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Reviews

Michael Horton,A Better Way: Rediscovering the Drama of Christ-
Centred WorshipGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002, 249pp. US$19.99

| read this book soon after rereading Marva DawiRgeaching Out without
Dumbing Down: A Theology of Worship for the Turn-of-the-Century Culture
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995). There is a lot of similarity between the two and,
indeed, Horton pays tribute to Dawn in his book. Both are written from within the
evangelical wing of the church. Both seek to expose the extent to which worship in
the Western world has been captured by cultural forces that are contrary to the
gospel. Both are committed to articulating a biblically-based theology of worship
that moves beyond the polarizing debate about ‘traditional’ versus ‘contemporary’
styles.

It is a welcome endeavour to which parish ministers like myself can relate, but
perhaps it was because | read the two books within such a short space of time that
Horton’s book failed to grab me. The most significant difference seemed to be one
of emphasis, with Horton going into considerably more depth expounding
particular passages of the Bible and developing an apologetic for the ministry of
the Word and the ministry of the Sacraments, which, he says — quite correctly —
stand at the centre of the Church’s worship.

The resultant apologetic is Calvinistic in tone, reflecting perhaps Horton’s own
background as an associate professor of historical theology and apologetics at
Westminster Theological Seminary in California and president of the Alliance of
Confessing Evangelicals. This Calvinistic tone is not a bad thing in itself, but it
does betray a certain weakness that is characteristic of federal Calvinism and the
Westminster tradition in general, namely a failure really to grasp the significance of
the vicarious humanity and priesthood of Christ in relation to the act of worship.

One of the striking features of John Calvin’s theology of worship was its
strongly trinitarian emphasis: worship is an activity that stems from being in union
with Christ through the Spirit, and constitutes an act of participation in the worship
that Christ offers eternally to the Father in our name and on our behalf.

At the heart of this trinitarian view of worship, for Calvin, lay the mediatorial
role of Christ, understood not only in terms of his death on the cross, but also in
terms of his saving life and obedience on humanity’s behalf and his continuing
intercessions and worship. For Calvin, the incarnation and ascension of Christ were
not the prelude and postlude to the atonement (on the cross), respectively. They
formed an integral part of it. This meant that for Calvin, as for the early Scottish
Reformers like John Knox and John Craig, to be united with Christ was not merely
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amatier of benefiting from the non-imputationof sin throughhis sacrificial death
rather,it wasto beactivdy joinedto him by the Sgirrit in hislife of faith, obedience
prayer and worship. Christ is the medator, not only of salvaton, but also of the
churdh’s worshp.

Unfortunately federalCalvinismandthe Westminstetraditionfailed to uphold
this insight into the nature of worship There were severalreasonsfor this. Due
largely to theinfluenceof Calvin's GerevansuccessofTheodoreBeza,therewasa
tendencyto interpret Christ’'s mediatorialrole almostexclusivelyin termsof his
work on the cross,generallyoverlookingthe atoningsignificanceof the incarnation
and ascensionPriority wasthus given to the forensicover the ontological,the ab
extra over the ab intra, andto the retrogectiveover the prospective. The vicarious
humanityandpriesthoodof Christ wasdeemedo berelevantonly in termsof what
he accomplishean the cross(for the elect)andnotin termsof the sanctifyingunion
of theincarnationand,throughthe ascensionthe lifting of our sanctifiedhumanity
into the presenceof the Fatherand the offering of worshipon our behalf.

This failure to give full acknowedgenentto the mediatoral role of Christwas
compoundedby the rise of fedeaal thedogy towards the end of the sixteenth
cenury, which mace a distincion betwea two covenans: the covenant of works
(foundedin credion, expressé in God's Law, andappicableto all humanbeings)
and the covenat of grae (foundedin the work of Chrid, expressé in the
forgivenessof sins,and appicable to the elec).

One of the effects of this twofold distinction, which presumeda doctine of
predestinathn, wasthe anxiety that it generatd concerningone’s etenal destiny:
Am | oneof theelectfor whom Christhasdied?Not surpisingly, with this questia
uppermosin people’sminds,the dynamicsof worship beganto change As James
Torrancehasnotad in his essay,;Covenant or Contract: A Studyof the Theologial
Background of Worship in Seventeeth Century Scotland (ScottishJournd of
Theology 23 (1970), pp. 51-76) the focus of attentbn shifted away from what
Christ hasdore for us andfor all peopk, to what we mug do if we would be in
covenant with God.

For preachng, this meantthatthe emphasidell lesson theindicativesof grace
andmoreon theimpenativesof repentace,obedenceandfaith. Forthe sacranents
of baptismandthe Lord’s Supper, this meantthey were viewed not so much as
seab of grae assealsof believing faith, or sealsof one’srepentance,confirming
the interest of believersin Christ, marking out thoe who belong to him and
obliging themto obedience.

Entirely absem from this view of worshp and the sacamentswas the
medatorial role of Christ,andthe notion of the miraculaus exchangethatfeatued
sopromirently in Calvin’s doctine of worship.Moreover asworshipbecang more
introspective it was characerizedby a loss of joy. The Lord’'s Supperbecamea
feag of the conveted, of the penitent,ratherthanan eschatolgical banque for all
humankird.

My main criticism of Horton’s book is that in failing to addressthe above
issues,he tendsto perpetuatehe failure of federal Calvinismandthe Westninster
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tradition to give sufficient weightto the mediatoral role of Chrig in worshp. This
is evident in his section on the benefts of the Lord’s Supper, where the
predaninantfocusis onthe assurane thatbelievershave,throughpersonafaith in
Chrig, of their acquital andjustification.

The portrayal here of Chrig as the divine mediator of certan beneits,
apprriated through faith by thosewho gatherat his table, tendsto obscurehis
humanity, and in particular the extentto which our humanity is sancified and
clothedin his as he, through the Spirit, lift s us into the presenceof the Fathe,
making us participantsin his eternal life. Properly understoad, faith is not
sonething that we exerciseto appr@riate benefits from above; rathet it is
somrething that Christ, through the Spirit, works in us andthroughus asour lives
arejoinedto his in a recanciling union

This hasfurther implications for the way in which intercessry prayes are
pereived.Wherethe mediatoral role of Christis understatedinterces®nstendto
be regardedas sonething that we do, albdt assiséd by, and even mediatedby
Chrig, but still sonething that we do. The usual ratiomale for this, and one
expressedoy Horton is thatin prayingfor othe's we learnto look beyondour own
interestsand ourselve. It is a pragmatic ratiorale.

By way of contrastwhen the mediatoral role of Chrig is fully acknowkdged,
thenhe is morethanthe exenplar of praye whos exampe we mustfollow; heis
theascededHigh Priestin whoselife of intercessionthe churchparticipaesby the
Spirit. As John McLeod Camplell expressedso eloquenty in the nineteenth
century, praye is nothing less than the ‘utteran@ of participdion in the life of
Chrig’. As such,our taskis not to pray for othersin order that we might look
beyondourselves; rather,it is to seekthe mind of the Onewho continually praysfor
the world he hasredeemedandto allow his prayeas to becomeours. Again, the
emphasishereis on participaion.

The tencency to separat the church’sintercessiondrom thoseof Chris is
further emphasizedby a generalconfusion asto wherethe prayes of intercesion
are bestsituatedin the Orderof Worship Horton follows mary othersin placing
themearlyonin the service aspartof the pasbral prayer,andprior to the sermon.
Calvin, however following the pradice of theancientchurch,includedintercessry
praye within theliturgy of the Eucharist,which followedthe sermon pbecaseit is
in the Euchaist that Chrig’s role as High Priestand Intercessoris affirmed most
strongy.

Rediscoveing the dramaof Christ-centedworshipis atimely taskthatHorton
calls us to undetake,and we shouldbe grateful to him for offering a leadin this
regad. Many parishministers andstudens of liturgicsin particula will valuethis
contibution. I, however, wasleft a little dissatisfial, feeling perhapsthat Horton
hasnot quite gonefar enough.

GrahamReddirg
Wellington, New Zealand
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Colin E. Gunton, Becaning and Being: The Doctrine of God in
CharlesHartshorneand Karl Barth. London: SCM Press2001,v +
258pp.£16.95

The fact that this important and interesing book, which wasfirst publishedas a
revision of the authors doctoral dissertation in 1978, is now being re-issuedby
SCM Presswith a new Prefaceand an Epilogue situatirg his currentthinking, is
clear testimay to the fact that Colin Guntonhasbecomeoneof the leadingfigures
in conemporay systenatic theology Readingthis carefully andrigorousy arguel
pieceof systenatic thedogical reflectionillustrateswhy thatis so.And it is indeed
amostrewading experenceto rereadthesepagesn light of the historicalchangs
thathavetakenplace in theologyoverthe last 25 yearsor so.Barth’s thedogy has
moved from the margins toward the center,especily becawse of his important
trinitariantheology Gunton’s preentationof Barth'strinitarian thedogy would be
enoughreasonto own this work, but there is much more to be found here.
Unfortunatey, thereis one major produdion flaw: page76 is printed twice while
page74 wasomitted.Luckily | hadthe earlierversionof this bookandwasableto
readthat missingpagein congext.

In a certainsensehefirst half of this bookis nearlyprophéic in thatGunton's
presentatiorof ChalesHartshorne’sthoughtexemplifes exactlythe weaknesesof
thos later theologiesthat were fashionel in the likenes of ‘ProcessTheology'.
Processor panenthestic thinking hasshapednuchconiemporay theologyandhas
becomeratherpopulr in certan circlestoday. Indeed, | do not think it would be
too muchto saythat the influence of this type of thedogy hasled a numkber of
conemporay theologiansto polemicize againstany kind of a doctine of the
immanentTrinity. Gunton’s critique of its main wesknessess extrenely helpful
becauset illuminatesthe backgoundfor muc of this thinking andillustratesjust
why a propely concéved doctrine of the immanentTrinity is so centralto a
thedogy that recognizs that human freedom stands or falls in so far asit is
groundedin God'’s own free actionsin the economyof salhation.

I must admit that reading the Hartshore mateial was a bit tedious— not
becauseof Gunton’s style — but becawse of the rather convolued argumeis
presentedby Hartshornehimself for the existence and natureof his monisic God.
One hasthe impresson that Gunton paid very careful attenton to the details of
Hartshorne’sargumets in orderto treathim fairly. In the end, however Gunton
finds two fatal flaws. The first is that Hartshore’s God is indistinguishabé from
theworld itself sothatonecouldalmostsaywith Whiteheadhat'lt is astrueto say
that God create the world, asthat the world creates God’ (pp. 193,223). Gunton
invokes Barth againstsuch reasonng: ‘The creaturewho condtions God is no
longer God’screatue, andthe Godwho is condtionedby the creatureis no longer
God’ (p. 209). Gunton notesthat processtheology has been chaacterizel as a
‘sophisticatedform of animisni whichis therebre *highly mythological’ andalsoa
type of idolatry becauset is no more thana projectimn ‘of a certainconception of
humanexperience’(p. 223).
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Gunbon compars Hartshorm’s ‘neoclassical’ view of God with Barth’s view
to show that (1) they both reject classical theism as emtodied mainly in the
Medievd Syrthesisand (2) they both wish to conceve God in the language of
‘becoming’ andso rejectthe old ideasof God’s changéessnes andimpasbility.
The big difference of course,betwea them is that Barth’s undestandirg is
dictated by the revelation of God attestedin Scriptue, while Harthorne’s is
dictatedby a kind of sentmentalizzd readng of humanexperencethatdrawsGod
into the humanexpefencesof suffering andlove. For Guntonit is clear that the
main differencebetwea Barth and Hartdhornerestsin wha eachthinker holdsto
be authoritative. For Hartshorneall reality is to be interpretedin termsof process.
This is not an empiiically derived notion but is a metaplysical intuition of how
things mug be that is justified ‘by apped to a certain undestandirg of human
reasorandits relationto extrainguistic reality, itself held on *“faith’” (p. 118).His
‘badc “creed’ ... springsfrom the earthfully armed... Its authorty is the most
rigid andunchaming imaginable the auttority of the mutuallogical implication of
a limited numter of key concepts. Barths “‘given” is not innate intellectual
equpmentso muchasthe gift of Godin Christ’ (p. 118).

But thatleadsto the secom majorflaw in Hartshorne’sthoudht, which Gunion
astutdy identifies andrejects,namely, that a God who is dependenbn the world
for his beconing is not really capalte of acing at all in relationto the world. He
haslost his freedom.But, evenmoreimportanty, sucha Godcannotlove either. So
when Hartshorme attributes love to his ‘dipolar’ God, Guntonfinds that this is a
rather arbitrary move on his part and that it does not follow from his own
presentation. What then can be learned from a detailed comparisonof such
importantfiguresasHartshorneandBarth? ‘It shows clearly thatthe thedogy that
wishesto standon theintellectualfeet of a philosoghy is likely to reman a cripple’
(p. 222). And ‘Whateverthe value of the exposuie of the contadictiors andmoral
shortconings of the classcal concept of God, it is of little beneft to overthow a
tyrantif heis replacedby an ineffectual weakling...” (p. 223).

Gunbn’s succinctand cardul account of Barth's theologyrepresats a very
helpful sunmary of the main lines of Barth’s understading of the Trinity, the
divine perfectons andanalogy.He begns by propery linking Barth’s thedogy to
Anselm’s influence and then showshow and why Barth describedrevelation asa
veiling and unveiing by emphasizig that while God'’s beingis in becomng, he
retains his freedom:‘It is not the form, but God in the form, that reveals, speals,
conforts, worksandaids...” (p. 133). By appealingto ‘the Bible’s undestandiry
of the histoiical eventsin which Godis God’ (p. 135), Barthwasableto establish
that revdation wasthe root of the doctine of the Trinity. And this root wasnot to
be equaed merelywith textual evidenceof referencego the Father,Son andHoly
Spint, butto God'’s activity within histoly in his Word andSpirit. Onecouldlearna
grea deal by readng Gunton’s account of Barth’s theology and scruinizing his
comparisonsof Barth to Hartshorne.

Gunbn makes no secet of the fact that he thinks Barth’s understandingof
divine and human freedom makes far more sensethan the neoclasgal views
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espousd by Hartshorm. | certainlyagree with him in thatregad. Barth’s thinking
explicitly opposeshoth monismanddualismin the interest of being faithful to the
natureof the God reveala in JesusChrig. Herce his doctines of electionand of
the Trinity actually securehis analogcal understandig of divine and human
freedom. This was misundestood by von Balthasa who, accordng to Gunton,
misconstruedhe importan@ of the doctrineof the Trinity for Barth’'s theology

But what aboutGunton’scriticisms of Barth’s theology?If anythingthey have
intensified since this book was originally published.What are some of the main
objectionsto Barth’s thinking? First, Barth is saidto havean inadequatealoctrine of
the Holy Spirit. Exceptasthe Spirit relatesto knowledgeof Godin Barth’'stheology,
GuntonacceptsRobertJenson’gudgementhat ‘Barth’s discussion®f the Spirit are
not so convincing as his discussionsof the Father and the Son’ (p.163). This
weaknesss saidto leadBarth to locate God's activity ‘in the pastratherthanin the
presentindfuture’ (p. 163). WhenBarthdiscusse§&od'sfuturity astheredeemerhis
thinking becomesambiguousbecausehe seemswilling to speakeschatologically
aboutthosewho havethe Spirit, but not aboutthe Spirit himself. HenceBarth seems
to leaveno roomfor divine futurity; ‘all hasbeenalreadydecidedin atimelesspast’
(p. 164). This affectshis view of the doctrineof electionby implying thatall God’s
works havealreadybeenaccomplishedn a ‘timeless’ eternity,sothat nothingmore
needso happemow or in thefuture (p. 182).And the suppose@mbiguityin Barth’s
thoughtis confirmed for Gunton by the fact that Barth can be defendedagainst
apokatastasisaand accusedof it at the sametime. Moreover,accordingto Gunton,
Barth’s weaknessn handlingthe doctrine of the Spirit, which causeshis failure to
give dueweight to the eschatologicatlimensionsof theology,needsto be corrected
by saying not only that the Spirit perfects creation, through Christ, but that
‘immanently he [the Spirit] is the onewho, by perfectingthe othernessn relation of
the Fatherandthe Son,enableghatmovementf the Trinity outwardsto the otherin
creation and redemption’ (p. 240). It would appear,however, that at least two
problemsarelatentin this last suggestionFirst, doesthe othernessn relationof the
Father and Son need perfecting? Second,by saying that the Spirit enablesthe
movementof the Trinity ad extra, doesthat notin somesenseobscurethe fact that
this movements the resultof God'’s free decision,action and will?

For Barth, electon could neverbe compldely finishedin God'’s pre-tempaoal
eternity since,in accodancewith his doctine of the Trinity, Godis simultaneously
pre-temporal supratemporal and post-tenporal. And one cannotbe played off
aganstthe other,any morethanone could play off Faher, Sonand Spirit aganst
oneanotherGuntoris critique seemsvenmoreunwarantedwhenreadagainsthe
backgroundof Barth's stressuponthe fact that the electingGod s a living God:

If it is truethatthe predestinatirg God notonly is free but remainsfree, thatHe
doesnot ceasdao make useof His freedombut continuesto decide thenin the
courseof God’s eternal decidig we have constanly to reckan with new
decisiors in time ... developnentsandalterations. .. arealwayspossitle and
do in fact take place.(CD II/2, pp. 186-7)

© Blackwell PublishingLtd 2003



Reviavs 83

And while it is truethatBarthfavours anactualistview of divine andhuman relations,
his actualist concep is not dictated by anytting otherthanthe divine andhumanacts
manifestedin the personandwork of JesusChrist. In othe wordsactualismdoesnot
define his thoudht aboutelection; Jess Christ does.This is why Barth can oppose
boththeactivist andthe staticview of election:‘In sofar aswe seethe mysteryof the
divine decisionin the concretepersonof JesusChristwe areagainsthe activist view.
And in sofar aswe think of Jesis Christasthe dedsion of the eternaly living Godwe
areopposedo thestatic’ (CD 11/2, p. 187).Indeed for Barth, Christianfaith hopesfor
the redemptionof the entire world becauseof what was acconplishedin Christ’s
recorciliation of the world throughhis life, deathand resurection. But at the same
time faith knowsthat universalismwould removefrom God the ability to judgeand
saveasonly he can sucha view would endthe needfor faith in the Fatherof Jesis
Christandin the redeemingSpirit, and makeus self-rdiant.

Second,it is said that thereis a ‘platonic’ elementin Barth’s thought that
suggets that insteal of stresgg ‘historical actualism’, Barth makes ‘God’s
humiliation andthe consegentelevationof man. .. anetenalidea. .. readout of
the immanent Trinity’ (p. 183). Guntonbelievesthat this criticism mustbe taken
seriouy, andhe explicitly links this aspectof Barth’s thoughtwith Augustineto
speakof amodalisttendencythoudh hestressethat‘'Barth is nota “modalig™ (p.
232); Guntonconiendsthat Barth undeplaysthe particularities of Christ's human
life; thathe seens to confusethe actionsof the Holy Spirit with the actionsof the
incarnde Son(p. 235); andwith his use of the term ‘event’ he appeas to think of
the Trinity in impersonalratherthan peronal terms(p. 238). This partially stems
from Barth’'s emphasison the principle operatrinitatis ad extra suntindivisa

Still, dowe really wantto say,with Gunton,thatto concéve God asthreeand
one'it is necesary that the particulaity of the personsbe establisled as beings
centresof distinctive kinds of action’ (p. 228)?Doesthat not openthe doorto just
thetritheismBarth tried to avoid, asin the somewhatambguousremak: ‘They are,
if notdivided,at leastin a sensedistributed, asfor exanple in the San’s particular
calling to becone incarnae’ (p. 230)? Inded if the Sonis ‘called’ to becone
incarnde, in wha sensecan he then be constered the subgct of that even®
Further,is it really truethatpersonis ‘the primordial concept in theology (p. 238)?
Is it not the triune God himself, one being, three perons, who gives special
meanirg to the persoml and not the other way around?Beyord that, Barth'’s
constantattad on any form of Ebionite and/orDocetic understading of Chrig’s
life, deathandresurredbn throughoutthe Church Dogmaitcs runs coungr to the
judgementthatBarth undeplaysthe particlar eventsof Christ’s life. And his stress
on the reality of Christ’s secomn coming certainy suggestsa proper senseof
futurity that is contingent on the future activity of the triune God that is not
depen@nt uponhistory for its validity. Hence:

The Chrig who comesagainin glory is asnearto His community asthe Christ
of theresurretion. As therisenChrig cannotfall behindit andbecone merely
histoiical, so the Christ of the parousa cannotyield beforeit, sothatit has

© Blackwell PublishingLtd 2003



84 Revievs

only a profaneand empy future not determired by Him ... The commurity
lives underthe lordship of Jesusin the form of the Spirit. In the Sprit that
doubleproximity is actual presence(CD 111/2, pp. 508-9

Third, Guntonbelieves that Barth’s view of time and eternity is unclearand
possiblyquite ambiguas: ‘at timesBarth defineseternty in thelight of (temporal)
revdation, while at others he oppcsesit to time (p. 180). Barth intendsto
emphasizethat God's triune natureis ‘before, above,andafter all things’ (p. 180).
God’s eminenttempoality mustembrae all of thesesothatthe Christianmessage
aboutcreation,reconciliaton and redempton would make senseasactsof God's
Word in history. But, accordng to Gunton,Barth hashereattenptedtheimpossble
featof uniting eminer tempoality with timelesseternity. Guntonsuggestshatthis
problemmight evenbe causel by the word ‘revelation’, which becausef its past
use preverns Barth from thoroughy revising his concet of eternity as eminent
tempoality. It seemgshenthatthe problem hereis this: if revdation descrilesthe
‘timeless’ bre&ing into time, then time and eternity are not just different but
opposed.Thentheir relation mug be conceivel staically ‘becausethe timelessis
the staic’ (p. 182).

But therearetwo important possibilities, which Guntonunderplgs here First,
if createdtime is lost time, thenin so far asit is lost, it is actualy opposedto
eternity andneedgeconciliationby God (who doesnot sufferfrom the oppositions
andlimitationsof crededbeing)beforeit canbe propely understadin itsrelation
to eternty. Of coursethat doesnot meanthat time is defined by opposingit to
etanity. It meansthat creaed time is markedby sin and sin’s opposition to God
and can only be undestood propely from, through andin Christ. Second,why
mug the timelessbe conceved statically? Thereis evidencein Barth’s theology
that he doesnot so conceiveGod’s timelessnesgCD 11/1, pp. 617-18). When he
speals of this he meansto emphasie that God’s eternity is not definedby events
within creded time. But God'’s time is uniquely his asthe living God (CD II/1,
pp. 615-16) And it is strangethat somethedogianswho criticize Barth for not
ascibing futurity to God, end up suggestinghat God will not be fully who heis
until sometimein the future. Guntonhimselfrecaynizesthatthis is hardly a proper
trinitarianview of the matter, becaseit makesGod’s being and naturedepeneént
upon future historicd eventswhereashistory doesnot constitutethe divine being
andnaturein a Chrigian doctine of God.

Much else in this fine bookis worthy of disaussion.l havesingledout only a
few of theimportantissueghat Guntonraisesin his usuallybrilliant fashionwhile
realizing that | cannotdiscussall of the important concens raised here What
shoutl be evident, however, is thatthis bookreally is mug readng. It is athoudht-
provoking, time-tesed, origind piece of scholaship that continues to chalenge
anyonewho is interestedin serioustheologytoday.

PaulD. Molnar
StJohn’sUniversty, New York
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Alister McGrath, A Scientific Theology volume 1, Nature Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark/GrandRapids:Eerdmans, 2001,325pp.£25.00

We are witnessirg a tremenaus revival of interestin the relaionship betwea
natual scienceandspiritual issuesThis revival usualy goesunderthetitle of ‘the
dialogue between science and religion’. Having written two introductions to
scienceandreligion, Alister McGrath has now produe@d a substantiavolume on
the conceptof natue in his ‘scientific thedogy’ (a projectedthree-volune work).
The first volume, Nature discusss the histoly, theology and philosophyof the
concept of naturein both Westen scienceand Chrigian theology Writtenin clear
acadenic prose and grounced in fine scholaship and serious thedogical
refledion, McGrah has written what must be the bestvolume on this topic in
print from a thedogical perspedve.

ProfessorMcGrath begins with ‘the legitimacy of a sdentific thedogy’.
Many thenesin this bookwill be familiar to readersof T.F. Torrance (McGrath
has also just pulished an intellectual biogrgphy of Torrance) By ‘sciertific
thedogy’ Torrance and McGrath meana theolog/ that takes seriausly the need
to enga@ with andto interpret naturalscience McGrath arguesthat ‘a podtive
working relationship betweenChristian thedogy and the natural sciencesis
demandedby the Christian understading of the natureof reality itself’ (p. 21).
Therefore,someChristianthedogiansmustengageconemporry sdenceandits
interpretation if thedogy is to fulfill its vocation within the misson of the
church In develging his model of the relation$ip betwesn thedogy and
science, McGrath defends the medieval notion that the sciences are ancila
thedogiae, thatis, the handrmaidensof thedogy. In discussig hisapprachmore
fully, McGrath rejects the ‘eseentialist fallacy’ and the restriction of any
‘controlling paradigms’.Finally, McGrath arguesfor realismin both philosghy
of scienceand systematichedogy.

In rejecting ‘contralling paradgms’, McGrath rightly objectsto any presribed
and inhibiting pigeon-holesinto which our analysisof either scienceor religion
mug fit. But McGrath goestoo far in stating that ‘the presentwork avoids
precommitmentto any of thesemodds’ (p. 70). He hasin fact alreadyspentmary
pagesdefendng his mediewal ‘handmaden’ model,andinsisting thatonly arealist
epistenology will be fruitful in a scientific thedogy. How are thesethings not
‘models’ or parts of a ‘paradign’ for understading the relaionship betwee
thedogy and scienc® McGrah makesthis mistake by missing the mood of
systenatic thedogy. He assertsthat such models mug be either desciptive or
pre<riptive. This is a false dilemma. The mood of systenatic theology when
proposng a theay or model to the church, is neither purely indicative, nor
imperative, but optative. The sysematictheologiandoesnot merely descrile nor
presime to prescribewhat the church must believe, but ratheris suggetive and
seeksto persiade.

Chapter 3 of this work is an excelent disaussionof the concep of nature.
Drawing upon postmoarn thought, McGrath argues cogenly that the concept of
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natureis a contestedand construted cultural artifact In an excellent chapteron
‘The Conrstruct of Nature’, McGrath tracesthe histoty of this ideafrom Platoto
moden science. His main point is that ‘nature is an interpreed and socially
medated categoy, not a neutal ontological term. Which concept shall the
Christian thinker acceot and develop?McGrath arguesfor the concept of creation
asthe basicChristian idea of nature.

Therefollows an excellentchapter which setsforth a Christian doctrine of
credion. For the most part, McGrath follows Calvin, Barth and Torrance on this
topic. He doesbriefly give the nodto thosecritics of Barthwho complan abouthis
sepaation of Chrigian theologyfrom naturalscience(p. 176), before expoundhg
Barth’s views favourably. McGrathis muchmoreconcenedto criticize the ‘quas-
deisticaltendenciesof liberal Proestanttheology (pp. 181-6)

A major contibution of this book is its defenseof naturaltheologyin a new
key. If theologycanandshouldengagenatual science thennatual thedogy will
onceagainbecomeanimportanttopic for Christianthoudht. Sincethework of Karl
Barth, natural theology has beenvery much on the defensive in the twentieth
cenury. Much of the critique of naturalthedogy, however hasbeenbaseduponan
extremesepaation of naturalfrom revealedtheology Barth wascritical of natural
thedogy that soughtto substitite for revdation. Among contemporaryphiloso-
phers,Alvin Plantirgahascriticizednatual thedogy becaseit assumeshatbelief
in God is unreaonablewithout evidental proof. In Christianhistoty, Luther was
alo critical of reasorandnaturaltheology when thesesetthemséves againstfaith
in Christ.

Thefinal chapterof this book contairs anexcellentresponséo criticism of this
sort Following Calvin, McGrath showsthat natural thedogy can work togeher
with faith andrevelatbn, aslong asit is not a substitue for faith, nor seenasthe
rational foundaion of faith. Both Torrance and McGrath wart to reject natual
thedogy asunderstod by its critics. That is, McGrath is at painsto rejectnatural
thedogy asa founddional resaurce for Chrigian faith, independat of Christand
revdation. Instead he argues for the importanceof ‘natural thedogy’ understad
asa Christianthedogical framework for theinterpretaton of the natual world, and
therefore also of natual science A better name for this apprach might be ‘the
thedogy of nature’,but underany narme this kind of reflectionis needel in today’s
churdes.

In animportantfinal sectionon ‘Natural theologyas discourg in the public
arera’, McGrath rightly points out that learned non-Christianswill demand some
resmpnsefrom the churchto the natual sciencs, andto the ever-poplar scientific
atheasts of our day.To betrueto its mission, the church mustcontendin public for
a Christianundestandirg of the naturalorderandof natural science pver aganst
popularscienceauttorslike Richad Dawkinswho assune thatscienceandreligion
are antitheticd. For too long, churchleadershaveignored natual science(while
accepting the humansciences with openarms) At the sametime, many people
today, inside and outside of churches,still look to scienceand technobgy for
meaning and salvaton. McGrath is surely right to contend that Chrigian mission
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andconfessiorin a scientific culture requre the discipline of a theologyof nature,
if not a ‘natural thedogy'.

Alan G. Padgett
Luther Seminary Saint Paul, Minnesda

Edward Farley, Faith and Beauty: A Theologcal Aesthetic Alder-
shot: AshgatePublishing,2001,x + 122pp.£42.50hb., £17.99pb.

Hars Urs von Balthas&'s theologcal aesthetis, Herrlichkeit, runs to seven
volumesandthousaindsof pagesEdwad Farley’sthedogical aesthdt is contaired
in a single volume of only 120 pages.Does this sugges that we shoul treat
Farley’s slim volume with less seriousnesshan Balthasars mamnoth achieve-
mert? By no means,for despiteits size this is a significant book written by a
distinguishedscholarfrom a perspedte very differentfrom that of Balthasa. The
mog obviousdifferenceis the ‘placing’ of the work in relaion to the restof the
authors’ writings. Thereis a sensdn which Balthasar'svolumesmarka beginring:
theyarethefirst partof a massivetheologtal trilogy. For Farley, the entty into the
realm of the beautiful is subsguentto the accompliiment of major work in
thedogical constrution, ashe himself remarksin the prefaceto Faith and Beauty
‘The oddity of my theologic# project was that it almost entirely ignored this
poweful aeshetic of my actual life. It wasasif the mog conceteway in which
human beingsexperiencetheir world . .. hadno placein theworld of faith’ (p. vii).

However,for all their differences,Balthasarand Farley sharea starting-point:
the awarenessf the relative neglectof the concept(andexperiencepf beautydown
the centuriesby the greatexpositorsof the Christian tradition. ‘Beauty has never
obtainedthe statusof a central metaphorin the self-understandingf the major
branche®f the Christianmovement ..’ (p. 8). Fromafirst chaptemwhich attemptgo
provide an explanationfor the puzzlingabsenceof this realmthe authorgoeson to
give an accountof the waysin which the concepthasbeentreatedin the Western
intellectualtradition andthento offer his own constructiorof a theologicalaesthetic,
thatis to say,his own understandin@f the placeof the beautifulin the life of faith.

Farley insistson a somewlat arbitrary, though useful, distinction betweena
‘theological aeshetic’: ‘an aspectof human expefence evokedby an immediate
relaton to whatis beauiful’, and‘theologicalaesthdts’: ‘a brand of philosopty
or art criticism whosetaskis to undestandthe unity and featuresof works of art
and the experiance of art’ (p. 117). (Balthasar’s translabrs use the plural form,
‘aestheics’ to denot what Farleymeansby ‘aesthetic’— thoudh it shout be noted
thatin the origind German title of Balthasar'sHerrlichkeit, ‘aesthéic’ is in the
singular, so perhapshereis sone groundfor Farley’s distincton.)

What will immediately strike the readeras curious is the fact that so little
attentionis paid, in Faith and Beauty to the massiveandhighly influential work of
Balthasar.The Swiss theologianappearsbriefly in a short survey of ‘Twentieth
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CenturyCatholicTheologiesof Beauty’in chapter6 butis neverreferredto again.It
is doubly strangein so far as Balthasarwas acutely consciousof the problemthat
Farley identifies as the heartof this particulartheologicalenterprise:Does beauty
arisefirst of all in atheologyof God,in anaccountof the Divine Trinity, or glory, or
creation,or is it first manifestin the work andeffectsof redemption?(p. 79). Farley
believes, with some justification, that the first alternative has usually been the
position of Catholic writers and that the secondis that of Protestanscholarswhen
they choosepn thoserareoccasionghatthey do, to addresshe matter.What makes
Balthasar'sxpositionsointeresting(thoughFarleydoesnotinvestigatethis) is thatit
is rootedin thefirst school,butis articulatedwith stronginfluencesfrom the second.
Farley belongson the Protestantside, but is constantlyaware of the necessityof
taking the first into account.The position he eventually adoptshas already been
signalledin hisremarkon thethird page:‘l canonly grantthe point. Theethicalhasa
certainprimacy.’ And so he constructshis own answerin the mostdenselyargued
andtheologicallyweighty sectionof the book: ‘The Beautyof HumanRedemption’
(ch.7). Forall its attractivenesgheclassicalCatholic)way will notbefollowed; his
theologicalaesthetionill not belocatedprimarily in the doctrineof God or creation,
butwill originatein the experienceof redemptionandthe doctrineof theimagoDei.
Conceptsof self-transcendencand redemptivetransformationare crucial hereand
Farley’'s presentatioris subtle and provocative.Beauty must haveto do with the
redemptiveprocesf God’s savingactionin Christratherthanin the contemplation
of the divine glory. This having beensaid, it cannot,he arguesresideonly in the
distantmemory of the unbrokenimage, but in the restorationof thatimageby the
self-giving love of the Fatherin His Son. It is at this point that the theology of
JonatharEdwards,discussedat somelengthin an earlier chapter,comesinto play
with the author’'sassertiorthat ‘this compassionatgoing-beyondthis ethical self-
transendencef consentjs the primordial instanceandmeaningof beauty’(p. 89). It
is atthis point, too, thatthereademwill bejustifiedin askingwhethertherehasbeena
dissolvingof the experienceof beautyinto the experienceof love sothat aesthetics
hasbecomeethics,or, at best,a branchof ethics.l do not think this is the author’s
intention; Farley seemgo wantto retain beautyas harmony,proportion,order,and
the like andto constructan aesthetiovhich includesthesepropertiesbut | am not
persuadedhat he hasactually successfullyachievedhe formulationof a theorythat
coherentlyrelatestheseconceptso oneanother.

Evenif | amnot,in the end,convincedby the argurrent, | muststill recagnize
thatthe bookis animportantcontibution to the currentdebat aboutthe natue and
significance of thedogical aestletics. It is becawse of its very importane,
therefore,that| haveto regiser my irritation thatit is marredby silly gramnaticd
and semanticmistakes ‘repulsed’ insteadof ‘repelled’; ‘disinterested’insteal of
‘uninterested’andby barbaismsthataretheresultof the author’s determirationto
use genderinclusive languageat all costs.

Brian Horne
London
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Eberhardlingel, God’sBeingls in Becoming:TheTrinitarian Being
of God in the Theology of Karl Barth, translatedand with an
introductionby JohnWebster Edinbugh: T. & T. Clark, 2001, xxvi
+ 142 pp. £19.99

Eberhad Jingels God’s Beingls in Beconing is afiercely learned denselywritten
treaise, reflecting an acadenic culture that likes to take its theologyneat.It also
happes to be a modernthedogical classc. First publishel in 1965,the book has
takenits placeaspartof the essentialiteratureof the twentigh-century Tri nitarian
rendassance’.lts appeaancein a new transhtion by JohnWebger, who hasalso
contibuted a splendid Introdudion to the work, is therebre welcomeindeed.

The book openswith an almost forgotten debae betweenHerbert Braun, a
pupil of Bultmann’s, and Helmut Gollwitzer, very much the disciple of Barth.
(Gollwitzer, a veteranof the Confesing Church, is perhapsestknown for having
beenrejectedas Barth’s successo Baselon accountof his political views. He
wert onto becone sonethingof aheroto theleft-wing stucentmovemaent in Berlin
in the 1960sand1970s.)In his book The Existerce of God, Gollwitzer argues that
Braun and other Bultmannianstreat God’s reality as virtually a function of the
human decsion of faith. Againd the existentialists, he defendsthe proposition that
‘God is’ quite apat from our human responsepnly so can God’s entty into our
lives be God’s free decisbn and therefore truly gradous. Only a robug ontology
secureghe gratuity of grace.

In this late skirmish in the ongong war betwea Barthians and Bultmannians,
Jingel seesan opening to be exploited. While he doesnot deny the needfor a
thedogical accountof God'’s being, he doesfind fault with the flathessof the
ontology propo®d by Gollwitzer. ‘God is’, yes;but unlessGod’s beingis thought
throughin chrisblogicd and trinitarianterms we will end up with a featueless
Sabelian deity, alod from history andhumansuffering. The argumen of Jingel's
bookis thatsucha Godis notthe God of the Church Dogmaics, andthatfollowing
the stringent logic of Barth’'s thoucht can help us towad a better grap of the
histoiicality of God’s being — a being thatis always'‘in becomng’.

One of the grea virtues of this work is that Jingel helps us appreiate the
conmplexity of Barth’s doctine of revelaton, which is at the sametime his doctrine
of the Trinity. Jungel correctly perceivesthatthe doctrine’splaceat the beginnirg
of the Dogmatics marks a ‘ hermenaetical decisbn of the greatetrelevarce’ (p. 16,
emphasisin original). This remak hints at the mediathg agendapursied in
Jingel’'s book. Working within Barthis own trinitarian framework, he seeksto
showthat this framework itself doesnot ignore, but actually demandssomething
like the concen for human languageand history that mark the Bultmann school
We cannotignore such questias if we are really to think through the trinitarian
claim that God speaks

Onthesurface God's Beingls in Beconing advertisestself asa parghraseof
certain themesand argumers within Barth’s thought about God. ‘Paraphrase’
however, hardly does justice to this rich work. Jingels own characgristic
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preoccupatns and concens are very mud in evidencehere: the interestin
languageand analogy,the insiseent concernfor Christology, the fierce concentra-
tion on the deathof Jesusasan eventin God’s own life. Here one seesan early
indication of Jingels willin gnessto take certan ‘Hegelian’ risks, reflectedmuch
more fully in God asthe Mystely of the World. Nonethdess,Websterrightly notes
that God’'s BeingIs in Beconing is not simply a vehicle for Jingel's own ideas:

[L]ike nearlyeverything which he haswritten on Barth, it is interpretationof

the highest order. Jingel hasa keeneyefor the detailsof Barth’s thoudnt, as
well asa clear appreiation of its overall shapeand coheence,which means
thathe canmake construtive useof Barthwithout simply plunderngthe Barth

corpus for matefal to pres into senice in other causes.Moreover his

interprettion offers an importantcountertalanceto the morecritical readngs
of Barth’strinitarian thedogy which havelargely dominatedreception of this

aspectof his work in Englishspeakingthedogy. (p. xviii)

What Webger seens to havein view arethosereadingsof Barth thatfault his
trinitarianisn for beingtoo Wesern, too moden, too conmitted to the picture of
God as a single self-actializing Subject. He cites Alan Torrances Personsin
Comnunion as the ‘most fully and appreiatively critical presenation of this
interpretationof Barthin English’ (p. xviii, n. 8). While Jingel's readng may well
offer a counerbalare to suchviews — it would be interesting to know which
authors Webger hasin mind besidesTorrance— it is too strongto saythatthis line
has ‘dominated’ Englishspealing recefion of Barth’s trinitarian thought. And
while | shareWebger's admiration for Jingel, | would caufon againstpitting
Jingels rich and subtle reading of Barth againstthe simplified interpretaions
encoungedby ‘social trinitarianisn’, to use Webdger's language(p. xix). ‘Social
trinitarianisn’ is a queston-beggirg term; no serioustheologan wantsto be a
tritheist,andanywho werewould presumably havelittle interestin engagingBarth.
Pehapsa bettershorhandfor the appracheswebger hasin mind would be ‘neo-
Cappadogan’ or ‘neo-patrisic’, a designaibn thatwould be acceptableto thinkers
suchasGunton,Jensa, TorranceandVolf, all of whomhavelearnedirom Barth as
well asfrom the Fathes.

Indeed oneof themajorthruss of Jingels work is a trait he shaesin common
with these neo-Ca@padodans: a desre to think about divine being in closest
relation to our thinking about salvaton. As Webger points out, Jingel — here
reflecting in part his indebtelnessto Bultmann — is strongly interested in the
‘existential reality of God’ (p. xx, emphasisn original). Jungel understads that
when theologyfinds itself engage in battlesbetwea proporentsof ‘subjedivity’
and ‘objectivity’, asin the Braun—®llwit zer debate this is an indication that we
arenolongerthinkingin propely theologicd terms.Jingel helps usto see(andthis
is wha hefinds endesslyfasdnating in Barth) thatthe correctway to engagethese
issuesis in relaion to the Trinity. We do not look for God’s being behind the
econony of salvaton, nor do we think of God’s action as sheerwill proceedng
from anunaffeceddivine esseice.Rathe, God’s being in se‘corresponds— oneof
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the key words in Jingel's thedogical vocabulary— to his being ad extra and pro
nobis The cross is thus not a surrende of the divine being, but precisdy God'’s
freely chose way of being God. Jingel exploresthis overdl themein the three
majorsecticnsof thebook,titled ‘God’s BeingReveakd’, ‘God’s BeingasObject’,
and‘God’s Being Is in Becoming. Theseamaunt to a virtual seriesof five-finger
exerisesin the thedogy of revelaton, and dispay sonme of the mostimportant
moves in both Barth’s and Jingels own thinking. Compiers of comprehensie
examiration readng lists, take note!

No onewill besurprisedoy the christolagical passiorthatanimateghis essg,
given both Barthis and Jingel’s characterist preocupations. leavethis for the
reackr to explore on his or herown. It may be usetil to saya few wordsaboutthe
othe two personsof the Trinity, however.As Webger notes,Jingel ‘has rather
little to sayaboutthe person andactionof theHoly Sgrit’ (p. xxi). He suggestshat
ratherthan reflecting a lacunain Barth’s own trinitarian thought, this shout be
attributedin partto the ‘narrow focusof Jingels Christology,whosekey momens
areJesusspeech-atsandhis deah, asaresut of whichthe preenceandagencyof
therisenonein the powe of the Spirit are often not fully operative’(p. xxii). This
is an interesting point, Barth's focus on the resurection doesseemto give him
richer resourcs for pneunatology than Jingel hasat his disposal.Webger also
commentsthatJingel’s ‘very sharpdistinction betwee God's intercepive word of
revdation and human historicd processg’, as seenfor instan@ in his ‘ethics,
ecclesiobgy, and sacranental theology (p. xxii), is anotherpossibé explanation
for hisrelative silence aboutthe Spirit. Herel amlesssurethatthe problemcan’tbe
tracedbackfrom the pupil to the maste himself. Jingel getshis notion of churd,
sacranments and ethics as a seriesof human ‘correppondencesto divine action
directy from Barth; the patterncan be nicely seenin Church Dognatics 1V/4,
esped@lly the fragmenton baptism.

Jingel doesbetterjusticeto God asFather,andherehereflectsone of Barth's
strenghs: the majesticsenseof the divine freedom,enactedpredsely in the self-
giving that is the Son’s life and death.Jingel, as | noted earlier, likes to take
Hegelianrisks.He s oftencriticizedfor importing too muchhistoricality, too much
‘becoming’ into theinnerlife of God.Yet atleastin this work, thetheopashite and
death-ofGod-ounding passags need to be qualified by remaks like the
following:

Howevercertainit is that revelationas God'’s self-interpretationis alsoGod's
sef-identification, it is equally certain that, apat from the event of self-
idertification, there is no idertity betweenthe being of God and a being
undestood(butthenonly incorrectly) asrevelaton, a beingin whichthealius,
alius, alius of the Trinity would be pervatedinto analiud, aliud, aliud. (p. 39,
emphasisin original)

Another importantword in Jingel's vocabuary is that of ‘mystery’, and here
we seeit in full force. Like Barth, he is concernedo preventthe dissoluion of
mysery in thetwo standardwayspossibe — eitherby refusing to acknowkdgethat
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what we seein revelaton is really God, or by denyingthat God caneverbe truly

revealedto us. The first way lies Arianism and subodinationsm; the secoml way

lies Sabellianism or in its peculialy moden form: the postKantian appeé to

divine ‘transcendence’ If Jingels worries about the latter causehim to stress
God’sinvolvementin worldlinessmuch of thetime, he doesnotlosesigh of God’s
inalienablemystery.That Christis amag us is preciselythe lordship of God and
the mysteryof God. Thereis no other God thanthis; Jingel underscogsthis point
in his helpful discussionof the doctine of perichoresis which he glossesas a
doctrine concernedwith ‘the concetenesf God’s being’ (pp. 42ff.).

Studentsof trinitarianthedogy will wart to take specialnote of this aspectof
Jingels argumen here It explainswhy the doctrine of the Trinity is nothingless
thanthe specificdly Christianarticulation of the sh’malsrael, andthat seting the
Trinity in tension with the suppogd ‘monotheism’ of the Old Testamentis
preciselyto miss the point. God’s gradous self-giving doesnot compromise his
unity, but, soto speak intensifiesit. EasternOrthodoxthedogy tendsto tracethis
unity to the Fatherasthe arche andgiver of the divine life asa whole. While this
answver is not without its problemst servesasa seriousreminderthatreflecion on
Father, Sonand Spirit asdistinct (whatevers— we will neverfind the right word)
shoutl leadto adeepene@dpprecation of the essatial mysterythatis God.Pehaps
the questionof the Father's monachia could be a fruitful point of disaussion
betweenneo-patistic thedogies and thosemoredirectly influencedby Barth.

WhenWebger saysthat the presentwork represats a ‘complete revision’ of
the1976transhtionissuedby ScottishAcademicPressthe emphass shouldfall on
the word ‘complete’. In fact it seemsto be virtually a fresh translaton by the
schoblr who perhas knows Jingel’s work betterthananyoneelsein the English-
spealing world. Apart from a few inevitabk infelicities — Jingels prosedoesnot
‘English’ very easily— the ess& readswith remarkabé smoothmssin translation.
Armed both with this text and with Webger's characteristally insighful and
balancedintroduction, the readerhasa clear pathinto one of the mostimportant
thinkersin contenporary GermanProtestarism.

This edition includes Jingels 1975 Epilogue to the work, which offers an
interestingwindow into the Europeartheologicd scenen the late 1960s andearly
1970s. One catches hints here of the animaed debateover Barth’s socialism
unleashedby Friedrich-Wilhelm Marquadt. An unforturate omisson is that of a
subgct index, which would havebeenuseful for navigating the author's complex
train of thoudht. Readerswill haveto make do with the nameindex provided.

Josep Mangina

Wycliffe College,
Toronb Schoolof Theology
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John Milbank and CatherinePickstock, Truth in Aquinas Radical
Orthodoxy Series.London: Routledge 2001, 144pp.£55.00

Truth in Aquinas co-autheed by John Milbank and Catheine Pickstod, is the
latestvolume to appearin the RadicalOrthodxy Seies puldished by Rouledge.
As the auttors indicate in their preface the book’s thematization of the topic is
spawnedby the current‘crisis of truth’ (Prefae, p. xiii). The crisisis dueto the
variousoptionsof truth theoriesin the contenporary discussiorwhich, accordiry
to the authors, reduce truth to redurdancy (i.e. disquotationaism), cultural
relafvism, pragmatt interests, an esotericprivate languageor religious fideism,
indefensible on scientific ground (Prefae, pp. xi—xiii)). Given the conmon
rejecton of the truth as an objective and absolué value, the authors seek to
rehailitate this time-worn conceptby outlining a conplex theay of truth. To
sunmarize the authors’ proposed truth theory, truth as correspadence is
ontologically groundedin a metaplysics of partidpation. This theory is built up
in four layers; eachof the four chaptes addresseboththe formal relationbetwee
faith and reason as integral to the argumem, and the materid trinitarian,
chrisblogical, and sacranental claims of philosophica-theologica truth.

Milbank andPickstockwork out their complex theay of truth in convesation
with that doctor angeliaus ThomasAquinas Why is Aquinas consuled as the
protagonst in this particula searchto articulatetruth? The simple answeris that
Aquinasthematked truth in his SummaTheobgicae (I, q. 16-17;II-Il, g. 109-
110), andwrote 253 disputedquesions on truth betwea 1256 and 1259, recerily
reprintedin a threevolume text by Hacket (1994) The more detdled answer
involves the progammatc natue of the book. Aquinas’ commitmen to God as
absolue truth is relatedto the authors’ aim to combatwhat they considerto bethe
nihilism of post-Scotia philosoghy (which like any otherthesis,shouldbe opento
histoiical-philosghical critique). By circunventing this nihilist trajectory, the
authors claim that a thedogical metaplysics modelel on Aquinas’ God, the
transcedentipsum esse can guaranteeabsoluée and objectivetruth. Furthermoe,
the auttors promote an ontological interpretaton of Aquinasin shap contras to
standad neo-Thomist epigemologtal interpretations (e.g. Bernard Lonergan).
With this move Aquinasis interpretedrom a neo-Plabnic perspectie, which both
providesthe ontological rationalefor the participaion of all beingsin the truth and
lays the ontological founddion for truth as corresponénce. Furthermore, the
appedto the neo-PatonicAquinaschalengesthe commonview of correspadence
asthe agreenent obtainingbetwee a propogtion anda stae of affairs. According
to the authors,correspmdenceis understod asthe ‘intrinsic propottio or anal@y
betwea the mind’s intrinsic drive towards truth, and the way things manifest
themséves, which is their mode of being true’ (p. 17). The truth of beings
correspadsin the senseof confarming to the divine soure of truth in which these
beings participae.

Neverthelessthe appe&to a canonicéfigure in supportof constuctive claims
involvesamethoddogical decisbn. In histoiical thedogy andphilosoghy, thereare
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two major ways in which a canoncal figure can be apprqriated for the
conemporay discussio of a topic. Firstly, a historical figure can be studed in

order to pursuea topic in detail that, although perennid, is given a distincive

shapnhg by the author in questim. To borrow from Schleiemache’'s famous
definition of hermenetics, this path requres musterig an apparatus of

interpretativetools (i.e. philological, hermenaetical, historical-critical) in orderto

understandatext (andits author)ascorrectlyaspossibe. In view of this option,the
reackr will find errorsin the interpretaion of Aquinas For exanple, on p. 14, the
passiveandthe activeintellect arereversedrom Aquinas order, for Aquinas the
speces is receival by the active intellect and then impressedupon the passive
intellect. Secondy, a histoiical figure canbe usedasa springboad for launching

conemporay concerns.With this option, correct interpretationis clearly not as
importantas making useof that figure to inspire a vision addressedto a present-
tense audience Clearly the intenion of the book is this secondaltemative. Even
errors are parasiticon truth, to mertion anoher famousSchléermacheian adage
Giventhis interpretativekey, a charitablereadng will evaluatethe book according

to its constuctive merits in view of thematkzing the truth question in the
philosophcal-thedogical context.

To bewelcomedis this publicationon atopic which is unfortunatelya rarity in
post-Enlightenrent thedogical discusson. For roughly two hundredyears, the
truth question has been marginalized by thedogians anxiousto accomnodate
doctrinal truth claimsto rationalcriteria establishedby non-theologgal science In
the wake of Jacolh and Schleiemache, the proposgtional genreof thedogy has
retreatedto make way for anidentification of truth with prereflective,experiatial
certanty. Only in recent disaussion has it been explicitly thematized as a
thedogical topic of interest In chapterl ‘Truth as corresponénce’, Pickgock
contrasts her position with Bruce Marshall who is incidertally one of the
frontrunnes in the theologica discussiorof truth, and hasalsowritten on truth as
coheencein Aquinas[The Thomist63/1 (Jan.1999), pp. 1-49]. Pickstok then
apprriates Aquinas view of thetrue’s convertiblity with being (STI, g. 16,a.3),
arguing for the conformitas betweentruth in beings andtruth in God.

Once the theologicdontological undestandig of correspadenceis estab-
lished,the authors undertale their next move a discussionof faith in relaton to
truth andrea®n. If therelationshipbetweerntheologyandphilosophy is to betaken
serioudy, then thedogy mud engagewith a philosoghical discussionthat has
gainedconsideablesophisticsion in entertaning a plethoraof truth theories Truth
in Aquinas contairs such a discussbn. The discussionin chapter2 ‘Truth and
vision’ written by Milbank configures the relation between thedogy and
philosopty as one of mutual complemenarity. Against Gilson, Milbank argues
that both thedogy and metaplysics participatein the highe science,the scientia
dei. Furthermoe, andagainsta modd of an a priori linguistic horizon (cf. p. 46),
Milbank explains how metaplysics is a necessarypartnerto theology that is
consterably impoveiished if theology is reducedto granmatical issues.The
possibility of metaplysics is givenin the human mind asthe intersectiom betweea
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the graceof divine disclosurein the intellect andthe ascendig orientationof the
mind to God (cf. pp. 36—8).Nihilism is therebyavoidedanda rational treatmentof
revdation is gained.Theobgy is metaphysis with intensity (cf. p. 36). On this
basis,truth is accessibleto the humanmind by virtue of its intersecipnal location,
andby virtue of theintellect’s capadty to knowthetruth of beingsthattheyposses
by virtue of their paricipationin the divine truth.

The truth of creaturess, however distotted by thefall. In chapers3 and4, the
authors arguefor a ‘metaphyscal revision’ effectedby Chrig which restoestruth
by recovering paradisiaal partidpation in God. In chapter3 ‘Truth and toudy’,
Pickgock and Milbank arguefor touch asthe privileged sensein the restoative
process.Redenption proceedsncarnatianally in orderthatit might befitted to the
senswous exigenciesof creaturehess.On the grounds of a body—sail unity, the
auttors argue for the re-educationof the senss in its intimate joining to the
restoationof themind. In chapter4 ‘Truth andlanguage, Pickdock poseghetruth
questia of sacranentaltheologyin conversabn with Derrida. Againg Derrida’s
semant indeterminagy (pp. 90-92) Pickstok advanesherown undestandirg of
the doctrine of transubtantiafon which she claims ‘outwit[s] this difficult
dichotomy of presenceand absere’ (p. 92). The euchaistic sign is ‘conjoined
to the infinite depth’ (p. 94), therebyconveyng divine preencewith somedegre
of fixednesslIn this way, the issueof truth is advaned in view of sacranental
accessto the divine truth.

Unfortunatey the textual interpretation in all four chapers of the book is
rendeed difficult by rather unclear, often tortured literary communication. An
important queston which the book could have addressedis that of truth in the
pluralistic context In an age marked by religious philosophical and scholaly
pluralism, how is the truth questia to be posed?f thereis a unity to truth, then
how can truth be definedin relationto the plurality of waysin which it canbe
construe without equivocathg theterm?This questim is not suitably raisedin this
volume. A desideraum for further work on thedogical truth is to conceve the
possiblity of both a genuine plurality of ontologies informing thedogical
refledion, and of dialoguewith thosetheologiesmore heteodox in their outlook
If the truth is to truly setfree, thenit mustfree thedogy from an absoluenessin
which it is merel privileged to participae, but which it cannotclaim for its
exclusie possssion.

ChristineHelmer
Claremont Schoolof Theobgy
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William Lane Craig and J.P.Moreland,eds.,Naturalism A Critical
Analyss. London: Routledge 2000,£63.00

Most of the gredest theologians have not only been convesant with the
philosophcal movemaets current in their time (e.g. Neogdatonism, Aristotelian-
ism), but havebeenhighly articulate exposibrsandcritics of them.However,most
thedogianstoday appearsingularly uninterestdin, if notwholly obliviousto, the
reigning philosoghical paradigm of naturalism. That is not to saynaturalisn is not
affecting theology for indeed it is. The work of natualists like W.V. Quine,
Wilfred Sellas and Richad Rorty has had a deep impact on contenporary
thedogy. Every time athedogian argueshatthe correspadencetheoryof truth, a
priori knowledge, or metaplysical realismis to be rejected,and everytime it is
arguel thatthe only way to provideanepigemicjustification of theologicd enquiry
is to model it on scientific enquiy, one can be sure argumers originating in a
naturalistworldview arenearby But shouldit not causeus concernthatnaturalism,
as Sellas summaizesit, is the view that ‘science is the measue of all things, of
what is thatit is, andof whatis notthatit is not'? | would suggesthatwe needan
in-depth reflecion both on the impact of naturalismon theology and more
basically on natualism itself as a philosophy. Fortunaely this latter task has
already been taken up in Naturdism: A Critical Analysis a rigorous and
chalenging colledion of essag by a numter of leadingphilosophers.

In the preface the editors William Lane Craig and J.P. Moreland define
naturalism as including the following beliefs: the spatiotempaal universe of
scientific studyis all thereis, first philosophy is to berejectedandthe universeis a
causé continuum explained by the atomic theory of matter and evolutionay
biology. Craig and Moreland sunmarizethe price that mustbe paid for this view
with the following dilemma which re-energesin a numker of the essgs:

[E]ither naturalism involves an epistenic attitude and etiology that express
strong versionsof scientism, in which case naturalisn suffers from some
obviousdefects(no account of prope functioning, denial of conséousnesysor

elseit mug wedken its ontology to adopt certain entities (abgract objects,

mentalpropertie$, in which caseit losesthe unity of scienceandits right to

claim a strong natualist epigemic attitude, explanatory hegenony, and an

adequateetiological account of the coming-to-beof everthing. (p. xiv)

Pu anoherway, the costof consstentnaturalismis implausbility, whereasa more
plausiblenaturalism (oneableto accommalateconséousnessintenionality, moral
obligation, proper function, etc) mug surrende consistencyby adnitting non-
materal ontological realities.

The bookis divided into four parts:epistemobgy, ontology, value theoryand
naturaltheology Thefirst threeessgs effectively demonstatethe epigemologcal
impoverisiment of natualism. In ‘Farewell to Philosoplical Naturalism, Paul
Mose and David Yancell point out that ontological naturalismentails that only
materal objectsexig; the problemis that this is a global claim which cannotbe
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warrantedon scientific grounds, which, on this view, arethe only grounds on which

one may make knowledge claims. This placesthe natualist in the dilemma of

espoumg acriterion for knowledgyewhich he doesnothimself meet,andsorenders
thenaturalig thesisunjustifiedandperhapsself-reiuting. In ‘The Incompmatibility of

Naturalism and Scientific Realism, Robert Koons takesup the epistanological
inadequacy of natualism in groundng realism. Koons points out that while

scientstsdependon simplicity asa guidefor theay choice, naturalismcanoffer no

grounds to think simplicity is reliable for produdng true beliefs, and so no ground
to view scienceas providing knowledge. The ironic concluson is that the more

succesful scienceis, the more evidenceit providesagainst naturalisn.

DallasWill ard’'sessayKnowledgeandNaturalism’, turnsawayfrom the more
narrowissueof how naturalismrelatesto scienceto focuson the broader epistamic
implications of this ausereworldview. Willard argueghathaving knowledgeis an
objective state in which a subpectmatteris apprgriately represetedasit is; thatis,
knowledge requires a representatio which matche up to the world under the
correct conditions (e.g., not by chan@). Since naturalismonly allows for the
existance of physicalpropeaties andrelations it canaccountneitherfor matching
represatations,nor for truth or knowedge. Sincewe clearly have knowedge, it
follows that natualism is false.

The secton on ontologybeginswith J.P. Morelands ess# ‘Naturalism andthe
Ontological Status of Properties Propertes represent a prime case of an
ontological reality which must be eliminated or conformed to a naturalig
worldview, a fact which has beenrecagnized by natualists since the time of
Plato (Sophst 246 A—C). Moreland critiquestwo attemps to reconcilenaturalism
with propertes: Keith Camplell's redudive nominalism and David Armstrong’s
revisedrealism Moreland pointsout a hostof diffi cultieswith eachproposl while
obsewing thatin anattenpt to respondo criticism, Camplell and Armstrongcome
close to a traditional realist reading of propeaties which would undemine
natualism. While natualism offers no plausible accoun of propertes, in
‘Naturalism and Material Objects’ Michael Rea arguesthat it cannotevenprovide
a groundto acceptthe existence of materid objects.This claim is rootedin the
thesisthat the identification of materal objects requiresusto identify ‘persistence
condtions’ for those objects To take one of Rea’s examples,if Sccratesis a
materal object,theremustbe sone fact aboutwhethe Socratesouldsurvive atrip
througha meatgrinder. While the non-nduralistcanprovideana priori account of
the knowledge of persistene conditions,the naturalistcan only appe# to natual
laws or prope function, both of which fail. And so naturalismprovidesno warrant
to accet the existenceof mateial objects

ChalesTaliaferro’sessa®, ‘Naturalismandthe Mind’, attads eliminative and
redudive treatmats of the mind/body problem Eliminativismdismissesthe mind
asa ‘userillusion’, but this begsthe queston of whatis the user.ldentity theay,
which claimsthatthe mind is a setof brainstatesjs undeminedby thefact thatthe
mind bearspropertes not possessedy the brain. More recently a numker of
philosohersof mind haveretrededto the claim that mentalpropeties aredistinct
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entiies which ‘supervene’ on the physical, but this placesthe naturalig in the
dilemma of introducirg immaterial objects into a naturaist ontology. While
naturalistswill continue to protestthat body/souldualismis too metaplysically
extravagant,Taliaferro counersthat this depend on one’s worldview. Immaterial
mindsare muchmore plawsible if we accet theismwhich seesall materid reality
as arising from God, the ultimate ‘immaterial mind’. At the close of the essa
Taliaferro providesa brief but helpful discusson of body/soulintegration for those
thedogiansand philosogherswho fear dualismirrevocably sunderghe person.

Stewart Goetz's essg ‘Naturalisn and Libertarian Agency’ is a fitting
conplemen to Taliaferro’'s. Goetz points out that naturalidgs cannot accept
intentionality — that irredudble aboutnessof our thoughts — and thus can only
explain actonsin termsof prior efficient causs. Goetzcontendsratherthatacions
areuncaugd, and assuchare explaired not causdly but teleolodcally, thatis in
tems of anintendel end of the agent.(I movemy arm becasel wantto pick up
the chocolatebar, not simply becawse of prior neuramal synapss.) A numkber of
naturalistshave objected that libertaiianism requires a ‘self’ (the soul by another
name)which is the seatof the deepintentional featuresof the world andis ableto
act in the causé order. This raisesthe main objection naturalistsinvoke aganst
dualism, the problem of mind/body interection. Given the inadequacieswith
eliminativism andidentity theay, a numberof natualists haverecently defended
the supervergencethesisthat mentalpropertes ariseout of, andaredeteminedby,
physical propeaties. However, as Godz points out, supervengnce theoristsface
basically the sameobjection asdualsts sincethey fail to explain the determinstic
relation between microphysical propeties and supervergnt mental propeties.
What is more, this view is grossly implausible, as it treats conséousnessas
epiphenomenh arising out of but incgpableof affectingthe materid realm. Since
we clearly do acton the bask of intentiors ratherthansimply asaresut of physial
causs, we shoul accep li bertarianfreedom andthe bodysoul dualismit implies.

The section on valuetheay is occupiedby JohnHare’s essayN aturalisn and
Morality’. Harearguesalong Kantian linesthatthereis a ‘gap’ which ariseswhen
we recogniz thatthereis a moral demandplaceduponour lives, andthat we are
naturally incapabé of meding it. The gap dependson the famous principle of
‘ought implies can’ which hasreceiveal short shrift from sometheologianswho
stressthe human incapacity to do good; but as Hare points out, for the Christian
theist the ‘can’ only arisesbecase of divine grace.Hence,if we are requiredto
med a moral gap, it follows that with God'’s grace,we are able to do so. Hare
critiquesnaturalig attenpts to eliminate the gap by claiming the denand can be
met, denyng that it need be met, or by invoking another principle (usudly
evolutionary biology) to traversdt. Sinceeachnaturaist attemptto traveisethegap
fails, naturalisn leads to the incoherenceof posting moral obligationswe cannot
med. The only way to med the gap andrestorecoheenceis by recoqizing the
divine soure of morality and God’s grantirg us the powerto med it.

The final sectio on naturaltheologybeginswith William Lane Craig’s essay
‘Naturalisn and Cosmdogy’, which provides a comprehensie survey of the
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challengesBig Bang cosmobgy preentsto naturalisn. Naturalists have always
tenced to answer the vexing question, ‘Why is there something rather than
nothing? by appedéing to theuniverseasaneternaly exigentbrutefact. However,
with the rise of Big Bangtheory which points to the entire space—tire universe
arising out of nothing a finite time ago, that escaperoute is no longeropen.To
avoid wha smacksof specialcreatbn, natualistshaveappealedo agrowing list of
ever more incredible and empiiically unfourded theaies of cosnic origin,
including steady state theay, oscilating universes,and quanum fluctuations.
Recenly, somre philosoghers and cosmobgists have even claimed the universe
createsitself, while otheas havesuggeted that it aroe uncaugd from nothing at
all. Craig takesaparteachof thesewould-be theaies while defendng the axiom
that whateer beginsto exis¢ hasa cause.Sincethe universebeganto exist, this
would require so Craig arguesan uncausedpersaal creatorwho apartfrom the
universeis without beginnirg or changeandis immateial, timeless spacelss,and
of great powa. Craig concludes, ‘And this, as Thoma Aquinas laconially
remaked, is wha everyonemeansby “God™ (p. 244).

In the final essay,Naturalism andDesdgn’, William Dembsi argues thatthe
currentscientific explanabry criteria of chan@ and necessityare inadequate;we
mug alsoinvoke the concet of intelligent design.And this providesthe basisfor
an impressive new teleobgical argumet Many philosoghers still dismiss
teleologal argumets with a nod to Hume. But Dembsgki argues that we may
now appedato the rigorouscriteria of complexity and specificdion culled from its
pervaive pretheoetical usein numeous disciplines,to guide intelligent desgn
theay. A despn inferenceis warranted if an intelligible patternis of sufficient
complexity to precludechanceandif it bearsa precisespecfication or pattern.An
excellentexampe is providedby MichaelBehe's'irreducibly conplex’ systemsn
biochemistry Theseare biological objectsand operdions which dependfor their
function on anumter of partsbeingin working order.Sincethe complexity of thes
systens precludes the possiblity of their arisingby chanceandtheybeara precise
specificdion, a designinferenceis warrantel. Dembki addsthatintelligentdesgn
will not quashscientific enquiry, but rather may guide the devebpmentof new
researb paradligmsby eliminating falsepremisesandfocusng the goalsof enqury.

It is oftenthe casethatcolledionsof essgs by differentwriterslack anoverdl
coheson, butnotsofor Naturdism: A Critical Analysis Theseessaysare mutually
reinforcing asthe authors build a cumulative caseagainstnaturalsm. While this is
a mark of good editing, | must take issuewith Craig and Moreland’s editoiial
decisbn notto preenta setof definitions on naturalisn andits variouscognaesat
theoutset.As it stands,therearea bewildeiing numberof natualismsthrownatthe
reackr through the course of the essgs (e.g. metaplysical, epistenological
methoddogical); as such, a standadized set of terms obsewved through all the
ess®s would havebeenvery helpful. It mustalso be noted that while one cannot
cover evely pertinent issuein a bodk such as this, certain omissionsare more
noticedle (and regrettable)than others.Given the growing numberof natualist
philosofherspresntly recansideringa priori knowledge,an essaydedicaédto the
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centality andanti-naturalst natureof aprioricity would havebeentimely. Further,
an essayon the fine-tuningargunentfor the universewould havebeena valuable
complemert to Craig's essg. But perhgps mog unforturateis the sparsdreatmen
of valuetheory, paricularly the lack of any sustaired discussbn of metaghics.

Granted Naturdism: A Critical Analysis is an important work, but is it
importantenoughto command the attenton of a busytheologianalreadyspreadtoo
thin over systenatic theologyandrelateddisciplinesVhile manymay dismissthis
book astoo recandite, with a little reflection one canseeroom to raiseimportant
thedogical questionsat almostevery turn. For instane, if propertiesexist apart
from their exemplificationin concete objectsthenwha arethey, divine thoughts?
Should Calvinists find concord with the compatibilist argumeis of naturalist
philosopters,or is libertariamsm as Hare definesit the only properChristianview
of thepersonis t=0 (the point of the Big Bang)of thedogical significanceasCraig
assunes,andif so, how?

The book also providesa sigrificant challengeto theinfluencethat naturalism
has alreadyhad on thedogy. Take the exampk of bodykoul dualism. It is well
known that the soul has recedd in discussbns of theologicd anttropology in
recent decaes. Inded, it hasoften beenopenly deridedandrejectedon what are
allegel to be strongbiblical andtheologtal grounds. But ever since Gilbert Ryle
derided the ‘ghost in the mactine’, mary of thos rea®mns have also been
philosophcal and ‘scientific’, and theseare by and large rooted in naturalist
presuppositias. There is a goad deal of confusion here as mod theologians
juxtapose'dualism’ with ‘holism’ asif they were contraries, whenin fact the two
may be fully complemenary. In rejecting the soul, these thedogians are not
emlracing holism, but physicalism. (And this is certainiy no lessa contenious
thess on biblical ground than is dualism.) Now most anti-dualst theologians
would be unhappywith the phystalist descrigion of humanbeings as computers
mack of meat.But if they rejecteliminativism andidertity theay (andgiven the
rea®ns put forth by Taliaferro and Goetz,they should),thenthey areleft with a
form of supervergénce.But supervergnceis bestundestoodasa form of propeaty
dualism. This places the thedogian in the dilemma of committing to
epiphenomenlism and so denyingthat human beings act to achieve purpo®s. It
seens thenthatfreewill appeasto require substane dualismwhich bringsusback
to the basic anthropologial postion mog theologianshave espoued for two
thousand yeass. There are many other points at which natualism has advesely
impacted theology and mary more at which it continues to undermne our
conemporay culture. It is nowtime for thedogiansto confront naturalisn straight
on, andNaturdism: A Critical Analysis providesan excellent point from which to
begin.

RandallRauser

Briercrest Bible College,
Saskathewan,Camada
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TheodorDieter, Der junge Luther und Aristoteles: eine historisch-
systematischeUntersuchung zum Verhdtnis von Theologie und
Philosophe. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter,2001,687pp, €148

The topic of Dieter’s book is the receptionof Aristotle in the works of the early
Luther (until 1518); his book combines his dissertatio andhis habilitation. Dieter
stars hisinquiry with textsof Luther which mertion Aristotle explicitly. He asksin
what sensd_uther usesAristotle andrelatesthe particula topicsto Lutheran texts
which fit thematcally. Dieter concentrateson the materal aspectof his questim
anddoesnot scrutinize the formal role of the critique of Aristotlein the context of
the reforms of acadenic life in Wittenbeg.

In chapter 1, staring with the probatio of thess 28 of the Heidelbeg
disputation, Dieter descriles Aristotle’s anthropologtal understandig of the soul
andLuther’s critique of it. Luther ascribego Aristotle a view of human beingsas
actingin all respecs for their own particula sake.Luther criticizesthis statemen
asright with respecto the sinner,butwrongasanessentiabtatemehabouthuman
beings.Howeva, in his NichomacheanEthicsAristotle doesnot seethe striving for
mans own interest in contradicton to the quaeree quaealterius suntbecaseto
fail the ultimate enddoesnot consistin actingasa rationalbeing, but of acting asa
sensal being. In the theologiesof the Middle Ages the ultimate purposeis
idertified with God.Presuppsingthebiblical law of love (Deut 6:5), Luther seesa
contadictionbetwea thetwo statemets, becausdie doesnotrelate the capaciy to
purste to the human will, butto thewholehumanbeing.In Dieter’s view, with this
turn Luther left theareaof ethics anyonewho doesnotlove Godentirdy is nothing
buta sinner.The altemativebetweernoving Godandloving one’sself,thoughi,isin
itself ambiguous,becausét is possble to useGod asa meansto the endof loving
one’sself. For Luther, this is the dangerof the thedogia gloriae. He tries to ward
off this dangerwith the help of his thedogia crucis implying that God is present
only in passionbus This implies that Luther replace the concept of loving God
with faith. It doesnot make senseo apply conceptdike selfishnes andselflessiess
to faith. Rathe, the deckive alternaive of faith consistsn the distincion of trust/
distrust, which is in itself unanbiguous.Neverthegss,Luther’s conceptof faith
integratessomeaspets of the traditional concet of loving God. With respect to
Luther's famous distinction betwee the love of God which doesnot find the
endeaing sidein the other, but which createsit, and the worldly love of human
beingswhich presupposgean endeaing sidein the other,Dieternotes thata similar
concetion can be found in the thedogy of Aquinas(p. 137). In Dieter’s view,
thoudh, one doesnot haveto agree with Luther’s distinction betwea the worldly
love on the onehandandfaith which substituesthe concept of the love of Godon
the othe hand,becase coram mund humansare also beingsin need.

In chapter2 Dieter analyseghe quesion of whethe, following Aristotle, the
habtus of being goad emerge out of repeatd particula acts or whether the
goodnes of the personis prevdent in respect of the actsof a person. For Aristotle
himself one hasto pay attention to two statemets: ‘By acting righteousy man
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becomesrighteous’and ‘Whoever is righteous actsrighteously.’ Luther replaces
the relaion of conjuncton betwee the two staementsby a contradction. Dieter
pointsto the fact that Aristotle himself holdsthatit is impossble for a totally non-
righteousper®n to actrighteously. Furthermoe, Aristotle is not ableto showhow
a personwho becane unjug by habitualizaton will be able to becone just by

habitualizaton again. But Luther’s dialoguepartne is not Aristotle, but rather
reception of Aristotle by Biel and Buridan. To the Aristotelian conceptionthey
addedthe notion of free will. Corsequentlythey hold it to be possilte to become
righteousby the way of a meritorious habitudization. Dieter does not see this

changein thetheologyof later scholasttismasaninfiltration of Christiantheology
by Aristotelian philosoghy, but vice versa as a modification of the Artistotelian
doctrine by specific Chrigian theologamena As a consguence Dieter doesnot
hold Luther's histoiical analysis of the problemto be true. Concening content,
Dieterinquiresinto wha exactly is meant by Luther's view that only a prevalent
righteouspersonis ableto actrighteousy — a view which presupposgan ontology
of substanes.Dieter observeshatthe qualty of theworksof apersonis depenént
on the peron. The peron is seenin the light of the altemative of ‘old man/new
mani. Furthermoe, alsothe righteous— the new man- is simuljustuset peccdor.

Corsequatly, the conceptof the quality of works andthe conceptof ‘work’ itself

becomedundametally unclear.The only way of solving the problemwould beto

provide an analsis of Luther’s thedogy after 1518, but thatis not Dieter’s topic.

In chapter3, Dieter describesthe Lutheran receptionof an epigemologcal
Aristoteliantheorenregading therelationshipbetweenpossibiity andfactualty in
the intellectus Luther usesthis theaem for modelling the relationdip of the
believerto the word of God in an eclecticway.

Chapterd descritesLuther’sreceptionof the Aristotelian doctrineof motion in
order to understad simul with respect to partim-patim betwea being righteous
andbeing a sinner.Lutherhasto solvethe problemthatbeingrighteousandbeinga
sinrer is a contadiction Luther rejectsthe possbility of modelling this relation
betweenrighteows andsinner by an undestandirg of grace asqualitasor forma of
the soulassubsance.Instead Luther’'s soluion relieson an Aristotelian-Oacamig
understandig of motion: Luther undestandsthe Christianexisteice asa process
from beinga sinnerto being righteousin a way that every point of this motion is
partim in termino a quo et partim in termino ad quem Corsequently,being
righteousmeans becomiry righteousin via without beconing perfect, becasethe
more a personbecomesrighteous the more he or she knows what sin means.
Therefore,the whole life of the Chridian is peniterce.

Dieter closesthe chapterwith aninquiry into Luther's ChrigmasSermonfrom
1514,in which areceptionof the Aristoteliandoctrine of motion canbefound.The
Finnish Luther-resarch of the last twenty yearshasusedthis sermonin orderto
recanstructa relationd-trinitarian ontology. The resut of Dieter’'s inquiry consets
in theinsightthatonecanfind relatonal structure in this sermonanda dynaristic
understandig of God, but that one cannot find a fully develged relational
ontology.
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Chapter5 is concernedvith Luther’s understandingf logic. Dieter works with
the Christmassermonmentionedabove and the disputationcontra scholasticam
theologiamin which Luther rejectsthe opinion that every theologianwho is not a
logicianis a heretic.Dieter showsthat the object of this sentencds a very specific
problemin the frameworkof the doctrine of the Trinity: Pierred’Ailly and others
tried to combine syllogistic forms with particular propositionsof the (Western
understandingdf the doctrine of the Trinity. E.g. the following sentencesrein a
formal respectcorrect,but onehasto rejectthemfrom a Christianpoint of view: (1)
Paterin divinis generat.Pater estessentiadivina. Ergo essentiadivina generat.(2)
Omnis essentiadivina est pater. Filius est essentiadivina. Ergo filius est pater.
Luther nameghe differentsolutionsby usinga modificationof the medievalconcept
of suppositionsvith thetermlogica fidei. Lutherrejectsthe logica fidei becausét is
incompatiblewith both the Christiandoctrineandthe logica naturalis The mistake
occursbecausehe syllogistic forms are usedwithout sufficient attentionbeing paid
to the decisivedistinctionbetweenterminusessentialiandterminuspersonalis The
consequencearelogical equivocationsBeing awareof this distinction,onecanonly
build trivial truistic propositiondike OmnisPater generat.Iste pater estPater. Ergo
iste pater generat Luther’s intention is neither to reject the propositionsof the
doctrineof the Trinity nor to rejectsyllogisticsasa subclasf logic. In contrastto
d’Ailly, Luther’'s answer provides a tenable solution, becausehe distinguishes
betweenthe syllogistic forms andthe propositionsof the Trinity. Consequentlythe
doctrineof the Trinity andlogic arecoherentLutheraimsto showthatthetrinitarian
doctrineis free from contradictions.In a secondstep, Dieter exploresthe general
Lutheranunderstandingf logic. The resultis that Luther votesagainsta life-long
study of logic for its own sake.But he votesfor a fundamentalstudy of logic asa
necessaryonditionfor theology.

Dieter's habilitation consstsin chaptes 1-5. Chapter6 is Dieter'sdissrtation.
The Subject is the last ten of the twelve philosoghical thesesof the disputatio
Heidelbegae habita In these theses,Luthe’s intention is to show that the
thedogiansof ‘scholasticsm’ misundestoodthe Aristotelian philosophyof nature.
Indiredly, Luther claims to be a better Aristotelian than the Aristotelian
‘scholastic’ theologians Luther tries to prove this claim by an exegesisof
Aristotle, not by the way of the quaestbnes One of his intentiors is to showthat
the Aristotelianforma-distinction is not a distinctionin reality andthatit cannotbe
appled universdly. Dieter shows that Luther’s own opinion— to be free from the
‘scholastic’ interpretaion of Aristotle — is mistaken. Luther presuppses the
Occanistic interpretationof Aristotle in more thanoneway. Furthermoe, Luther’s
argumetation is oftenincomplete.Consequetly, Luther cannotgive the proof for
his claim. Howeve, Dieter qualfies this resultby mertioning two facts.First of all,
the tradition of the text of the philosoghical theseds unclear Secondly Luther did
notwrite the probationesfor the lag thesesConsequent, the philosoghica theses
areonly a preliminary manuscript

Dieter’s bookis a thoroughstudy of Luther’s receptionof Aristotle until 1518
with the help of inquiries into the theologiansof later scholastism (Occam
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d'Ailly, Biel, Truttvetter and others) Dieter scrutinizs thoe argumeis which
Luther himself held to be Aristotelian and he follows up certainthemesgiven by
thatinquiry beyondhis thresholdof 1518 The differentchaptes of Dieter’'s book
canbereadasthemaic units of importantdimensons of Luther’s theology Dieter
shows that the referents of ‘Ari stotle’ in Luther’s works differ. Consequently the
relationship of Luther to both the Aristotelian philosophy itself and to the
thedogies of later scholasttism is to be descibed in a much more differentiated
way thanthe older researb thoudht (Ebeing, Graneand others).Dieter fruitfully

walks on the way pavedby the researb of the 1980sand 1990s(GrahamWhite,
sone of the Finnish resarch on Luther). Nevertheéss,in a certan respect the
restriction to the time before 1518 is not unprobdematic. On the one hand,Dieter
malkes the influence of the reception of the philosofhy of Aristotle for the
developmenbf the doctine of justificationtranspaent. On the otherhand,reacers
have to remind themséves that by then the devebpment of the doctine of
justification wasnot yet completedandthatimportantaspectof this developnent
begin only after 1518.All in all, Dieter'sbookis animportantcontributionto the
resarchontheundestandimg of the early Luther in theframework of his historicd,

thedogical and philosophicalcontext

) Markus Muhling-Sclapkohl
Okumenische Institut der Universitat Heidelbeg

Dirk-Martin Grube, Unbegrindbarkeit Gottes?Tillichs und Barths
Erkennhistheorien im Horizont der gegenwatigen Philosophe.
Marburg: Elwert, 1998,278pp,€29.80

The model of coherentist holism

In thefirst analyticalpart of his study, Grubeinvestigateshe developmenof the
relaionship betweenontology and epistemologyin the theologiesof Paul Tillich
and Karl Barth. As his basis,Grube doesnot use the intentional statementof
Barth and Tillich regarding this theme, but rather scrutinizes their actual
proceduresin the Germanperiod of Tillich’s theology, epistemologyprecedes
ontology. The material contentof a theologicalinterral perspectivehasto be
justified accordingto the standard®f a non-theologicalgereral epistemologyln
his Americanperiod,Tillich foundaway to setepistemologyandontologysideby
side.With the help of his methodof correlationhe emphasiesthe identity of the
revelation in JesusChrist in the perspectiveof the relativity of the particular
historical frameworksof interpretationDueto the fact thatthe distinctionbetween
schemeand content cannot be coherently conceptualizedthe identity of the
cortent is not a sufficient warrant againsta constructivistic understandingof
revelation.
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In the secondedition of Barth’s Romerbriefonefinds a strict diastasisetween
theological content and general epistemology, becausethe divine reality —
conceptualizedstotaliter aliter — rendersthe humancognition of God impossible.
But in the Unterricht, Barth conceptualizeshe divine reality asa subjectof action.
Consequentlyman’sability to discernGod becomesanimplication of divine action.
Lateron in the ChurchDogmatics Barth usesthe doctrineof the Trinity in orderto
solvethis epistemologicaproblem.This is a pursuitwhich functionalizeghe Trinity
andwhich leadsto an overemphasi®n the economicTrinity. Already in his Fides
guaerendntellectumBarth tries, not only to superimposéheologicalontology onto
theologicalepistemologybut alsoto reintegratehe universalexternalperspectivéoy
reconstructinghe externalperspectivavithin the frameworkof theinternal Christian
perspectiveWith the help of this argumentationBarth claimsthe universalvalidity
of the internal Christian perspectiveand avoids traditionalism and fideism. The
appropriatecharacterizatiorof this methodologicalargumentatioris an antifounda-
tionalist coherentismThis contradictsthe Barth-interpretation®f Pannenbergnd
Harle who considerBarth to be a foundationalist.Grube’s final judgementabout
Barth’s positionis thatit doesnotleadto a problemof foundationsputto a problem
of demarcationbetweenpremodernismand postmodernismAccordingly, Barth’s
rejection of philosophyonly implies the rejection of a philosophywhich aims at
properly basicfoundationsnot the rejectionof all philosophy.

In his second syntetic part Grubetries to take on boardthe decisiveinsights
of both Tillich and Barth. So he tries to combine the adherenceo realistic truth
claimswith therejectionof all founddionalist methods Both aspectareintegrate
into his own coheentist holism. Grube critically debatesthe understading of
founddionalism of A. Planinga, the ‘Reformed Epistenology’ and the falsifica-
tionism of H. Albert. In amorereceptiveway he disausseshe epigemologesof N.
Resche, H. Putnan andW.V.O. Quinein orderto combinecoheentistandrealistic
claims.Coherentismis right to claim thatthereis no predinguistic accesgo reality.
On the othe hand, this doesnot necessaly imply a relafivistic position. Rathe
whole setsof sentenceor propostions refer to reality andaretestedby pragmatc
justification. This addtion of pragmatt justification to coheentismis necessar
becawse the concet of coherenceitself is a syntacic concept. The criteria of
pragmaic justification have the task of fulfilling the semant side of realistic
claims.If the pragmatt justification of asysemor a setof sentencsfails, onedoes
not haveto rejectthe whole system put onehasto modify it underthe postulde of
‘epistemic consevatism’: ‘A mongstthe altemative possiblities of modification
choosethat one,which rejectsnot too muchof your whole systemtoo quickly.” In
regad to religious systens of belief the relatonship betweenexplanation and
actionandtherebre their pragmatt justification consistsof their ability to enabé
human acion. Coheratist holism canbe compare with afishing-net:it hasto be
coheent, that meansthe netwok hasto be without gaps.But if afish is caught,it
will be imposgble to sayin which particula meshit wasfished.

At the endof his book Grubedesignsa specific thedogical coherenist holism
in critical discussionswith the Barth-interpretationof T.F. Torrance,with Tillich,
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Lindbeck’s postliberalism the concetions of revelaton of W. Pannenbrg and of
Eilert Herms in order to modd the Chrigian expefence of disclosureby the
metaplor of the Kuhnian concept of paradigmehange Gruke tries to avoid the
Barthian dilemmabetwea premodenism and postmoderrsm by interpreting the
fundamertal implication of epistemologyby ontologyin equivalenceto a universa
epigemology.Grubeusesfour thesesto explainthis stateof affairs:

1. Onehasto abanda the last foundaions of Christianclaims.

2. Circular argumemation servesthe coherencenf an argumen andis not to be
discredted (asa circulus vitiosug.

3. Barth holdsa realistic, but esch#ologicaly broken theay of reference.

4. Onehasto conceptualizethe theay of referencewithout epistanology andto
conceptubize the theay of truth without ontology.

In acritical devebpmentof Tillich’s apologeic intentiors Grubetriesto desgn not
an absolué, but a relative apology, which he explairs also by the use of three
thews: (1) Onehasto showrelative plausibility in comparisonwith otherviews of
reality. (2) In accordane with Pannenbrg one hasto understad the certainty of
Christian faith asfallible. It is notimpossble that otherviews of life will be more
plausiblethan Christianty. (3) The pursuitof a Chrigian, relative apologyhasthe
martk of contingency, correspading to the coningency of God's trinitarian sef-
disclosure Justifed by God’s grace,one neitherhasto dramatiz contingency in a
postmodernattitudenor to fight it in a moden attitude but one hasto acceptit.

Another setof four thessregads the questia of the truth of Christianfaith
andthe questio of its connetion:

1. In thewhole setof dogmatic sentence or statemets, somehave referenceto
the reality. Dogmatts is not just a metalinguistic pursuit. This is possble,
becausg¢he notionof coherenc@nly senesto give reasonsnotto definetruth.
In orderto definetruth, one canstill usethe classicalterm ‘corregpondence’,
becausene can— according to Pannenberg- undestandcorrespadenceasa
speciesof coherence

2. As far asit is possble, the traditional question concerningthe definition of
truth is to be given up.

3. It is not an isolated Chrigian statemety but Christian doctrine as a whole
which refersto reality.

4. Consequetly, clams to verify or to falsify particular staements of
Christianty, like the staementthat Jesusds raised,are mistakenin principle.

The statemeh about Jesus’resurretion is not a fundametal belief on which to
build the Christiandoctrine,asis attempedin the early theologyof Pannenbrg.In
observationof the rule of ‘epistemic consevatism’ one hasto hold that it is not
possible to ascribeto the statemenh about Jesus resurection the truth value
‘wrong’ by a method of pragmaic justification. This does not mean that it
necessarilyhas the truth value ‘right’. It rather has the truth value ‘neither
justifiably right nor wrong’. Corsequently Grube votes for a threevaluedlogic in
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the framewok of his Christiancoheentistholism The Chrigian systemof beliefs
is constitued by disclosue-experiaces,which disclosesa ‘subjedive quaity of
objective certainy’ to believers.On principle, the certainy of Chrigian faith is
both fallible andchalenged.This is the criterion throughwhich it differs from all
formsof fanaticbelief systens. The disclosureexperienceof Chrigian faith canbe
portrayed in analogyto the Kuhnianconcept of paraligm change:

1. Rdigious revelatbn is all-encompasisg.

2. Truth and reference are equally disclosd. Quantification of revelatbn is
impassible.

3. Revelationis spontaneos.

4. The revelaton to the first believes of Christianfaith and the changeof the
undestandirg of ‘messiah’implies a changeof reference(Jesis Chrigt) and
content (not a political, but a religious concept). It is a ‘normd revoluton’.

5. Prook of historical continuity or discontnuity arenot to be appied directly to
the problem of how to warrant the claims of Chrigian faith.

6. Onehasto besceptcal aboutpostionswhich attenpt to usehistorical materal
in orderto solve normative problens.

7. It is relatively correctto understad history in the perspectie of the new
paradigm, e.g.to discover christolayical concepts in the Old Testament

The significance of coherentist holism and the searchfor a theory of
truth in Christian perspective

Grubesbookis animportantcontributionto thediscussbn of Tillich andBarthand
he correctsmore thanone prejudice.He showsthat the theologyof Barth both has
roots in philosophical presuppsitions (e.g. in neo-Kantianism) and delivers
philosophical implicationsfor a generl epistemologyThe specificachievemenbf
Grube’s researchon Tillich and Barth is in the way he usesBarth and Tillich to
look for a middle way betwea foundaionalismandrelatvism. It is surprisingto
seethattheinterpretationof BarthandTillich onthe onehandandof coniemporay
Anglo-American philosophies on the othe hand provides a fruitful road for an
apprqriatetheologica epistanology. It is highly interestingto seethat Grubedoes
not fight empiricist philosophies (such as the one representedby Quine) in an
apobgetic attitude but that he recoqiizes their construtive potential for
systenatic-thenlogicd problens. Grube’s own way of solving the epistenological
problens — to designa coheentistholism— includes sone positiveaspectsFirst of
all, we haveto value Grube’srejecion of foundaionalisn andthe searchfor an
operdional holism Holism avoidsthe theaetical problemsof foundaionalism and
fits muchbetterto the characteof Chrigian faith andits rootsin concetelife. We
alsohaveto value the useof the criterion of coherenceCoherenceis a syntactic
necesary condtion of truth and it belongsin the areaof criteriology. It is not
necesarily to be usedin orderto desgn a definition of truth. What strikesme as
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espea@lly important is that Grube maintains realistic claims which are not
dispensale in thedogy andall scientfic inquiry alike. Grubeis rightin sayng that
the sermantic dimengon of languages only reconstruciblein an operatonal way
by usingthe pragmaticdimensionof language On the one hand,the criteria of his
‘epistemic conservam’ and the fallible characterof Christian faith — how it
differs from fanaticism — provesthat scientific theologyis possble. It showsthat
thedogy has much more to do with other scientific endeavours- sciencesand
humanitiesalike — thancommorly accepte. On the othe hand,Grube’s conceete
descriptionsof the pragmaic criterion as justification with respectto the human
capadty to act avoids relativisic consguencesgiven in a coherenist but non-
realistic apprach.

Nevertheéss,the concree shapeof coherenist realismbeas a few problems.
We will concentrag onthreeof them:First of all: if Grubeis right andall forms of
founddionalism are to be abandoed, we will have to use the notion of a
thedogical internal perspectie — but thenit doesnot make senseto usethe term
‘external pergective’ in the singula. If we use ‘extemal perspedve’ in the
singular, this fits Tillich’s attempt to offer an absolte apology. It entails
foundaionalist tendencies.If we modify the conceptof Christian apologyto a
relative apology,we will haveto use‘external pergectives’in the plural only.

Second:Gruberightly insists thatit is imposdble to undestandthe whole set
of dogmmatic sentence as a metalinguistic grammaic. Partsof the dogmatic set
referto reality, althoughthey might not beidentifiable. If a setof beliefsis coheent
andthe systemasa whole is pragmaically justified, one hasto ascribethe truth-
value‘right’ to all statemets of the setuntil problemsin the processof pragmaic
justification arise.According to the principle of ‘episternic consevatiam’, in the
context of a disdosureexperenceone hasto avoid modifications which makethe
truth-value of particular and crucial staements‘wrong’. For different reasons,
thoudh, it is very problemaic to votefor athree-valiedlogic includingathird truth
value, which is ‘neither right nor wrong’. If we interpret this third truth-value as
‘not decdable’, this will imply a pure epistamic interpretaton of all threetruth-
values — including ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ — and cons@uenty not a semant or
ontologicalinterpretationof thetruth-values.This renderst impossble to maintin
realistic claims andreferenceto reality. Therefoe, all threetruth-valuesareto be
interpretedin an ontological mamer. Here an alternativecan be stated the three-
valuedlogic hasto be usedin all fields of humanknowledgeor it hasto be usedin
the fields of religion or ethicsonly. The latter casehasto be excluded becaseit
entdls adiastasidn reality, maybe into anareaof freedomandanareaof necessity
or into an areaof science and an areaof anthropological constans. Thesetwo
area stayapartfrom eachothe, becausdt is impossibleto medate betwea them.
Sweh a split in reality contadicts a philosophical concept of one reality and it
contadictsthe Christian concet of credion which holds Godto be the creatorof
all creaturesConsequetly, the only way to usea three-valuedogic consktsin
appling it to all fields of humar knowledge. But this is neither the way our
evelyday languageworks, nor the way mostscientfic or technicalinquirieswork.
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Further, this presippose complex logical operdions. Additionally, it entdls
problens for the conceptof an all-encompasisig coherenceFor, in this case,in a
holistic sysem there are statemets which neither contribute anyting to the
coheence of the systemnor anything for its pragmaic justification. Here the
questio ariseswhether this setof statemets is without a function for the system
Corsequentlyone shouldusein the framework of a coherenist holistic realisma
traditional two-vaued logic. Crucial statemets like the staement of Jesus
resurection could only be ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ in dependencen the whole system
This doesnotimply therelapsanto foundaionalism. Crucial statemets like ‘Jeaus
is raised’ are not propealy basicin an epigemologial way, but they are identity
markersof a belief-system.Nevertheéss,a modification by pragmatic justification
to the truth-value ‘wrong’ remains possible. But this modification implies a
paraligm changefrom a Chrigian belief-systemto a post-Chrisian or non-
Chridian belief-system.In principle,the Christianview of life in via hasto facethis
danger Maybewe canformulate a Chrigian verdgon of the principle of epistenic
consevatism;‘Chooseunderthe altemativepossibiities of modificationthatwhich
rejectsnottoo much of your whole systemtoo fastandwhich is noidertity-marker
— or convert!

Third: Grube’s view that a theay of reference hasto be designedwithout
epistenology andthatatheay of truth hasto be designedwvithout ontologyis to be
judgdd as extrenely problemratic. Equally, we haveto criticize his view that one
shout withhold from giving a definition of truth. For if oneholdsrealisticclaims,
implicit ontological commitments and presupositions will be implied in the
internal pergective of the sysem. These implicit ontological presuppogions
themsévesimply propositons of whattruth reallyis. If Grubeis right andnot only
the Chridian belief-system,but all belief systens with ontological relevarce are
anti-foundationalist,it will be possibleto give definitions of truth in the framewok
of different pergectivesonly, relatve to the particular ontologies of the different
views of reality. Soit seemgo be a very meaningful undertakng to reconstruct
theay of truth from the internal perspectie of Christianfaith. Thereby it will be
possibe to show how the criterion of pragnatic justification is able to depict
reality. Therdore, suchanargumenwill be animportantstepto showtheinternal
coheenceof the Chrigian belief-system.

The main issuesof such an understading of truth can be statedin the
following lines: The action of God is either a necessarycondition or a necessary
anda sufficientconditionfor all of reality. Theactionof Godis to beundestoodas
anevent,andits results— reality — alsoconsistdn eventsandenabéseventsin the
world (like, e.g., humanaction). Part of the genusof human action is also the
human recanition of the event-lke reality by the way of speet acts. In the
framework of such a Christian eventlike ontology of speechacts, we can
reformulate the classcal truth-theory of correspadenceby avoiding its contra-
dictions becawse both relata of the classicaltheay, human languageand reality,
belong to the sameset of objects.Both are eventsof speeb acts: reality is the
eventsof the divine speebt acts, languagethe events of human speechact.
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Thereby,both canbe setinto a relation of correspadenceor adequéion. If we pay
attenton to the categoical differencebetwea actio dei and actio homnum we
shoull recanstructtherelation betwea bothrelataitself notascorrespon@énce but
as accordane: Truth is the accordanceof creaturdy-personal speech-ats with
divine speeb acts and its event-lke resuls. This definition of truth is
conceptudized in the Chridian internal perspective, but it is able to reformulate
the intentiors of non-theologi@l aspectsof the understading of truth in a
thedogical perspedte. It is not only atheay which enablegefinitions, butit also
enabésthe explanationfor why theonly possibiity of anoperationakealistic proof
is the way of pragmatc justification. Furthermoe, it enableshe explanationwhy
thes pragmaic criteria of justification can only be necessaf, but not sufficient
condtions for truth: for this definition providesan ontological descrigion of the
framework of relaions betwee differentkinds of actionandconsequety it is an
ethical theory of truth including the pergpective of the fall of creaion and the
atorement,with respectto an undestandirg of law andgospel.The human search
for truth andits finding — in all fields of recagnition of reality — depend not juston
the creative,but also on the redeenng and perfectirg action of Fathe, Sonand
Holy Spirit implying an eschatabgical reseve. The impossbility of desgning a
non-perspetival and non-mntradicbry definition of truth andthe possibiity of a
non-contraditory, but pergectivaldefinition of truth is a coherendepiction of this
esch#ological reserveandanimportantcontributionto proving the coherencef a
Christian coheentist-hdistic realism.

All in all, Grube’s book should be valued as an impressive disoourse in
philosophcal theology

) Markus Muhling-Sdlapkohl
Okumenische Institut der Universitat Heidelbeg

Markus Bockmuehl,JewishLaw in Gentile Churches:Halakhahand
the Beginningof Christian Public Ethics Edinburgh:T. & T. Clark,
2000,314pp.£24.95

Bockmuehl’'sthess in this learnedandclosely argueal — althoughstill preliminary —
study is that ‘the Jewishtradition of moralteachingfor Genties, rooted ultimately
in the Torah, consisently detamined much of the subsénce of ethicsin the
mainsteam of emerging Chrigian orthodoxy’ (p. vii). Furthermoe, it was this
dynamic, he contends, ‘that allowed Chrigianity to blossominto a faith for the
world, with a clearanddistinctive yet truly universal ethic’ (p. xv). Indeed, some
recovery of this ethicis imperative if a clearmoral debateis to take placetoday —
‘Where a sharedfounddion of moralty cannotbe assuned, how can one speak
about right and wrong?’ (p. 145), Bockmuehl states having just quaed from
Alisdair Macintyre’s After Virtue. This would be sonething of a return to the
Conrstantinan situaton, which lay aheadof the early church and, in a curious
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pardlelism, lies behind the church today. In keephg with his bast thesis
Bockmuehl arguesthat Jesusvas consistenyy Torah-obsevant (asagainstbeinga
proto-Potestat, or even crypto-Marcionite), and the early church leaders, often
portrayed by scholas asin conflict, werealso essentidl unified in their apprach,
althoughdiffering at timesover applicaions. That apprachconsiss, primarily, in
the criticism of idolatry and concomtant recogniton of the true, credor God, and
in the condenmationof violence,andmog espeally of murder (A dietary proviso
is a slighty more ambiguais point, namely that meatshout not be eatenwith
bloodin it.)

The study pursueshis agendain threeparts. The first part beginswith three
chaptes thatfocuslargely on Jesuscontendng consisently for his faithfulnessto
Torahin termsof particularreadngs of the day. After a statemethof the general
thesisthat Jesus’ethicsare bestundestoodin halaklic terms,two chaptersdeal
with two problem texts: Jesus’teachng on divorce (cf. Matthen's exceptio
clausesin 5.32and 19.9), and his sayirg ‘let the deadbury the dead’ (Mt. 8.22;
Lk. 9.62). Bockmuehl contendsthat thes difficult sayings do not invalidate the
overdl thesis Chapte 4 in Part1 thentablessomepreliminarytheseon therole of
Jamesn the early church, andespecilly in relaton to the celebrate disputethat
resuted betweerPeterandPaulat Antioch (seeGal. 2:11-14). (Thereis adegres of
confusion here The Prefaceascibesthis chapteronceto Part2, which is perhas
where it more naturally belongs,as the Jewishmoral heritageis appliedto the
Gertile mission.) This complex chaptermerely hints at a mudh more devebped
histoly from Bocknmuehl of the churchduring the adventof the law-free Gentile
mission. He essentidy endosesan interestingterritoria view that emphasizes
agreementbetweenthe major leadersinvolved Paulevangdizes the Gertiles, i.e.
Westof Tarsusat which point Janes’ — andpresumablyalsoPeter’s— jurisdiction
overthe promisedland of Israel (which extendsup throughSyriajust pastAntioch,
and also Cilicia) ceasesand all the leaders reman interested fundamentally in
Israels ‘national redempton’. Any conflicts later on, notably with Paul, are
therebre causedby renegadesSo the early church’sappication of Jesusagenda
and its obvious Jewishresmnseto the Gentile mission,remainedin fundamental
concod.

Fadlowing this, Pat 2 traces,in three chapers, ‘natural law’ through Second
Tempge Judaismand the New Testament- ‘natural law’ is to be distingushed,
althoughnot separatedfrom ‘naturd theology or ‘naturd revelaton’. Chapter?
thenfocusesspecificdly onthe Noachide Commandnents.Bockmuehlargueghat
a fully articulatedpostion ‘does not predatethe secondcentury’ (p. 173), but an
earlier, less crystalized, tradition, although not the thedogical key to New
Testamentethics does ‘provide an essatial clue to the specific rationale and
content of early Christianethics aswell asits criteria of selectionin theuseof OT
laws'. Herce ‘[iln practicaland political terms, Jewish conceptof a universa law
for Gertiles proved indispensablefor the devebpmentof Christianethics’ (p. 173).

Part3 devoestwo chaptes to the beginnirgs of a Christian‘public ethics or
discourg within the RomanEmpire tracing devebpmentsfrom the later parts of
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the New Tesament,especiallyLuke, throughthe earliestApologists, with special
attenton being paid to Aristides andthe Epistle to Diognetus Bockmuehlargues
that essatially the sarme mateial that the Jewi$ halakhahconcening Gertiles

focusedon,tendsto resurfa&ehere anattadk onidolatry with concomtantdemands
to recaynize the true and creatorGod, and condemmationsof immoral practices

espeally violence and murder(‘bloodshed’).

Thereacersof thisjournalwill probaly beespecidly interestedin someof the

major theologicd questionsposedby this study rather than its detailed textual
interpretationsBockmuehlis awareof all of thes broader questiams, althoughnot
all areaddressedin detdl in this study. And this disavowal seemgjuite acceptale
within the constrants of an alreadywideranging treatment.Nevertheless such
issues mug be addressedat somepoint if Bockmuehl's progmammeis to prove
ultimately persuasie, sol notethemherefor future consideation. | would wantto
raise six queriesaboutthe bast strucure of Bockmuehl’s progamme:

1

Therelation betwen the two laws. On the one hand,Bockmuehl argues for a
universdly recognizalkd ethic and, on the other, for a more specific
programme grounded in revealed Mosaic legislation. While the soures do
notnecesarily recogizetensiors here it nevetheles needgo beexplairedto
themoden readethow thes two different programmes— onefar morespecific
anddetailedthanthe othe — relateto one anoher underthe generalrubric of
the revealeddivine will. Putsuccincly, is circuncision (etc.) sonething that
we all shoulddo or not?,becaus it cannotreally be both Inded, is it a good
thing to join God’schosencovenant peopleor not? This is not just a matterof
categoization. It is a tensionbuilt into the very notion that two different
systemsof ethics can be revealed by God as binding on two different
constitueries. One suspets, rather that either God views an actionasgood,
and henceasonethat oughtto be performed,or God doesnt.

Therole of Christology AlthoughBockmuehlacknowkdgeshe point, hedoes
not really addressin detail the issueof the degreeto which Chiist influences
New Testanent ethics— and also, to what degreehe shoutl. Includedin this
concern, then is the questim whethe Chrig has influenced the Jewish
halakhahon Gertiles that Bockmuehl views as so fundamatal. It might be
arguedhatthistraditionis notespeally influencedby Christologyin the New
Testanent — but that it should be!, at which point significant reformulation
might alsohaveto take place.We would alsohaveto sortout, when applying
Christologyto New Testamentethics the respedve rolesof Christ’'s exanple,
his teaching, his atoningdeah, and his personand nature,becausenot all of
thesehavethe samestatusor function. In the end of the day, it is diffi cult to
imagine an ethicd progmamme in the New Testanent laying clam to
legitimagy thatis not primarily groundedin andlegitimizedby Christology.So
Bocknmuehl’s programmes, at the least, currenty quite exposedn this front.
Paul's supersessionisthrust In close relation to the foregoing, Bockmuehl
possibly doesnot give sufficient weight to the abolitionist and supersessionist
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tendenciesn Paul, and in other parts of the New Testament;the sensethat
certainthings— goodin andof themselvesndfor atime —havebeenleft behind.
Paul's rejection of Mosaic law-observancemongsthis Gentile convertsis, it
seemdgo me, groundedn aneschatologicatontentionbasedon Christ; a sense
thatthe newagehasarrived,andthat Mosaiclaw-observancés not a part of it,
expectationsnotwithstanding(ethics most certainly is, but this is a different
point). And it will not do to dismissthis readingof Paulas‘crypto-Marcionite’,
becausét isn’t. Profoundcontinuitiesstill remainwith elementf the previous
age,both createdand specifically Jewish.But profounddiscontinuitiesare also
presentandit is unfaithful to the New Testamentvitnessto ignoreor to under-
emphasizehem.In short,the criteria with which Paul,andthe New Testament
asawhole, struggle— preciselyto recognizethe differencesbetweenthesetwo
situationsnamely,discontinuousindcontinuouselements- is, it seemgo me,a
crucial questionthat Bockmuehl'sanalysisdoesnot addressOf course he does
not haveto addresst herein his study of a tradition of continuity in ethics.
However,if his programmads to havebroaderChristianethicalvalidity, he must
do so at somepoint.

4. The preciseepistenological situation during the discussiorof public ethics |
also seek further clarification from Bockmuehl concernng the exact
epigemologcal strucure of the disaussionof universa truth, which devoles
into the endosementof his basal Jewish ethical programme. At times the
broad public progmmme seemsgrounced in revelation at which point one
wonders why the rest of that revdation’s specific recommendtions cannot
simply beintroduced— if the whole thing is grouncedin Torah, thenwhy not
just introduce the Torah? Howeve, on other occasios the basicprogmamme
seens to be very closeto aninnatelyrecaynizedethicd system thatallows in
turn for a discussbn to take place within a universdly acknowkdged,
objective, framework. But this would be a non-christdogical theologicd,
epigemologtal, and ethical vestibule to the gospel; a founddionalist
progamme.Bocknmuehl neverquite saysthis, asfar asl cantell, but if heis
not saying this or advocaing the former position, wha is his exact claim
concening this ethicd packageand its usefulnes for a shared,universal,
public discourg concening ethics? What s its staus and legitimacy?

5. Public ethicsascritical to the Christian missbn. Bockmuehlsuggets thatthis
tradition, andits proclamation wasvery importantfor the ultimate succes®f
the Early Christian mission— andthis makesa clearanswerto query4 above
all the more pressing.But it alsoseens a little dubiousin its own right. That
sonething ethical was probaly crudal to the astonisiing growth of the early
churdch underthe Principate may be granted that is, a certan setof practices
seens to have contibuted centally to the church’s rapid growth. But the
elision of this thesisinto Bockmuehl’'spostion concening specific proclaimed
ethicd injunctionsaboutidolatry andsexua relatonsis to my mind something
that requires rathermore elabordion than he hasthe spaceto give here.And
prima facie | do find it couner-intuitive to suppos thatit wasa proclaimed
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public ethic thatled to Christiangrowth— | do not seeany obvioushistorical
analogesfor sucha view. (Thatthis would result from growth andsuccesss,
conversey, entirdy understadable.)

6. The ambiguos role of culture. Thereis also possiby a dark undebelly to
Bockmuehl’'s programme that warrants further exploration. The universal
ethical programme endosed by Bockmuehl clearly possesesan important
relationsip with culture; hereg specificdly Jewishculture. But culture always
requirescritical evaluaton, and wherethis is lacking, the consegenceshave
often beendisastrous That is, culturally mediatedvalues can often function
like atrojanhorse releasingdeadlyenemiesnto the heartof the Christian city
by stealth.Sovicious ambiguifes concening slavery,genderandrace, haveat
timeshaunteaheproclaimed public ethicsof variouschurd tradtions through
history. Now there is clearly no overt endorserant of such things by
Bockmuehl, but is a clear critical condemnabn of them also possibleon the
ethical basis that he propo®s? (How would one, for instan@, condemn
slavery?) And, furthemore, does Bockmuehl’'s progmamme supply the
necessar controk on the appr@riation of culture thatwill enabé usto avoid
an anabgousimpostion in the future?

Again, it shoutl be emphasizedthat Bockmuehl is not addressingthese
programmaic isstesin the presentstudy. But if this study’sthess is to becomea
wide-rangingprogramme, then at somepoint thes issuesmustbe negotided.

In conclusion, although | found myself unpersuadég by one or two of
Bockmuehl's specific— and highly ingeniols — suggestins (most notebly on the
shapeof early church histoty), | was very helpfully instructel by the majoiity.
Thereis muchto learnfrom this book. But | continueto haveanxietiesaboutthe
viability of its fundamental progamme, largely becauseof the concernsjust
expressed.Hence | awdt Bockmuehl's respnse to these concens with great
interest.Finally, it mug be emphasizedin closingthat | remaindeeplyimpressed
by this book’s many marvelousqualities.It is animmenselylearned detaled, and
insighful work, written with exquiste clarity, evely page tedifying to the
penetratingintelligenceand erudiion of its author.

DouglasA. Camptell
King's College,London

LearderE. Keck, Whois JesusHistory in PerfectTense Edinbuigh:
T. & T. Clark/Minneapolis: AugsburgFortress2001,207pp.,£14.93
$21.00pbk. Originally publishedin hardcower by the University of
SouthCarolinaPress2000.

LeanderKeck addressethe question'Who is Jesu®’ in a seriesof engagingessays
consktinglargely of selecive but sustainedheologica reflectionon the continued
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meanirg of the histoiical Jesus As such this book is neither a full-blown New
Tesament Christobgy (this is promised at a later date), nor a thoroughging
histoiical study (unlike othe contibutions to the ‘Personaties of the New
Tesament’ serie$. Raher, theseessaysare ‘but respnsesreaded on the road
toward undestandirg [Jesus] they areaninvitation to join thejourney’ (p. 21). All
interestedin thedogical interpretaions of Jesusand the New Testamentgospes
would do well to take up the offer becauséboth Keck and his subgct proveto be
profound and provocaive companonsalong the way.

The programmatt openig chaper, ‘The Presaceof the Past’,introducesand
explicates the principal theme: the contast betwea the Jesusof the critical
histolians and Jesusas depictedin the Gospels. This subjectis subsguently
explored from four distinctive perspedtes in the ensuingessgs. At this stege
Keck shrewdlyobsenesfrom variousanglesa worrying irony entailedin the often
competingcritical estimationsof the historicd Jesusnamely, that the deconsruc-
tion of the transcendenttheologtal element so integral to the Evangelsts’
undestandirg of Jesusfinds poor compenséion in often dubious and ultimately
dissaisfying detailed historicd and socib-econont recmstructions of his life
setting. This often radical refurbishmentmakesmajor demandson both histoly
(viz. to provide a robug Jesusworthy of commitmen) and Christianty (viz. to
radically rework cental doctrinesconcernng Chiist). By attendingespedlly to
fundamentalfeaturesof the gospels’portrayal of Jesuslife, deathandresurretion,
Keck himsef intendsto integratethe historicd andtheologicd elementsothatthe
ongong signficanceof Jesughis ‘History in PerfectTense) maybethe morefully
apprqriated.

In aninformedandinsightful secom chapter ‘The PemanentPaticular: Jesus
the Jew’, Keck surveysand critiques certain schohrly estimatons of Jesusin
relaion to his Jewish context He observeghat Gertile attemps to distane Jesus
from a purpotedly narrow and barrenJudaismsit awkwadly with the Gogels’
own desireto show how he actualizs Old Testamentpromises,and have been
countredby the efforts of Jewish scholas to reintegrae Jesusinto ‘mainstream’
Jewid history. That the latter is now being undetaken by more recent Gentile
scholaship (e.g. Chilton, Horsley, Wright), demonstatesthat Christianidertity is
significantly shapedy its understandingf ‘the particular kind of Jew[Jesusjwas
andwasnot’ (p. 47). This leadsKeck to surmsethe sort of JewJesuamight have
been,before reflecting more fully on the impact that Jesus’focus on Israel had
uponhisfirst Gertile followers. Gertiles adoptedhe story of Israelandits God not
by becomig joined to Judaismbut by believing a gospelconveyed by Jewswho
were convincedthat Jesus obedienceanddivine vindication (via the resurection)
had broughtaboutthe Old Testamentattestedrule of God.

From an incisive range of interrelaed angks, chapter3, ‘The Emboded
Future: Jesughe Teache', consides the ways in which Jesus’life wasanimaged
and unified by his undestandirg of the kingdom of God. In Jewishtradition, to
acknowkdgeGodasking is to affirm hisidentity asthe Holy Oneof Israel,andthe
Gogelsclaim thatthis is ultimately exempified in Jesus obedentvocation which
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embodiedtheimpinging reign of God.Moreover Jesusvocaion is vindicatedin a
resurection which is no mereresumpton of its antecedasts, but ratherentailsa
Jesudransbrmedinto a new modeof existencewhich anticipaesandensuesthe
complete actualiation of the new age.In sum ‘the kingdom of God enegizes
those graspeddy JesusVision andshapé by hisvocatian becaseit refersto God'’s
own rectifying enegy thatdoesnotrestuntil God’swill is “‘doneon earthasit is in
heaven” (p. 122). Suchis the onewhom the scriptures call the living God.

In the fourth and perhgs mog stimulding chaper, ‘The Fractued Prism:
Jesus Deathand the Living God’, Keck focuseson the ongoing signficance of
Jesus death for our understading of God. Revealedin Jesus’ crudfixion,
climactically in his cry of derelicion, is the mysteriousand poweful holines of a
God who is simultaneouslypresentand absem in dealingwith and turning away
from humanity’s sin. This is theliving andHoly Oneof the Old Tesementwho, in
resurectingthe crucified JesusenablesGertiles to participae both histotically and
(especialy) thedogically in the actuaization of the reign of Israel’s God. Indeed,
Jesus cross is both paradigmand promise for all thos who follow his way of
embodying the kingdom, living out ‘his way of being in the world’ (p. 147).

The last noted themeis devebped significantly in the final chapter ‘The
Authorizing Judge: Jesusin the Moral Life’, with particular referenceto the
accountablity and cost entdled in following Jesus The impinging kingdom
requres comgete resdve with entrendied practicesand patternsyielding to an
entirelife lived ‘for Jesus sake'.If a persmal relationsip with the Lord Jesuss
important,it is theimageof Jesusn the Gogpelswhich providesthe defining traits
that mustbe activatal holistically and habitudly within the Christiancommurity.

Anyone desiring a comprefensive and systenatic treatmant of the subpct
matter will haveto adjusttheir expecationsto the aimsandarrangemenof these
evocdive essaysln so doing it will becomeevidentthat Keck has maragedto
integrateeffectvely awide rangeof crucialandcomplexmateral — spanningearly
Judasm, the New TestameniGospelsthe histoiical Jesusand Christiantheology
and ethics The resulting synthesis echoe, complemerns — and carries forward
recent work (onethinks of Bauckham,Hays, Seitzand others)which haslikewise
attenptedto correlatebiblical exegeis andthedogical reflection in informedand
imaginativeways. The outcomeis a critically challenging yet spiritualy satisfying
study which shoutl command the attenton of all interestedin locating a living
Jesuswithin a biblically-shapel construtive Christiantheology

S.A. Cumnins
Caradian Theobgical Sennary
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NicholasM. Healy, Church,World andthe Christian Life. Practical-
Prophetic Ecclesiology Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2000,xi + 199pp.£12.95

Oneof theprevaling chamacterisics of moden theologica reflectiononthechurd
hasbeenthe tendencyto focusalmostexclusively on its ideal or abstractatureto
the exclusion of any sustainedreflecion on its conceete historical reality. The
resuting ecclesiobgies have been predaninanty theoreti@l and systenatic,
descriling the churchalmostentirely with referencdo beingratherthanto ageng.
This tendencyto distingush sharply betwea the nature of the church and its
mission has impoverised ecclesology. Any eccksiology that reflects upon the
natue of thechurchin isolation from a critical assessmenmf its performanceof the
taskto which it is calledmug fail to reflectadequatly uponthe concretechurd.

This assessmeritaspromptedNicholasHealy to offer a consideed, scholaly
and innovative stud/ of the methalological issues that confront current
ecclesiobgy. Church, World and the Christian Life is a recen addition to the
Cambidge Studiesin Christian Doctrine series Subtitled, Practical-Prophett
Ecclesiology Healy’'s work contributes significantly to the task of this series:it
engags critically with the traditional doctrine of ecclesiobgy and with those
doctineswhich groundecclesology, namelythe Christian confessionof the Triune
God, the Lordship of Christ and the life in the Spiit; and it consides these
doctinesin light of contenporary theologicd and secularconcens, namely the
influenceof modernityupontheologicd methodandthe currentissuesof pluralism
andinclusivism.Hedy succeedsvell in this twofold project,in large partbecase
heis alive to thetheologica contextin which ecclesblogy mustbelocated. In turn,
thesetheologicd commitmentsprovidethe latitudewith which to engagegjuestios
of theologicd method and the wider range of questiors posedby those othe
traditionsof inquiry concernedvith examning humanactivity, suchassociolayy,
histoly and cultural anajysis.

Methodologtally, on Healy’saccountijt is the shift from an‘epic modernst’
horizon to a ‘theodranatic’ one which holds open the spae for fruitful
ecclesiolgical reflection (p. 154). Indeed Healy’'s argumentrevolves largely
around‘clarifying some of the differencesbetweenthe methalological traits of
modernecclesiologyand the practical-propletic appraches’.He finds in Hans
Urs von Balthasar'stheadramatic theory a particularly sympatheticdialogue
partne:

Balthasarconendsthat theologic# discoure shouldreflect the true natureof
revdation and Christianexistenceprior to the eschaon. The relations betwee
God, world and church are bestconceéved, he believes, as sorrething rather
like a play. The play canbe descrited in termsof one or othe of two main
types of Chrigian horizonsand thedogical styles,the epic andthe dramatic
Dramatictheology[t]akes the perspedte of a participant in the dramg, of one
who lives entirely within the movement of the play. [I]n contrast, epic
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theology stepsout of the dramato take an external, spectabr's perspedte
uponthe completedplay. (pp. 53-4)

While not identifying the ‘dramatic’ with his own ‘practical-proptetic’ approach,
nor identifying the conceptsof ‘epic’ and ‘modern’, Hedy neverthelss suggets

thattherearesufficiert pardlels betwea themto make the dialogue with Balthasar
productive.Hedy's affinity for the theodramdt horizonresidesin its capacityto

display ‘the tensiveand conflictual natureof Chrigian existenceyeflectingin its

very form the ongoingdramaticstruggk that constituesdisciplesip’. Correspond-
ingly his suspicon of epic theologyrevolvesaroundits tendency not to recagnize

new developmergin the drama:‘[ I]n ignoring or dissohing the tensiors inherent

in our exigence as Christians epic thedogy may become so ‘“‘static” or

“essentidist” thatit distotts its account’ (p. 54).

There are certain clear thedogical pre-undestandirgs which provide the
dynamismandstructurefor Healy’s work andwhich influencehis apprgriation of
atheodramadt horizon. Pivotally, the identity andthe uniquenessof the churchis
given in its ‘Spirit-empoweredorientation to JesusChrist and through him to the
TriuneGod’ (p. 17). Ecclesiologyis not formulatedfor theoretcal purposesit is to
sene the task of the churc. It is to ‘asgst the churchin reforming its concete
idertity to accordwith Paul'srule, namely to glory (only) in JesusChrist’ (pp. 154;
7ff.). Whenecclesiobgy doesits job well ‘it enabksthe churchto argueforcefuly
that it is reasonabldo witnessto JesusChrig asthe ultimate truth, andthat it is
possibleto embodythatwitnessin truthful disdpleship’ (p. 154).Christianty is not
simply an abstration, a systemof beliefs. Rather, it is bestdescrited as

a distinctive way of life, madepossble by the gradous action of the Holy
Spirit, which orients its adheents to the Father through JesusChrig. By
schoolng its membes, the churchmakesthis orientation a presentpossibility
for them.The Chrigian way of life is distinctive becaseits Lord is a partcular
persomandbecauseéts Godis triune. Its life takes conceteform in the wake of
social practicesacceted and promaded by the commurity aswell asin the
activities of its individual membes. (pp. 4-5)

Therearea numberof obvious conseuencs thatfollow from this descrigion
of Christianity asadistinctive way of life. The churchmug bedescritedfirst ‘more
in termsof ageng ratherthanin termsof being’. And thedesciption of theactivity
proper to the churchis twofold, it is both divine and human:the apostoic task
given to the churchis boththe real respnsibility of the churdch — it is ‘our task’ —
while at the sametime, it is utterly depenéntuponthe work of the Spirit. The job
thereforeof ecclesblogy is to reflect theologicdly uponthechurd’s identity which
is ‘congituted by action’ where‘action’ itself is constitued both by ‘the activity of
the Holy Spirit without which [the churdh] cannotexig’ andby the ‘activity of its
membaes asthey live out their lives of disciplesip’. The norms and criteria that
governthis reflectionarethose that shouldgovemn our assesmenbf the activity of
the church itself, namely ‘the effecivenessof witnessand the truthfulness of
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disciplesip’ (pp. 5-6). Suchan ecclesblogy doesnot collapse inward uponitself
but turns outwardto engagewith the concete and complex concens of human
living. Ecclesidogy, as theologicéd reflection upon the activity of the churd,
becomemot narrowed but expaned.

The extentto which ecclesiobgy succeedslepend in large partuponhow it
developsa concuisus betwee divine and human acton. This is precisdy the
strengh of Balthasa&'s theadramatis — ‘everything is located within the sphee of
God'’s creative and redemptive activity [y]et becauseof our location within the
theadramawe aretruly freeto play our part’ (p. 66) — andhencethe thealramatic
horizonbecomescclesiolgically the mog helpful. ‘A theadramatichorizon,with
its strongconcepton of the concususof divine andhumanaction,indicatesthatwe
receivetruth by two means, both of which are necessar. by the activity of the
Spirit, and through our active engagenent with views different from our own’
(p. 105). Without warting to labour the idea of the dramaic, nor the similarities
betwea epic andmoden ecclesiolodes, Healy is clearly interesed in developig
anecclesology which descritesthe churchnot ‘in termsof its final perfection’ but
as it is concretely ‘within the confusiors and complexities of a particula
ecclesiobgical context (p. 54). Yet heis alsoclearly commited to a ‘traditioned
undestandirg of religion andtruth’ (p. 154) andfinds in Balthasa's theadramatic
horizon a suitable‘counterweigh to the epic tendenciesof moden ecclesiobgy’
which allows for the retrieval of ‘traditiona resairces’ (p. 60) and in so doing
‘encouragesrather than hindersthe developnent of an expaned ecclesiobgy’
(p. 53).

Hedy’'s devebpmentof hisargumenis cardul andmeasued. Thereis neither
afull scaleendosemenbf Balthasar'stheology nor evenof his ecclesiobgy, nor a
nawve rejectian of modernty. Raherthereis a carefully constuctedpresenation of
the needfor ecclesology to be alert to thoseways in which certain modenist
tencencies hinder its tak, and there is a critical appraisl of Bathasar's
theadramaticsin so far as this might furnish an apprgriate horizon for a
pradical-propheic ecclesidogy. Practcal-prgphetic ecclesology is theologica
refledion upon the life of the church which is focusednot on an ided, future
perfecton, butwhichinsteads concernedvith the churchin via, with its ‘confused
and sorretimes sinful daily life’, and which is willing to engagewith ‘other
traditions of inquiry’ (p. 155).

Church, World andthe Christian Life opensby settingforth its paraméers.It is
‘rather more about ecclesiobgy thanit is an exercisein the discipline’. Its aim
therebreis not primarily ‘to make a setof ecclesiobgical proposls’ but rather‘to
cleara spacewithin the disdpline of thedogy for some newandmore chalenging
forms of ecclesiobgy’ (p. 1). In this Healy hassuccededadmirabl. Theresut is
an ecclesiobgy marked not by arrogancebut one shapé decisivey by the call to
humility, repentanceand convesion.

Jennfer Cooper
Keble College, Oxford
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Amy PlantingaPauw,The SupremeHarmony of All: The Trinitarian
Theoloy of Jonathan Edwards Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,2002,
200pp.£15.99

This work by Amy PlanthgaPauwhasreceivedthe well-deserve accoladehatit
is ‘the fullest treatmentof Jonahan Edwardson the Trinity in perhapsa cenury’.
This is a thoroughly researbedandwell-written accountof an emergingthemein
Edwardsan theology that of the Trinity asa window into Edwards’thedogical
thoudht andhis undestandingof the Christianlife andpiety. A significant marker
in the developnent of contemporay Edwadseanschohbrship,| believethis book
will indeed serve to point to Edwards’ trinitarian thoucht as a resaurce for
conemporay thedogy.

Pauwarticulately and succincty coversthe main themesandthe complexof
influencesand tensiors in Edwards’ trinitarian thought — the promirence of the
love of God in his theology couner-balanang the more popukrly documented
power motif in Edwards; the tensons betweea the psychdogical and socil
traditions of the Trinity; his attemps to usethe psychdogical Trinity to closethe
gap betwea the immanent and the econonic Trinity asit is expressé in the
outworking of redemption; his desireto raise the profile of the Spirit in his
Reformedheritage;his ascribingof full personhoodo the Persms andhis moving
beyondthis into incipient tritheism his affective and mystical understading of
faith; his recogniton of the link betwee the Trinity andunion with God through
Christ as a sigrificant factor in soteriolayy; above all the integration of the
philosophcal, thedogical andpasbral dimensonsof hislife undertherubric of the
Trinity as‘the supremeharmonyof all’.*

Perhapsone areafor further reflection in this text is with respectto the first
issue mentionedabove. According to Pauw, the ‘ambidextous’ Edwads in his
trinitarian thought is a produd of two influences: Augustine’s psychdogical
Trinity, andRichad of StVictor's social Trinity. Interestingy, Pauwsuggets that
he held themin tensionin the mamer suggeted by HansUrs von Balthasa, who,
with referenceto the two models social and psychdogical, is convincedthat our
understandig of the Trinity ‘can only be developedn two opposte linesof being
andthoudht that point to eachothe”.?

Whilst in agreement that Edwardsis influenced heavly by Augustine, |
sugges that this is more extensive than Pauwor other writers indicate. Credt is
given to Edwards,for exampe, for his articulation of the Spirit asthe immarent
nexusof divine love (pp. 13—14)asif this wereoriginal to him, whenin factit is as
ancentasAugustine. Thetendencyof certainconemporarywriters suchasRobert

1 ThomasA. Schafered., The Miscellanies,a-z,aa—zz,1-500, The Worksof Jonathan
Edwards vol. 13 (New Haven:Yale University Press1994),p. 329 (no. 182).

2 Hans Urs von Balthasar,Theo-Drama: Theological Dramatic Theory vol. Ill, The
Dramatis Personae:The Personin Christ, trans. GrahamHarrison (San Francisco:
IgnatiusPress,1992),p. 525.
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Jenso, Sang Hyun Lee and Stepten Daniel to ascribethe developnent of a
thedogy of relaions to Edwards seemsalso to neglect this accomplifimentin
Augustine.lt is acknowkdgedthat Edwardswert beyondAugustinein thathis use
of psychdogical categoriesin his trinitarian thedogy is driven by the desireto
removethe ‘distance’ betweea the thedogia and the oikononia, and also in his
commfort with the useof the categoy of ‘person’. Whatis well-docunentedby Pauw
is Edwads’ departue from Augustine into consideation of a social Trinity (the
‘family of three’) andperhasbeyondthat,to suchan extentthathe cannotescae
the chage of tritheism,where the ‘persons$ appearto be more like ‘indivi duals’.
Pauws descriptionof the Edwadseancovenat of redempton as ‘salvaion-by-
committee’ asa casein point is well expressed(p. 115).

Evidenceof the influenceof Richad of St Victor on Edwardsis, on the other
hand,extrerely scantand circumstantialat that. It seemamore logical to assume
that Edwardswould have beenfamiliar with the CappadocianFathersas major
contibutors to histoiic trinitarian thought rather than a relativdy obscue
thedogian simply becaseheis in the Westen tradition. Richad is acknowkdged
by Pauwto be a product himself of Cappadoian thought, a fact which further
makes his putative influence on Edwardsseeminconsequentialinyway. Pauws
suggetion seemsall the more puzzling in that she evendocumens evidenceof
Edwads’ awarenesof the Cappadoians, sometling she is unabk to do for
Richad. Her motivationlikely arisesout of herreasonabléhesisthat the group of
Cambidge Puitans known as the ‘Spiritual Brethren’ (Sibbes, Cotton, Owen,
Goodvin) did influence Edwards sigrificantly and that they may owe a debtto
Richad, or elsethatRichad is the thedogian of the Westknown for his challenge
of Augustine.

In addition to underesmating Edwads’ Western-Aigustinian entrapment
Pauwdoesnot presentn any detail the altemative Edwardsmight haveadoptedof
a Trinity of divine ‘persons rather than individuals (the Cappadocianpersns
defined by their very nature as ‘persons-in-cormunion’, and therebre not as
‘individuals’; cf. Barth's ‘modesof beiny’, usedin preferance to ‘persons’ only
becawse he fearedthat ‘persons$ could not fail to be understoodas‘individuals’ in
his Wesern culture) which would havegiven him the modelby which his desre to
elevat the Sgrit in his peroonhoodandrole in the economicTrinity, could have
beensatisfied. No mention is madeof the great philosophical innovation of the
Cappadoiansor of its developnentby contenporaryEuropeanthedogianssuchas
Colin Gunton,T.F. Torrance, Janes Torrance,Alan Torrance,JohnWebger and
John Zizioulas. Thus there is no mertion of the elevation of the categoy of
hypostass, of a unity basedon the Fathe, andof the definition of divine personsas
‘personsin-communion’.

This work is nevetheles a remarkable gift to the Chiistian community
becaseof its clarity, balancedeven-handenessandcredive tumns of phrasesuch
asthetitle of herconcluding chaper which aptly catcheghe flavour of the subject
matefal — ‘A Colbled Trinitarianism’. There are also frequent touchesthat,
appraqriately for the consterationof Edwads, give affective inspration for the
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pursuitof a passionte andtrinitarianspirituaity. Not the leastof theseis reference
to SarahPierpont Edwads’ wife, in which Pauw statesthat ‘his yeamnings for

earthly anticipationsof trinitarian harnony proved hard to satisfy, excep in his

mariage with SarahPierport’ (p. 3), whose mystical piety provided him with

subgct materid for trinitarian experence.

RossShaw
University of St Andrews
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