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rigid sociological categories which leave l i t t le room for dist inctiveness or 

diversity. To Malina a n d Pi lch, all Israel i tes seem t o fit i n t o two b r o a d 

ca tegor ies : t h o s e who p r a c t i c e J u d e a n c u s t o m s a n d t h o s e who do n o t 

(198). T h i s c a t e g o r i z a t i o n a p p e a r s t o oversimplify b o t h t h e s i m i l a r i t y 

and t h e diversity present w i t h i n Jewish groups such as evidenced a m o n g 

t h e S a d d u c e e s , P h a r i s e e s , E s s e n e s , a n d o t h e r s e c t s . M o r e o v e r , t h e 

a u t h o r s ' c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of I s r a e l i t e s i n t o J u d e a n s or H e l l e n i s t s a l so 

appears t o resurrect t h e d e b a t e concerning P a l e s t i n i a n versus Hellenis

t ic J u d a i s m which has long been laid t o res t by M a r t i n Hengel . Never

theless, Malina and Pi lch have reopened th i s d e b a t e pr imar i ly because it 

serves t h e i r p u r p o s e of redef ining έ θ ν η , n o t because a n y new or m o r e 

convincing cu l tura l evidence has surfaced. 

Overa l l , t h e a p p r o a c h t a k e n b y t h i s c o m m e n t a r y ref lects t h e new 

t r e n d w i t h i n scholarship t o p a y closer a t t e n t i o n t o t h e sociological and 

psychological b a c k g r o u n d of biblical d o c u m e n t s . I n th i s work t h e reader 

does e n c o u n t e r some of t h e p r o b l e m s associated w i t h t h e social-scien

tific a p p r o a c h , such as t h e use of m o d e r n social and psychological cate

gories t o e x p l a i n f i r s t -century life a n d t h e a p p a r e n t need t o m i n i m i z e 

t h e d is t inct ions w i t h i n var ious f i rs t-century c u l t u r a l g roups . Moreover, 

t h e problems associated w i t h th i s methodology become most ev ident in 

t h i s c o m m e n t a r y w h e n t h e a u t h o r s a t t e m p t t o redefine ε θ ν ή w i t h o u t 

m u c h h i s tor ica l or l inguis t ic w a r r a n t a n d t h e n allow t h e i r new defini

t i o n t o guide t h e i r exegesis. Despi te these methodological problems, one 

should read still read th i s c o m m e n t a r y t o gain a broader perspective of 

life in t h e a n c i e n t M e d i t e r r a n e a n world a n d t o keep a b r e a s t of c u r r e n t 

scholarly discussion in t h e New T e s t a m e n t field. 
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T h e t o p i c of t h i s book is E a s t e r n O r t h o d o x y a n d evangel ical i sm. T h e 

q u e s t i o n e x p l o r e d — " A r e E a s t e r n O r t h o d o x y a n d evangel ical i sm com

p a t i b l e ? " — i s answered from several p o i n t s of view. E a c h c h a p t e r con

sists of a n essay addressing t h e quest ion, a n eva luat ion of t h a t essay by 

t h e o ther four c o n t r i b u t o r s , and a conclusion by t h e original author . 

Bradley Nassif writes c h a p t e r 1 from an O r t h o d o x perspective. H e has 

a n a p p r e c i a t i o n for evangelicalism and answers t h e quest ion, "Yes." I n 

o t h e r words, he m a k e s a case for compat ib i l i ty . H e clarifies t h a t one's 

answer d e p e n d s on one 's per spect ive . To answer t h e q u e s t i o n from a n 

evangelical perspect ive suggests m a y b e t h e t w o groups are compat ib le , 

b u t t o answer from t h e O r t h o d o x perspective leads t o a "carefully quali

fied n o " (83). U l t i m a t e l y , N a s s i f ' s yes seems t o m e a n m a y b e , m a y b e 

even n o . Such a m b i g u i t y is a ma jor weakness of t h e b o o k n o t only in 

th i s c h a p t e r b u t t h r o u g h o u t . Wi th t h e except ion of Nassif, who identi

fies four k e y a s p e c t s of evange l ica l i d e n t i t y , t h e c o n t r i b u t o r s fail t o 
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define well one of the two key terms in the book—evangelicalism—nor 
do they seem to use the term as Nassif describes it. In the end, one is left 
wondering not only whether evangelicalism and Orthodoxy are compat
ible, but what exactly an evangelical is. 

Michael Horton writes chapter 2 from an evangelical perspective and 
answers the question, "No." By contrast, Vladimir Berzonsky answers 
the question, "No," from an Orthodox viewpoint in chapter 3. Here the 
confusion of what it means to be an evangelical continues. On the one 
hand, Berzonsky seems to think that all evangelicals practice credobap-
t ism rather than paedobaptism. On the other hand, Horton suggests 
that Baptists and the many other evangelicals who see infant baptism as 
a corruption of the Gospel according to the scriptures are outside "that 
general camp called 'evangelical'" (188). In fact, a careful reading of 
Horton's essay and responses would suggest that he would rather talk 
about magisterial Protestant ism than evangelicalism. At least , these 
two contributors agree that no means no. 

George Hancock-Stefan writes chapter 4 from an evangelical back
ground and answers the question, "Maybe." Although his appeal to per
sonal experience somewhat softens his argument, he boldly identifies 
key points at which the Orthodox and many evangelicals disagree. He 
also moves beyond theological issues to socio-pol i t ical and cultural 
issues that divide the two groups. 

If Nassif's essay is the most conciliatory of the five, Hancock-Stefan's 
essay is probably the most intense as it describes difficult issues that 
separate the two groups. Indeed, it clarifies what may be the key issue: 
different concepts of salvation in relation to "baptism and its signifi
cance and the time when it is applied" (213). This issue separates evan
gelicals and the Orthodox as much as it separates various evangelical 
groups. Nevertheless , after identifying such difficult questions, Han
cock-Stefan's "maybe" seems really to mean no unless the Orthodox are 
willing to become evangelicals. 

Finally, Edward Kommen writes chapter 5 from an Orthodox view
point also answering the quest ion, "Maybe." Much like the previous 
contributor, his maybe is really not a maybe. He kindly reminds evan
gelicals that they hold doctrines and practices that the Orthodox church 
(read "the true church") "has formally rejected as unorthodox" (250). 
Again the reader is left with the impression that "maybe" means no. 

As J. I. Packer contends in the book's foreword, there is a long way to 
go in the evangelical/Orthodox conversation. This book may help as it 
introduces evangelicals to Orthodoxy, but I am not so sure that it intro
duces the Orthodox to evangelicals. Perhaps Zondervan should publish 
a Counterpoints book clarifying what it means to be an evangelical. 
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