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I am grateful to Richard Middleton for having commented upon my work 
with such care, precision, and generosity. On every point that matters for 

Middleton's analysis, he has understood me correctly and reported fairly. 
On the whole I must accept the critique he makes of my work. My re
sponse to his critique is not to justify what I have done, but to comment 
upon my own memory of the context and impetus for my work, and then, 
as far as I am able, to extend the conversation a bit further. 

H Multiple Models 
Middleton rightly notes that in my work on creation in the faith and 

texts of ancient Israel, my thinking reflects either a development or a shift 
of models that suggests contradictory approaches. Among these he notes 
three: first, a dialectic of prophetic/royal consciousness which has been the 
dominant model of my work and which received its most extreme expres
sion in Israel's Praise; second, a triadic model of orientation/disorienta-
tion/new orientation, a more recent development in my thinking which I 
use particularly in reference to the Psalms; and third, a world-affirming 
position in In Man We Trust which is rather an early oddity in my work. 
That is a fair summary of how my thinking has emerged. 

Three comments are in order. First, it is clear to me that my best inter
pretive work is the proposal of models of reading that look for larger 
patterns of meaning; these models are informed by historical criticism but 
seek to suggest interpretive possibilities for contemporary reading. That is, 
such models stand in a mediating position between criticism and contem-
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porary reading. Such an enterprise is risky because it does not stay fully 
with critical matters, but dares to suggest analogues that are in part subjec
tive and contextual. Moreover, such models for me emerge in conversation 
with contemporary partners, so that these three models had as primary 
conversation partners, in turn, Jose Miranda and his Marxist analysis, Paul 
Ricoeur, and Harvey Cox's early work. 

It is clear that variant models are possible when reading the same ma
terial. Thus for example, in different contexts, I have situated Psalm 150 
very differently, depending upon the model I was explicating. Middleton is 
correct that I did not directly seize upon or exploit Ricoeur's "multiple 
readings,'"1 but I was committed to that process long before I understood it 
conceptually. (The notion of '"multiple readings" refers to the density of a 
text that permits different readers to find "correctly" different things in a 
text. The Enlightenment notion that a text has a single clear, recoverable 
meaning is an illusion.) Thus it is no problem for me or surprise to me that 
models that make different uses of "creation" materials emerge in my sev
eral studies. To a great extent, how a text functions depends upon how 
other texts are related to it. 

Second, my work is invariably ad hoc because I am primarily and con
sistently interested in hermeneutical questions, most often questions that 
emerge in the process of studying a particular set of texts in a particular 
interpretive context. I have neither the interest nor the patience to spend 
my time defending or promoting a single theme, model, or segment of 
textual material. Thus I prefer to respond to what I perceive to be the 
questions that lie at the interface between theological claims and emerging 
cultural issues. I have not worried much about consistency, because in the 
articulation of models, one intends that at least for the moment, the model 
should be entertained and utilized on its own terms, in order to see what 
account of reality is made possible and what reading it alone generates, 
without respect to any competing interest, reality, or reading. 

Thus, for example, my most positive treatment of wisdom-creation in In 
Man We Trust was completed in the wake of Harvey Cox's The Secular 
City.2 My study was as "innocent" as his turned out to be; that is, it was 
informed by certain freighted convictions and assumptions that were in fact 
quite romantic. It also came just as Hebrew Bible scholarship was focusing 
on wisdom studies, and so my effort was to exhibit some of the possible 

!This theme runs through Ricoeur's work. See, for example, Paul Ricoeur. "The Model of 
the Text: Meaningful Action Considered as a Text," in idem. From Text to Action: Essays in 
Hermeneutics II (trans. Kathleen Blaney and John B. Thompson; Evanston: Northwestern 
university Press, 1991) 144-67. 

2Harvey Cox. The Secular City: Secularization and Urbanization in Theological Perspec
tive (New York: Macmillan, 1990). 
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linkages between current theological themes and the texts of Israel. In 
contrast, Israels Praise was prepared for the Sprunt Lectures at Union 
Seminary in Richmond, Virginia. There I took as my subject the theme of 
lament as the ground of theology and liturgy, because I wanted to raise 
issues about what I perceived to be a "theology of glory" in the church 
establishment. I take some small comfort from the awareness that Karl 
Barth's great Church Dogmatics, while it is taken as a definitive and endur
ing statement, in fact represents in its various volumes responses to differ
ent issues and crises facing Barth along the way.3 Even such definitive 
statements as those of Barth must be read in context and cannot be taken 
out of context and made absolute. 

Third, there is no doubt that in spite of my building different models 
with a variety of perspectives, there is a resilience and recurrence of the 
"royal/prophetic" dialectic within my work. Part of that propensity is based 
in what I judge to be the claims of the texts themselves, and part is what 
I felt to be the overriding contemporary question of self-sufficiency grounded 
in technical competence and its seductive power of legitimation.4 Behind 
such impressions, however, is the enduring criticism rising out of my own 
early growth and nurture in a situation of relative poverty amid a context 
of relative affluence, which has generated enough rage and urgency to last 
a lifetime, and which makes me adhere to what I take to be the revolution
ary claims of the Mo s aie-prophetic tradition. Thus my work is contextual 
in a very personal way. I concede that contextual impetus, even as Middleton 
does his Caribbean experience of otherworldly pietism. At the same time, 
I wish that others participating in the debate would examine and expose the 
factors that propel and influence their work, for I imagine that none of us 
is innocent. 

Ü Background and Influences 
I must also recognize that my focus on the Exodus-liberation texts in 

sharp contrast to creation texts reflects the mind-set of the scholarship in 
which I have been nurtured. I have belonged to that generation of students 
powerfully shaped by Albrecht Alt's notion of the distinctiveness of Israel, 
by Gerhard von Rad's credo hypothesis, and by G. Ernest Wright's Old 

3It is a great merit of Eberhard Busch {Karl Barth: His Life from Letters and Autobio
graphical Texts [trans. John Bowden: Philadelphia: Fortress. 1976] 212-14, 362-64, 392-95 
and passim) that he reminds us and helps us to see how Barth's volumes were intensely 
contextual. 

4I refer especially to the work of Jacques Ellul {Technological Society [New York: Ran
dom House, 1967]). some of whose primary critiques of our culture have not been effectively 
answered. There is no doubt that Ellul is influential in my perception of our interpretive 
situation. 
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Testament Against Its Environment.5 Recently, I have become more aware 
of how weighty and influential this background has been, as I have been 
reassessing, after fifty years, Eric Voeglin's Israel and Revelation and its 
sharp contrast of the cosmological and the historical.6 It is clear that 
Voeglin's magisterial study is completely shaped by the assumptions of Alt 
and von Rad. I have no doubt, moreover, that the program centered in von 
Rad—from which he belatedly moved away in Wisdom in Israel1—was 
largely driven by Barth's way of contrasting the gospel and "religion," by 
his attempt to find "evangelical" territory in the face of the dominant ide
ology in his context of "blood and soil."8 Von Rad's interpretive categories 
in his "credo hypothesis," which contrasts Israel's faith and Canaanite re
ligion are voiced under the influence of Barth's dismissal of "religion," 
which lacked a critical theological principle. 

It is almost impossible for me to imagine the danger of the context that 
produced Barth's radical program and what I regard as the subsequent 
complementary articulation of von Rad. These arguments and models were 
justifiably found to be compelling, faithful, and urgent by many of their 
contemporaries, and I believe that it is foolish now to second-guess the 
efforts of Barth, von Rad, and cohorts.9 Thus I regard this period of schol
arship and its governing assumptions not as a lapse, as some are wont to 
do, but as producing a body of work that we must continue to take seri
ously. Nonetheless, such an extreme "over-againstness" in understanding 
Israel's distinctiveness, which led to a heavy accent on history, was a con
text-driven enterprise from which we can learn, but to which we do not 

5See the critique of this claim of distinctiveness by Thomas L. Thompson. Early History 
of the Israelite People from the Written and Archaeological Sources (Leiden/New York: Brill. 
1992) 27-34. Thompson's work critiques the program announced by Albrecht Alt. "The Ori
gins of Israelite Law." Essays on Old Testament History and Religion (trans. R. A. Wilson: 
Oxford: Blackwell, 1966) 79-132. Gerhard von Rad, "The Problem of the Hexateuch," The 
Problem of the Hexateuch and Other Essays (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966) 1—78: and G. 
Ernest Wright, The Old Testament Against Its Environment (London: SCM, 1950). 

The program of "distinctiveness" critiqued by Thompson insisted that in every way. but 
especially in confessional and ethical matters, Israel was in profound tension with "Canaanite" 
religion and culture. 

6Enc Voeglin. Order and History, vol. 1: Israel and Revelation (Baton Rouge: Louisiana 
State University Press. 1956). 

7Gerhard von Rad, Wisdom in Israel (Nashville: Abingdon. 1972). 
8H. Martin Rumscheidt {Revelation and Theology: An Analysis of the Barth-Harnack 

Correspondence of 1923 [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972]) has carefully reviewed 
and documented the formation and significance of Barth's thought on this defining antithesis. 

9James Barr {Biblical Faith and Natural Theology: The Gifford Lectures for 1991 [Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1993]) offers a sustained critique of Barth's program. See especially pp. 111-17, 
on Barth's judgment concerning the gospel and National Socialism. 
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need to continue to subscribe.10 Thus neither embrace nor dismissal seems 
to me a proper response, but rather serious listening and learning. As 
Middleton rightly sees, at the end, von Rad himself was moving beyond the 
assumption that Israel's faith could be completely contrasted with the reli
gions of its environment. 

I have probably not differentiated enough in my own work between 
creation, royal thinking, Zion theology, and Wisdom, instead lumping them 
together as having "establishment" inclinations. Middleton in large part 
seems to agree with me that these traditions most often function conserva
tively. The key element in his critique, however, is exposed by his use of 
the word "inherently" in his title and by my use of the word "inevitably" 
in my rhetoric. That is, is creation theology inherently, inevitably conser
vative, that is, does it legitimate the status quo? Of course, against my 
heretofore controlling models, which prefer "Mosaic covenant" to "creation 
faith" and "prophetic" to "Zionist" or "royal" modes of faith, the clear 
answer is "no. . . no, not inherently. . . no, not inevitably." Thus creation 
theology is neither inherently nor inevitably conservative, but functions 
most often in a conservative fashion. 

In a more recent study, I have reflected on the way in which Psalm 37 
can be read as a profound assertion of the status quo, as a self-affirmation 
of the virtue of the landed class.11 It also can be read, however, as an act 
of radical hope by the disenfranchised, who are confident that current unjust 
land distribution cannot endure, and that the land eventually will be reas
signed to "the righteous." While this psalm is not explicitly creation the
ology, it is a wisdom psalm that reflects the same world of faith. It does 
indeed allow for varied readings, providing an example of Ricoeur's 
plurivocity. I cite my work on Psalm 37 as a recent effort on my part to 
move beyond the powerful position of von Rad's confessional stances, and 
nuance more closely the complex issues that are operative in interpretation. 

I have no doubt that von Rad's early position has been decisive in in
forming my own positions, but the reason for its compelling appeal is 

10Some redress of the accent on distinctiveness, of course, has been to stress the common
alities Israel shared with ancient Near Eastern religion more generally. Norman Gottwald {The 
Tribes ofYahweh: A Sociology of the Religion of Libe rated Israel, 1250-1050 B.C. E. [Maryknoll, 
N.Y.: Orbis, 1979] 667-91) has nicely organized the issue around the theme of "common" 
theology and "mutation." I believe that the accent on the common or the mutation is largely 
an interpretive judgment according to the predilection of the scholar. See also Patrick D. 
Miller, "Israelite Religion," in Douglas A. Knight and Gene M. Tucker, eds., The Hebrew 
Bible and Its Modern Interpreters (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985) 201-37. 

1'Walter Brueggemann, "Psalm 37: Conflict of Interpretation," in Heather A. McKay and 
David J. A. Clines, eds., Of Prophets' Visions and the Wisdom of Sages: Essays in Honour of 
R. Norman Whybray on His Seventieth Birthday (JSOTSup 162; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993) 
229-56. 
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because of my own deep-rooted propensity to regard justice as a leitmotif 
of biblical faith. Thus scholarly nurture and personal inclination have con
verged. 

ΐ- New Developments in Creation Theology 
I have great appreciation for the newer developments in creation theol

ogy in the study of the Hebrew Scriptures/Old Testament.12 The work of 
Bernhard Anderson, James Barr, James Crenshaw, Terence Fretheim, Rolf 
Knierim, Jon Levenson, and Hans Heinrich Schmid, among others, is surely 
most important.13 I have no doubt that I must continue to rethink these 
matters. Of great help in doing so is Middleton's important distinction 
between ''creation-chaos" and creation as a transcendent reference that 
destabilizes all ideological claims, royal and prophetic.14 Middleton rightly 
appeals to the deep transformative shift in the character of Israel's theologi
cal intentions—a shift that is permitted and required by the exile. The exile 
evoked a profound restatement and reinterpretation of Israel's central 
affirmations. In my judgment, our continued reflection and rethinking of 
this shift should be directed into four responses. 

First, "biblical theology" must not conform too easily or quickly to 
dogmatic-creedal formulations or sequences which long concerned the 
Christian enterprise of "Old Testament Theology."15 Brevard Childs, for 
example, is intent upon again casting biblical theological interpretation in 

12See my discussion in Walter Brueggemann. "The Uninflected Therefore' of Hos. 4:1-3," 
in Fernando F. Segovia and Mary Ann Tolbert, eds.. Reading From This Place (forthcoming). 

13Bernhard W. Anderson, ed.. Creation in the Old Testament (Issues in Religion and The
ology 6; Philadelphia: Fortress and London: SPCK. 1984); and idem. Creation versus Chaos: 
The Reinterpretation of Mythical Symbolism in the Bible (Philadelphia: Fortress. 1987): James 
Barr, Biblical Faith and Natural Theology (Oxford: Clarendon. 1993); James Crenshaw. Old 
Testament Wisdom: An Introduction (Atlanta: John Knox, 1981) and his earlier works, which 
he lists on p. 265; Terence E. Fretheim. Exodus (Louisville: John Knox. 1991); and idem. "The 
Plagues as Ecological Signs of Historical Disaster." 7#L 110 (1991) 385-96: Rolf P. Knierim, 
"On the Task of Old Testament Theology." Horizons in Biblical Theology 6 (1984) 91-128: 
Jon D. Levenson. Creation and the Persistence of Evil: The Jewish Drama of Divine Omnipo
tence (San Francisco: Harper & Row. 1988): Hans Heinrich Schmid. "Creation. Righteous
ness, and Sahation: 'Creation Theology" as the Broad Horizon of Biblical Theology." in 
Anderson, Creation in the Old Testament. 102-17: and idem, Gerechtigkeit als Weltordnung 
(BHTh 40: Tubingen: Mohr/Siebeck. 1968). An important exception to the scholarly momen
tum toward creation is Horst Dietrich Preuss, Theologie des Alten Testaments 1: JHWHs 
erwählendes und verpflichtendes Handeln (Stuttgart: J. Kohlhammer. 1991) 259-74. Preuss 
continues to hold to the older position of von Rad that the core of Israel's faith is in the 
"historical traditions" and that "creation faith" is at the edge of Israel's confession. 

14See pp. 271-74 above. 
]~See Jon D. Levenson, "Why Jews Are Not Interested in Biblical Theology." in idem, The 

Hebrew Bible, the Old Testament, and Historical Criticism (Louisville: Westminster/John 
Knox, 1993) 33-61. 
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ways that are reflective of dogmatic claims if not subservient to them.16 In 
his most recent and fullest articulation of biblical theology Childs requires 
the faith of ancient Israel to take a shape that is decisively amenable to 
Christian systematic theology. I do not suggest that adherents to the new 
accent on creation intend to follow this pattern, but we must be vigilant 
about the prospect of such a convergence between scholarly models and 
dogmatic categories. It is all too easy to assert with Knierim that "creation 
is the horizon of theology,"17 but we must at least notice that the Exodus— 
and not creation—has dominated the liturgical imagination of Judaism.18 

Creation faith is no doubt important to the shape of Old Testament theol
ogy. It is, however, far from clear that it is the inevitable clue to adequate 
interpretation, because Judaism characteristically does not begin there. Thus 
such a flat assertion as that of Knierim invites the question, "Whose hori
zon?" 

Second, Barth's response to "liberalism" and von Rad's credo hypothesis 
reveal that these authors think in ways that are driven by their contexts.19 

Barth was completely disillusioned by liberalism and by his liberal teach
ers, because it was clear that their liberalism provided no critical principle 
against interpretive seductions. Von Rad's "credo hypothesis" is surely to 
be understood in light of the Barmen Declaration and the crisis of the 
"confessing church" of Germany. This in itself does not constitute a cri
tique but rather a recognition that may help us better understand their 
intentions. In the renewed accent upon creation, it behooves us to think 
about the ways in which this scholarly inclination is also conditioned by 
context. I do not believe that such a shift in accents as is currently taking 
place in scholarship is completely unencumbered or just correcting a 
(Barthian) digression, but that the new move also needs to be assessed in 
context; that is, the new accent on creation is no more "innocent" than was 
Barth, and surely just as "theory-laden." Such a shift may be driven in part 
by resonance with "new science,"20 or may reflect a concern for order in 
an increasingly disordered Western world.21 In a climate of religious plu-

16Brevard S. Childs. Biblical Theology of the Old and New Testaments: Theological Re
flection on the Christian Bible (Minneapolis: Fortress. 1992). 

17Knienm. "On the Task of Old Testament Theology." 91-128. 
18Both Knierim (ibid.) and Schmid ("Creation, Righteousness, and Salvation," 102-17) 

use the term "horizon." 
19On Karl Barth, see Rumscheidt, Revelation and Theology; and on von Rad, see n. 5 

above. 
20See, for example, Jürgen Moltmann, God in Creation: A New Theology of Creation and 

the Spirit of God (San Francisco: Harper & Row. 1985). 
21See Schmid's accent on Ordung ("Creation, Righteousness, and Salvation," 102-17. 

Schmid understands "creation" as having an "order" (ordering) decreed and guaranteed by 
God the creator. That "order" is not readily visible and is elusive, with a moral dimension. The 
divine ordering of creation is generative of blessing, but cannot be violated with impunity. 
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ralism, this shift may reveal a concern to work with larger, more compre
hensive constructs and diminish the emphasis on Israel's "scandal of par
ticularity,"22 or it could reveal a desire to tone down the liberation thrust 
of Israel's confessional narratives.23 I do not suggest any bad faith in the 
newer interpretive tendency, but I imagine that it is not "innocent"—it is 
not objective and disinterested. If such work is not innocent, we must note 
the contextual factors if we are to understand fully what is at issue. 

Alongside a general cultural context, a third réponse to such a shift is 
to recognize the influence of the personal histories and inclinations of 
scholars, although I am not interested in making any ad hominum judg
ment. No scholar approaches interpretive questions completely disinterest
edly, despite all of our efforts to be objective.24 For example, my good 
friend Terence Fretheim, who has done some of the first work on creation 
thinking, has rightly critiqued my work in Israel's Praise as being exces
sively narrow in its "canon" of the lament psalm.25 Fretheim, in turn, now 
focuses intensely upon creation, showing that even the Exodus narrative is 
better understood with reference to creation concerns. I have wondered if 
his work is in part a response to his context of Lutheranism, which has 
underplayed creation. One can always wonder what motivates scholarly 
work. I have no doubt that the intellectual and social environment of any 
scholar is important, even as it is for me. Thus Middleton sees creation 
theology from his own setting, appreciating the claim of creation as an 
"explosive category" in a "postcolonial" setting.26 Middleton evidently has 
a very different personal impetus from that of many North American schol
ars who have not lived in his context. 

I also recommend a fourth response: what concerns me most is that 
Israel's vision of reality must be interpreted and then practiced "on the 
ground," that is, in particular situations of socioeconomic and political crisis. 
I believe, therefore, that Israel's vision of society or more largely of the 

220ne"s stance regarding commonality or distinctiveness matters enormously. The issue 
also can be transposed into universalism and particularism. An assumption of commonality or 
distinctiveness will generate very different interpretive methods and outcomes, so that the 
stance matters to one's entire enterprise as an interpreter. The issue of commonality/distinc-
tiveness can be transposed into one of "universalism" and "'particularism." On the modernist 
temptation to universalism. see Stephen Toulmin, Cosmopolis: The Hidden Agenda of Moder
nity (New York: Free Press. 1990). 

23For example, Fretheim {Exodus, 18-20) suggests that liberation in itself is not the pri
mary point of the Exodus narrative. See Walter Brueggemann "Pharaoh as Vassal: A Study of 
a Political Metaphor," CBQ (forthcoming) for a reflection on Exodus and liberation. 

24I have no hard data, but I have come to believe that scholarly efforts do indeed reflect 
personal issues. Thus, for example, I believe that many scholars who engage in deconstruction 
of Israel's faith in the Hebrew Bible are in fact dealing with unresolved issues of a fundamen
talist nature. I have already indicated how I believe a comparable matter operates in my work. 

25Terence E. Fretheim, "Book Notes," Today 45 (1989) 506. 
26See p. 277 above. 
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world must be seen in relation to concrete issues of justice, issues that 
involve, for example, power, goods, and access. Insofar as Israel's faith is 
revolutionary, it is not a set of ideas but it is indeed a praxis. I do not resist 
the move from emphasis upon Mosaic-prophetic-historical to creation texts, 
but I wonder what the move from praxis (as evoked by the passover imagi
nation) to the horizon of creation means, and if the move from liberation 
to creation is at the same time a move from praxis to ideas. By "Passover 
imagination" I refer to the regular Passover festival recital and reenactment 
of the Exodus narrative and the life-world of freedom and justice that is 
generated by this recital. It concerns me that some of the proponents of a 
move to creation theology do not seem to have read Marx and seem to be 
more or less innocent about social criticism. Thus the issue of importance, 
in my judgment, is not this or that theme, but the hermeneutical posture 
about which we must continue to struggle. 

S Conclusion 
I conclude with reference to the comments of three authors. First, in his 

positive analysis of Zion theology, Ben Ollenburger makes almost lyrical 
claims for Zion theology, which is a mode of creation theology: 

It is fundamentally a theology of creation. . . . It means at the very 
least that since creation is by definition a universal category, the possi
bilities open to all humankind are not determined by history or by 
nature, but by creation. 

We know that at various points in human history we have been told 
that it is impossible to have a world without slavery, or the inferiority 
of some peoples to others is part of the essential fabric of history, or it 
is grounded in the immutable order of nature. We have been told that 
the idea that men and women could govern themselves in a democracy 
is impossible, for the monarchy is part of the essential fabric of his
tory, or it is grounded in the immutable order of nature. We have been 
told that it is impossible for women to hold positions of significance or 
assume equal responsibility with men, for the domination of women by 
men is part of the essential fabric of history, or it is grounded in the 
immutable order of nature. In the present day we are being told that a 
world without poverty is impossible, for poverty is part of the essential 
fabric of history—the poor we have always with us, or it is part of the 
immutable order of nature. And we are being told that a world without 
war is impossible, for war is an essential part of the fabric of history, 
or it is part of the immutable order of nature. However, at the very 
heart of the "Jerusalem tradition" is the affirmation that our vision of 
what is possible is to be determined not by history or by nature, but by 
creation.21 

27Ben C. Ollenburger, Zion the City of the Great King: A Theological Symbol of the Jerusa
lem Cult (JSOTSup 41; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1987) 161-62. 
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I appreciate Ollenburger's comments, but he does not point out that all 
these fixities are sometimes credited not only to history and to nature, but 
also to creation itself. Thus his powerful rhetoric is not completely con
vincing, since his contrast of *'history/nature" and "creation*' is facile.28 

Second, my teacher. George Landes, has offered an acute reflection upon 
the interrelatedness of creation and liberation. 

Some of the biblical traditions indeed probably did find their earliest 
expression from among the oppressed, but we must also keep in mind 
that much of the Bible, particularly the OT. was shaped, expanded, 
redacted, and edited by those associated with the royal court and the 
religious establishment, whom we would hardly identify with the op
pressed. And the message of the Bible is certainly for the liberation of 
the oppressed, but also for the liberation of the oppressors, in fact for 
everyone, regardless of their status or condition.29 

While I agree with Landes' statement, it leaves all of the interpretive 
questions still before us, for if the message of the Bible is "for everyone," 
then the class distinctions that Landes himself presupposes evaporate. Clearly 
his judgments come at the beginning of the interpretive discussion, and not 
at the end. 

Third, in his penultimate footnote, Middleton, modifying a quotation of 
Emil Brunner s, suggests that "it is the task of our theological generation 
to find the way back to a true creation theology.'"30 In taking up this task, 
we must note that an emphasis on liberation is not self-evident in the 
creation texts that focus upon order; in each case, the commentator who is 
concerned with issues of justice must shift the language of "oppressed-
oppressor" from the liberation tradition to creation theology. Taken alone, 
the creation traditions are somewhat removed from liberation issues. This 
may suggest that von Rad was not so far off base in his judgment that 
creation is reread in light of Israel's narratives of rescue and transforma
tion.31 

28The rhetoric whereby Ollenburger makes "history" and "nature'" points to be critiqued 
and "creation" the promissory note is not adequate, because what is claimed for "nature'" can 
be—and has been—claimed for "creation." I like Ollenburger" s relation of "our vision of what 
is possible" with creation. I believe, however, that Karl Barth {Church Dogmatics 1.2 13 
[Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1956] 1-44) has more precisely correlated the "possible" and the 
"real" by referring to God as the "real.'" Thus Ollenburger might better contrast the possible 
and God the creator. 

29George Landes. "Creation and Liberation."* in Anderson. Creation in the Old Testament. 
143. The article was originally printed in USQR 33 (1978) 79-89. 

™See p. 276 n. 75 above. 
^'Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology, vol. 1: The Theology of Israel s Historical 

Traditions (trans. D. M. G. Stalker: New York: Harper. 1962) 136-39. 
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Finally, what is at stake, in my judgment, is an interpretive posture that 
concerns not only the function of the text, but the social location of the 
interpreter. The quest for order in an anxious culture such as ours cannot 
be permitted to crowd out a core insight of Israel, that exploitative order 
in the name of creation or of law is disorder. As Schmid has seen so well, 
a theological understanding of Weltordnung—a "world system"—concerns 
Gerechtigkeit—"righteousness."32 It takes all of Israel's traditions to keep 
before us the Gerechtigkeit that constitutes Weltordnung. I end with thanks 
to Middleton and with resolve to think and think again. 

12Schmid, Gerechtigkeit als Weltordnung, passim. 
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