a bread from heaven, and  we also have the chance to believe in the gift of God and live for ever, or  else to eat unworthily and die.  But the text of Ex 16 doesn’t mention any of all that. It is notabout sin,  or Israel, or ourselves. It is about the gift of God as known in the ap-  pearance of glory, in nourishment, in the wonder of manna.  Verses 16-21:  The next three sections of this story are little torah vignettes. Each be-  gins with Moses reporting a divine instruction about how Israel should  deal with this manna, and continues with an account of how the instruc-  tion is carried out in fact. We will expect Israel to not follow orders very  well, and they don’t. We will also expect Israel to be punished for doing  so, but they are not. That is not what happens.  Of course one tends to be happy to see Moses furious in v 20. But then,  to report a subjective reaction, I am disappointed to find no punishment  in v 21. This is the reaction of Jonah at Nineveh: I am angry when God is  good. In so far as one feels that way, one must recognize that one does  not yet know the gift of God. In so far as one feels that way, one eats the  heavenly bread unworthily.  Verses 22<37°  There follows the instruction about manna on the Sabbath in vv 22-28.  Good: in v 28, finally, God gets annoyed. But then the people simply con-  form to the rule in v 30, and they have a wonderful time like children with  their candies in v 31....  Verses 32237°  Finally we see Aaron back in the story as we get back to the Priestly  Writer, and we realize that the events are being recalled from a perspec-  tive of hundreds of years later. There is a jar before the Holy of Holies  which reminds Israel of that ancient experience of manna. When the  Priestly Writer actually wrote this story, the Temple was gone, and the  Holy of Holies, and most likely the memorial jar itself had likewise dis-  appeared. It is just a memory. The biblical text recalls that jar which was a  memorial of the experience of manna. The text invites its readers to relive  that experience, and to open themselves to knowledge of the gift of God.  So if we return to the hard question with we began, namely what real  502Verses S D SR

Fınally SE Aaron back In the STOTrY DEr back the Priestly
VWrıter, an realıze that the EVENTS ATC being recalled from PETSPEC-
tıve of hundreds of later. There 15 Jar before the Holy of Holies
which remınds Israel of that ancıent experiıence of nn When the
Priestly Wrıiter actually thıs SLOTY, the Temple W Aas SONC, an the
Holy of Holıes, an MOST lıkely the memorı1al Jar itself had ıkewise dis-
appeared. It 15 Just The biblical FeXT. recalls that Jar whıch W 3as
memorı1al of the experiıence of Nn The LG x Invıtes Its readers relıve
that experlence, an OPCNH themselves knowledge ot the gift of God

SO ıf return the hard question wıth began, namely what real
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thıng 15 thıs LEXLT about, Can pomnt toward ANSWETLT by sayıng that It 15
about object which sıgnıf1es an Causes beliet In the unbearably
gift of (3o0d Only by readıng the LEXT attentively Can hope NOW
what Its author NeW

The thırd princıple whıich would ıke consıder al thıs poıint
reads ollows: The meanıng of a literary fext CANNOL he expressed Dy an
abstract paraphrase.

In (German there 15 zo0od word which often use 1in English tech-
nıcal word because It 15 usetul. INCcan the word Tendenz. One C  an ask
about the Tendenz of SLOTYV, and often there 15 OHE Unfortunately the
normal Englısh translatıon for Tendenz 15 often „DOINt:. One speaks of
„the pomint of StOrY.“ More talsely still, ONEC A  —3 Ssuggest that the „whole
point” of StOrY 15 thıs that lesson, expressed 45 abstract Para-
phrase.

What 15 the whole pomnt of thıs ın story”? AarxXI1ıSst might reveal
hıs bıas by discoverıng that the whole pomnt of the STOFY 15 in the W
relatıons between the people an their leaders; feminists might sSuggest

alternatıve po1nt, by pomting the total absence of 1n thıs
STOTYV; Protestant would hıt closer home by noting the faıch theme:;
an Catholic might fasten the memorı1al Jar toreshadowıng of
sacramental S12NS. There would be SOINC truth 1n all these observatıons,
but still OUur third princıiple would be COTrreCL In repudıiating anı y atfırma-
tion which W Aas tormulated SOME abstract SUMMALY SOMMEC doctrine
teaching which would be „the whole point” of the STOTY. The thırd prın-
cıple would SuggESLt that, whereas It 15 IMOST essential usSsec al
discover the thing that SLOTFY 15 about, aM whereas It mMay be helpful
indıcate Tendenz in SOMEC storl1es, still an Yy attempt the meanıng
of STtOTY in anı y abstract paraphrase 15 yomg be sımply false

hıs princıple has been MOST powerftully argued by Cleanthe Brooks in
book publıshed in 947 1ın which he shows that paraphrase 15 the

of lıterature, In that It focusses, NOL the lıterary SEIrucCLUre an mate-

rıals, but rather external scaffoldıng which attach iıt14. TOmM
another angle It has been argued 1n VC. often cıted artıcle by 1ımsatt
and Beardsley in 1954, that ook tor ANY authorial intention behindthe
LEXT 15 PUrSuc what they called the „intentional aaı

The princıple becomes vVC clear ıf 0)81  CD thinks of SON$. Take, for
ample, natıonal anthem such 45 La Marseıillaise, perhaps the Amerı-
Ca  $ natıonal anthem, ””  he Star Spangled Banner“ It ONC were Say that
„the whole point” of „The Star Spangled Banner“ 15 that ONE should be

14 CF Cleanth BrookRs, The Well Wrought Urn Studies 1n the Structure of Poetry New
ork and London 194 /

15 C Wımsatt an Beardsley, 99  he Intentional FAHAey.., 1n Wımsatt,
The Verbal Icon: Studies iın the Meanıng of Betry. Lexington 1954, PE
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proud of one’s tlag, and proud of one’s natıon, ıf ONC WEeEeIiIC resume
the of each of the VEISCS, that would be radıcally inadequate
STLAatement about the meanıng of that natıonal anthem. It would be ab-
STrAaCTt pDaraphrase, whiıch necessarıly leaves OUL the images, the sound of
the words, the sound of the MUSIC, the approprıiate tOoOnNne of the vo1lce, an
the unıty which 1€eS$ behind ]] of that. It 0)81  'a heard Paul Robeson sıng
„The Spangled Banner“ ALl the inauguratıon of President Kennedy, aın
hears it agaın whıle watching Kennedy’s uneral process1ion, Or ıf on  'a

hears the Olympiıc orchestra play 1T 245 the tlags untur| an the athletes
stand wıth theır medals theır chests, that 15 when ONE knows the
whole poıint of The Star Spangled Banner.

Sımıilarly ONE knows the whole poınt of the Manna STOTCY when one’s
CYVCS fil] wıth AL thıs affırmatiıon of od’s gift us, an when
fee] LOrN wıthin AT OUT aılure respond that ınfinıte volce. The whole
pomint of lıterary LEXT always includes the Wwıth which 1T addresses
yOoUu the reader, an emands personal an total trom you
Whatever the Tendenz, the whole pomint of lıterary TEeXT 15 personal
COUN(LTLETr, 1in which author challenges yYOoUu the reader. hen 1C Cat
walks into cat-tılled FOOIMM, CVETIY Cal in the TOOIMNM freezes, an CVEIY haır

ECVEIY back stands an: meeting OCCUTrS Sımılarly, when lıterary
text walks nto yOUur miınd, YOUr whole soul stands an ]] 1ts
spond. Any abstract paraphrase of lıterary texXt Can only be ıke putting
stick-drawıng of the Cat in the OOoOMmMm It 15 objectified esSsS$CNCE of SOME

kınd, but MOSLT certaıly It 15 NOL the whole poımint!
fourth princıple MUSLT be invoked ur thıs point, which mMaYy be SLAa-

ted 45 ollows: The meanıng ofa iext CANNOLF be expressed by historically
ımıted kerygma.

Many ABO, had the pleasure ot partıcıpatıng in the emınar otf
the ate Protfessor Gerhard Von Rad 1ın Heıdelberg, and of hearıng hım
explaın hıstorical-critical method. He did 1n of askıng the three-
fold question: who? saıd what? whom?

Progress 1n scholarshıp would be marked by obtainıng ver IMOTre

precıse answer each of those questions: who thıs text” what W as
the precIise hıstorical reterences of those words 4a5 that time? what precıse
mınd set of the orıgınal hearers of thıs CeXT. helped shape ItSs tONE, form,
an content hıs kınd of in scholarshıp has been brilliantly
alızed OVer the Past hundred Its product has been SE of refi-
ned STAaALteMENTS which arc irreversıble advance ın OUur understandıng of
bıbliıcal

Still thıs understandıng has rFrOVCN be remote from theology, an
mote from the needs of the faiıthful Remote from theology because theo-
logy 15 detined faıcth in search otf understandıng. It 15 TEeMOTE from the
needs of theology because the startıng poılunt of theology 15 belief, where-
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the startıng poıint of thıs hıistorical-ecritical approach 15 t+abula Yasd in
search for objectitied ideas. hat 15 why New Testament scholar ıke
the ate Norman Perrın, al the Universıty of Chicago, could ser10usly
claım ead hıs field in bıblıcal studıes, whıle denouncıng faıth 4S Ahı:
S10N deception, and trumpeting hıs OW atheism. And It 15 remote from
the needs of the faıthful because the faiıthful, whether they AT sımple —-

phisticated people, eed find God ın theırz lıves, an 1n the world
otf today an If scholar offers precıse ACCOUNETL of the CON-

n  9 problems an solutions ot a Jewiısh wriıter in the first halt of the Sth
CENLUTYV, ın the en of the 5th, that adds nothıing MOTEC than hı-
STOTFY of discarded iıdeas, ideas which Were ONCEC important 1ın another relı-
Z10US Communıty. The MOTEC precıse those ıdeas, and the INOTC precısely
defined the horiızons an focus ot the historical wrıters and of the first
readers, an the INOTC objectified the presentation of that kerygma, the
less IT nourıshes Christian readers today hıs 15 NOLT because the taichful
AT lackıng In SsOMEe torm ot sophıstiıcatıon, but rather the ftact 15 that that
form of objective an precıse hıstorical dıscourse, in wıth lıte-
ra method, consciously excludes the always subjective, an always
tiımeless, experience of the tremendum of God Such strictly time-bound
tormulatıons otf kerygma ATeE remote from lıterary meanıng, an CeTr-

taınly remoOote from biblical meanıng.
How than Can legıtimately leap the SapD from past Oment otf WTrI1-

ting present Oment of readıng?
The fifch an ast princıple InNaYy 110 be introduced. It reads 4a5 tol-

lows: The meanıngz of a text 171 transcend 165 historical frame ıIn so far a$s ıf
implies reader zuho0 transcends that Iimıt!6.

The meanıng otf Aare often tied historical realıties. For example,
miıght consıder the prophetic books Each ONEC of them 15 explıcıtly

tied down the real hıstorical Eevents ciırcumscribed by the introductory
verses. For example:

„The words of Amos, wh: WwWas the shepherds of Tekoa, which he SAW CO1M1-

cerning Israel, in the days of Kıng Uzzıah of Juda and 1n the days of Kıng Jero-
oam SO  3 f Joash of Israel, durıng LW betore the earthquake.” (Amos 1L:19
OWwever there ATC actors which inevitably an properly break

through historical barrıers, and au the meanıng of LE XT SIO W OVver

tiıme. The first factor 15 ONeE which much recCent. lıterary theory has tocu-
sed upON, namely the reader. The second 15 the thing.

First then the reader. TLexts often CXDICSS ımplıcıtly something about

16 For useful presentation ot CS5Say > reader-response Crıt1C1SmM, cd Tomkins
(ed.), Reader-Response Criticısm trom Formalısm Post-Structuralısm, Baltımore an
London 980 The Commıissıon declaratıon cıted INn [8011= above, especıially B N

such ASCHS spirıtuel” 3C plenier” „actualısatıon“ IMOSL ot the ground In
thıs ATCA. What ollows ere establısh groundıng 1ın hermeneutical>
an! also ımplıed control of interpretation established by that grounding.
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theır readers: they identify, NOLT much the tirst readers, but rather the
ıdeal approprIiate readers. And thıs implıcıt MECSSaASC itself etermines
somethıng about the meanıng of the For example travel ouılde 1m-
plıes reader who 15 plannıng, partıcıpatıng In, trıp. Other kınds of
reader ll NOL tind the intormatıon they Want, an 111 NOL be ell served
wıth the logıc of presentatıon. Texts dealıng wıth lıterary fılm criticısm
sometımes, ın the Case of NCWSPaAPCI artıcles, ımply reader wh: has
NOLT read the book SsSCCH the tılm, whereas other LNOTEC scholarly
ımply readers who ATC famılıar wıth the works 1n question and Ven tamı-
hıar wıth tradıtion of scholarly eriıticism of the works. v ditferent
kınd of information 15 contaıned 1n those LW kınds of an vVC
ditferent mode of readıng an interpretation 15 requıred.

Some ımply readers who ATC lıvıng iın the future. For example
those which ave been PUL AWAY 1n time capsules, be opened an
read only SOME centurıes from NO demand interpretation which
both the past past an highlights Its distance from the reader.

The bıblical X  9 certainly, iımply iımportant things about the+
prıate reader. Fırst, they AT wrıtten in Hebrew, Aramaıc, an Greek
hat ımplıes readers who partıcıpate 1ın Communıty which 15 capable of
provıdıng translatiıons, an whiıch has SOMEC iıdeology faıth which mot1-

theır domg Moreover Man Y bıblical CX  5 ıke the Pentateuch,
the book of Isaıah, have been edited an PUL together OVeCeT centurıes of

tiıme, AN they have eft undısgu1ised the evidence otf these centuries. Such
have meanıngs which requıre certaın WaY ot thınkıng about conti-

nulty an analogy In history. Al of thiıs ımplıes that the intended reader,
the approprıiate ıdeal reader, of the Bible could ell be something ıke

CONLEMPOFAarY Christian who has OINE tully understand that „Long
AgO God spoke OUT AaNCESTIOTFrS In Nan Yy an Varıous WaYys by the PTO-
phets, but 1ın these last days he has spoken us by Son through
whom he also created the worlds (Hebrews 1:2—3) And thıs ımplıca-
t10n about the reader implıes ermeneutic in the readıng which tiran-
scends the lımıts of hıstory.

Secondly, there 15 the factor ot the cthıing As W discussed above, 1N-
terpretation 1$ concerned wıth the ditficult task of definıng „the thıng  D
which 15 wrıtten about!7, an negotlatıng iılluminatiıon of the thing by
the TLEXT and of the TCXT by the thıng It 111 NOLT ucceed unless the inter-
preter has SOMMEC direct knowledge of the thıng itself. But the „thing“ 15 of-
ten realıty which changes OVvVver time. hus the thing of which „The Star
Spangled Banner“ spoke, of which „Deutschland über alles“ speaks, 15

VC complex subjective/objective realıty of natıonal hıstory, CXDC-
rience, pride an COUTASC an hope. Over the centurıes that realıty has
SONC through changes, through WAars, victorıes an defeats, through

17 Not the 7es of K Thomas, bat rather the ICS alıas“
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periıence both of Zreatiness AWBE of decline, through changes of natıonal
horızon aN: aspıratıon. (Q)ver centurIles, depth, complexıty, readth of
perspective, and richness of teeling ave been added the thıng LIrue

understandıng of the Natıional Anthem today 15 infinıtely InOTre rich than
that of the orıgınal author orıgınal sıngers hearers. The thıng itself
has changed.

Sımılarly ın the bıble, the thing of Ex 16 W as NOLT only the NNa,
which has sımply disappeared, but rather 1It WAasS the gift of God, which
has NnOL disappeared. The gift of God has changed OVeCT the centurIıies.
Moreover the implıed approprıiate reader has acquıred ne knowledge of
the thing OVer the Same centuries. As result, the understandıng of
reader today of E x should be dıfferent, radıically dıfferent, from the
understandıng of the wrıter an first readers. The ideal reader of Exodus
16 today ll understand Ex 16 speakıng of oof the intolera-
ble SWeEeETINESS of God whose gift 15 known usSs 1n the nn  9 an ıIn the
promised land, an ın Jesus an iın the Holy Spirıt.

Some Examples of the Implied Reader
It 11l be cshown In what ollows how the Church for centurıes has read

1ın thıs WAaY, Vecn though It dıid NnOLT POSSCSS contempora categorıes of
hermeneutical theory explaın ItSs method.

The Bıble

The epılogue in x 6:35 pomnted Out that the gıft ofZn terminated
forty later, when they tınally entered the promised and At that
point the gift of God changed form, 45 W as pointed Out in Joshua 5:1  N

An: the ceased from the tollowiıng day, UDON theır eatıng the produce of
the and An: INOTC W as there tor the SOMN>S oft Israel. hıs VYCar they fe
from the of the and of Canaan.
TOmM then, tor OVer 700 VYCAars, untiıl Jerusalem W as destroyed an the

people deported 1n RD D the gift of God Was expressed iın the wealth
of the and ot Canaan. Instead of dally an  9 God aIiInlec them ın the
form of daıly bread, under the dispensation of the law of Deuteronomy.
It 15 Ca Y imagıne how complete spirıtualıty, an practise of faıth,
would develop the basıs of that revelatıon. ven today INaln y torms of
mornıng Praycr>s and of before an atfter meals CXPDPICSS that faıch

When Israel could longer experiıence the and od’s gift, Jesus
took OVer that tradıtion. In John Jesus expressly affirmed that the gift of
heavenly tood, which carrıes wıth ıt eternal lıfe, W Aas trom NO be
receıved by eatıng hıs body an drınkıng hıs blood Jesus BaVC hıs body
an blood 45 Ne Nn  9 A He sımılarly told hıs tollowers „do thıs
ın memory “ of Hım Jesus 15 ZFONC 4A5 the Temple an1 and ItSs
morı1a] Jar ATC SONC, When OE the Eucharıist Christians recall hıs gift of
body an blood, they NOW It heavenly food It 15 the Samnlle “  „thıng  >
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the Same „res”, whıch had been g1ven the Jews 45 the gift of God In
thıs, however, there 15 ditference: thıs 15 NOLT Just Öof the past,
because It 15 today that Jesus SItS AL the right hand of the Father, an 1n
the future He 11l reLiurn In full glory.

The Liturgy
The lıturgy has always expressed the „thing“ of E x 16 1n Its OW. WaYyS5.

The MOST pervasıve example 15 the daıily prayıng of the „QOur Father“ In
lt; the phrase „Give us thıs day OUr daıly bread“ lıterally recalls the gıft of
God 4a5 sustaınıng bread, and qualifies It „daıly:, word which evokes
the daıly distribution of NNa, but equally ell the regular SuD-
pOrt of nourıshment from the and of Canaan. The Greek word transla-
ted by „daıly  CC (eD10US10$) 15 ambıguous: It could also be translated
„tOomMOrroWw“, LO the bread of the ast day, N „supersubstantıal”, LO:
supernal. hıs ONE phrase, iın the prayvyer which Jesus taught usSs SaYV, COIMN-

taıns the whole CONLENT ot thıs
Many other lıturgıical could be cıted. One example 15 the Feast of

Corpus Christi, tor which the Roman Lectionary has us read the above
together, an adds the hymn of Thomas Aquınas „Pange Lingua“,

1ın which the gıft of God („nobis datus”) 15 specıfically described 1ın
of change of the „res“ (AeE antıquum documentum NOVO cedat HL
an also the extraordınarıly beautitul DPanıs Angelıcus" celebrating the
bread of Angels.

We might V briefly consıder three other WaYys 1ın which this „thing“
W3asS known 4A bel1ıeved 1ın the Church.

The Holy Grauil

The legend INnay be read In the 3th CENLUFY Queste del Saıiınt Grall,
which Was wrıtten in Medieval French, an which has been continuously
republıshed In Englısh translations right töday“s hıs form of the
legend originated in Celtic trıbes In Brıttany, Ireland, Woales and Corn-
wall, an eventually WeTe connected wıth the storles about Kıng Arthur
whose popularıty In the twelfch CENTLUFCY W as extraordıinary. According
thıs ACCOUNT, Jesus Christ presided Aat the ast Supper, an SAVC hıs
tollowers the bread of heaven. hıs WW Aas carrıed 1n the Holy Graıil,
1 the vessel In which the paschal amb W3as C  In the bread WAS bro-
ken, and the wıne W as drunk Joseph of Arımathea ame England wıth
4000 tollowers, carryıng the Graıil wıth hım, an he established second
holy banquet, the Table of the Holy Grail, where Man Y miıracles 1_I-
red Three four centurlies later, Merlıin established third sacred ban-
qUETL, the fabulous Round Table, whose knights under kıng Arthur

18 C%t. tor example, Matarasso (transl.), The Quest ot the Holy Graıil, London 969
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would SEeLt OUuUtL find the Holy Grail The poılnt of finding It W as -
Celve ItSs revelatıon. Eventually chosen knıght, vırgın, Galahad would
ucceed 1n finding the Holy Grail He would be dressed, the legend tells
us, ıIn re ATINOUF ıke the tlames of the Spirıt AT Pentecost through
which Jesus visıted hıs dıiscıples „comforting them and banıshıng their
mM1ISg1VINgS.”

hıs STtOrY CADICSSECS belief 1ın the Same „thing“ which Ex 16
about, 1.e SsOMEeE hıstorical objects NO Ost us the Grauiul tself, an
three specıal tables (banquets) assocıated wiıth it, through which might
recelve gift of God in continulty wıth the bread of heaven. What 15
newly connected iın thıs STOFY the gift oft God Was, tirst demand for
sexua| purıty, an second the explıcıt mentıon of the Spirıt of Pentecost.
It 15 tale powertully told and Its influence in Holland, France and Eng-
and throughout the medieval peri0d and u the sixteenth CENLUrYy Can

hardly be imagıned 0)81  'q)) would ave COMPDare 1t the intluence ın
CONteMpOra: Europe of Amerıcan rock and roll In the Englısh-
speakıng world, the faıth themes of the Graiul STtOTY WerTr«c reorganızed and
reinforced through the classıcal works of Thomas Mallory ın the 15th
CENTLUCY and Alfred Tennyson 1n the 9th

The Holy Spırıt
Thomas Aquinas took the theme of the gift of God wiıthin the CON-

LEXT of Irınıtarıan theology. He argued in Quaestio 1, Artıicle 10 of the
Summa Theologica, that CVECIY gift iınvolves both object which 15 g1ven,
an also expression of love, which CONsSISts of the PCrSON, al least Dar-
tially, o1ving hıimself herself wıth the gift oıft 15 always gift of self
In the Trinity, It 15 the ‚pırı which 15 precısely the love, oift, of the
Father an the SO and which 15 divine Person. In thıs perspective
MUStT understand the Manna, an the and of C.anaan, an the Eucharist,
when approprıate them through an faıith, rece1ving of
the Holy Spirıt, by whom C „Abba, Father.“

The notıon of Transubstantiation

The theme of heavenly bread W as also taken by the deliberations of
the Councıl of TIrent concerning the Euchariıst. The Counscıl W as CONCEeTr-
ned wıth „things”, an partıcularly wıth „things”, whıich sıgnıfıed „Other
things“. It sed the word „substance”“ indicate that the things WEeTIC real,
and NOL Just metaphors S18NS 1 And It used the word „transubstantıa-
tion“ sıgnıfy that the bread an wıne Wer«c truly changed nto the real
thing of the gift of God In Christ’s body and blood I1 would SuUuggESLT that,

19 C+t Wohlmuth, Realpräsenz un!: Transsubstantiation 1mM Konzıl VO  n Trıent, Bern
an Frankfurt 992 ols
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for Catholics, IT W as mostly thıs belıef whıch carrıed wıth It the „thing” of
F x 16 during the centurıes from TIrent untıl the Second Vatıcan Councıl.
Those who AT C OVCTLT 4.() of dASC 111 remember that powertul OoOment
ın the mıddle of each celebration of Mass, when the whole Church W as

sılent, Ven the coughıng ceased, only the bell an the sacred words of
consecratıon WOTE heard, an suddenly C306 W as in OUTr mıdst. But atter
the lıturgıical changes of Vatıcan Iwo, the intrusıon of God became IMNOTEC

dıffused, an the Mass began be ocused INOTE aSpeCtSs of the hu-
INn  — communıty. Somethıing W as gaıned. But Ex 16 MaYy aVvVe been OSt.

Conclusion
1f OMNC looks around al eliefs an practices today, It 15 NOL CaS Y polnt

OUL the materı1a| thıng which helps recall the revelatıon of Ex 16 In fact
the pOStLure of Man Yy today would SCCIM rather be that of the „whole
congregatıon of the children of Israel“ who turned theır leadershıip,
turned agalnst Moses an Aaron, an accused them of wantıng kıl] all
of them ın thıs desert. Ex 16 remıinds us, 45 It did them, that It W NnOLT
Moses an Aaron, an 1t 15 NOL OQOUTL spirıtual leaders, who have brought
the Church the hunger It feels It 15 NOL they who control the ıte of
Christian communliıtıles. The kıngdom of God 15 ONg

Ex 16 invıtes that ONCEC agaın God ll break 1ın because of COIM-

plaınts an parano1a, an ll ONCEC agaın dısplay Hıs pro-actıve love and
gift Those who read the Bıble have specıal oblıgations. They should be
the first „draw LICAaAl before the Lord“ al ook the desert an behold
the glory of the Lord They should be the first tınd the Zn for
day NS the dry sands of tradıtions.
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